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Dear Alumni and Friends —

The Spring 2013 issue of Criterion opens with a paper 
by paul Mendes-Flohr, the Dorothy grant Maclear 
professor of Modern Jewish History and Thought. Dis- 
cussing “The promises and Limitations of interfaith Dia- 
logue,” professor Mendes-Flohr points out the tensions in 
different conceptions of tolerance, and claims that tolerance 
need not be seen as a threat to religious integrity.
 Next is a lecture by Stephen Chan (AM 1990, phD 1998), 
who spoke at Swift Hall last year as part of a conference 
on “Sino-Christian Theology in today’s China.” At the 
conference, scholars reflected critically on the religious, 
cultural, political, economic, and sociological factors that 
are giving rise to the growth of Christianity in China, and 
asked how theology, as an academic discipline, could 
engage, interrogate, and complicate this novel phenom-
enon. professor Chan’s talk, reproduced here, addresses 
how issues of translation inform the enterprise of Sino-
Christian theology.
 The opening Wednesday Community Luncheon talk 
of 2012, by Dean Margaret M. Mitchell, then challenges 
us to consider the academic study of religion, and the place 
of religion within that enterprise. reminding us of how 
complicated religious identity is, she cautions against 
theories that see a great divide between religious and 
non-religious scholars.
 A sermon by current Theology phD student Andrew 
packman (MDiv 2012) follows. He takes the occasion of 
the temporary relocation of Wednesday worship to Swift 
Hall during renovations to Bond Chapel to remark on the 
relation between the spiritual and the reasonable, between 
prayer and study, and to consider the sort of community 
that engages these “supposedly competing claims.”
 The issue concludes with news from our alumni. please 
continue to keep us up to date on your accomplishments.
 As always, my thanks to Susan Zakin, editorial assistant, 
and robin Winge, designer.

i hope you enjoy this issue,

Terren Ilana Wein, Editor
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to tolerate is to insult. tolerance must only be preparatory to open the way to mutual 

acceptance. ... true liberalism is acknowledgment and understanding. 

— Wolfgang goethe 1

The promise and Limitations of  

interfaith Dialogue

in what might be regarded to be a commentary on 
goethe’s sapient maxim, cited as the epigraph to this 
essay, the Jewish philosopher Franz rosenzweig ex- 

claimed, “the main thing is that we still must prove our-
selves — the test is still before us: The overcoming of mere 
thoughts of tolerance, above all the overcoming of [mutu-
al] indifference.”2 in the best of liberal circles, marching 
under the banner of tolerance, “the Christian ignored the 
Jew in order to tolerate him, and the Jew ignored he 
Christian in order to allow himself to be tolerated.”3 This 
strategy of studious indifference attained its most pristine 
expression in the german poet and philosopher gotthold 
Ephraim Lessing’s didactic play Nathan the Wise. A para-
ble of tolerance, this play, first performed in 1779, projects 
the difference between the bearers of the three monotheis-
tic faiths to be irrelevant, of no consequence because they 
are — despite their religious particularities — first and 
foremost human beings. As Nathan, Lessing’s wise Jew, 
rhetorically asks, “Are Christian and Jew sooner Christian 
and Jew than human beings?”4 indeed, as rosenzweig 
observed, Nathan is abstracted from his Judaism, as is 
Lessing’s Muslim from islam, and his Christian from 
Christianity. They meet solely as fellow human beings. 

Their religious patrimony, grounded in the witness they 
bear to their respective faith communities, is accordingly 
treated as an encumbrance, or an ultimately trivial acci-
dent of birth. Hence, as rosenzweig laconically observes, 
Lessing’s Jew, Christian, and Muslim “have no children.”5  

As pure human beings, they have no progeny, certainly no 
Jewish, Christian or Muslim descendents.

But surely believing Jews — as Christians, Muslims, and 
for that matter believing Buddhists, Hindus, or Navajo Snake 
Dancers — would protest that their humanity is refracted 
through the particularity of their community of faith. Yet 
one must acknowledge that religious faith, especially of 
biblical or theistic inspiration, may engender intolerance.6 
The claim to privileged knowledge often instills hubris, 
and contempt for other faiths. indeed, historically the 
liberal ethic of tolerance was born of a resolve to contain 
the fury and wrath aroused by conflicting religious claims. 
if tolerance courts indifference, let it be. For surely it is 
preferable to the scourge of religious intolerance.

Hence, the liberal creed of tolerance poses an irrefra-
gable challenge to men and women of faith: Can an abid-
ing fidelity to the theological positions and values of one’s 
religious community allow one to acknowledge the cogni-



if one takes one’s own faith seriously, one must perforce demand that others  
take one’s faith seriously, even if but to protest.
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tive and spiritual integrity of other faith commitments? 
The challenge is perhaps more poignant when formulated 
from the perspective of religious educators: How is one to 
instruct youth in the religious beliefs and values of their 
community, while encouraging them to be tolerant of 
beliefs and values deemed to be incompatible with their 
own? How is one to educate youth to have firm moral  
and faith convictions, while encouraging them to honor 
opposing positions? Surely, this challenge would be banal 
were tolerance interpreted merely as a code of “live and  
let live,” or construed as a demand to dismiss differences 
between religions, to cite once again Nathan the Wise,  
as but a question of “color, dress, and shape.”7 The dif-
ferences are not always so superficial, however. There are 
often some very real and far-reaching theological and axi-
ological differences that divide various faith communities. 
it is from this perspective that t. S. Eliot exclaimed, “The 
Christian does not wish to be tolerated.”8 if one takes one’s 
own faith seriously, one must perforce demand that others 
take one’s faith seriously, even if but to protest. Thus, Franz 
rosenzweig voiced his preference for the medieval disputa-
tions — in which Jewish savants were obliged to defend 
rabbinic teachings before an inquisitorial forum of Catholic 
clerics — to the tepid ethic of interfatih tolerance. taking 
his own faith seriously, rosenzweig unflinchingly insisted 
that the differences between Judaism and Christianity are 
not merely matters of folklore and contrasting cultural 
inflections. in a memorable essay on “the phenomenology 
and dialectic of tolerance,” the Catholic existentialist gabriel 
Marcel posed the issue with particular acuity when he 
mused, “insofar as i consider the object of my faith sacred, 
does not this prevent me from taking any action which 
would confirm the disbeliever in his disbelief?”9

For a person of true religious faith who has internalized 
the liberal ethos, the challenge of interfaith reconciliation 
would then have be conceived in the spirit of goethe’s maxim: 
“to tolerate is to insult — Dulden heißt beleidigen.” to 
underscore his contention, goethe alternately interchanges  
the term Toleranz with the german term for “sufferance,” 
dulden, to suffer the other although one may find the 
other’s beliefs and values abhorrent, or at the least contrary 
to one’s own. true liberalism, goethe insisted, must go 
beyond mere sufferance. As addressed to individuals of an 
authentic faith commitment, the liberal challenge is thus 

to be understood as how one may extend tolerance beyond 
the pragmatic bounds of tactical indifference towards other 
religious and axiological traditions, and to forge a path to 
mutual “acknowledgment and understanding”— and to do 
so without compromising or vitiating one’s own commitments. 

the lexicological history of the term tolerance high-
lights the issue. prior to the eighteenth century 
and the dawn of liberal politics, the word “toler-

ance” had, in French, a pejorative connotation, namely, a 
permissive or complacent attitude towards evil. As late as 
1691, in his famous admonition to protestants, Jacques F. 
Bossuet unabashedly extolled Catholicism as the least tol-
erant of all religions. As a “careless indulgence,” tolerance was 
deemed a heresy. it is only with the emergence of the modern 
state as a fundamentally secular institution, concerned pre- 
eminently with public tranquility as a condition necessary 
for collective prosperity, that tolerance lost its pejorative 
sting and became a civic and moral virtue. Whether it can 
also be a theological virtue is of course yet another issue.

philosophically, tolerance is an elusive concept, fraught 
with logical paradoxes, if not downright antinomies.10 Are 
we to tolerate the intolerable? Liberal law, crafted to ensure 
the maximal freedom and thus diversity of opinion and 
practice recurrently has difficulty in drawing the lines bet- 
ween toleration and legal censure. The civic duty to tolerate 
and the moral injunction to oppose what is objectionable 
are often in conflict, if not seemingly irreconcilable. 
tolerance has accordingly been defined as a deliberate 
restraint — albeit conditional — to objectionable beliefs 
and conduct. But, again returning to goethe’s instructive 
maxim, one must regard this form of tolerance — when 
addressed to inter-communal and inter-faith encoun-
ter — as at best preparatory to “mutual acceptance” and 
reciprocal “acknowledgment and understanding.” From the 
perspective of the state, such tolerance is supererogatory, 
that is, it is above and beyond the purview of the law; it 
cannot be legislated. A solicitous, dialogical tolerance —  
through which one actively seeks to acknowledge and 
understand the other — must take its lead from a source 
other than a concern for civic harmony. As a positive virtue, 
dialogical tolerance derives its energy from a compelling 
desire to know and honor the other, and perhaps at a deeper 
level a conviction that the other, despite his or her difference  

— and perhaps even because of this difference (and this will 
be our point) — shares some basic humanity with oneself.

The issue of tolerance, of course, is considerably allevi-
ated if one adopts a moral and cultural relativism. This  
was Lessing’s recommendation. in his parable of tolerance, 
neither the Jew nor the Christian nor the Muslim are cer-
tain whether he is god’s elect, that he possesses the pris-
tine covenant. Bereft of such knowledge, Lessing’s Jew, 
Christian, and Muslim are enjoined to humility, and thus 
to disregard the doctrinal and historical differences that 
divide them. in effect, to overcome that divide Lessing 
sought to remove the differences by urging a self-critical 
agnosticism and an ethic of cultural relativism. if all is 
relative, religious and attendant cultural differences are not 
worth a fight. This attitude leads to what has been aptly 
called a skeptical pluralism, and an “easy acceptance of a 
heterogeneity of values and ways of life.”11 This may also 
be characterized as a laissez-faire conception of tolerance. 
With the elimination — often by dint of a sheer decision 
for the sake of tolerance — of a clear ground of morality 

and religious conviction, one ethical system and set of 
beliefs are to be regarded as good as the next.

As in the case of the well-meaning Lessing, this form of 
relativism is prompted not merely by pragmatic objectives 
of civic and inter-communal tranquility, but also by a 
genuine humanism. At the core of every culture and faith, 
the humanist holds, is a common humanity and even 
shared spiritual sensibilities. Focusing on the essential human-
ity of the other allows one to dismiss that which is particu-
lar as unessential. indeed, extending tolerance to the Jew 
in the person of Nathan the Wise, Lessing “abstracted” him 
from his Judaism. He became what later isaac Deutscher 
would call a “non-Jewish Jew.”12 And to a lesser degree, 
Lessing did this with the Christian and Muslim protago-
nists of his play. What is tolerated is the human being 
hidden beneath the façade of a particular faith community. 
A species of this type of tolerance is what might be called 
“ad hominem tolerance,” in which a pious individual — be 
he or she a devout Jew, Christian, Muslim, Buddhist, or 
what have you — is portrayed as being fundamentally a 
decent person, for he or she is perceived to possess such 
engaging human qualities as sincerity, integrity, and hon-
orability. intrinsic value is attributed to these trans-cultural 
qualities and implicitly granted priority to the distinctive 
beliefs and practices that define the particular Jew, 
Christian or Muslim. The danger of this approach is also 
illustrated by Lessing. in his earlier play, “The Jews,” he 
presents a Jew of manifest integrity, social grace, and a 
humane disposition, and then has one of the protagonists 
parenthetically but tellingly sigh, if only all the Jews were 
like him.13 Unwittingly, he casts his Jews — as he does the 
Muslim and Christian in Nathan the Wise to be excep-
tional, and, in fact, praiseworthy for transcending the 
constraining limits of their respective faith communities. 
Seeing the individual Christian, Jew, or Muslim as an 
autonomous and thus a trans-cultural subject, Lessing, the 
preeminent humanist, in effect ignores or at least down-
plays their faith commitments.

in some contemporary interfaith circles, there is a 
beguiling twist to the humanistic leveling of differences, 
namely to regard the particularities of faith and value as 
essentially the same. Hence, there are those who choose to 
present the Christian holiday of Christmas and the Jewish 
feast of Hanukkah as two variations of a similar theme. 

Nathan the Wise



it does not flinch from engaging the other theologically...
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But the two religious events are, of course, not the same  
at all. Their calendrical proximity, and the fact that both 
occasion an exchange of gifts, and that both holidays are 
marked by illuminated candles does not render them 
spiritually and theologically homologous. Nor is passover 
“essentially” identical with Easter. There are, to be sure, 
more nuanced and sophisticated variations of this approach 
to interfaith understanding, represented especially among 
certain trends in the academic study of religion, stemming 
from the Religionsgeschichte-Schule of the early twentieth 
century which holds that all faiths, including so-called 
pagan faiths, enjoy a relationship to the Absolute. This is 
not a theological but a phenomenological argument, based 
on heuristic presuppositions of a universally apprehended 
Absolute or divine reality, and some core religious person-
ality to which particular religious beliefs and actions are 
ultimately peripheral.14 

to be sure, these strategies promoting inter-religious 
tolerance generally reflect more than a mere pragmatic 
accommodation or sufferance of the other. They express 
humanistic affirmations and a moral commitment to the 
ideal of genuine tolerance. Without gainsaying the over-
arching significance of this attitude, i wish to highlight 
conceptual problems inherent to such an attitude.

Humanistic and phenomenological approaches to 
interfaith tolerance induce two distinctive forms 
of pluralism: A weak pluralism, which contends 

that all religions have some intrinsic value; and a strong 
pluralism, according to which each religion has not only 
intrinsic value, but each is of equal moral and spiritual value. 
in either case, the ethic of tolerance is advanced by endorsing 
a form of cultural and religious relativism. But if tolerance 
is to be more than merely a by-word for relativism, then it 
must, indeed as goethe suggested, entail a determined resolve 
to honor the divergent beliefs and practices of the other, 
not as incidental but as a central aspect of the religious 
experience and identity of the other. in other words, the 
religious beliefs and theological commitments of the other 
must be taken seriously, even should they clash with one’s 
own. in contrast to the humanistic and phenomenological 
appreciation of other faiths, this approach to interfaith 
understanding does not ignore or treat as incidental the 
content of belief and objective character of given religious 

practices of the other. it does not flinch from engaging the 
other theologically, and in order to tolerate members of 
other faith communities it does not suffice with focusing 
on the subjective reality of the other, bracketing or even 
dismissing as irrelevant their beliefs and actions.

One may even question whether the humanistic and 
phenomenological approach to interfaith understanding is 
actually capable of achieving its objective. For by focusing 
on the interior experience and human qualities of mem-
bers of other faiths — the subjects or agents of other faiths  
— this approach in effect detaches the subjects from the 
objective content and theological claims of their beliefs 
and actions. According to the subjective approach — be it 
in the form of some humanistic essentialism or universal 
phenomenology of religious experience — only human 
beings are strictly tolerated, not their beliefs and practices. 
One does not tolerate the beliefs and practices of the other, 

but only the subjects holding these beliefs and the pro-
tagonists of these practices. put differently, tolerance of the 
subjective reality of the other and the assumed humanity 
of the other, while perhaps confirming the humanity of 
the other, does not entail an understanding of the other’s 
beliefs and deepest religious commitments.15 

the problem of tolerance as a theological virtue is 
probably most acute for monotheistic religions. 
Founded upon historical revelation, these religions 

hold themselves to be graced by a privileged knowledge of 
god and the divine will. revelation thus constitutes a 
system of propositional claims, that is, truth claims that are 
affirmed through faith, and as such are constitutive of a 
specific theistic religion’s guiding principles and practices. 
The privileged status of revelation lends the religion upon 
which it is founded a preeminent position, which perforce 
denies the truth claims of competing religions. There is  
but one true religion, others are utterly false or, at best, 
impaired by incomplete knowledge of divine truths. 
Hence, it is argued that “a religion based on constitutive ... 
revealed truths cannot ascribe value to a religion that con-
tradicts these truths.”16 Monotheistic religions are thus 
said to be inherently intolerant. Since the Enlightenment, 
theologians have implicitly acknowledged that the propo-
sitional character of revelation has obstructed mono- 
theistic religions’ integration into the liberal order. in late 
eighteenth century Jewish circles, Moses Mendelssohn 
argued the Judaism in not constituted by a divine dispen-
sation of “eternal truths”— which should in principle be 
available to all rational individuals — but rather a divine 
legislation of ritual or ceremonial laws. But twist and turn 
as he did, the german-Jewish philosopher could not deny 
that Judaism had a privileged status, for, as he argued, the 
ceremonial laws had the symbolic role of keeping the Jews 
ever alert to the eternal truths, of which ordinary mortals, 
that is, non-Jews often tend to lose sight. Despite his pas-
sionate endorsement of the then new, indeed, revolutionary 
ethic of religious tolerance, Mendelssohn could not explain 
away Judaism’s privileged status as a revealed religion. 
Liberal Christian theologians fared no better in their efforts 
to adjust revealed faith to the demands of tolerance. in the 
twentieth century, a radical new strategy crystallized with 
the rejection of propositional conceptions of revelation. 

revelation, according to this view, is not a disclosure of 
divine truths, but is rather the experience of divine presence, 
especially as manifest in given historical events. Founded 
on such events, religion is thus said to be an encounter 
with the living god, and not principally a dispensation of 
privileged knowledge. Such encounters cannot be properly 
formulated in propositional statements to be affirmed or 
denied; the witnesses to these events are meant to inspire 
among believers a posture of faith allowing for similar 
encounters in their lives. in this sense, revelation is instruc-
tive, not constitutive. A non-propositional conception of 
revelation, propounded especially by protestant liberal 
thinkers, is by definition less exclusive and thus in principle 
capable of accommodating other faith experiences. But, 
even if one should grant that the non-propositional con-
ception of revelation paves the way for religious tolerance 
and pluralism, it is actually irrelevant to the larger question 
of whether religious tolerance can be regarded as a theo-
logical virtue. Moreover, it is probably a historically irrel-
evant position. For the fact remains that the votaries of a 
non-propositional view of revelation are a small minority 
of theologians, who address a rather circumscribed circle 
of readers. The vast majority of believers still — at least 
formally — regard their respective theistic faith communi-
ties to be based on a privileged access to divine truths.

There is yet another more basic flaw in the non-propo-
sitional view of revelation. Eager to free monotheistic faith 
from what they regard as the bane of exclusivity, the pro-
ponents of a non-propositional view of revelation implicitly 
deny the faith reality of those for whom revealed truths are 
an intrinsic, indeed, perhaps the constitutive aspect of that 
reality. Should interfaith understanding not be limited to post- 
traditional, perhaps secularized theologians representing 
various monotheistic faiths, it must also be forged between 
individuals for whom propositional revelation is deeply 
part of their faith experience. to be historically significant, 
interfaith understanding cannot demand a theological 
shift to non-propositional conceptions of revelation. The 
reality is that there are those, perhaps the majority of 
believers, who are beholden to propositional conceptions 
of belief. One cannot demand of Christians to forfeit their 
conceptions of dogma as revealed truths mediating salva-
tion, and ergo to claim that “outside the Church there is no 
salvation” (Saint Cyprian). Nor can one demand of Muslims 

From left: Moses Mendelssohn, gotthold Ephraim Lessing,  
and Johann Kaspar Lavater
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to yield certain notions of islam, such as expressed in 
Quran, Sura 3:18: “The only true faith in Allah is islam.” 
Nor could one require of Jews to deny that the torah, oral 
and written, was given at Sinai and that god thereby 
established a special relationship with the Children of 
israel. We therefore return to our original question, slightly 
reformulated in the light of the preceding discussion:  
Are monotheistic faiths, grounded as they are in historical 
revelation embodying propositional truths, inherently 
incapable of genuine tolerance? Are monotheistic faiths 
constitutionally antagonistic to religious pluralism?

A journal founded in germany of the late 1920s adum-
brated a strategy for interfaith dialogue that might not only 
provide an answer to our question but also point to the 
possibility of regarding religious tolerance as a theological 
virtue. Appearing between 1926 and 1930, the journal, 
entitled Die Kreatur, was edited jointly by a Jew, a protestant, 
and a Catholic. The journal sought to provide a forum for 
representatives of monotheistic religions to engage in a 
respectful dialogue that did not require the yielding of 
traditional faith positions. The name of the journal was 
chosen with great care: Die Kreatur — translated as “crea-
ture,” but the german has wider connotations, embracing 
“all living created beings.” Under the sign of Divine 
Creation, men and women of theistic faith are to be cog-
nizant of themselves as created beings and thus co-respon-
sible for the care of the created order, which includes at its 
center one’s fellow human beings.

Conceived by the theologian Florens Christian rang, 
this interfaith journal was initially to be called “greetings 
from the Lands of Exile”— each of the monotheistic faiths 
are locked in doctrinal and devotional exile from one another, 
an exile which will be overcome only with the eschaton, at 
the end of time. Until that blessed hour, however, they 
could only greet one another. “But what is permissible,” 
the inaugural editorial noted, “and at this point in history 
mandatory, is dialogue: the greeting called in both directions, 
the opening or emerging of one’s self out of the severity 
and clarity of one’s self-enclosedness, a dialogue (Gespräch) 
prompted by a common concern for created being.” 

Although the journal did not encourage direct theo-
logical exchange — it preferred to focus on issues of shared 
concern — it provided a forum for various theological 
voices from the traditions represented. Without proclaim-

ing it as its position as such, the journal thereby implicitly 
took seriously the constitutive beliefs of each religious 
community, thus acknowledging them as intrinsic to the 
faith commitment and identity of the other. There was no 
apology, no defensive posturing. The distinctive voices were 
simply resounded and heard, resonating a humble sense of 
a shared creatureliness.

The Jewish editor of Die Kreatur, Martin Buber, 
explained that in such a dialogue one encounters the other 
as a Thou (ein Du) — as irreducibly unique presence. The 
Thou, he further pointed out, is not to be construed as 
some hidden essence of the Other, some quintessential 
core distilled from the Other. rather the Thou is the 
whole — the Gestalt, if one wills — of the Other. The 
Thou is beholden in the presence of the Other, through 
which the presence of the Divine is also manifest. Dialogue 
thus differs from a humanism that seeks to isolate and 
celebrate the common “human” essence of each of us. in 
contrast, dialogical tolerance discerns one’s humanity — or 
creatureliness — in the particularity, as Emmanuel Lévinas 
would put it, of the distinctive Face of each human being. 

Hence, within the sphere of theistic faith, dialogical 
tolerance finds in the concept of creatureliness a theologi-
cal ground analogous to the humanistic notion of our 
universal humanity. But creatureliness is not to be con-
strued as a mere synonym or metaphor for the humanistic 
notion of a common humanity. By virtue of a conscious-
ness of one’s creatureliness, one assumes a bond with one’s 
fellow human beings — or divinely graced creatures. One 
is thus bonded to the others not only by dint of common 
anthropological features but also because of a sense of 
shared origins, destiny and responsibility before the tran-
scendent source of life.

Because dialogical tolerance secures the integrity of each 
participant in the ensuing dialogue, it need not, as is often 
feared by orthodox custodians of the various monotheistic 
faith communities, threaten the certainty of one’s beliefs, 
or commitment to the values of one’s religious tradition. 
Open-mindedness and tolerance need not necessarily lead 
to a loosening of communal bonds, and a weakening of 
cognitive attachments. indeed, dialogical tolerance may be 
hailed a theological virtue. ✣
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First, allow me to indulge in a brief recollection of the 
Chicago–China connection. Dr. philip Shen, alumnus of 
the year of 1992, was the earliest Divinity School trained 
scholar to pen an article on theological pluralism from a 
specifically Asian-Chinese perspectives.1 professor Anthony 
Yu, the eminent scholar of John Milton, as well as the 
Chinese texts Dream of the Red Chamber and Journey to the 
West, has made our school the preeminent center of study 
of religion and literature with special emphasis on Chinese 
literature. professor David tracy, my mentor, has been to 
China twice (1981, 1992) and shared his reflections in 
Criterion (Volume 21, Spring 1982). Both Plurality and 
Ambiguity and Dialogue with the Other 2 have been trans-
lated into Chinese, and have been warmly welcomed by 
Chinese intelligentsia from Beijing to taipei. The latest 
addition to the repertoire of Divinity School works trans-
lated into Chinese is professor William Schweiker’s 
Theological Ethics and Global Dynamics. professor Dwight 
Hopkins has a long-standing interest in Chinese society 
and has travelled and taught there extensively. Finally, the 
Chicago–China encounter reached a crescendo with the 
opening of the Center in Beijing by president robert 
Zimmer in September of 2010. 

it is an extraordinary occasion for us to gather together in Swift Hall to present and 
discuss the formidable issues of the development of Christian theology in today’s China, 
and it’s especially exciting to have this conversation here at my alma mater.

The following is a continuation of the Chicago–China 
story in the area of Christian theology. i seek to suggest 
that cultural-religious contact is an alliance of meaning, 
rather than a search for equivalent beliefs. in the immense 
region we call China today, the creative translation of 
Western scholarship is best seen in the ongoing story of 
Sino-Christian theology.

Theology as translation

Haun Saussy, the University professor of Compara-
tive Literature at the University of Chicago, is a 
renowned scholar of Chinese and comparative 

literature. His rumination on culture and literature is highly 
comparative and cross-cultural as exemplified in his for-
mulation of translation as a model of inter-cultural and 
inter-religious dialogue. He describes translation (“fanyi” 
in Chinese) as follows:

[t]he job of the translator is not reproductive, 
representing a pre-existing meaning in a new milieu, 
but rather expository and applicational — the task of 

theology as translation
A glimpse of Sino-Christian Theology in China



...translation is neither a reproductive nor  
a representational task. 
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How do we read Karl Barth in Beijing? 
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anti-dogmatism in the post-Cultural revolution era. in 
contrast, both paul tillich and Karl rahner are perceived 
as cultural theologians who emphasized the idea and method 
of correlation at the expense of resistance. This misreading, 
regrettably, does not do justice to paul tillich, considering 
the undaunted commitment he demonstrated in his anti-
Nazi radio broadcasts. 

Sino-Christian thinkers and writers continue to main-
tain a critical edge in their reception of Western Christian 
feminism, and i consider this genre of writing to be the most 
intensive, even explosive, in terms of its critical appropria-
tion. Sino-Christian feminists, if ever we can identify such 
a group of scholars, seek to engage in a critique of the 
critiques of Western feminism. Contemporary Western 
Christian feminism is a systematic criticism of the sys-
temic oppression of patriarchalism. Sino-Christian femi-
nists employ the same spectrum of views and perspectives: 
historical, socio-economic, cultural, philosophical, theo-
logical, and most important of all, political, to critically 
assess both patriarchalism and Anglo-American and Asian 
feminist theologians in the context of today’s China. The 
end result is a heart-wrenching reflection within feminist 
theological circles. Sino-Christian feminists stress the criti-
cal need for Asian and third-world Christian feminists to 
employ the “hermeneutics of suspicion” against their own 
political context, especially against their own Asian nativism 
and nationalism. in the discourse of post-colonial critique, 
nativism and nationalism are powerful tools of resistance. 
However one should also be painfully aware that nationalism 
is not without its own challenges. Fanatic nationalism can 
deteriorate into another form of “unconscious systemic 
distortion,” borrowing a ricoeurian phrase frequently used 
by David tracy.

reflection on Sino-Christian Theology

How can we assess the development of Sino-
Christian theology? The usual approach is to ask 
for its methodology as well as its system. The late 

Langdon gilkey, whose Shantung Compound remains a 
classic, told me in 1988 when we first met in Hong Kong, 
that the reason Chicago is so interested in theological 
methodology is partly because of the steel plants in South 

mysticism, from pseudo-Dionysius to Meister Eckhart, for 
their present Chinese context. They uncover a “fearful sym- 
metry” between the medieval West and the Chinese cul-
tural context, present and past. The language and insights 
of medieval Christian mystics provides correlation, or even 
an “analogical imagination,” to today’s ideological struggles 
in China: the dilemmas of rationalism and empiricism, of 
individualism and nationalism, of platonic idealism and 
Marxist (and post-Marxist) pragmatism. 

The modern episode of the historic encounter between 
Christian intellectual traditions and Chinese intellectuals has 
accelerated to fortissimo in the arena of modern Christian 
theology. How do we read Karl Barth in Beijing? Chinese 
intellectuals tend to read Barth as the paragon hero against 
all forms of hegemony. This reception of Barth is analogous 
to the re-interpretation of Kant as the reincarnation of 

translation is not even an act of cultural negotiation, for 
this popular jargon in cultural studies still retains a metaphor 
of bilateral contractual relationship towards some kind of 
“fusion of horizons” in the distant future. 

How can we “translate” this linguistic model of translation 
into the setting of Sino-Christian theology? How should 
one read Augustine’s Confessions in Beijing? How can we 
translate Meister Eckhart’s apophatic theology in the con-
text of Chinese cultural discourse? This is the story to follow. 

Overview of Sino-Christian Theology

Historically, the modern period of Sino-Christian 
theology begins in 1978 when Deng Xiao-ping 
inaugurated the Open and reform policy, 

though the history of Sino-Christian theology begins with 
the sixteenth century Jesuit missions that claims its history 
from Matteo ricci, if not the Nestorians (Jingjiao, 8th 
century) of the tang dynasty, to the modern-day people’s 
republic of China. The past three decades have witnessed 
the rise and development of theological and religious stud-
ies in major Chinese universities. The theological interac-
tion of this new phase of “East meets West” (pace Kipling) 
is intense and vibrant. The following is a brief portrait  
of some of the approaches taken by contemporary Sino-
Christian theologians to reading certain, major Christian 
thinkers: Augustine, medieval mystics, Karl Barth and 
feminist theologians. i seek not precision but grand con-
tour, in describing some of my friends and colleagues, to 
present you the most ingenious and creative theological 
minds in today’s China. 

today’s Sino-Christian theologians are, first and fore-
most, attracted by the perennial Augustinian subjective 
turn, with dashes and leaps forward to synergize with all 
forms of postmodernism. They often resonate with the 
Augustinian search for self and god, and see it as a validation 
of their own search for self-realization in the post-Mao, if 
not post-Marxist milieu. 

The Sino-Christian encounter with Western medieval 
mysticism continues to exhibit the spirit of a subjective-
intellectualistic approach, but on a grander scale. Sino-
Christian scholars, whose education often situates them in 
the role of historians, seek to appropriate Christian medieval 

making something mean something to somebody. 
its political counterpart would be not jurisdictions 
but alliances… [A]lliances deserve to be prominent 
among the models and metaphors of cultural contact, 
because it is through choosing sides that emissaries 
become participants in the civilization they have come 
to visit. There is an affinity between such participation 
and the notion that translations are acts, not discoveries.3 

Saussy seeks to bypass the equivalence model of com-
munication by pointing to creative acts of cross-cultural 
interaction and participation, as exemplified in the efforts 
of a handful of Jesuit missionaries in China during the 
seventeenth century. in Saussy’s reformulation, translation 
is not understood as a “ferrying” (the original platonic pun) 
of meaning between the authorial and audient poles, “not 
as a matter of finding equivalences between vocabularies 
but as one of making the meanings of one speech commu-
nity mean something to another speech community.”4 

This assertion is made in the context of Saussy’s his-
torical and literary reflection on the legacy of Matteo ricci 
(1552–1610), whose quincentenary the Vatican celebrated 
in 2010. Saussy cites the pertinent example of how ricci 
translated “sanctus” by the Chinese word “sheng” (which 
means holy and sacred) with an intended double meaning 
of referring to the emperor’s majesty in the context of 
medieval monarchy. ricci was the master of religious and 
political alliance and maneuver. 

When describing the development of non-Western 
theologies, Western theology has long employed the ter-
minology and models of inculturation (in the case of 
Catholicism), indigenization (for the spread of Eastern 
religions in Asia), and contextualization (in reference to 
the modern sociocultural situation). But as Saussy and 
other sinologists have shown, all these discourses carry a 
heavy dose of essentialism. if theology in a cross-cultural 
setting is akin to translation, the critical challenge for us is 
to envision the exchange of meanings in its full complexity 
and productive meddling. 

in short, translation is neither a reproductive nor a repre-
sentational task. it seeks neither formal nor dynamic equiva-
lence as a process, and it strives for truths, which are neither 
correspondent nor constructivist in their ultimate constitution. 

Karl Barth



Langdon gilkey once suggested that China is  
the third encounter of Christianity...
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to ask for a method without paying equal attention to its subject matter  
is a misplaced method itself. 
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multi-faceted legacy of Matteo ricci, and his creative sug-
gestion that translation is an alignment or allegiance of 
meanings. if cross-cultural theology is like translation, it 
engenders a situation whereby “two speech communities 
can coincide in their language, although not in their frames 
of reference.”7 Hence the intellectual burden of Sino-Christian 
scholars is not a mere retrieval of Western tradition, nor  
a new meaning generated by a gadameran fusion-of-
horizons. Their theological reflection, analogous to Saussy’s 
comparative literature, is post-hermeneutical and post-
contextualization. in light of tracy’s formulation, it is a 
retrieval, suspicion, and reconstruction of Western 
Christian theology. Sino-Christian theology is both a cri-
tique of Western methodology, as well as of the content of 
Christian theology, in the cultural setting of today’s prC. 

is Sino-Christian theology another form of cultural 
theology? The answer is both yes and no. However even if 
it is a cultural discourse, it’s not the over-differentiated  
and over-oppositional cultural typology of richard 
Niebuhr. is Sino-Christian theology another facet of con-
textual theology? The answer is both yes and no. However 
even if it is a contextual praxis, it’s not an over-appropriated 
theological program, which often, ironically, retains and 
reinforces an implicit essentialism. in summary, Sino-
Christian theology is neither indigenization nor contextu-
alization of Christianity in China. instead, it is a transla-
tion of Christian intellectual traditions in today’s Chinese 
cultural milieu. it is a translation-as-alliance, and seeks to 
form an alliance between Christian thoughts and contem-
porary Chinese concerns. There is no haunting of “lost in 
translation” here. 

Langdon gilkey once suggested that China is the third 
encounter of Christianity, after the two grand historical 
periods: the encounter with greek philosophy in the third 
century, and with modern science over the last two centu-
ries. As a graduate of this institution, i am privileged and 
burdened to carry on this mission. As a fine product of 
Swift Hall, i run the full course from the medieval Mcginn, 
through the nineteenth-century gerrish, to the modern 
and postmodern tracy. i have fought the good fight, but 
the race is not yet over. May i wish my alma mater well. 
May i wish that the Divinity School becomes an active 
participant in the flourishing of Sino-Christian theology  
in China. ✣

that, due to the phenomenon of “China rising,” one can 
discern a general recession of “crisis consciousness” among 
the younger generation of Chinese scholars. 

Since most Sino-Christian scholars are translators of 
Christian classics, one can often encounter genuine meth-
odological insights even in their non-methodological writ-
ings, such as their translation works and their readings of 
Western theologians as illustrated above. Examples par 
excellence are the Chinese translations of heavy-laden 
words like “being” and “existence.” Sino-Christian scholars 
seek not to construct an independent theological move-
ment apart from the Anglo-American tradition, instead 
most of its members see themselves as exegetes and inter-
preters of the Western tradition. The commitment to 
translation in Chinese academia is deep and massive: we 
often have two translations of complete works of major 
Western thinkers, such as plato and Augustine. There are 
also two translations of Kant’s Gesammelte Schriften. The 
institute of Sino-Christian Studies has completed more than 
one hundred volumes of translated works by modern german 
and Anglo-American theologians, including our very own 
David tracy, William Schweiker, Bernard Mcginn, and 
the late Don Browning (the latter two in process). 

it is refreshing to read Haun Saussy’s reflection on the 

Bend! Brushing this local quip aside, one has to heed 
David tracy’s repeated caution against methodologism  
in theological exploration.5 to ask for a method without 
paying equal attention to its subject matter is a misplaced 
method itself. 

As a theological movement, Sino-Christian theology 
certainly has to give an account of its methodology, and 
such accounts can be read in many methodological papers 
published by the institutes of Sino-Christian Studies in 
Hong Kong.6 However the discussion of a theological 
methodology pertinent to the development of Christian 
theology in today’s China must be set within the larger 
context of contemporary Chinese cultural discourse. Both 
context and method are inseparable for understanding 
mainland Chinese intellectuals’ engagement in Christian 
theological dialogue and studies. perhaps one can make a 
free association between today’s Chinese intellectuals and 
the post-WWii European intellectuals, especially the 
Jewish-germanic thinkers, such as Hannah Arendt and 
Walter Benjamin. Both groups of thinkers are steeped in 
the Western intellectual heritage (and older generation of 
Chinese scholars are more Continental European than 
Anglo-American due to their Marxist cultivation), and 
carry a strong socio-political concern. What is regrettable is 
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in a recent issue of the Journal of the American Academy of Religion, we find the following 

statement: “…religiousness will continue to constrain the academic study of religion 

even as it will continue to dominate the concerns of Homo sapiens generally.” And a 

second: “it is delusory to think that ‘religious studies’ has ever achieved, or can achieve, 

a full emancipation from religious concerns.”1 

Complicated religious 
pasts and presents

The place of ‘religion’ in the Academic Study of religion

For these two authors, the culprit is two-fold: an institu-
tional context within higher education for the academic 
study of religion that is, in their view, still too much domi-
nated by “theology” and concern for meaning and value, on 
the one hand, and on the other the human brain, which is 
evolutionarily predisposed, on their account, to try to find 
external causality for things, including the ultimate delu-
sion, the explanation for which should be the only goal of 
a properly scientific study of religion — the persistence of 
belief in what are by definition false imaginary beings.
 The authors present themselves with deliberate self-
irony, couched as a statement of public repentance of the 
optimism of their middle years about forging a properly 
scientific study of religion uncontaminated by religion; 
instead, now elder statesmen, they throw up their hands 
and renounce their ‘faith’ (my word) or ‘hope’ (their word) 
in the ability of properly scientific human beings to over-
come the delusions that constitute religion, which are so 
thoroughly perpetuated by others in forms both individual 

and structural. Although two of the four respondents to 
the piece in this issue of JAAR try to cheer the authors up 
with some evidence of the traction the cognitive science of 
religion is having in some circles of the study of religion 
(while the other two, including our own Alumna of the 
Year in 2012, professor Ann taves, dispute Martin and 
Wiebe’s model of science, on the one hand, and vision of 
the university, on the other), in their afterword Martin and 
Wiebe pronounce themselves still among the de-converted, 
misplaced hope now set aside with the weary resignation 
of defeated Jeremiahs (my image) or brilliant, but still 
unheeded Freuds (their title, evocative of his 1927 book, 
The Future of an Illusion, with more than a soupçon of 
richard Dawkins, The God Delusion). in their own response 
to the responses we see that they have actually had two 
‘de-conversions,’ as they refer to their former, former  selves 
as ‘recovering humanists’ (p. 619). Converted from human- 
ists to optimistic scientists, they now convert yet again from 
optimistic scientists to pessimistic ones.
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practice and/or appreciation of religion,” which they take 
to be identical with a simply non-critical perspective on 
religion? From where do these smooth pebbles, untouched 
by the grit of religion, come? Where, in other words, does 
what they call passionately the ability to have “the mind of 
a scientist” come from, and what would it mean for peda-
gogy in the academic study of religion?
 i cannot find any clues in the two essays other than a 
‘come out from among them’ altar call in the essay and a call 
to embrace ‘theory.’ Frustratingly, the concession they offer 
that “[t]his is not to deny that many in the field [of religious 
studies] have done valuable empirical work, and are increas-
ingly doing so” (p. 594) bears no footnotes, so we are not 
even given models for this model of the study of religion.
 What we are left to divine is that the scientist must 
either have left ‘religiousness’ behind or have found some 
way to separate their ‘religiousness’ from their scholarship 
(apparently left in the locker room after donning the Haz- 
Mat suit) and must have renounced the quest for meaning 
and value, in life or in religion (which quest they regard as 
itself an expression of the same cognitive defect — you can see 
why they are ‘recovering humanists’). The recipe for getting 
to the scientific mind-set resounds with rugged frontier 
values: by power of will and hard work. The model pre-
sumes (and an interview with Donald Wiebe that i heard 
online2 confirms), above all, that it is possible to separate 
those other ‘religious scholars’ from ‘non-religious’ ones and, 
as well, to know securely what camp oneself resides in.
 i am not at all so sure.
 For one thing, this model assumes that what a ‘religion’ 
or ‘religiousness’ is (and what is really the object of study) 
is ‘faith’ or ‘belief’ in invisible beings. Not complex social 
systems of practice and thought variously conditioned and 
fashioned by human beings over time, but individual brain 
(mis)firing is what this ‘religion’ is that we seek to under-
stand. This ‘belief’ in the supernatural may be a constant 
or semi-constant along much of what we study across the 
degree programs and areas of study of the Divinity School 
(as you know, the point is much debated, such as whether 
a Buddhist ‘believes’ in the supernatural in the way certain 
Christian theisms do), but it is surely not comprehensive 
of all that is studied, and perhaps not even what is ever or 
always most important. For instance, turning to my own 

All of us who study religion and have made it our work to talk about  
religion critically ...  have complicated pasts and presents in religion.

it), are both too complicated to allow of only two co- 
terminously mapped options — in or out (as that famous 
scholar of religion Heidi Klum puts it on Project Runway 
— “are you in, or are you out?”). All of us who study  
religion and have made it our work to talk about religion 
critically, rigorously and honestly in — and beyond — Swift 
Hall have complicated pasts and presents in religion. 
Because religion is knitted into human social reality on this 
planet, that is simply unavoidable. Everyone who claims a 
religious identification, past or present (changing or puta-
tively constant), occupies a very particular place within 
that tradition, past and present, local and global. Even for 
those who say they were raised in a ‘non-religious home,’ 
or ‘non-observant’ home, that self-description is set against 
an opposing term (others have ‘religious homes,’ others 
‘observe’ religion, through ritual, through practices, etc.). 
 Many (though certainly not all) a-theists embrace the term 
“anti-theists” for a reason, embracing the realism that they 
are defined by religion and over and against it. They, too, 
have a history in religion. There is an assumption of what 
those ‘others’ are doing in those homes, sometimes one born 
of actual observation, and sometimes of speculation from 
small pieces of evidence combined with inherited cultural 
stereotypes. This is of course all the same true of those who 
claim to have had some upbringing or some experience in 
or affiliation (past or present) with a religion, a religious 
community, and set of religious ideas or practices. Everyone 
was born somewhere and to certain parents, with extended 
families running back through time and to different places. 
Socialization and self-identification in western society and 
globally involves not only the category of religion (which 
is listed on passports and birth certificates in various places 
on the globe) in itself, but names, birth and baby-welcoming 
rituals, foods we eat and don’t eat, books we read or don’t read, 
schools we attend or do not attend, laws we follow or do not 
follow, medical practices we accept or reject, neighbors who 
are like us or are not like us, people we associate with or shun, 
the way we bury our dead. Many of those markers serve as 
barriers for sociality as well as constructive building blocks 
of the self. in any case, they are pervasive — even if regarded 
as to be avoided (for any number of reasons) and to have been 
completely transcended. i have never met a person in these 
halls in thirty-one years who has not had a “complicated 
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 professors Martin and Wiebe yearn for a completely, 
utterly scientific study of religion that must, by their defi-
nition of science, be entirely uncontaminated by its object. 
The scientist of religion, on this model, conducts his or her 
work in a laboratory, in a HazMat suit, with sanitized theo-
retical tools, with the goal being explanation of religious 
thought and behaviors (and also, it appears, the legitimiza-
tion of the scholar of religion as a bona fide scientist along-
side the biologists, physicists and others in the university). 
This scholar is a genuine modernist (he inveighs against 
the post-modernists), and a noble figure, defiant against all 
academic disciplines that are organized in any way other 
than scientific explanation (so not only religious studies, 
but the humanities entirely, and, with a bit more of a tsk tsk, 
anthropologists, for instance, among the social scientists, 
get rebuked for getting too close to their subject matter). 
 religion — we have the tools, we can explain it, but we 
have to get religion out of the way.
 There is much of interest in this essay and dialogue with 
the respondents, and i encourage all to read, think and talk 
about them. in conveying a flavor of their own self-irony i 
hope i have not given the impression of dismissal of their 
argument — i take it very seriously, and hence have fore-
fronted it for our consideration today. That we can find 
ample evidence in religious studies scholarship of some reli-
gious tourism and religious self-valorization, if not outright 
apologetics, seems to me correct, and needs critical assess-
ment; it is our job to assess continually which is which. And 
yet there are problems with their essay, significant ones.
 For instance, i find a blatant self-contradiction in the 
essay, in that in eschewing causal explanations of any type 
(including intentionality) they in turn hypostatize ‘religions’ 
as causative agents that prey on the cognitive impairments 
of human beings. But let’s let that go for now. in examin-
ing this model (after successive years where i have spoken 
in this same venue on “playing with fire” and “the work-
shop or the assembly line” as ways of conceptualizing the 
academic study of religion) i wish to focus on one thing in 
particular: on this depiction of our field, from where do 
these scientists of religion come? How do these rare few 
manage to rise above their own cognitive impairment and 
the institutional contexts that shepherd them away from 
the properly scientific demeanor and toward “a learned 

scholarship for an example, it is true that paul believes in 
the existence of god, but that is not all that remarkable, 
nor nearly as interesting as how he articulates that belief in 
complex rhetorical arguments, how he incorporates the 
incongruous scandal of a crucified Son of god into his 
start-up software of pharisaic apocalypticism, how he fash-
ions rituals of initiation and incorporation into the Christ-
myth, how he inventively deals with apparent and strong 
historical falsification of his message, and how he reckons 
with his own complicated religious past, as one (he claims) 
scrupulous of his ancestral traditions and yet (how can  
he possibly refer to his own self with the words, ἐν τῷ 
Ἰουδαισμῷ, “when i was in Judaism”?!) now divorced 
from them. Was this circumcised adherent of the god of 
Abraham, isaac and Jacob (and that rather complicated 
add-on Jesus Christ) ever not a Jew? And by what criteria 
can we judge his religious identity? By ritual (paul knows 
about epispasm, the operation to reverse circumcision [1 
Cor 7:18], but there is no evidence that he pursued it), by 
theology, religious experience, social circles, economic prac-
tices, etc.? And at what moment can we measure it, and 
does any moment stand in isolation from the whole life?
 And, of course, my selection of paul is not just random, 
for in many ways it is due to his influence that πίστις/faith 
(fides) — which one translates conventionally in English as 
both ‘faith’ and ‘belief’ — becomes the emblem of and 
metonymy for ‘religion,’ even in its appearance as an 
object of study in Enlightenment and post-Enlightenment 
thought. Should a properly scientific study of religion  
— which i take to be a most ungainly set of world-wide 
human phenomena, past and present — not be founded 
on analytical categories that come from sources other  
than the ‘sola fide’ mantra of the European protestant 
reformation? i am reminded of the self-description of 
classicist Keith Hopkins in his book that i teach in my 
Colloquium on Ancient Christianity, A World Full of Gods: 
“my atheism was indelibly protestant” (p. 2). This scientific 
study of religion model — as Martin and Wiebe present 
it — appears liable to this same charge.
 i do not think it is either fully accurate or useful to 
categorize students or scholars of religion as simply ‘believers’ 
versus ‘non-believers’ or ‘religious’ versus ‘non-religious.’ 
Human identity itself, and religion (however we define  
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From where do these smooth pebbles, untouched  
by the grit of religion, come?

C r i t E r i O N



We scholars of religion should rightly bristle at such a blunt instrument,  
a rhetoric of reasonability that masks religious differences for political ends.

20 S p r i N g / S U M M E r  2 0 1 3 21C r i t E r i O N

D

A N D r E W  p A C K M A N

During Fall quarter 2012, renovations to Bond Chapel created an opportunity to reflect 

on the Divinity School’s long-standing tradition of Wednesday Worship. During this 

time, Wednesday services were held in Swift Hall’s third-floor Lecture Hall and the  

following sermon, delivered on October 17, 2012, contemplated what it means to engage 

in religious worship as a scholar of religion. 

Between Angels
and reasons

What are we doing when we pray in a lecture hall?
 Historically, of course, we’ve held Wednesday Worship 
in Bond Chapel. The Beatitudes are written along the walls. 
The ceiling is high and vaulted. The stained-glass windows 
cast lavender hues across the gathered community. Worship 
and prayer fit in Bond Chapel like a glove.
 But a worship service in the Third Floor Lecture Hall takes 
a little squeezing. The glove doesn’t fit quite so naturally.
 Consider where we are. Wednesday Worship is now 
tucked into this little strip of space, squeezed between two 
neo-gothic university quadrangles. Yet in the middle of 
this “secular” academic setting at the University of Chicago, 
we squeeze ourselves into a little sacred space.
 in some way, this room itself bears the marks of this 
squeezing. We are, in fact, gathered under the irenic gaze 
of the angels suspended in the heavens. And yet we sit just 
a few steps away from the rigorous, analytical, rational  
gaze of some professors and students who take it as their 
mission to stand in dialectical opposition to these angels!

 perhaps it was blunt necessity that led us to move this 
service from the chapel to the Third Floor Lecture Hall. But 
since we’re here, we might as well take note of the theo-
logical implications.
 professor rosengarten, back when he was Dean rosen- 
garten, liked to say that Swift Hall was a place that held no 
orthodoxy except the rule of argument. i like that phrase. 
i take it to mean that there are no sacred cows here; every-
thing is subject to questioning, everything is on the table. 
We are free to take any belief and make any claim we like, 
so long as we give reasons.
  But is that the kind of place you can worship? Can you 
pray in a place where the doctrines are so diverse, where 
the lines are so blurred? Could some bold soul dare to 
preach in a community that takes different texts as sacred, 
different liturgical elements as proper? 
 Can we be spiritual in a place that’s so reasonable?
 When we come to Wednesday Worship in the Third 
Floor Lecture Hall, we enter into a kind of breach. We are 

religious past and present.”
 This is true for all citizens of the University (these com-
plicated religious pasts and presents), but what is required 
in the academic study of religion practiced here — self-
consciously at the intersection of historical studies, religion 
and the human sciences and that constructive study of 
religion that makes its special but not exclusive possession 
the interest in meaning and value — is that one is not only 
willing, but eager, to discuss religion in public with the 
widest possible set of conversation partners, who bring dif-
ferent perspectives, experiences, assumptions and values to 
the discussion. And one is willing to examine critically 
what is inside one’s own HazMat suit.
 This is not just an act of the individual will or individ-
ual self-scrutiny, though it requires both (those frontier 
virtues have their place!). it is also for us in the Divinity 
School an institutional commitment to hosting a conversa-
tion that is deliberately pluralistic, that does not pretend 
that religious commitment or identity can either be 
screened in or out, or measured on an outcomes scale, but 
that demands of each participant that she or he grapple in 
publicly accountable ways with the evidence, with the 
source material and theoretical perspectives on religion 
that do not represent any single orthodoxy. That the criti-
cal distance cultivated and practiced in the Divinity School 
is not distant enough for some and too removed for others 
probably means that we are doing it right — working the 
messy middle where we should be. There is no golden 
mean, but the in between is where the question continues 
to be held front and center, neither avoided nor effaced.
 The academic study of religion in this university setting is 
deliberately opposed to sectarianism, to dogmatism, to devo-
tionalism masking as scholarly inquiry (and Martin and Wiebe 
are right that there is still a great deal of that in our field), and 
to stereotypes masking as analytical categories. We do not 
separate out the ‘religious’ from the ‘non-religious,’ and such 
categorical divides do not work themselves out predictably 
across our degree programs or our areas of study. We who 
study religion as a complex (and contested category) of inter- 
secting identification markers and practices and for differ-
ent purposes should not in turn use simplistic labels for our 
own colleagues and contemporaries. The analytical fatuity of 
the ‘faith’/‘non-faith’ distinction has been brought home 
in the 2012 presidential election, where ‘faith’ is used as a 

metonymic moniker for some vague and presumably safe 
religious commitment that can be acceptable to the 
Christian religious right and Mormons and Jews and oth-
ers. We scholars of religion should rightly bristle at such a 
blunt instrument, a rhetoric of reasonability that masks 
religious difference for political ends. 
 But i would say, to Martin and Wiebe, that we should 
do the same for using that as some template for dividing 
students of religion. The issue isn’t about being a ‘faith-
based’ scholar of religion or not, but, what are you bring-
ing into this conversation and how is it affecting the ques-
tions you ask, the sources you are drawn to, the ways in 
which you interpret them (for ill and for good) and where 
you are going from here? And what will you do when oth-
ers challenge you about the assumptions you make? We  
are all accountable for those questions, but we are also not 
bound indelibly to some construct of ‘religiousness’ or 
‘non-religiousness’ that we have either embraced or escaped 
that makes us predictable. Critical study above all does not 
presume its own conclusions, and neither — i would argue  
— does autobiography (in, out, with and against religion). 
All are complex, textured, quirky and often different than 
we first thought. And that is both the reason we study, and 
the precondition for it. 
 On another day we shall talk perhaps about whether a 
purely scientific study of religion is possible, let alone desir-
able, whether a university we would want to participate in 
should make it a matter of principle to avoid all questions 
of meaning and value, and what the relationship is between 
explanation and understanding in intellectual inquiry. But 
this is more than enough for one Wednesday lunch talk. 
Welcome to the new academic year, Divinity School. ✣

Endnotes

1 Lester Martin and Donald Wiebe, “religious Studies as a Scientific 
Discipline: The persistence of a Delusion”; p. 592 and abstract, p. 587. 

2 posted February 2, 2012; see http://www.religiousstudiesproject.
com/2012/02/06/podcast-donald-wiebe-on-theology-and-religious-
studies/. One sample statement: “i think it is possible to be reli-
giously committed and be a good scientific student of religion; you 
have to keep the two separate … when i went to Lancaster U to study 
with Ninian Smart, i was a devout committed evangelical Christian; 
as i studied i began to see my own faith position and tradition as 
problematic …” (transcription mine from audiotape).



Ross Aden, ThM 1971, DMin 1972, recently published Religion Today: A Critical Thinking 
Approach to Religious Studies (rowman and Littlefield, 2013). This textbook introduces 
the basic concepts and methods of the study of religion by engaging its readers in problem 
solving on current issues of religion. The book is the result of over ten years of teaching 
religious Studies in the philosophy Department of rock Valley College, rockford, 
illinois as Associate professor. Aden retired from rock Valley College in 2011 and 
continues to serve as priest of Christ the Savior Orthodox Church, rockford.

Armand H. Matheny Antommaria, phD 2000, is now Lee Ault Carter Chair in pediatric 
Ethics and Director of the Cincinnati Child Health Ethics Center at the Cincinnati 
Children’s Hospital Medical Center.

Nancy D. Arnison, phD 2012, is now Executive Director of the Theological Book Network, 
based in grand rapids, Michigan.

Kenneth Atkinson, MDiv 1994, is the author of Queen Salome: Jerusalem’s Warrior Monarch 
of the First Century B.C.E. (McFarland & Company, inc., publishers, 2012). This is the 
first biography of Queen Salome Alexandra, the sole legitimate female monarch of 
ancient palestine. it recounts the events of her tumultuous life as well as women in the 
Dead Sea Scrolls and related texts. Mr. Atkinson is currently Associate professor of 
History at the University of Northern iowa.

Anthony Sadek Banout, phD 2012, is now Director of Development for the gamaliel 
Foundation, a grassroots network of non-partisan, faith-based organizations in seventeen 
U.S. states, South Africa and the United Kingdom, that organizes to empower ordinary 
people to effectively participate in the political, environmental, social and economic 
decisions affecting their lives.

Brittany Barber, MDiv 1999, was installed as the minister of First Congregational United 
Church of Christ in Waukesha, Wisconsin in September 9, 2012. 

Craig Barnes, phD 1992, has been named the president of princeton Theological Seminary 
as well as as professor of pastoral ministry, effective January, 2013.

Robert Benne, AM 1963, phD 1970, is retiring as director of the Center for religion and 
Society at roanoke College, a position he held since the Center’s founding in 1982. The 

Alumni News

C r i t E r i O N 2322 S p r i N g / S U M M E r  2 0 1 3

 Last winter, i was riding the subway in New York and 
i noticed a poster that said, “imagine the world, different.” 
it had an aerial shot of the entire island of Manhattan. if 
you know New York City, you know that the city is almost 
entirely concrete and stone. But squeezed into the middle 
of this island full of city is a little strip of green from 59th 
Street to 110th – Central park.
 This image showed Manhattan transformed. The map 
displayed an island almost entirely green, filled from top to 
bottom with trees, lakes, and public parks. But squeezed in 
the middle of the island of green was a little strip of city, 
from 59th Street to 110th Street.
 What if our weeks were transformed like that? instead 
of constraining our prayer and our worship to one thirty-
minute block, what if the posture of prayer that we culti-
vate in this breach between angels and reasons were to 
become the posture we assume the rest of the week?
 What would it look like if we treated our studies, not as 
assignments to get through, but as spiritual disciplines, 
shaping us and preparing us, indeed, transforming us by 
the renewing of our minds, to be ministers and scholars 
that this world desperately needs?
 What would it look like if this posture of vulnerability 
before god and before each other, this communal expression 
of our need for transformation we cultivate here, guided 
our conversations about ricoeur, Schleiermacher, and Job?
 What would it look like if the attention to the holy, the 
numinous, the mysterious that we hone in this time of 
prayer inflected the way we read, study, and attend to the 
texts that have the power to transform us?
 And what would it look like if we heed the words of 
paul, and as we seek to be transformed by the renewing of 
our minds, we present not just the reasonable and not just 
the spiritual, but our whole person as an offering, holy and 
acceptable to god?
 i like Bond Chapel, and i like religious space. And when 
the new organ comes to rest in the choir loft, and when 
our services return to their more fitting home, i’ll be there. 
 But for now, i’m glad we’re here. ✣

stretched between supposedly competing claims on our 
identity — sacred and secular, spiritual and rational, person 
of faith and scholar of religion. it may feel like we have to 
squeeze ourselves into a space that doesn’t feel quite right. 
This is that awkward space between the angels and reasons.
 in our reading today, paul sheds some helpful light on 
what we’re doing when we worship. And as it turns out, 
these lines weren’t so clear for him either.
 in Chapter 12 of his Letter to the romans, paul calls 
the roman Christians to resist conforming to the world as 
it is, and instead, to be transformed by the renewing of their 
minds. “Offer your bodies as a living sacrifice, holy and 
acceptable to god, which is your spiritual worship.”
 But there is an uncomfortable breach in this transla-
tion. The phrase the NrSV translates as “your spiritual 
worship” is, in the greek, τὴν λογικὴν λατρείαν ὑμῶν.
 But the word that gets rendered as “spiritual” is 
λογικὴν. λογικὴν is from λογικος, the word from which 
we derive the English word “logical.”
 That’s why the NrSV places a footnote on this word 
“spiritual.” The alternative rendering for “spiritual worship” 
is “reasonable worship” or “thoughtful service.”
 paul exhorts the romans to present their bodies as a 
living sacrifice, holy and acceptable to god, which is their 
spiritual/reasonable worship.
 This breach we find ourselves in is not new. This 
squeezing of our bodies into the space between Angels and 
reasons is the very same space that paul inscribes in his 
carefully chosen words to the romans. 
 in other words, that slash-mark between spiritual and 
reasonable runs all the way down. it runs all the way down 
in paul’s text, and i believe it runs all the way down in us 
too. As soon as we give up the space in between, we’ve 
missed what paul means, and we’ve missed something 
fundamental about what it means to be human.
 As soon as we begin to live our lives, these living sacri-
fices to god, as either spiritual or reasonable; as soon as we 
choose to be either citizens of the University or people of 
faith; as soon as we either bask in the gaze of the angels  
or work out our faith with fear and trembling in various 
publics like the classroom or the Night Ministry; as soon 
as we evacuate this holy, liminal, reasonable space that we 
inhabit here, as soon as we choose one side of this slash/
mark in paul’s letter to the romans, we have left an inte-
gral, fundamental part of our humanity to wither and die.
 The transformation that paul calls us to, a total trans-
formation through the renewing of our minds, can only 
happen when we keep squeezing our bodies into these 
uncomfortable breaches.
 And, paul tells us, there is something about this uncom-
fortable squeezing that helps us resist conformity to the world. 
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nections between religion and violence within the American context. in its scope and 
perspectival diversity, the book offers a nuanced, multi-disciplinary treatment of the 
intersections of religion and violence in American history. Carlson is Assistant professor 
of religious Studies and Associate Director of the Center for the Study of religion and 
Conflict at Arizona State University. Ebel is Associate professor of American religion 
at the University of illinois at Urbana-Champaign.

Dennis Castillo, MA 1982, phD 1990, is Academic Dean and professor of Church History 
at Christ the King Seminary. He has published The Santa Marija Convoy: Faith and 
Endurance in War-Time Malta, 1940–42 (Lexington Books). Using published histories 
as well as interviews and oral histories, the book explores the experiences of the Maltese 
during World War ii and how their faith sustained them through this dark period of 
their history.

Anthony Cerulli, phD 2007, has won a European institutes for Advanced Studies 
(EUriAS) Fellowship, with affiliation at the institut d’études avancées-paris, for 2012–
2013. He has also been awarded an NEH Fellowship for 2012–2013. He is an Assistant 
professor at Hobart and William Smith Colleges and the Managing Editor of India 
Review. Cerulli has recently published Somatic Lessons: Narrating Patienthood and Illness 
in Indian Medical Literature (November 2012) with SUNY press. The book looks at 
narrative in the history of ayurvedic medical literature and the perspectives on illness 
and patienthood that emerge. 

Rebecca Chopp, phD 1983, became president of Swarthmore College in August 2012.

Jessica DeCou, phD 2012, will be Visiting Lecturer in Systematic Theology at pittsburgh 
Theological Seminary beginning August 2012.

Robert Denham, AM 1964, Fishwick professor of English, Emeritus, at roanoke College, 
has just published his thirty-second book, The Northrop Frye Handbook (McFarland, 
2012). in March, 2012, he delivered the reynolds Lectures at Emory & Henry College, 
in Emory, Virginia. in his lecture, entitled “What’s a Meta For?”, Denham addressed 
the importance of metaphor to the human thought process.

Spencer Dew, AM 2001, phD 2009, joined Centenary College of Louisiana as Assistant 
professor of religious Studies in the fall of 2012, where he will hold the Mattie Allen 
Broyles inaugural Year research Chair. He is completing a manuscript on religious 
understandings of writing in the work of Jack Kerouac, Norman Mailer, and James 
Baldwin, and he is at work on a study of the Moorish Science temple of America, 
funded in part by a research fellowship from the Black Metropolis research Consortium. 
He is the author of a collection of short stories, Songs of Insurgency (Vagabond press, 
2008), Mont-Saint-Michel and Chartres (Another New Calligraphy, 2010), and the 
critical study, Learning for Revolution: The Work of Kathy Acker (San Diego State 
University press, 2011). His first novel, Here is how it Happens, is forthcoming from 
Ampersand Books. A regular reviewer for Rain Taxi Review of Books, and a Staff Book 
reviewer for decomP magazine, his fiction and essays have appeared in scores of publica-
tions, including art reviews in Newcity Chicago and Chicago Artists’ News, and essays in 
Religion Dispatches and Sightings.

Center has been renamed in his honor. A prominent figure in Lutheran ethics and social 
thought, Benne has authored over two hundred articles and ten books, most dealing with 
Christianity and society. At roanoke, he was the Jordan-trexler professor of religion 
and chairman of the department of religion and philosophy for eighteen years. The 
robert D. Benne Center for religion and Society sponsors speakers and programs to 
bring Christian religious and moral perspectives to contemporary challenges. it carries 
out the conviction that the most important human decisions, both public and private, 
benefit from informative dialogue across the disciplines.

Alan L. Berger, AM 1970, raddock Family Eminent Scholar Chair for Holocaust Studies 
at Florida Atlantic University, is the editor of Trialogue and Terror: Judaism, Christianity, 
and Islam after 9 /11 (Cascade Books, 2012). The volume addresses the promise and peril 
of post-9/11 interfaith trialogue. in fifteen essays, distinguished scholars of different 
faiths and divergent world views guide readers toward an informed understanding of the 
role of religion and the basic teachings of Judaism, Christianity, and islam in the after-
math of the September 11 terror attacks on the United States. 

Larry Bouchard, AM 1975, phD 1984, Associate professor at the University of Virginia, has 
published Theater and Integrity: Emptying Selves in Drama, Ethics, and Religion (North-
western University press). The book follows questions about the nature of integrity 
across theatrical, philosophical, and theological studies of moral, personal, bodily, and 
kenotic patterns of integrity.

T. L. Brink, phD 1978, is Youtube’s “headlessprofessor” where he has uploaded nearly 
three hundred videos covering topics in psychology, economics, logic, statistics, and 
Mexican politics as well as religious studies. He has videos on theodicy, the ontological 
argument, teleological argument, cosmological argument, Calvin, and religious roles. 
The videos are particularly useful in his online lower-division courses.

Michael Brown, MDiv 1994, phD 1998, left his position at Emory, where he was Associate 
professor of New testament and Christian Origins, for the position of Associate Dean of 
the College and Director of the Malcolm X institute of Black Studies at Wabash College.

Marcia Bunge, AM 1979, phD 1986, has been named the Bernhardson Distinguished 
Endowed Chair in Lutheran Studies at gustavus Adolphus College.

Lisa Sowle Cahill, AM 1973, phD 1976, received an honorary degree from the College of 
the Holy Cross during the College’s Commencement ceremonies on May 25, 2012. 
Cahill is the J. Donald Monan professor of Theology at Boston College where she has 
taught since 1976. She is a past president of the Catholic Theological Society of America 
(1992–93), and the Society of Christian Ethics (1997–98), and is also a fellow of the 
American Academy of Arts and Sciences. Her recent books include Bioethics and the 
Common Good (Marquette University press, 2004) and Theological Bioethics: Participation, 
Justice, and Change (georgetown University press, 2005).

John Carlson, AM 1999, phD 2005, and Jonathan Ebel, AM 1999, phD 2004, have pub-
lished From Jeremiad to Jihad: Religion, Violence, and America, which assembles an 
interdisciplinary team of scholars to explore the critical, historical, and normative con-
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H. Byron Earhart, phD 1965, has just published the fifth edition of Religion in Japan: 
Unity and Diversity (Cengage Learning, 2013). This standard text explores religion in 
Japan as a complex tapestry of different religious strands, reflecting both the unity and 
diversity of Japanese culture, a theme Earhart pioneered in the first edition (1969) 
of this classic book. tracing the development of religious traditions from the prehis-
toric era through modern times, Earhart explores the vital influence of Shinto, 
Buddhism, Daoism, Confucianism, and folk religion. This new edition updates the 
description and interpretation of the entire history of religion in Japan in light of the 
latest developments in the field.

Jon Ebel, AM 1999, phD 2004, was awarded tenure at the University of illinois at Urbana 
Champaign and is now Associate professor of American religion. He was also awarded 
the Helen Corley petit prize for the best tenure dossier in the College of Liberal Arts 
and Sciences. He has also recently coauthored From Jeremiad to Jihad with John Carlson. 
See page 20 for more information about this book. 

Jo Preuninger Forrest, MDiv 2010, is now the Associate Minister for Congregational 
Care at Kenilworth Union Church in Kenilworth, illinois. She was ordained to the 
presbyterian ministry on December 2, 2012.

Dale Goldsmith, MA 1964, phD 1973, recently published Speaking of Dying: Recovering 
the Church’s Voice in the Face of Death (Brazos press, 2012), with coauthors Fred 
Craddock and Joy V. goldsmith. The book critiques the failure of Christians to com-
municate healthily about dying and reminds the church of scriptural, Christological, 
and pastoral resources to strengthen its ministry to the dying. 

J. Albert Harrill, MA 1989, phD 1993, has published a new book, Paul the Apostle: His 
Life and Legacy in Their Roman Context (Cambridge University press, 2012), an anti-
biography of the apostle. Harrill is professor in the Department of Classics at Ohio 
State University.

Kelly Hayes, AM 1996, phD 2004, joined the Universidade Estadual do rio de Janeiro as 
a visiting professor for fall 2012, in conjunction with a Fulbright grant for U.S. scholars. 
As part of her Fulbright project, she is researching the Valley of the Dawn, a new 
Brazilian religion founded in 1968. She is Associate professor of religious Studies at 
indiana University–purdue University indianapolis.

Joel Harter, phD 2008, published his first book, Coleridge’s Philosophy of Faith: Symbol, 
Allegory, and Hermeneutics. The book reconstructs Samuel taylor Coleridge’s intellectual 
project as a philosophy of faith that anticipates modern philosophical hermeneutics, 
challenges reductive notions of reason and personhood, and illustrates the progressive 
potential of the biblical tradition. Harter is currently the Lilly pastoral resident at Hyde park 
Union Church and an adjunct instructor of philosophy at Catholic Theological Union.

Ellen Davina Haskell, phD 2005, has recently published with SUNY press Suckling at 
My Mother’s Breasts: The Image of a Nursing God in Jewish Mysticism (November 2012). 
The book provides a discussion of the kabbalistic image of a nursing god, its historical 
context, and its theological implications. Haskell is Assistant professor of religious 
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Studies at the University of North Carolina at greensboro and is the recipient of an 
American Association of University Women American postdoctoral research Leave 
Fellowship for the academic year 2012–2013.

C. David Hein, AM 1977, professor of religion and philosophy at Hood College, 
has published, with coauthor Andrew Chandler, Archbishop Fisher, 1945–1961: 
Church, State, and World (Ashgate, 2012). The book explores Fisher’s influence on 
major contemporary issues and events, including divorce-law reform, capital punish-
ment, and the most dangerous years of the Cold War abroad. it establishes the continu-
ing significance not only of the office of Archbishop in the Church but also of the 
Church at large in the tumultuous world of the later twentieth century. A final section 
of original source material brings vividly to life the range and character of Fisher’s  
public and private role.

Susan E. Henking, AM 1979, phD 1988, has been named president of Shimer College 
in Chicago, effective July 1, 2012. previously professor of religious Studies at Hobart 
and William Smith Colleges where she taught for twenty-four years, Henking will  
be the fourteenth president of Shimer College and the first woman to be appointed to 
that office since its founding.

Laura Hollinger, MDiv 2004, has become the Campus Engagement Manager with 
interfaith Youth Core, a Chicago-based nonprofit with the mission of building inter-
faith cooperation. She moved to this position after seven years as Associate Dean of 
rockefeller Chapel and coordinator of Bond Chapel worship for the Divinity School.

Werner Jeanrond, phD 1984, is the new Master of St Benet’s Hall in Oxford. This is a 
smaller College owned by a Benedictine trust and run by Ampleforth Abbey. Jeanrond 
will be the first layman to run a Hall in any of the religiously owned colleges of Oxford. 
The College teaches humanities and social science subjects, and Jeanrond is charged 
with developing its postgraduate activities. previously professor of Divinity at the 
University of glasgow, in 2008 he became the first lay person to hold the Chair of 
Divinity, the senior chair of University of glasgow. prior to that he was a professor of 
systematic theology at Sweden’s University of Lund, the first Catholic in Sweden to 
hold such a post.

Michael Karunas, MDiv 1998, has been named the new senior minister of Central 
Christian Church in Decatur, illinois. He concluded service as the senior minister of 
First Christian Church in Baton rouge, Louisiana, on January 31, 2012.

Robert H. Keller, BD 1961, MA 1962, phD 1967, professor Emeritus at Western Wash-
ington University, attended the Seventh Annual Vine Deloria indigenous Studies 
Symposium at the Lummi Campus of Northwest indian College in July, 2012. There 
he gave a presentation recounting his forty-year friendship with the American indian 
author, theologian, historian, and activist Vine Deloria, Jr. Keller also recently com-
pleted a two-year lecture program for Humanities Washington on the topic “reconciling 
the past: Japanese-American removal in World War ii.”

Alex Kindred, MDiv 2009, has become pastor of First Christian Church in Muscatine, iowa.
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Ellie Krasne, AM 2012, is an Associate at grosvenor Capital Management, L.p. in 
Chicago, illinois.

Fr. Paul V. Kollman, phD 2001, Associate professor of Theology at Notre Dame 
University, has been appointed the executive director of Notre Dame’s Center for Social 
Concerns (CSC). Kollman has worked with the Center since 2004, including his recent 
tenure as its acting director. in addition to his commitment to the CSC, Kollman serves 
as a fellow of three Notre Dame institutes: the Kellogg institute for international Studies, 
the Kroc institute for international peace Studies and the Nanovic institute for 
European Studies.

Jeff Lehn, MDiv 2010, is the new pastor of First presbyterian Church in Fort Wayne, indiana.

Rachel Diane Graaf Leslie, AMrS 2012, is working as a Foreign Service Officer for the 
U.S. State Department.

James W. Lewis, phD 1987, who served as Dean of Students at the Divinity School from 
1980–1991, retired as Executive Director of the Louisville institute at LptS (Louisville 
presbyterian Theological Seminary) in the summer of 2012. Lewis was the institute’s 
first Executive Director and served for twenty years, developing a national center for the 
support of research and leadership education on North American religion. During that 
time, the work of the institute supported through grants at least 141 dissertations, 182 
books, and 315 books.

April Lewton, MDiv 2007, became the Vice president of Development and Marketing 
for the National Benevolent Association (NBA), a general ministry of the Christian 
Church (Disciples of Christ) in June, 2012. Founded in the 1880s, the NBA “creates 
communities of compassion and care” through the provision of health and social services. 
prior to joining the NBA, Lewton worked with Chicago Theological Seminary (CtS), 
a United Church of Christ related institution of theological and ministerial learning, to 
build a comprehensive annual giving program.

Kinndlee Shea Lund, MDiv 2008, has been called to serve as Associate pastor of St. 
paul’s Lutheran Church in Brenham, texas.

Elizabeth Marquardt, MDiv 1999, and Amy Ziettlow, MDiv 1999, have received a three-
year grant from the Lilly Endowment to investigate aging, death, and dying in an era of 
high family fragmentation. They plan to write a trade book. Each currently blogs at 
Huffington Post and FamilyScholars.org.

Adrienne Martin, MDiv 2012, is now Children’s Ministry Coordinator at St. John’s 
Lutheran Church in Salisbury, North Carolina. 

Mark Mattes, phD 1995, professor of philosophy and religion at grand View Uni-
versity, is the cotranslator of Klaus Schwarzwällers’ Cross and Resurrection: God’s Wonder 
and Mystery (Fortress, 2012) and Oswald Bayer’s A Contemporary in Dissent: Johann 
Georg Hamann as a Radical Enlightener (Eerdmans, 2012).

Dan McKanan, phD 1998, has published Prophetic Encounters: Religion and the American 
Radical Tradition, with Beacon press. in it, McKanan challenges simple distinctions 
between “religious” and “secular” activism, showing that religious beliefs and practices 
have been integral to every American movement promoting liberty, equality, and soli-
darity. He is ralph Waldo Emerson Unitarian Universalist Association Senior Lecturer 
at Harvard Divinity School.

Richard B. Miller, phD, 1985, is professor in the Department of religious Studies at 
indiana University and Director of the poynter Center for the Study of Ethics and 
American institutions. He was named provost professor and awarded the 2011 tracy 
Sonneborn prize. His book Terror, Religion, and Liberal Thought (Columbia, 2010) was 
selected as a 2011 Choice Outstanding Academic title.

Bonnie J. Miller-McLemore, MA 1980, phD 1986, the E. rhodes and Leona B. Carpenter 
professor of pastoral Theology at Vanderbilt University, has completed two publications 
with support of a Sabbatical grant for researchers from the Louisville institute. The 
titles are Christian Theology in Practice: Discovering a Discipline (Eerdmans, 2012) and 
The Wiley-Blackwell Companion to Practical Theology (Wiley/Blackwell, 2012). She also 
recently completed her tenure as president of The international Acadamy of practical 
Theology, where she served from 2009–2011.

Anne Mocko, phD 2012, has joined Concordia College in Moorhead, Minnesota as 
Assistant professor of Asian religions.

Tristan Orozco, MDiv 2010, has become Associate Minister of Wakonda Christian 
Church in Des Moines, iowa.

Dan Overmyer, AM 1966, phD 1971, has published two books and been honored by a 
Festschrift in the past several years. These are: Local Religion in North China in the 
Twentieth Century: The Structure and Organization of Community Rituals and Beliefs 
(Brill, 2009); (coedited with Larry DeVries and Don Baker) Asian Religions in British 
Columbia (UBC press, 2010); and (Festschrift), The People and the Dao: New Studies in 
Chinese Religions in Honour of Daniel L. Overmyer, Monumenta Serica Monograph Series 
LX, Sankt Augustin, institut Monumenta Serica, 2009. He has retired from teaching 
and research, and is now a happy grandfather of five and president of Nature Vancouver 
(The Vancouver Natural History Society).

Andrew Packman, MDiv 2012, was ordained a minister in the Christian Church (Disciples 
of Christ) on August 19, 2012 at First Christian Church, in Centralia, illinois. Michael 
Karunas (MDiv 1998), Senior Minister of Central Christian Church, Decatur, illinois, 
preached. packman is currently a phD student in the Divinity School.

Aristotle Papanikolaou, phD 1998, was promoted to full professor in the Department 
of Theology at Fordham University. He is also the Co-founding Director of the 
Orthodox Christian Studies Center at Fordham. He recently published The Mystical as 
Political: Democracy and Non-Radical Orthodoxy (University of Notre Dame press, 2012). 
in February 2012, he received the Award for Excellence in Undergraduate teaching in 
the Humanities. He was also recently awarded a Sabbatical grant for researchers from 
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the Louisville institute for his current project: The Ascetics of War: The Undoing and 
Redoing of Virtue. 

Anne E. Patrick, AM 1976, phD 1982, retired from Carleton College as William H. Laird 
professor of religion and the Liberal Arts, emerita, in 2009 and moved back to Silver 
Spring, Maryland. She has recently published Women, Conscience, and the Creative Process 
(paulist, 2011), and is now at work on another volume on Catholic feminist ethics.

Anthony R. Picarello, Jr., AM 1992, general counsel for the U.S. Conference of Catholic 
Bishops (USCCB), has been named associate general secretary for policy and advocacy 
of the USCCB. He has served as general counsel for the USCCB since 2007 and will 
retain that title. in his new role, picarello will function as director of policy and advo-
cacy for the full range of issues in which the USCCB engages.

Santiago Piñon, Jr., phD 2012, is Assistant professor of religion at texas Christian 
University.

Jeff B. Pool, phD 1994, recently received an appointment to The Eli Lilly Chair of 
religion and Culture at Berea College in Kentucky. He also recently began a term of 
service as the chair of the religion Department. From 2003 to 2012, he served at Berea 
College in a combined teaching and administrative position as professor of religion and 
Director of the office of religious life. For a portion of his most recent sabbatical leave, 
during the spring of 2011, he taught a graduate seminar as guest professor and research 
Scholar at Univerzita Karlova (Charles University), in prague, The Czech republic. His 
recent books include two volumes of a three-volume study on divine suffering in 
Christian thought: God’s Wounds: Hermeneutic of the Christian Symbol of Divine Suffering, 
vol. 1, Divine Vulnerability and Creation, and God’s Wounds: Hermeneutic of the Christian 
Symbol of Divine Suffering, vol. 2, Evil and Divine Suffering (both part of the princeton 
Theological Monographs Series and published by pickwick publications). 

Jackie Posek, MDiv 2007, has become Assistant Director of Campus Ministry at Depaul 
University in Chicago.

Helena Sofia Lenneke Post, AMrS 2012, is a researcher at VU Medical Center in 
Amsterdam, the Netherlands.

Katherine Raley, MDiv 2012, was ordained June 23 at First Christian Church, 
Columbia, South Carolina. She has been called to serve as Associate Minister of First 
Christian Church in Colorado Springs, Colorado, where Chuck Blaisdell (AM 1977) is 
the Senior Minister.

Rebecca Raphael, phD 1997, has been appointed NEH Distinguished teaching pro-
fessor in the Humanities at texas State University–San Marcos where she is Associate 
professor of philosophy. During her three-year appointment, raphael will implement a 
project that focuses on the intersection of religious studies and the humanities, with 
activities to include conferences, panels, honors classes and faculty seminars.

Laura Jennison Reed, MDiv 2012, was ordained in August 2012 at North Hill Christian 
Church, in Spokane, Washington and is now serving as Assistant to the Dean of 
Disciples Divinity House.

Brent Reynolds, MDiv 2000, has been called to be Director of the Florida Christian 
Center, Jacksonville, Florida, a ministry site of the National Benevolent Association.

John Cheadle Rich, MDiv 2004, graduated in April from the University of Southern 
indiana with a Bachelor of Science in Nursing. in June, he passed the state boards to 
become a registered Nurse and is working as a Nurse resident at Deaconess Hospital in 
Evansville, indiana. He and wife Amy rich continue to serve as Co-Executive Directors 
of patchwork Central, a nonprofit ministry operating near downtown Evansville.

Joanne Robinson, phD 1996, is the 2012 recipient of the highest teaching honor 
bestowed by The University of North Carolina at Charlotte, the Bank of America Award 
for teaching Excellence. robinson is Associate professor of religious Studies at UNC 
Charlotte. 

Susan A. Ross, MA 1976, phD 1982, professor and Chair of the Department of Theology 
at Loyola University Chicago, assumed the presidency of the Catholic Theological 
Society of America in June, 2012. Additionally, her book Anthropology: Seeking Light and 
Beauty was published by Liturgical press in May 2012. ross also serves on the Board of 
trustees of Manhattanville College, where she did her undergraduate degree.

Jamie Schillinger, AM 2004, phD 2004, has been granted tenure at St. Olaf College, where 
he is Assistant professor of religion. His academic interests include theology and ethics 
in both the Christian and islamic traditions, the philosophy of religion, and the rela-
tionship between religion and politics. His current research concerns understanding and 
improving Christian-Muslim relations and dialogue.

Franklin Sherman, phD 1961, has published Bridges: Documents of the Christian-Jewish 
Dialogue. Volume 1: The Road to Reconciliation, 1945–1985 (paulist press). The forth-
coming Volume 2 will bring the documentation up to the present. After many years  
on the faculty of the Lutheran School of Theology at Chicago, Frank became Found- 
ing Director of the institute for Jewish-Christian Understanding at Muhlenberg 
College, his alma mater. in 2010, he received the third annual Shevet Achim Award 
from the Council of Centers on Christian-Jewish relations for outstanding contribu-
tions in the field.

Mun’im Sirry, phD 2012, is currently a research Associate Fellow at the University of 
Notre Dame.

Michael Sohn, AM 2005, phD 2012, is a post-Doctoral research Fellow, sponsored by École 
des hautes études en sciences sociales (EHESS) and funded by La Fondation de l’Oratoire 
du Louvre and l’institut protestant de théologie (ipt), at Le Fonds ricoeur in paris, 
France, 2012–13.
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Garry Sparks, MDiv 2004, phD 2011, has accepted a tenure-track appointment as Assistant 
professor of Humanities in global Christian Studies at the University of Louisville in 
Louisville, Kentucky. His research and teaching interests focus on an ethnographic and 
ethnohistorical understanding of theological production in the Americas, specifically 
among indigenous peoples. 

Ryan Stelzer, AM 2012, will be a Management Analyst in the Office of the Chairman for 
the Export-import Bank of the United States.

Barkley Thompson, AM 1998, has accepted the call to be the ninth dean and twentieth 
rector of Christ Church Cathedral in Houston in the Diocese of texas. Thompson has 
served as rector of St. John’s Episcopal Church in roanoke, Virginia, since 2007. He will 
assume his new role in February of next year.

Daniel Patrick Thompson, AM 1987, phD 1998, has been named Chair of the Depart-
ment of religious Studies at the University of Dayton. Thompson was formerly chair 
and associate professor of Theology at St. Mary’s University in San Antonio.

Emilie Townes, AM 1979, DMin 1982, has been named the new Dean of Vanderbilt 
Divinity School, starting in July 2013. An ordained American Baptist clergywoman, 
townes is currently the Andrew W. Mellon professor of African-American religion and 
theology at Yale Divinity School. Her research focuses on Christian ethics, womanist 
ethics, critical social theory, and cultural theory and studies.

The Rev. Dr. John R. Van Eenwyk, phD 1981, Clinical Director of The international 
trauma treatment program, in Olympia, Washington, has recently published Clinical Chaos: 
The Strange Attractors of Childhood Trauma (inner City Books, 2013). The book combines 
chaos theory and Jungian psychology to explore the psychodynamics of unconscious 
adaptation. Case studies illustrate how to identify and to integrate those childhood 
adaptations that spontaneously deploy in situations that resemble the original trauma. 

Bill Wassner, AM 1982, DMin 1985, is now Senior pastor at port Orange United Church 
of Christ, in port Orange, Florida.

Blake Wentworth, AM 1998, phD 2011, is Assistant professor in the Department of South 
and Southeast Asian Studies at the University of California at Berkeley.

Eric Ziolkowski, MA 1981, phD 1987, Charles A. Dana professor of religious Studies at 
Lafayette College, has just published The Literary Kierkegaard (Northwestern University 
press). The book examines both the pseudonymous and the signed published writings 
of Kierkegaard, as well as his private journals, papers, and letters, in relation to works 
by five literary giants from different times and places, showing how Kierkegaard signals 
the essentially literary as opposed to strictly theological or philosophical nature of his 
writings. Ziolkowski is also one of the main editors of The Encyclopedia of the Bible and 
Its Reception, a prospective thirty-volume work published by De gruyter in Berlin, 
whose third volume appeared this past fall, and whose fourth volume is scheduled to 
appear in winter 2012.

Losses
The Rev. Dr. Donald L. Berry, BD 1950, retired Colgate 
University professor and Episcopal priest, died on January 
15, 2013 in Hamilton, New York. He was 87 years old.
 Dr. Berry was born in goshen, indiana in 1925 and 
educated in the goshen City Schools. He enlisted in the 
US Army in 1943, and after a period of military service, 
attended and was graduated from goshen College (BA), 
the University of Chicago Divinity School (BD), and Yale 
University (StM and phD). He was ordained in 1950 in 
the Congregational Church, and he served churches in 
Marion, indiana and Norwalk, Connecticut. 
 He joined the Colgate University faculty in 1957 as a 
Chaplain and member of the Department of philosophy 
and religion. in 1988 he was named the Harry Emerson 
Fosdick professor of philosophy and religion, and was the 
1992 recipient of the Sidney and Florence Felton French 
Award for inspirational teaching. He retired in 1994.
 He was the author of many reviews and more than 
forty articles in scholarly and professional journals, and six 
books, including How to Listen to a Sermon.
 He was received into the Episcopal Church and con-
firmed in 1965, ordained to the diaconate [1971], and to the 

priesthood [1972] in the Diocese of Central New York.
 He is survived by Wanda Warren Berry, his wife of 
fifty-five years; their two daughters, Martha Louise Berry 
and ruth Elizabeth Berry; two grandsons, Samuel Thomas 
Evans and Benjamin Michael Evans; and three nephews 
and their families.

Myron L. Ebersole, AM 1961, DB 1963, passed away on 
December 8, 2011 at Lancaster general Hospital in pennsyl- 
vania. He is survived by his wife, two children, and four 
grandchildren. reverend Ebersole received his Clinical 
pastoral Education at topeka State Hospital, topeka, 
Kansas, and at indiana Medical Center, indianapolis and 
served as a hospital chaplain for many years. He was Chap- 
lain and Supervisor of Clinical pastoral Education at 
indiana University Medical Center in indianapolis; Lancaster 
general Hospital in Lancaster, pennsylvania 1967–78; and 
the penn State University Medical Center, Hershey pennsy 
vania, 1978–96. He also served as a Supervisor at the 
Christian Medical College and Hospital in Vellore, india, 
in 1996 and was a member of the American Board of the 
Vellore Hospital from 1998 to 2006. reverend Ebersole 
was active in professional organizations, serving as presi- 
dent of the College of Chaplains in 1979. He received the 
Distinguished Service Award from the College of Chaplains 
in 1986. He was a member of the Board of representatives 
and served on the Certification Committee of the 
Association for Clinical pastoral Education. He also was 
founder of the pennsylvania Society of Chaplains, which 
he served as president for a term.

Ray Greenfield, MDiv 2003, passed away on April 1, 2012 
at the age of 57. ray was the pastor at the illinois Street 
Christian Church in Lewistown, and at the ipava Christian 
Church. He was a chaplain at graham Hospital in Canton. 
He was also the former pastor at the First Christian Church 
in rushville. He pursued his college education as a second 
career student, earning his bachelor’s degree in social work 
from MacMurray College in Jacksonville, illinois in 2000. 
He entered the Divinity School as a Disciples House Scholar 
in 2000 and commuted every week from Jacksonville. He 
is survived by his wife Helen, his three children, and four 
grandchildren.

Reverend Dr. Barbara Jurgensen, AM 1975, DMin 1982, 
died on July 1, 2012 at the age of eighty-three, surrounded 
by the love of her family and friends. She died in her sleep 
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from complications from a stroke and heart failure. A writer, 
pastor, and seminary professor, she is survived by her three 
children, her sister, three grandchildren, and two nieces. 

Jack V. Reeve, DB 1945, died on February 25, 2012 in 
indianapolis. A native of Des Moines, iowa, and a gradu-
ate of Drake University, he was a member of the 1942 
entering class of Disciples Divinity House Scholars. in 
1945, he graduated from the University of Chicago and 
that summer married June Varner. in 1958 he was called 
to the national staff of the Disciples of Christ as steward-
ship secretary. He continued to emphasize stewardship 
when he was called to regional ministry in the Christian 
Church in illinois and Wisconsin in 1968 and, beginning 
in 1978, as professor of the practice of Ministry at Lexing- 
ton Theological Seminary. in 1968 he was elected to the 
Board of trustees of the Disciples Divinity House. As its 
president from 1990 to 1992 and as a longtime member of 
its development committee, Jack reeve both encouraged 
and exemplified generous giving, and in 2005, he was elected 
an Honorary trustee for Life. Jack also participated actively 
in Habitat for Humanity, working on more than forty 
houses in the Lexington area. 

Criterion relies on your participation in keeping the Divinity 
School up to date on alumni professional accomplishments. 
please email us at terren@uchicago.edu, or complete and mail 
us the “Alumni News information” form on the back page. 

Alumni news and updates can also now be submitted and 
read online by visiting http://divinity.uchicago.edu/
alumni/news.shtml. 

For information on alumni giving and volunteering oppor-
tunities, please contact Mary Jean Kraybill, Director of 
Development, at 773-702-8248 or mjkraybill@uchicago.edu.

Walter J. Harrelson, 1919–2012

Walter J. Harrelson, who served as Dean of the 
University of Chicago Divinity School from 1955– 
1960, died on September 5, 2012 in Winston-
Salem, North Carolina. He was ninety-two years old 
and had been in hospice care.
 Harrelson was born in Winnabow, North Caro- 
lina, on Nov. 28, 1919. He attended Mars Hill Col- 
lege before serving in the U.S. Navy during World 
War ii. Harrelson received his undergraduate degree 
from the University of North Carolina before 
earning a doctorate in Theology from Union Theo- 
logical Seminar in 1953.
 An ordained American Baptist minister, he 
taught at Vanderbilt from 1960 until retiring in 
1990, and was dean of Vanderbilt’s Divinity 
School from 1967 until 1975. in 1990 Harrelson 
became Distinguished professor of Hebrew Bible, 
emeritus, and a scholarship was established at 
Vanderbilt in his name. in the mid-1990s, Harrelson 
was asked by Wake Forest University to guide the 
development of its proposed divinity school. He 
became a professor of religion at Wake Forest until 
his (second) retirement.
 Harrelson’s broad range of areas of expertise 
included Jewish-Christian relations, Biblical inter-
pretation, the study of Biblical law and prophets, 
and the churches’ response to social issues.
 Harrelson was predeceased by his wife, idella 
Aydlett Harrelson. He is survived by a daughter, 
Marianne Harrelson Mciver, and two sons, David 
Aydlett Harrelson and robert Joseph Harrelson. 
There are also six grandchildren and two great-
grandchildren.
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