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THE DEATH AND RESURRECTION OF CHRISTIANITY: 

DISCOVERING A NEW WAY OF BEING CHURCH 

IN THE MIDST OF THE COMING RELIGIOUS REALIGNMENT 

 

CHAPTER 1: 

DEAD MAN WALKING – AN INTRODUCTION 

 

Does the Future Have A Church? 

 

A lot of people have been worrying over the future of the Church of late. Hundreds of books and 

papers have been written on the subject, along with perhaps an equal number of lectures and 

workshops. A lot of people out there seem to have a lot of ideas about what’s ailing the Church 

and what needs to be done to make it well. If you Google the subject “Emerging Church” you 

will get more than 26 THOUSAND hits. But a friend and colleague of mine recently wondered 

aloud whether we are asking the wrong question. Maybe the question we should be asking is not: 

“What will be the Church of the Future?” but “Will the future have a Church?” 

 

I believe my friend is onto something.  The Church is not just sick, but dying. And I’m not so 

sure that’s a bad thing. In fact, I think that dying is the only way the Church will survive: the 

Church needs to die so it can experience a resurrection. 

 

Perhaps you think I overstate my case: that I am engaging in hyperbole just to get your attention. 

Well, you might be right. I am trying to get your attention. And if I am using hyperbole, I stand in 

good company (a certain rabbi in ancient Palestine was known to use it frequently for that 

purpose). Personally, I think my diagnosis is essentially correct. I’m willing to let you be the 

judge of that. 

 

a conservative is a liberal who's been mugged 
a liberal is a conservative who's been arrested1 

Tom Wolfe 
American journalist and novelist 

 

Or maybe you are one of those people outside the Church who feel attracted to what the Church 

purports to offer, but feel a little uneasy with the Church itself, maybe even repelled. Maybe you 

would like to see the Church live up to its potential. Maybe you wish the Church would die and 

be reborn. You would be in good company.
2
 Mahatma Gandhi once said, “I like your Christ, I do 

not like your Christians. Your Christians are so unlike your Christ . . . If Christians would really 

live according to the teachings of Christ, as found in the Bible, all of India would be Christian 

today.” I like to think that what I have to say might interest you, too. And I certainly think the 

Church could benefit from your interest. 

 

                                                           
1
 Wolfe, T. K. (1987). The Bonfire of the Vanities. New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux. This quote is often 

attributed to Wendy Kaminer but as far as I can tell Tom Wolfe probably said it first. 
2
 Source: www.ThinkExist.com.  

http://www.thinkexist.com/
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Whatever your reason for reading this far, I invite you to read a little further as I explain my 

diagnosis. 

 

How Many Parts Can You Amputate and Still Have a Body? 

I have been feeling a burden to write on this subject for some time. But of late I have felt this 

burden even more strongly than ever. I think in part it is because of how hot it’s getting out there 

lately. And I’m not talking about global warming.  I’m talking about how hot things seem to get 

these days when the topic turns to religion, perhaps even more so when the topic is Christianity. 

I’m talking about how much vitriol, invective, and good old-fashioned abuse are being put to use 

in the name of the Prince of Peace, especially among his followers. I’m talking about how 

bitterly divided the Body of Christ has become, with its “right” and “left” arms each growing 

more and more willing to amputate the other. 

 

Not that this is anything new, of course. In many ways, the Church has been busy dividing itself 

in the name of unity since the one, holy, catholic, and apostolic Church first opened its doors. It 

was probably to counteract this very tendency that the Apostle Paul, in the first century anno 

domine, employed his “body of Christ” metaphor in the first place. It was likely in response to 

this slice-and-dice tendency that Richard Hooker in the sixteenth century urged his fellow 

Anglicans to view “even heretics” as “wounded Christians,” rather than as heathens.
3
 And it was 

no doubt on C. S. Lewis’s mind in the twentieth century when he observed that the Christian 

Church is one of the “few armies that believes in shooting its own wounded.”
4
 Even so, it does 

seem to be getting even more heated of late.  

 

It is as though those on either side of the liberal-conservative divide each view the other’s most 

distinctive feature as a slippery slope to be avoided at all costs. On the one hand, conservative 

Christians seem to view liberals’ emphasis on love and acceptance as being the first step toward 

a Christianity without the truth of Christ at its center. On the other hand, liberal Christians seem 

to view conservatives’ emphasis on Scripture and doctrine as being a step toward a Christianity 

without the love of Christ at its center. On any of the issues that ostensibly divide them, they 

view each other’s words and actions with suspicion, filtering them through the judgments they 

have already made about each other and reacting against them.  

 

I say “ostensibly” because sometimes it seems like both sides are more interested in “winning” 

than in hearing any truth the “other side” might have to share. Having declared the other side the 

“enemy” and labeled the other side as being “heretical” or “devoid of love” (i.e., as failing the 

tests of their respective orthodoxies) they feel free to defeat them by any means necessary: name 

calling, misrepresentation verging on libel, ad hominem attacks, even outright harassment.  On 

issues of human sexuality, for example, conservatives accuse liberals of being “revisionists,” 

while liberals call conservatives “homophobic.” These knee-jerk reactions only serve to reinforce 

                                                           
3
 Hooker, Richard The Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, III.i.11; V.1xvii.6. Quoted in Alison Quin, Hooker’s 

Understanding of the Authority of Scripture as a Resource for Anglicans Today (Diocese of Washington, DC, 2002). 

Cf. Hooker, Sermon II, 23-25, in Works III, p. 513-515; 
4
 While this phrase is often attributed to Lewis, the exact provenance is uncertain. If he didn’t say it first, I’ll bet he 

wished he had.  
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existing suspicion, providing the sides with ammunition for further attacks and widening the gap 

between them.
5
 

 

In my own denomination, the Episcopal Church USA, these divisions have tended to be over 

sexual orientation and gender roles. For some, the issues represent choices between stark 

opposites: whether to affirm or condemn same-sex relationships, whether to permit or deny the 

ordination of gays and lesbians, whether to permit or deny the ordination of women, or some 

combination thereof. For others, the issues are more nuanced: whether or not to ordain 

“practicing homosexuals” or whether or not to allow female bishops. I have seen liberals vote 

down resolutions affirming the authority of Scripture, not because they disagreed with the 

proposition, but because of who proposed it: they feared that it was some kind of set-up by their 

conservative opponents. I have seen conservative reject alternative episcopal oversight plans, not 

because they had objections to any of the candidates suggested as potential overseers, but 

because of who would be choosing them: the Presiding Bishop – whom they see as “too liberal” 

– rather than someone on their side. And the fear and loathing expressed by bloggers on both 

sides? Disturbing. 

 

Yet despite the uncharitable behavior I have witnessed – and occasionally experienced – from 

both sides, there are people on both sides that I have come to know, respect, and even count 

among my friends. I know these people to be my brothers and sisters in Christ. I know their 

commitment to Christ and Christ’s body, the Church, and their love of the Gospel. Back in my 

seminary days, my theology professor, when asked for his opinion about a contentious 

theological issue, would say, “Some of my friends say [insert opinion here] and some of my 

friends say [insert opinion here]. Me? I agree with my friends.” I have many points of agreement 

with my friends on both sides of these issues. And I have come to understand that my friends on 

both sides of these issues have more in common than they know. And I find it exceedingly 

painful to watch my friends hurt each other. 

 

Having a foot in both camps is not a strange experience. In fact, it is quite familiar. I was born 

the son of a Jewish mother and a gentile father, which according to Jewish tradition and Halakhic 

law makes me a Jew. And that is what I grew up considering myself to be. And yet I had to learn 

to understand and respect the traditions of both my parents. 

 

I became a follower of Christ (more on this journey later) through the actions of a conservative, 

evangelical, charismatic friend, who challenged me to consider the claims of Jesus: I made the 

mistake of taking up the challenge and trying to prove him wrong, just to shut him up.  While my 

friend’s approach could be quite annoying, the challenge he offered was one I needed to take 

seriously. Because, ultimately, I could not make a commitment to follow and worship Christ 

unless I was convinced of the truth of the claim that Jesus Christ was God. The fellowship 

Christianity offered was necessary but not sufficient for me to make such a commitment 

(fellowship I could have in a synagogue, not to mention a better coffee hour). 

                                                           
5
 A parishioner of mine, Michael Jackonis, formerly a commander in the U.S. Navy JAG corps, and currently a 

corporate law attorney with a major Washington D.C. law firm, has taken to calling this way of relating TNT (Tribal 

Narcissistic Tyranny) and believes it is at the heart of the human condition. Certainly, it is not limited to Christianity, 

but cuts across all religions and ethnicities, and is a key source of discord in the world. 
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Generosity without orthodoxy is nothing. 
Orthodoxy without generosity is worse than nothing. 

Hans Frei 
¢ƘŜƻƭƻƎƛŀƴ ŀƴŘ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀǘƻǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άDŜƴŜǊƻǳǎ hǊǘƘƻŘƻȄȅέ6 

 

Yet over time, I came to find that while doctrine was necessary for me to start my journey into 

the Christian faith, it was not sufficient to sustain me in that journey. Doctrine could not feed my 

spirit. I needed to experience the love of Christ, and I needed to experience the transcendent yet 

immanent mysterious presence of God. Moreover there was much truth and value in Jewish 

heritage, which I did not wish to leave behind. I found these qualities more present on the liberal 

side of the Church, and most present in the Episcopal Church. Not only did it allow me to 

experience the Divine Presence in the Eucharistic liturgy every Sunday, it was also, as I have 

often told people, “the most Jewish church I could find.”
7
 And yet sometimes I find the reticence 

of many of my fellow Episcopalians and many liberal Christians to make doctrinal truth claims 

frustrating as well. I often find myself caught in a tension between love and truth, heart and mind, 

spirit and doctrine.  

 

If you are truly my disciples, 
you will know the truth, and the truth will make you free 

By this everyone will know you are my disciples, 
that you have love for one another. 

Jesus of Nazareth 
Carpenter, Rabbi, Messiah 

 

On the one hand, I appreciate (though don’t always agree with the conclusions of) the Biblical 

rigor of my friends on the conservative side of the Church: a rigor that my friends on the liberal 

side seem to fear. But on the other hand, I often feel that my friends on the liberal side of the 

Church operate out of a spirit of acceptance and tolerance that I frequently find lacking on the 

conservative side.
8
  I want to say to my friends on both sides that each has something of value to 

share with the other. I want to remind my liberal friends that Jesus said that, “if you are truly my 

disciples, you will know the truth, and the truth will make you free.”
9
  And I want to remind my 

conservative friends that Jesus said, “By this everyone will know you are my disciples, that you 

have love for one another.
10

   

 

                                                           
6
 Frei used the term generosity in the sense that it is often used in the New Testament: as “charity” or “love.” 

7
 Interestingly, my Jewish friends in New York City seem to have some sense of affinity with the Episcopal Church 

as well. In describing the New York City Jewish Community they say, “We live like Episcopalians, but we vote like 

Puerto Ricans.” 
8
 This is, of course, an oversimplification. I mean only to talk about the predominant tendencies of each “side.” Also, 

taken too far “rigor” runs the risk of “rigidity” and “acceptance” can become “anything goes.” 
9
 John 8:32. Note that the word “love” (or acceptance or empathy or tolerance) is not mentioned. (A liberal colleague 

of mine posits that Jesus forgot to add, “but first it will really piss you off.”) 
10

 John 13:35. Note the absence of the word doctrine (or knowledge of the truth for that matter). A young 

conservative evangelical, whom I met at a conference, told me that he recently had the insight that “you can believe 

all the correct doctrines and still be an asshole.” 
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I’d like to tell them these things . . . but given the us/them, “take-no-prisoners” attitude I have 

described above, sometimes I wonder whether anyone on either side would be listening. 

 

A Sense of How We Got Where We Are 

(And What it Will Take to Get Where We Need to Be) 

 

Is there a way to get past this “us/them” thinking? Is there a way to bridge this increasing chasm 

between the “right arm” and the “left arm” of the Church? Is there a way to reconcile the parties 

in this divorce between truth and love, without either side sacrificing its integrity? 

 

I think there is. But it’s going to take time and it’s going to be hard work. It cannot be 

accomplished by one side proving itself right and the other wrong, or by holding hands around 

the proverbial campfire and singing “Kumbaya.” It’s not going to happen by simply splitting the 

difference or negotiating compromises. It’s going to require presumptions of goodwill of each 

side by the other, a readiness to listen and understand, a willingness to reexamine ourselves and 

our assumptions. It’s going to take both preparedness to make the case for our own beliefs and 

openness to having those beliefs challenged – and maybe changed – by the case others are 

making for their own. 

  

 

The Death and Resurrection of Our Paradigm(s) of Christianity 

 

I believe that what will ultimately be required to bridge the current angry divide is a whole new 

paradigm
11

 of what it means to be Church. Because the old paradigms of Church are failing us. 

The Apostle Paul once described the Law as a guardian and guide that would be with us until 

Christ came, and would then release us to live by faith.
12

 Similarly, I think the old paradigms, 

having taken us thus far, can take us no further. I say paradigms (plural) because we operate 

under more than one set of assumptions about what Church is. These paradigms have been built 

up over centuries, from the very beginning, as the Church struggled to define its place in the 

world and as it mobilized to respond to the challenges and opportunities presented to it by the 

world. Moreover, the Church could not help but be influenced by the world’s own paradigms – 

its assumptions about how the world works and how organizations function – in the process.  

 

The applicability of these paradigms might have seemed obvious within the Church’s cultural 

context. They might have allowed the Church to function well in the culture in which it found 

itself at that point in history. But however applicable and functional these paradigms may have 

seemed when the Church first adopted them, they are growing less and less applicable – and 

more dysfunctional – in our time. 

 

 

                                                           
11

 Yes, I know the term “paradigm” has become a bit of a cliché. It seems like every week some management 

consultant publishes a book proposing a “new and improved” paradigm of business. I toyed with the terms 

“worldview” and “conceptual model,” but the connotations of the former are too ambiguous and the latter too 

cumbersome, and neither sounds right coming before the word “shift.” 
12

 Galations 3:22-25. 
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Do not confine your children to your own learning, 
for they were born in another time. 

Hebrew proverb 
 

I use the term “paradigm” in the sense that it is described by Thomas Kuhn in The Structure of 

Scientific Revolutions: a conceptual system of how reality (or more accurately, some portion of 

reality) works. A paradigm provides us the big picture:  a conceptual model that both organizes 

the facts we know and helps us integrate our new observations.  And this can be very useful to us 

as long as we remember that the paradigm under which we are operating is only an 

approximation of reality, but not reality itself, nor even the best possible approximation.  New 

observations may require a modification of the paradigm, much as the discoveries in quantum 

physics both incorporated and moved far beyond classical “Newtonian” physics.  Or they may 

bring the old paradigm crashing down, such as when Copernicus’ observations demonstrated that 

the Earth revolved around the Sun – overturning the earlier understanding, held by both Church 

and Science, that the opposite was true. As Kuhn’s research showed, the problem with paradigms 

is our very human tendency to believe our model of reality IS the reality. We become so 

conditioned to interpreting reality through our paradigm that our conditioning renders us literally 

unable to perceive facts that don’t fit into it. In effect, we are blinding ourselves to the truth.
13

  

We become so attached to our model of reality that we resist letting go of it when a better 

description of reality begins to emerge. 

 

"It is the theory which decides what we can observe." 
Albert Einstein14 

Patent Clerk and Theoretical Physicist, 1879-1955 
 

As Christians, this kind of fixation poses us with some real problems. The truth cannot set us free 

if our attachment to our preferred paradigm has rendered us blind to it. And we have a word for 

the act of worshiping something other than the Truth: idolatry. As Christians, we should hold our 

paradigms loosely, so that our paradigms don’t get such a strong grip on our faith that we can’t 

pry them off. 

 

But before we can open our eyes to a new paradigm we have to take a step back from the old 

paradigm, so that we can begin to understand all the ways in which the old paradigm has 

influenced us. Since the Church’s paradigms have been built up layer by layer over the centuries, 

we are going to have to peel back those layers to get at the truths those paradigms were intended 

to express. We have to begin to understand what parts of those paradigms were expressions of 

the culture(s) in which the Church existed, and allow those parts to fall away. 

 

 

 

                                                           
13

 Kuhn’s own research with scientists demonstrated that, when they were faced with data that did not fit the 

prevailing paradigm, they often rationalized away data that didn’t support the paradigm. In some cases, the scientists 

were unable even to perceive the discordant data in the first place. 
14

 Heisenberg, Werner (1983). Encounters with Einstein. New Jersey: Princeton University Press. Heisenberg cites 

this quote from Albert Einstein as his inspiration for developing the Uncertainty Principle. 
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"World views, in fact, are not very often exclusive. 
Most of us carry two or three around with us all the time." 

E. P. Saunders 
Jewish-Christian Scholar and Theologian15 

 

What we need is not so much an answer, as a “Way” forward. Jesus’ early followers called what 

they were living and teaching “The Way.”
16

 That word can mean “way of life,” but it also can 

mean a “way upon which to travel” or a “roadway.” That image of a roadway is an apt metaphor 

for where the Church is today. The Church has driven thousands of miles down a long road. At 

one point that road was an expressway: quick, safe, and hard to get lost. But a few hundred miles 

ago the road went from expressway to divided highway, to undivided highway, to unlined road. 

The pavement is starting to become rough: up ahead it turns to gravel, then hard-packed earth. 

Soon we will have come about as far as the old road will take us. To continue our journey we 

must find and build the road, even as we continue our journey upon it. We must become 

paradigm pioneers. 
 

Learning the Limitations of Orthodoxy 

 

My peculiar personal history has driven me to be a student of the early Church.  Being a person 

of Jewish origins, I needed to understand how a movement that had its birth within Judaism and 

was populated almost entirely by Jews at its origins in the early first century could have become 

almost entirely Gentile by the end of the second century, and could have declared heretical and 

excommunicated its last remaining Jewish followers by the end of the fourth century. 

 

My obsession with this issue drove me to begin a serious exploration of the historical roots of the 

Christian faith. It was more like a detective story, really. It is a challenging task to reconstruct the 

beliefs and practice of the losers in a conflict through the writings of the winners, especially in 

the Church, which was keen to destroy the works of groups it deemed heretical. It was an 

exhaustive study from all the available sources: the New Testament (especially the Acts of the 

Apostles and the letters directly attributable to the Apostle Paul), apologetic and patristic sources, 

early Jewish writings, the records of the Council of Nicaea, and archeological evidence. 

  

What I discovered was both eye-opening and sobering. To make a long story short (especially 

since I will tell it in more detail later), what developed was a cautionary tale about a community 

of Jewish Christians called the Nazarenes, a remnant of the descendants of the earliest Church at 

Jerusalem, whom the Church Fathers called heretical and whom the Church excommunicated. 

They were not excommunicated because their beliefs were heretical: on the contrary, they were in 

all their beliefs as orthodox as the greater Church at the time. They were not excommunicated 

because they were schismatic: on the contrary, they believed themselves to be a part of that 

Church and actively attempted to support its mission. They were excommunicated because they 

were different. They were from a culture with which the Church had lost contact, except as an 

object of polemics. And they expressed their beliefs in ways of worship and spirituality which the 

                                                           
15

 E. P. Saunders, Jewish Law from Jesus to the Mishnah: Five Studies. Philadelphia, 1990, 323. 
16

 Interestingly, “The Tao,” an expression from the Taoist tradition, also means “The Way,” meaning to “go with the 

flow” of life rather than fighting against the current. 
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Church no longer understood. Ironically, their excommunication was set in motion at the Council 

of Nicaea, an ecumenical council intended to unify the Church. 

 

It was a lesson to me of the limits of orthodoxy as an organizing principle of faith and the 

wisdom of the tongue-in-cheek admonition: “curb your dogma.”
17

  As much as our concepts of 

orthodoxy are intended to express timeless Truth, they are not themselves that Truth. They are 

human constructs, and as such subject to the influences, understandings, and assumptions of 

culture, as well as the limitations of the finite human mind. Back in my seminary days, one of my 

theology professors said the functional definition of the word “dogma” was “let’s stop talking 

about this and move on.” The core dogmas of the church – the overflowing love and grace of the 

Triune God, and Christ's human-divine essence as the conduit for that love and grace – as 

described in the great creeds of the Church – were the best finite humanity could do to describe 

the infinite essence of God after almost 400 years of grappling with the issue. It wasn’t going to 

get any better than that. After all, the essence of the infinite (God) is that it is beyond the finite 

(humanity). It was time to stop trying to refine the dogmas and instead get on with living them 

out (with God’s help, of course, as the baptismal formula goes). 

 

άhǊǘƘƻŘƻȄȅ ƛǎ Ƴȅ Řƻxy - heterodoxy is another man's doxy.έ 
William Warburton 

English literary critic and churchman, Bishop of Gloucester from 176918 
 

Given these limitations, it may be that the best way of applying orthodoxy is as a way of 

evaluating our own faith, rather than as a boundary to exclude others whose belief we think does 

not measure up to our standards of truth. Otherwise, we run the risk of mistakenly excluding 

those who are as much a part of the body of Christ as we are, but whose faith we fail to 

understand. 

  

We would do well to distinguish more clearly between our dogmata – those primary doctrines 

which form the core of our common Christian faith – and what some have called our doctrinal 

distinctives – doctrines that are secondary – and not to allow what is merely distinctive to 

separate us.
 
This is not to say these distinctives are without value. The doctrinal distinctives of a 

particular denomination or group might best be understood as part of their unique calling. As 

such, they may have great value as a witness to the rest of the Church. It just that, ironically, the 

more of them we raise to dogmatic significance (i.e., make accepting them a mandatory cost of 

membership in the body of Christ), the more we splinter the Church.  

 

Finally, we would do well to focus our sense of orthodoxy on living into the mysteries of our 

core dogmata rather than attempting to enforce uniformity on a broad variety of church-related 

issues.
19

 

 

 

                                                           
17

 This memorable phase was first coined by Christian rocker Larry Norman in the early seventies. 
18

 Wilson, Douglas (2001). Bound Only Once: The Failure of Open Theism. Moscow, ID: Canon Press. 
19

 The doctrine of adiaphora (lit. “things that do not matter”). Or as it is expressed in this statement attributed to 

Augustine: “In the essentials, unity; in non-essentials, freedom; in all things, love.” (cf. 1 Cor. 8) 
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Looking Backward to Move Forward 

 

There have always been people and movements within the Church that turned a skeptical eye 

toward what the Church accepted as its paradigm, people who tried to help the Church strip away 

the encrustation of culture, people who tried to open its eyes to new ways of being that more 

clearly reflected the Truth at its core and that made that truth accessible to new cultures and new 

generations. From the early Jewish Christians, to Paul and his communities, to the Desert Fathers 

and Mothers, to the monastic movements of Martin of Tours and the Celtic Christian peregrinati 

(or wanderers),
20

 to the Anglican proponents of a ecclesiastical “Middle Way,” they all helped to 

pioneer new paradigms of what it meant to be Church. Of course, they were not always eagerly 

welcomed by the Church. At its best, the institutional Church brought them under its control by 

co-opting and institutionalizing the insights they had to offer, much like an oyster incorporates an 

irritating grain of sand and so produces a pearl. At its worst, the Church suppressed or excluded 

them. One thing these movements had in common was that their activities almost always 

produced periods of massive growth. 

 

We can learn from these faith pioneers. They faced many of the same issues in their day that we 

are facing.  Looking back at how they dealt with them can be instructive for us. I am not 

suggesting that we idealize and copy them (that would just be another form of idolatry). Rather, I 

am suggesting that we study them. By studying them we can better understand how they 

approached and dealt with these issues in their historical and cultural context, and use that 

understanding as a guide for how we might deal with our issues in our own context. 

 

An Invitation to a Journey 

 

As you read on in this book, you will find that I do not wish to impart wisdom so much as I want 

to take you on a journey. We will begin our journey by peeling back the layers of our old 

paradigms. Then we will continue our journey by reexamining and re-immersing ourselves in the 

Truth that lies beneath them. Our journey will conclude with an exploration of the possible 

outlines of the emerging paradigm: a convergent theology, a way of thinking about orthodoxy 

that unites rather than divides, which is anchored in the Love that is Heart of the Truth. 

 

Happily, we will not have to take this journey alone. We will take along with us as our guides the 

faith pioneers who have gone before us.  

 

I use the terms “journey” and “explore” and “emerging” because I don’t see this book as the last 

word on the subject, but the beginning of a conversation. I expect our conversation will raise 

more questions than we answer. In fact, I guarantee it, as I will suggest questions for further 

exploration and real-life application at the end of each chapter. 

                                                           
20

 Many of the Celtic Christian saints referred to themselves as peregrinati (Latin for wanderers) because they were 

fond of allowing the Holy Spirit to blow them wherever God wanted them to be. In their pilgrimages, they would 

often put out to sea in little boats called coracles (i.e., a very small boat without a rudder for steering) and let the 

current and the wind blow them to their next destination, where they would then start a new community. 

Interestingly, they nicknamed the Holy Spirit the “Wild Goose,” because it moved in startling and unexpected ways, 

like the wild geese they knew. 
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I expect that the map we will draw of the emerging paradigm will be provisional. The maps of 

explorers always are – the broad outlines of continents that await further exploration. But I hope 

our map will also outline a common ground on which we can all stand – a place where we can 

agree with our friends. Or at least a place where we can agree that we are friends – members of 

the same family, parts of the same body, united by the same Spirit – and trust in that Spirit to 

keep us together as long as the journey lasts.  
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Biblical Reflection 

 

Instructions: Read the following texts. If time permits, look them up in the Bible and read them 

in context. Then consider the questions which follow. 

 

John 17:22-23 

The glory that you have given me I have given them, so that they may be one, as we are one, I in 

them and you in me, that they may become completely one, so that the world may know that you 

have sent me and have loved them even as you have loved me. 

 

Jesus called us to be one in the same way that he (God the Son) and God the Father are 

one. How are God the Father and God the Son one? Is it a oneness of uniformity or a 

oneness of unity? What then are the implications for how we, as the followers of Christ, 

are to be one? 

 

1 Corinthians 13:12 

For now we see in a mirror, dimly, but then we will see face to face. Now I know only in part; 

then I will know fully, even as I have been fully known.  

 

How confident can we be that our knowledge of Godôs will is fully complete and 

absolutely correct in all its aspects? What does this say about the attitude we should hold 

toward those who disagree with us, even on matters of fundamental importance?  

 

Luke 24:31-33 

When Jesus was at the table with them, he took bread, blessed and broke it, and gave it to them. 

Then their eyes were opened, and they recognized him; and he vanished from their sight. They 

said to each other, "Were not our hearts burning within us while he was talking to us on the road, 

while he was opening the scriptures to us?" 

 

On the road to Emmaus, Jesus taught the disciples from the Scriptures, but it was not 

until he communed with them in the breaking of bread that they recognized him. What 

does this say about the relationship and relative importance of doctrine and common 

worship to our recognizing that Christ is among us? 
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Questions for Group Discussion 

 

Instructions: Break into small groups of four to eight people each. Read each question aloud, 

take a moment for each person to briefly consider the question in quiet, then discuss the 

question. Do not use the questions as straightjackets, but as starting points. 

 

1. What was your image of God as a child? . . . as a teen? . . . as an adult?  At the age you 

are now? How has your image of God changed? How has this affected your feelings 

about God? Your understanding of God? 

 

2. Which do you believe is more important to the Church: Correctness of belief? Or the 

unity of the body? How are they related?  

 

3. On a sheet of newsprint draw two large circles which overlap side-by-side. Ask the group 

to divide itself into two groups: one composed of people who identify themselves as 

theologically liberal, the other composed of people who identify themselves as 

theologically conservative. Indentify the things upon which you agree and the things 

about which you disagree. Write the things upon which you agree in the area of overlap. 

Write the things upon which you disagree in the outer circles (liberal ideas/issues in the 

one circle, conservative ideas/issues in the other). Are there other circles? What did you 

learn? 


