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Contemporary Church-State Confusion
At the 2002 Annual Meeting of the Southern Baptist Convention, President George W. Bush addressed the messengers via videoconference by thanking them for their support and offering an analysis of their influence on American political life.  “Since the earliest days of our Republic,” he said, “Baptists have been guardians of the separation of church and state, preserving the integrity of both.  Yet, you have never believed in separating religious faith from political life.”
  In this statement, Bush perhaps unwittingly captures a tension between two impulses which run through contemporary Baptist thought.  On the one hand, some Baptists emphasize their heritage of preserving a total separation between church and state, looking back to figures like Roger Williams, who sought a “hedge or wall” between the church and worldly powers, and George W. Truett, who famously preached from the Capitol steps that Jesus’ statement about rendering to Caesar had “once for all marked the divorcement of church and state.”
  On the other hand, a second stream of Baptists take a different approach, speaking less in terms of religious liberty and separation and more in terms of the struggle between Christianity and the forces of secularization.  This perspective can be found in statements like those of Richard Land, the president of the Ethics and Religions Liberty Commission for the Southern Baptist Convention, who told Baptist students “you have a right and command from on high to bring your moral perspective to bear on public policy.”
  While one could hardly imagine George Truett holding a “Justice Sunday” meeting in the sanctuary of the First Baptist Church of Dallas, it would be possible to imagine such an event occurring today, given that it is not uncommon for pastors and denominational leaders to participate in campaigns, rally for judicial confirmations, and even endorse candidates from the pulpit.  The division between the two streams shows no sign of lessening, as advocates on both sides believe that they are faithfully upholding the best insights of scripture and the Baptist tradition.  The result is that those who are most polarized on either side of the debate set the agenda for all Baptists on this issue, and consequently, Baptists have been engaging in ever more heated conflicts on the topic.

  In my view, this contemporary debate has exposed a longstanding confusion among Baptists about the relationship between the church and state—a confusion that has only increased in recent years in the face of the challenges posed by war and political campaigns drawn along cultural and moral lines.  This confusion, when combined with recent denominational struggles, has left Baptists unable to summon the theological resources from within the tradition to move beyond the polarization and establish a coherent and prophetic witness to the state.  The premise of this essay is that despite contemporary challenges, Baptists still have a unique contribution to make on the issue of church and state, and that our failure to offer this contribution has its roots in a surrender of theological imagination.  I will argue that the way forward is to move beyond the polarization by reconsidering the church’s relationship to the state in light of God’s redemptive Word of grace to the world.  To this end, the case will be made that Baptists can learn much from the Barmen Declaration adopted by the Confessing Church in Germany on May 31, 1934.  Penned mostly by Karl Barth, this confession prophetically called the church to account in light of Jesus Christ’s demand for exclusive loyalty and obedience.  It also provided a beacon of hope for a church caught in the grip of compromise with the state—a hope articulated by Barth when he noted that “when nothing else was left for the Church, the one Word of God who is called Jesus Christ remained.”  Yet, as Barth observed later, the Confessing Church in Germany left a history of “partial retreats and compromises.”
  Despite the clarity of its theological vision, the Confessing Church was unable to implement that vision in concrete political action and ecclesial witness.  My central claim is that by tracing the history of the Confessing Church’s theological successes and political failures, Baptists can find clarity within their present confusion.  This claim will be followed by a second and supplementary claim: that Baptist universities stand in a unique position within Baptist life from which they can equip and enable Baptists to recover the best insights of the past and move forward in a new direction so that the future relationship between the church and state is determined not by politics, but by the church’s commission to deliver “the message of the free grace of God.”  For this transition to occur, our universities must become confessing universities which are both theologically-centered and politically-minded.  These claims will be defended in turn below.

The Barmen Confession and the Failures of the Confessing Church

Two insights arising from the Barmen Declaration will be of central concern: first, that there is no area of human life over which Jesus Christ is not Lord; and second, that Jesus Christ, not human beings, determines the sphere of the Gospel.
  The power and scope of this first affirmation and Barmen’s confession that Jesus Christ is Lord can be realized only when it is placed in its historical context.  The delegates at Barmen met in country where two million people had only recently assembled under the swastika on Tempelhof Airfield to hear their Führer, and he in turn had demanded utter loyalty and obedience from them.  This claim to loyalty manifested itself in the congregations through the influence of Reich Church Bishop Ludwig Müller and his use of state power to enforce ecclesial decisions.
  The pressure of these concerns prompted a group of church leaders to gather at Barmen and issue a declaration, and it is clear that even though the majority of these leaders insisted that their declaration was strictly theological in nature, a confession of Lordship in this context was in reality a political statement.
  Indeed, some of the delegates, including Karl Barth, recognized the correlation between what they opposed theologically and what would have to be opposed politically.  Barth later remarked that, despite the opinions of the delegates at the time, it was clear that “something political was involved with Barmen.”
    

Direct resistance, however, was not the primary agenda of the delegates at the time.  They recognized from the outset that the pressure brought to bear upon the church by the Nazi government, along with the seductive lure of the Führer’s demand for loyalty, necessitated that the church had to first of all say Yes to its true Lord rather than merely saying No to a false one.  For this reason, when Karl Barth and the other writers composed the Barmen Declaration, they crafted it so that each of the articles began with a scripture verse—pointing to the “I” who addresses them—followed by an affirmation of “evangelical truths” preceding the rejections of the errors “ravaging the Church.”
  This pattern of affirmation and negation is a consistent move in Barth’s thought, and it was developed more thoroughly a few years later in his Church Dogmatics.  Barth understood the Gospel to be God’s Yes to the world.  This Yes is good news and a proclamation of joy, and as such it is pure light and not darkness; as light, however, it casts a shadow, and thus we cannot speak of God’s Yes without also mentioning this shadow.  Barth says: “The Yes cannot be heard unless the No is also heard. But the No is said for the sake of the Yes and not for its own sake.  In substance, therefore, the first and last word is Yes and not No.”
  He explains further:
His intention is that this man should testify to His glory and thus reveal and confirm and verify both positively what He is and wills, and negatively what He is not and does not will.  The latter part of the intention is not positive but negative; a marking off, a separating, a setting aside.  It is not a second Yes on God’s part, but a No which is of God only to the extent that it corresponds and is opposed to by the Yes, a No which forms the necessary boundary of the Yes . . . And for this reason He intends and ordains that the object of His love and the witness to His glory in the universe which He has created should testify in a twofold manner—he should testify to His Yes and to what He wills, and he should also testify to His No and to what He does not will.

On the basis of God’s Yes in Jesus Christ, therefore, Barth believes that the Christian witness must proclaim both God’s Yes and No.  As a confessing document the Barmen Declaration thus speaks its No only by grounding it in a Yes: the No to the Nazi temptation and the errors of the Reich Church are preceded and followed by its Yes to the Church’s true Führer, Jesus Christ.  

This pattern of Yes and corresponding No find their clearest fulfillment in Article I, the heart of the Barmen Declaration:

“I am the Way and the Truth and the Life; no one comes to the Father except through me.” (Jn 14:6)

“Truly, truly I say to you, he who does not enter the sheepfold through the door but climbs in somewhere else, he is a thief and a robber.  I am the Door; if anyone enters through me, he will be saved.” (Jn. 10:1, 9)

Jesus Christ as he is attested to us in Holy Scripture, is the one Word of God which we have to hear, and which we have to trust and obey in life and in death.

We reject the false doctrine that the Church could and should recognize as a source of its proclamation, beyond and besides this one Word of God, yet other events, powers, historic figures, and truths as God’s revelation.

Karl Barth offered a four-part analysis of the implications of this article in Church Dogmatics II/1.
  He argues first that Jesus Christ, as the one Word of God, demands exclusive loyalty and obedience.  “The Church lives,” Barth argues, “by the fact that it hears the Word of God to which it can give entire trust and entire obedience” (177).  In this sense, the first article declares that Jesus Christ is both necessary and sufficient for matters of faith and practice: the church has and needs no other Word in order to be the church.   A second implication of the first article is that any compromise of loyalty to Jesus Christ as God’s one Word destroys the church from within.  Barth points to fact that the word “also” has often been placed alongside Jesus Christ, so that “the Church should also recognize and proclaim God’s revelation in reason, in conscience, in the emotions, in history, in nature, and in culture and its achievements and developments” (173).  These sources of revelation, he notes, while framed in terms of “also,” almost inevitably mean “only.”  As a result, when the Führer came with his demand of exclusive loyalty, the church recognized too late the presence of a “Trojan horse within which the superior enemy was already drawn into the city” (173).  Third, and more positively, Barth says that Article I reveals that the “Word of God still remained, in spite of everything, in the same Church in which it had been so often denied and betrayed” (176).  This reality can be seen in the unlikely existence of the Confessing Church itself, particularly in the fact that it rose up in response to the Nazi threat and confessed Jesus Christ as Lord.  Finally, it follows from Article I that the continued existence of the Confessing Church depends upon its sustained and exclusive loyalty to Jesus Christ.  Barth notes that the “errors and vacillations in the Confessing Church are connected with the fact that the insight expressed at Barmen . . . did not at first correspond to the flesh and blood reality of the Church but contradicted it” (175).  The church’s obedience was formed gradually over time by way of a constant struggle to maintain the purity of its confession, and a surrender of this conviction necessarily resulted in a weakening of it.  

Taken together, Barth’s four points reveal an important insight about the Barmen Declaration: at its core, the first article’s affirmation of Jesus Christ “as the one Word of God” gives the church freedom in the face of tyranny.  This freedom is not one of choice but of obedience—a freedom to hear God’s Word in Jesus Christ and to obey it regardless of the demands of “other events, powers, historic figures, and truths” which claim to hold authority over the church.  In short, the Yes to Jesus Christ as Lord gives the church the freedom to say No to Hitler and others like him.
  These political implications become more specific in the remaining articles of the Declaration.
  Article II rejects the notion that there are “areas of our life in which we would belong not to Jesus Christ,” suggesting that Christian faith and political judgments have an intrinsic connection.  Article III pushes in the other direction by affirming that the church belongs solely to Jesus Christ and thus cannot “hand over the form of its message and of its order to whatever itself might wish or to the vicissitudes of the prevailing ideological and political convictions of the day.”  When taken together, Articles II and III reveal that while faith and politics cannot be separated, they also must never been confused.  Article IV emphasizes the ministry to which the church has been called, and it rejects the idea that it can be made to serve the state in a way alien to its mission.  Article V then reinterprets the two-kingdoms doctrine to clarify the church’s loyalty to the state, while Article VI reminds the church of its commission to deliver the “message of the free grace of God” and rejects any “self-chosen desires, purposes and plans” that might be imposed on the church from within or without.  
From this summary, it is clear that the freedom to obey the “one Word” produces direct political consequences and gives definitive shape to the relationship between the church and the state.  For our purposes, Article V will be of main concern, as it reveals most clearly both this relationship and the second key insight from Barmen: that Jesus Christ, not human beings, determines the sphere of the Gospel.  
“Fear God, honor the King!” (I Peter 2:17)

Scripture tells us that by divine appointment the State, in this still unredeemed world in which also the Church is situated, has the task of maintaining justice and peace, so far as human discernment and human ability make this possible, by means of the threat and use of force.  The Church acknowledges with gratitude and reverence toward God the benefit of this, his appointment.  It draws attention to God’s Kingdom (Reich), God’s commandment and justice, and with these the responsibility of those who rule and those who are ruled.  It trusts and obeys the power of the Word, by which God upholds all things.

An important precept to keep in mind when interpreting Article V is that while Article I rules out sources of the church’s faith and proclamation other than the “one Word of God,” it does not exclude the reality that God speaks and works through a variety of means.
  This insight is reflected in the scripture references which bracket the affirmation in Article V.  While the citation from 1 Peter 2:17 calls to mind the biblical injunction to obey the appointed ruler, the statement that the church should trust in the Word “by which God upholds all things” is a reference to Hebrews 1:3, which names Jesus Christ as the one who “sustains all things by his powerful word.”  This allusion points to the basic premise of the Barmen Declaration that God’s work in the world does not exclude but also includes the state, because the state itself exists in and through Christ.
  The approach taken by Barmen to the relationship between church and state, therefore, is fundamentally a positive one, and it is based on the basic insight that the state “shares both a common origin and a common centre” with the church: Jesus Christ.
 

It is helpful to keep in mind that Article V was written entirely by Karl Barth and reflects his attempt to reconfigure church-state relations in light of the damage he believed had occurred as a result of Luther’s two kingdoms doctrine.  Barth expressed these concerns in his 1938 essay “Rechtfertigung and Recht” (“Justification and Justice”) when he noted that the two kingdoms had divided justification and justice so that they stood “side by side” as the kingdom of Christ and the kingdoms of the world.
  Barth worried about justification and justice being hedged off from one another in this manner, and he asked if the “sterile and dangerous” separation between the church and state effectively denied the “inward, vital connection between the two realms.”
  Barth explained this connection in terms of a pattern of unity and distinction, and he often used the illustration of two concentric circles with a center and a periphery.
  Jesus Christ stands at the center as Lord, with the church existing as the inner circle while the state exists as the outer circle.  The church remains distinct from the state: it remains in the inner circle and “has a task which the civil community can never relieve it and which it can never pursue in forms peculiar to the civil community.”
  Yet, as the outer circle, the state remains vitally connected to Jesus Christ and, in Barmen’s words, has a “divine appointment” to the “task of maintaining justice and peace.”  The church and the state thus stand together in unity under Jesus Christ while also remaining distinct: they exist “without separation” and “without confusion or change” in a Chalcedonian pattern.
  They have separate tasks—with the church preaching justification and the state promoting justice and peace—yet they remain in relation to one another and to a common Lord.  Hence it is impossible to talk of the state without reference to the church’s task, but likewise, it is impossible to talk of the church’s task at the expense of the political consequences of that task and the relationship with the state which necessarily follows.  It is likewise impossible to talk about either reality without taking into account the order of their relationship.  The church, as witness to God’s revelation in Jesus Christ, has epistemic priority over the state, insofar as the church knows the God to whom the state is bearing unwitting witness.  As the “inner circle,” it thus stands in a superior position to the state.  The state, however, is practically prior to the church, inasmuch as the church could not fulfill its mission without the state’s restraint of chaos and protection of the public space in which the church can proclaim its message.  As the “outer circle,” it is a necessary reality—for a circle without a periphery is not a circle—but it is dependent upon the center for its existence and cannot exist prior to the inner circle.  This order means that, to use Barth’s words, even though they coinhere in one another “the church is not first in the state but the state in the church,” with the result that the Christian “is always a member of the church first, and only then, and as such, a citizen.”
  


This portrayal becomes clearer with a detailed account of the outworking of the Chalcedonian pattern of unity and distinction in the relationship between the two realities.  The unity present in positive thesis of Article V is emphasized when Barth says that the power of the state “belongs originally and ultimately to Jesus Christ.”
  While the state remains distinct from the church, it does not exist as an end in itself but rather finds its dignity, function and purpose in its service to the church and to the justification the church proclaims.  The state therefore exists in and through Christ’s reconciliation and has a commission not only to prevent chaos, as Luther had supposed, but also to promote the common good by securing the justice and peace which assist the church in fulfilling its mission of announcing God’s Yes to the world.  However, the state’s work only takes place, according to Article V, “so far as human discernment and human ability make this possible,” meaning that the state has a limited competency and only relative significance in relation to the mission of the church.  It exists alongside the church not as an order of creation, but merely as part of the already reconciled yet “still unredeemed world.”
  

For its part, the church lives in relationship with the state and “acknowledges with gratitude and reverence toward God the benefit” of it.  Article V implies that because the church’s orientation to the state is fundamentally positive, it can never place itself in total opposition to it; because the state also exists in relation to the common center Jesus Christ, no matter how corrupt it may become, the church cannot cease to be in relationship with it.  Barth explains that as members of the “inner circle,” believers in the church are also members of the wider circle and thus “cannot halt at the boundary where the inner and outer circles meet.”
  Rather, Article V insists that the church “draws attention to God’s Kingdom, God’s commandment, and justice, and with these the responsibility of those who rule and those who are ruled.”  The church, according to Barth, recognizes a reality which the state’s leaders do not: that the state exists for the redemption of the world.  It thus “shares in the task of the civil community precisely to the extent that it fulfills its own task.”
  Christians are to live as citizens of the state by actively engaging in works of faith, hope, and love within it and by praying for it.  They resist the temptation to influence the state by political force or power and instead are obedient simply by reminding both citizens and rulers of the state’s appointed task and its responsibilities before God.  By nature, this obedience involves the church’s own task of proclamation and instruction, and thus the church contributes in its own way—on its own terms and by means of the witness of its own community—to the fulfillment of the state’s appointed end.
  It should be clear at this point that a strict separation between the church and state is foreign to the Barmen Declaration.  The state serves the church in the fulfillment of its task by providing for justice and peace while the church serves the state by orienting the state to its proper role.  There also is no such thing as a non-political Christian on Barmen’s terms, because as Barth says, the church “can in no case be indifferent or neutral toward this manifestation of an order so clearly related to its own mission.”
  
Having emphasized the unity in its positive thesis, Article V turns to the distinction between the church and state in its two rejections:  
We reject the false doctrine that beyond its special commission the State should and could become the sole and total order of human life and so fulfill the vocation of the Church as well.

We reject the false doctrine that beyond its special commission the Church should and could take on the nature, tasks and dignity which belongs to the State and thus become itself an organ of the State.

The first rejection draws out the consequences of Articles I and II for Article V by emphasizing that the state cannot occupy a supreme position or fulfill the church’s vocation; the second rejection, in turn, draws out the same implications with respect to the church.
  The role of the church, therefore, is to maintain firm distinctions between itself and the state so that, while remaining faithful to the state in respect to the state’s “special commission,” it denies the state any theological dignity.  The church thus refuses to allow the state to become the “sole and total order of human life”—as that position belongs to Jesus Christ alone—and it likewise declines to take upon itself the “nature, tasks and dignity” of the state.  It also, by avoiding the temptation to “become itself an organ of the State,” refuses to engage in political legislation or use political means to advance its own purposes.  “In the Kingdom of God,” Barth says, “there is no legislature, no executive, and no legal administration.”
  Therefore, while both church and state share an existence under Jesus Christ and anticipate the kingdom of God, they do so in distinct ways.  Barth emphases that church must remain the church, and the state must remain the state.  The state is not expected to become the kingdom of God, and likewise, the church has a task which it can never relinquish to the state and can never pursue in the forms unique to the state.  Thus, in Barth’s words, the “essential service of the Church to the State simply consists in maintaining and occupying its own realm as Church.”
  Through its proclamation of justification it renders assistance, both by reminding the state of the reason for its existence and also by compelling it to enact justice and maintain peace both in its borders and with neighboring countries.  The state, in turn, maintains a proper relationship with the church by expecting nothing more from the church than to fulfill this task—and by heeding the church’s reminders about the content of its own task.

The Barmen Declaration thus establishes that Jesus Christ alone is Lord: he determines the sphere of the Gospel and enlists not only the church but also the state in service to the proclamation of God’s Yes to the world.  Hence, with its confession and its construal of the proper relationship and order between the church and the state, the Barmen Declaration provided the Confessing Church with a blueprint for renewed action in which both the theological compromises of the church and the political errors of the state would be directly confronted.  The unfortunate reality, however, is that the Confessing Church failed to live up to the implications of the Declaration, most especially by failing to use Barmen’s blueprint to work out a specific course of action in the political realm.  Indeed, the Barmen Declaration cannot truly be understood without also taking into account the Stuttgart Declaration of Guilt issued by the church after the war: “We accurse ourselves for not witnessing more courageously, for not praying more faithfully, for not believing more joyously, and for not loving more ardently.”
  These words are reflected in the irony that Hitler never forbade Christ-centered sermons or confessions of Jesus Christ’s Lordship, “nor,” Eberhard Bethge noted later, “did he have to do so.”
  The Nazis were far more concerned with expediency than with theology, and as a result, Hitler was content to leave the churches alone as long as they did not interfere with the political aims of the Third Reich.  In fact, in 1935 after it became clear that a segment of the church was unwilling to become an instrument of the state as Hitler had hoped, the Nazi policy shifted from “total submission” to “separation, and if possible, submission.”
  Joseph Goebbels articulated this separation succinctly: “Let the Churches serve God; we serve the People.”

In the midst of this context, the Barmen Declaration’s strength of emphasizing the purity of the church became part of its weakness when the church did not follow through Article V’s proscription to “draw attention” to the state’s divine responsibilities.  Part of the fault lies with nature of the Barmen Declaration itself, because its narrow focus meant that the specific political responsibilities of the church were left implicit in the text.
  This vagueness perhaps fostered a tendency on the part of some in the Confessing Church to become more preoccupied with confessional fidelity than with the responsibility that Barmen’s confession demands in terms of real action in the world.  This tendency was seen five months after Barmen when some of the same participants gathered in Dahlem to declare that the German Reich Church had cut itself off from the true church and was thus not to be cooperated with on any level.  This action established a schism not only between German and Confessing Christians—resulting in some Confessing pastors taking it upon themselves to declare who was and was not a true Christian—but it also divided the Confessing Church itself, exposing tensions between the radicals and the conservatives.
  More troubling, however, was the fact that the Barmen Declaration did not prevent pastors in Confessing Churches from fighting in the Nazi army, leaving more German priests and ministers to die in Hitler’s army than in resistance against him.
  Nor did the Declaration explicitly compel the church to fight on behalf of the Jews, and the question of silent complicity in the Holocaust has cast a shadow over both Barmen and its participants ever since.  In short, inasmuch as the Confessing Church failed to maintain a consistent witness against the Nazi state, to describe for the state the task of justice and peace appointed to it, and to remind the state rulers of their responsibilities before God’s command, it failed to build on the key theological insights of the Barmen Declaration and responsibly put those insights into practice in the form of real political resistance.

From Barmen to the Confessing University


From the Barmen Declaration, we learn first that the church must have a proper theological foundation: it must make a confession to hear Jesus Christ as revealed in scripture as the one Word of God to the exclusion of all other words.  The Declaration also teaches us that as Lord, Jesus Christ does not limit his work to Christians or the church, but rather includes the state in the working out of his reconciliation in the world.  The church is thus called to have a fundamentally positive relationship with the state, existing in unity inasmuch as it shares the same Lord and task of reconciliation, in distinction inasmuch as each reality has been given a distinct role in that task, and in order inasmuch as Christians are members of the church first and the state second.  We learn from the failures of the Confessing Church that this confession must not simply be about the church’s own purity, but rather must also be about following through on the political implications of the confession in real terms in the world.  The task of securing justice and peace meant something different in Nazi Germany than its does in 21st century America or Europe, as Hitler and the Holocaust posed different challenges to the Confessing Church than the war against terror and a global economy, among other things, pose to Baptist churches today.  Accordingly, the church must consider again in each age what it means for the government to fulfill its divine appointment to maintain justice and peace, and it must decide anew with each generation and in each context how to remind the state of that task and hold political leaders accountable. 


The Barmen Declaration also presses the church not to fall victim to the temptations of the complete isolation of the church from the state on the one hand and the blending of faith and politics on the other.  Against the stream of Baptist life which would keep the church from the state in completely separate spheres, the Declaration compels us to view the state as a standing with the church under a common Lord and thus as something toward which the church should positively relate.  Likewise, against those Baptists who would seek to use the power of the state to further the mission of the church, particularly in moral and ethical matters, Barmen warns of the dangers of compromise, insists on the need for distinction between the tasks of church and state, and cautions the church about the temptations which lie in joining its mission with state power.  Ultimately, Barmen compels Baptists to move beyond the contemporary polarization toward a vision where the church and state work together within their common relationship with Jesus Christ to fulfill their appointed tasks while also maintaining a “hedge or wall” between those areas where a distinction must be maintained.  This way of thinking will enable Baptists, in the words of Article VI, to fulfill their commission of delivering to all people “the message of the free grace of God” while modeling the just and peaceful society that the state is called to maintain.  Such a model, in my view, provides clarity for present Baptist confusion because it suggests an alternative way of envisioning the relationship between church and state—one where Baptist churches positively relate to and influence the state in light of their mission while simultaneously avoiding the dangers inherent to state power.  A Barmen-inspired conception also reminds Baptist churches of the exclusivity of their confession of Jesus Christ and demands that they fulfill their role of helping promote the maintenance of a just and peaceful society.  This view thus incorporates the best insights from both streams of the Baptist tradition—in that it maintains a proper distinction between church and state while allowing for vital political participation—while also guarding against the destructive temptations on either side of the divide.  It envisions Baptist churches which are faithful to Jesus Christ and responsible to other human beings, and it positions them to exist as communities which witness to the transforming power of God’s grace in both word and deed. 
The challenge for Baptists, however, lies in the implementation of such a vision within the fragmented state of contemporary Baptist life.  Recent conflicts have left often-polarized churches and institutions unable to engage in the kind of self-examination and criticism necessary to incorporate these sorts of changes into Baptist theology and practice.  The one institution which remains most capable and potentially willing to engage in these kinds of self-critical tasks is the Baptist university, and it is able to do so because of the unique position it holds within Baptist life.
  As “the thinking arm of the church,” the Baptist university fosters a capacity for imagination among its faculty and students which allows them to recognize problems, consider various options carefully, and seek out creative solutions.
  The university also has another essential component: an ever-present supply of thoughtful and culturally-engaged students and faculty who are committed to living out their faith in the context of their local churches.  With these two resources available to it, the Baptist university can and should occupy a pivotal role in helping Baptists more beyond their present confusion and think through new options and ways practicing the Christian faith—particularly in the area of the relationship of the church and the state.


One of the first steps that the Baptist university must take is to recognize that its task, while distinct from the church, stands in fundamental unity with it.  Inasmuch as the university serves the interests of its students it serves the interest of the church: to educate the students, in Christian terms, is to equip them on all levels to live out their vocations as faithful members of the church.
  Thus, as Ralph Wood argues, “[a]ll education is, wittingly or not, an exercise in the ethical and religions formation of students.”
  Baptist universities must be oriented in such a way that they avoid the “relay team” mentality where spiritually-formed students are handed off from churches who are then passed off to seminaries, graduate schools, or the workplace merely with increased knowledge and practical skills.
  Instead, the university should seek to form the character of the students as well educating them, help them learn the craft of the Christian life as well as acquire knowledge about it, and teach student to think “in tandem with the rich complexity of the Christian tradition.”
  Michael Buddle puts it well:
[T]he point of higher education is not credentialing, not job training, not turning out a “well-rounded person,” not the development of the participant’s human capital.  The purpose of ecclesially based higher education is to make participants more fully into disciples shaped by the priorities and practices of Jesus Christ; to help them discern their vocation as members of the transnational body of Christ; and to contribute to the mission of the church—to help the church serve more fully and faithfully as a foretaste of the promised kingdom of God, on earth as it is in heaven.

By nature, such an education not only involves theological instruction but a certain kind of political instruction as well.  A student attuned to the mission of the church must have a firm theological foundation but also must be able to interpret events in light of God’s redemptive grace and its outworking in the history of the world.  


The Barmen Declaration informs the Baptist university at this point because it provides key insights which help the church to form precisely this kind of student.  Its first and most basic lesson is that the university must be Christ-centered above all else: Jesus Christ, as he is attested in Holy Scripture, is the one Word of God which the Baptist university has to hear.  Baptist universities must be confessing universities.  They must resist temptations like the desire for prestige, influence and money—all of which have a tendency to become lord—and rather be shaped by their obedience to Jesus Christ and service to the mission of his church.  In light of Barmen, therefore, a confessing university will seek to form thoughtful Christians, steeped in the best of the Christian tradition, formed by an active and humble faith, and fully committed to the mission of the church.  At the same time, however, a confessing university will seek to form good citizens—but citizens not cast according to the traditional American mold, but according to the one laid out in the Barmen Declaration. A good citizen in Barmen’s terms lives under the Lordship of Jesus Christ and serves the state by reminding it of its divine commission to maintain justice and peace.  She thus will be the kind of person who interprets society not in abstract terms but in the often brutal trenches of human particularity.  She intentionally seeks out those places where the vulnerable are trampled, the marginalized are silenced, the strong take advantage of the weak and where violence rules the day.  In response, she calls the state to account for its sins and reminds it of its divine appointment.  At the same time, as a good citizen, she models what it means to live justly and peacefully, and thus through her life in Christian community she witnesses to the kingdom of God and to the state’s own responsibility.


A Christian and a citizen who lives in this way will have to be one who has been formed by concrete action, and in this sense the university can learn from the failures of the Confessing Church which often failed to act in light of its own confession.  This lesson may be the hardest one for a university to learn, however, as it traditionally has been expected to train the mind rather than the body.  This dichotomy becomes more stark in light of the modern separation of religious belief from its basis in ecclesial practice so that, as William Cavanaugh argues, “[r]eligion is no longer a matter of certain bodily practices within the Body of Christ, but is limited to the realm of the ‘soul’, and the body is handed over to the State.”
  The confessing university would seek to overcome this divide by resisting the temptation to intellectualize the faith while also forcing itself to think outside its own sphere.  The Confessing Church failed precisely inasmuch as it was concerned with itself more than its neighbors—particularly its Jewish neighbors—and failed to act in response to that which it did see.  A confessing university would train its faculty to ask the kinds of questions that cause students to see the world around them with new eyes and then respond to what they see.  Such a student is shaped when a university not only teaches its students to put their faith into practice, but also gives its students real opportunities to do so.  Jonathan Wilson offers one way of approaching this issue when he points out the fact that at his university, while many religion courses average between fifty-five and sixty-five students, it is not uncommon to have a science laboratory course with only three or four students enrolled.  The assumption is that it is impossible to train a scientist who has not put into practice the knowledge she has learned in the classroom.
  What if the same assumption and commitments were made for theological education?  A theology class with a laboratory component cannot be seen as a radical idea when envisioned in terms of the formation required to produce students capable of living out their faith in political terms within the world.
  More important for this goal, however, would be the way that the confessing university worships.  A university worship service filled not only with words but with meaningful liturgy can spark the imagination of students who are prompted by it to live out that liturgy in their own lives in the midst of their churches and communities. 
These possibilities demonstrate that a Baptist university which corresponds to the commitments of the Barmen Declaration could spark a renewal of Baptist theology and practice.  Specifically, it could help Baptist churches think through their relationship to the state so that they do not fall into either the temptation of complete withdrawal from the political process or the use state power to effect religious change.  The primary means by which the university would achieve this goal is through the formation of students who would leave the university to serve as informed laity, clergy, and citizens in their local congregations and communities after graduation.  Yet the university could contribute in other forms as well by serving as a space where the church is free to think creatively about questions of the church and politics; by producing books, journals, lectures and conferences on the topic aimed at stimulating new questions and conversation; and by sending its faculty and current students into the communities and even the government to work for the ends of justice and peace.  Above all, the people in the university—supported by the university—could live in such a way that they model what it means to live in obedience to Jesus Christ as Lord and to deliver “the message of the free grace of God” to the world.  Such a vision would not only address an urgent need in contemporary Baptist life, but it would also live up to the highest ideals of the Baptist tradition in all its forms.   

APPENDIX
The Barmen Theological Declaration

Adopted May 31, 1934
In view of the errors of the ‘German Christians’ and of the present Reich Church Administration, which are ravaging the Church and at the same time also shattering the unity of the German Evangelical Church, we confess the following evangelical truths:
1. “I am the Way and the Truth and the Life; no one comes to the Father except through me.” (Jn 14:6)

“Truly, truly I say to you, he who does not enter the sheepfold through the door but climbs in somewhere else, he is a thief and a robber.  I am the Door; if anyone enters through me, he will be saved.” (Jn. 10:1, 9)


Jesus Christ as he is attested to us in Holy Scripture, is the one Word of God which we have to hear, and which we have to trust and obey in life and in death.

We reject the false doctrine that the Church could and should recognize as a source of its proclamation, beyond and besides this one Word of God, yet other events, powers, historic figures, and truths as God’s revelation

2. “Jesus Christ has been made wisdom and righteousness and sanctification and redemption for us by God.” (1 Cor. 1:30).


As Jesus Christ is God’s comforting pronouncement of the forgiveness of all our sins, so, and with equal seriousness, he is also God’s vigorous announcement of his claim upon our whole life.  Through him there comes to us joyful liberation from the godless ties of this world for free, grateful service to his creatures.


We reject the false doctrine that there could be areas of our life in which we would belong not to Jesus Christ but to other lords, areas in which we would not need justification and sanctification through him.


3. “Let us, however, speak the truth in love, and in every respect grow into him who is the head, into Christ, from whom the whole body is joined together.” (Eph. 4:15-16)


The Christian Church is the community of brethren in which, in Word and sacrament, through the Holy Spirit, Jesus Christ acts in the present as Lord.  With both its faith and its obedience, with both its message and its order, it has to testify in the midst of the sinful world, as the Church of pardoned sinners that it belongs to him alone and lives and may live by his comfort and under his direction alone, in expectation of his appearing.


We reject the false doctrine that the Church could have permission to hand over the form of its message and of its order to whatever it itself might wise or to the vicissitudes of the prevailing ideological and political convictions of the day.


4. “You know that the rulers of the Gentiles exercise authority over them and those in high position lord it over them.  So shall it not be among you; but if anyone would have authority among you, let him be your servant.” (Matt. 20:25-26).


The various offices in the Church do not provide a basis for some to exercise authority over others but for the ministry with which the whole community has been entrusted and charged to be carried out.


We reject the false doctrine that, apart from this ministry, the Church could, and could have permission to be given special leaders (Fuhrer) vested with ruling authority.
5. “Fear God, honor the King!” (I Peter 2:17)

Scripture tells us that by divine appointment the State, in this still unredeemed world in which also the Church is situated, has the task of maintaining justice and peace, so far as human discernment and human ability make this possible, by means of the threat and use of force.  The Church acknowledges with gratitude and reverence toward God the benefit of this, his appointment.  It draws attention to God’s Kingdom (Reich), God’s commandment and justice, and with these the responsibility of those who rule and those who are ruled.  It trusts and obeys the power of the Word, by which God upholds all things.

We reject the false doctrine that beyond its special commission the State should and could become the sole and total order of human life and so fulfill the vocation of the Church as well.

We reject the false doctrine that beyond its special commission the Church should and could take on the nature, tasks and dignity which belongs to the State and thus become itself an organ of the State.
6. “See I am with you always, to the end of the age.” (Matt. 28:20).

The Church’s commission, which is the foundation of its freedom, consists in this: in Christ’s stead, and so in the service of his own Word and work, to deliver to all people, through preaching and sacrament, the message of the free grace of God.

We reject the false doctrine that with human vainglory the Church could place the Word and work of the Lord in the service of self-chosen desires, purposes and plans.  

The Confessional Synod of the German Evangelical Church declares that it sees in the acknowledgement of these truths and in the rejection of these errors the indispensable theological basis of the German Evangelical Church and a confederation of Confessional Churches.  It calls upon all who can stand in solidarity with its Declaration to be mindful of these theological findings in all their decisions concerning Church and State.  It appeals to all concerned to return to unity in faith, hope and love.

Verbum Dei manet in aeternum.

� George W. Bush, On God and Country, ed. Thomas M. Freiling (Washington, D.C.: Allegiance Press, Inc., 2004), 82.  





� Truett claimed in this sermon that the recovery and maintenance of this separation was a “preeminently Baptist achievement” which served as a basis for the religious freedom that Baptists and Americans in general cherish.  See George W. Truett, The Inspiration of Ideals, ed. Powhatan W. James (William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1950), 95.





� This quote comes from a sermon delivered in March 2001 at Freewill Baptist Bible College in Nashville, TN; cited on ERLC website.  A more extreme version of this same sentiment can be found in Truett’s successor in the pulpit at First Baptist Church, Dallas, W.A. Criwell, who said in a television interview that the separation of church and state “was the figment of some infidel’s imagination.”  See Walter B. Shurden, The Baptist Identity: Four Fragile Freedoms (Macon, GA: Smyth & Helwys Publishing, 1993), 51-52.


  


� A recent example of such conflict on the local level occurred in the town of Stigler, Oklahoma, a community where over eighty-percent of the residents are self-described Baptists.  In January 2006, several Southern Baptist and Free Will Baptist pastors worked together to raise money to place a granite monument of the Ten Commandments on the lawn of the Haskell County Courthouse.  This move was publicly opposed by another Baptist pastor whose church was located next to the courthouse, and a Baptist layman from out of town participated in a lawsuit filed by the American Civil Liberties Union against the placing of the monument.  The division over the relationship between church and state thus often pits Baptist against Baptist in the very communities where Baptists are most strongly represented—and students from both types of churches end up at Baptist universities.  Details of this case were taken from a legal brief filed with the ACLU by Dr. Bruce Prescott.


� See Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics II/1 (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1957), 175-176; hereafter cited II/1.


� I am indebted to Alan J. Torrance for this way of organizing the key insights from Barmen.  See the introduction to Eberhard Jüngel’s Christ Justice and Peace: Toward a Theology of the State in Dialogue with the Barmen Declaration, trans. D. Bruce Hamil and Alan J. Torrance (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1992), xx.





� See Klaus Scholder, The Churches and the Third Reich, Volume Two: The Year of Disillusionment: 1934, Barmen and Rome, trans. John Bowden (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1988), 150-151; see also J.S. Conway, The Nazi Persecution of the Churches, 1933-1945 (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1968), 78-94.





� The overwhelming majority of the Barmen delegates did not intend the confession to serve as the foundation of a political resistance movement against Hitler or even as a political protest.  Eberhard Bethge notes that most considered it “strictly a Church Struggle and nothing else,” and for Barmen to have been perceived in political terms “would have been understood as a betrayal, politically wrong and theological weak, of the church cause.”  Conway points to three factors for this resistance to politicization: the fact that the delegates were theologians and not politicians; a lack of urgency among the delegates to resist the Nazi Party; and the deeply-engrained Lutheran tradition of respect for the ruling power.  See Bethge, “Troubled Self-Interpretation and Uncertian Reception in the Church Struggle,” in The German Church Struggle and the Holocaust, ed. Franklin H. Littell and Hubert G. Locke (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1974), 168-169; see also Conway, 84-85.   





� Eberhard Bethge notes that, even though the Barmen meeting was intended to be non-political, it had the effect of serving as clear a turning point in the public and private lives of its participants, as it “forced us to step into the concrete status confessionis.” See Bethge, “The Confessing Church, Then and Now: The Barmen Declaration, 1934-1984,” in The Barmen Confession: Papers from the Seattle Assembly, ed. Hubert G. Locke (Lewiston, NY: The Edwin Mellen Press, 1986), 212.  The quote from Barth can be found in Wolfgang Gerlach, “The Attitude of the Confessing Church Toward the German Jews in the Third Reich, and the Way After,” in The Barmen Confession: Papers from the Seattle Assembly, ed. Hubert G. Locke (Lewiston, NY: The Edwin Mellen Press, 1986), 159.” 





� Barth later said that to understand the first article, “it is perhaps advisable not to pass over the preceding verses from Jn. 14 and Jn. 10, but to understand everything from them as a starting point.”  Eberhard Jüngel offers further insights: “The fact that this ‘Yes’ is not a clever little theological invention, but rather a confession of the ‘Yes’ which is spoken by God and which has become event in Jesus Christ, is brought to expression in the Barmen Declaration in that each thesis begins with God’s Word itself—with a text from Holy Scripture.”  See Barth, II/1, 177; Jüngel, 12.





� Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics II/2 (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1957), 13.  Barth wrote this volume in the years following Barmen, publishing it in the midst of the war in 1942.





� Ibid., 141.





� Quotations from the Barmen Declaration in this paper are from the translation by Douglas S. Bax found in Jüngel, xxi-xxix.  A copy of the text has also been attached as an appendix.





� References in the text will be from II/1.  This summary is based on, but does not completely follow, one offered by George Hunsinger in Disruptive Grace: Studies in the Theology of Karl Barth (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans, Publishing Co., 2000), 95-96.  He is responsible for drawing the four points out of Barth’s text.  


� Barth made this same point to the The British Weekly on April 22, 1937, although it may not seem so on first glance.  He insisted that British declarations of sympathy about “freedom of conscience” were unhelpful to the Confessing Church, because “its fight is not about the freedom, but about the necessary bondage, of the conscience; and not about the freedom, but about the substance, of the Church, i.e., about the preservation, rediscovery, and authentication of the true Christian faith.”  The key to reading this statement in light of the claims above is to pay attention to the content of the word “freedom.”  While the British sympathizers meant it in terms of freedom to follow one’s conscience, Barth and Barmen both mean it in the sense used above: freedom to be obedient to the one Word Jesus Christ in the face of other words which make a claim for loyalty.  Barth’s comments were originally cited in John W. de Gruchy, “Barmen: A Symbol of Contemporary Liberation?” in The Barmen Confession: Papers from the Seattle Assembly, ed. Hubert G. Locke (Lewiston, NY: The Edwin Mellen Press, 1986), 336. 





� This summary is based on one offered by George Hunsinger, and I am particularly indebted to him for drawing the comparison between Articles II and III.  See “Karl Barth (1886-1968),” in The Teachings of Modern Christianity: On Law, Politics, and Human Nature, Volume 1, ed. John Witte Jr. and Frank S. Alexander (New York: Columbia University Press, 2006), 356-357.


� Eberhard Jüngel, to this end, argues that the “christocentrism of the first thesis of Barmen is not to be confused with christomonism.”  He then explains that Barmen I provides a “more natural theology” than the natural theology that it rejected because it opens up new possibilities to “think anew the old notions of the salvation of phenomena” in light of the recognition that Jesus Christ is the one savior of the world.  See Jüngel, 25-27.





� I am indebted to Jüngel for this insight; see Jüngel, 44-45.





� This statement comes from Barth’s later essay, “The Christian Community and the Civil Community,” written in 1946.  As George Hunsinger notes, we can mine Barth’s later essays for insight into the Barmen Declaration not only because Barth was the principle author, but because after Barmen “Barth refined and developed, but did not fundamentally change, his viewpoint.”  See Karl Barth, “The Christian Community and the Civil Community,” in Community, State and Church, ed. Will Herberg (Gloucester, MA: Peter Smith, 1968), 156; see also Hunsinger, “Karl Barth,” 362.





� This essay has been translated under the title, “Church and State” and included in the volume Community, State and Church edited by Will Herberg.  All citations will be from the translation in this volume.





� Barth, “Church and State,” 105-106.  Jüngel provides a helpful insight on this point when he notes that Barth’s approach had less to do with the rights of the state than it did with “the political existence of the Christian.”  In other words, one of Barth’s primary goals in establishing the proper relationship between church and state was to establish a basis of understanding from which the Christian could deduce her vital and ethical responsibilities within the state.  This goal is reflected in Barth’s later essay on the Christian and civil communities when he argued that “the Church must stand for social justice in the political sphere.” See “The Christian Community and Civil Community,” 173.





� This image reaches its fullest development in “The Christian Community and the Civil Community,” particularly on pp. 154-165.





� Ibid., 157.


� This notion of the Chalcedonian pattern is developed by George Hunsinger, who argues: “A circle’s center without its periphery is a contradiction in terms.  Where Christian doctrine is held while the imperatives of peace and justice are denied, questions arise whether the gospel has been encountered or understood at all.”  See Disruptive Grace, 85.  





� These quotes were taken from Barth’s lectures on Christian ethics, given in 1928 and 1929 in Münster.  The relationship and order he establishes in these lectures become the starting point for his work on the Barmen Declaration.  See Barth, Ethics, ed. Dietrich Braun, trans. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (New York: The Seabury Press, 1981), 449.


� Karl Barth, “Church and State,” 118.  Barth points to the example of Pilate, whom Jesus confirms to have power given by God.  He argues that Pilate serves as an especially appropriate example for a church existing under an oppressive state because “even the very State which is ‘demonic’ may will evil, and yet, in an outstanding way, may be constrained to do good.”  It is thus no surprise, he concludes, that Pontius Pilate “belongs not only to the Creed but to its second article in particular!”  Cf., ibid., 108-114.





� Bertold Klappert points out that Article V’s description of the state as “unredeemed” stood in direct opposition to the claims of the Nazi government and to the theological errors which helped facilitate it.  To turn the state into something sacred instead of something redeemed, he notes, “is one specific root of totalitarianism.”  See Klappert, “Barmen V and the Hitler State: The Justice and Limits of Governmental Power,” in Brethren Life and Thought XXXV (Winter 1990), 84.  Somewhat related are the questions about Article V’s statement that the state can promote justice and peace “by means of the threat and use of force.”  Eberhard Jüngel provides an extended treatment of this question in Christ, Justice and Peace.  In it, he raises the point that “the threat and use of force” are the means by which the state can maintain justice and peace, and that it would thus be a mistake to confuse the means open to the state—of which force is only one—with the definition of the state.  Since these means by their nature threaten peace, he concludes that they are to be used only “in order to prevent more serious forms of force.”  The responsibility of the church in this regard consists above all in reminding the state that peace “which is kept stable by force alone, does not mean peace but involves rather the utmost threat to peace.”  It also consists of never overstepping its bounds by taking for itself the tasks intrinsic to the state, which—because they include the use of force—have absolutely no place in the church.  For more, see Jüngel, 81-93.


� Barth, “Christian Community and Civil Community,” 158.





� Ibid.





� John W. de Gruchy makes the point that the kind of theology that produced the Barmen Declaration, because it so firmly declares that Christ is its sole Lord, has often been guilty of focusing more on “Christian triumphalism and ecclesiastical self-preservation rather than commitment to the struggle for justice and peace.”  Article V, however, pushes against precisely that attitude, first by outlining the state’s task as “maintaining justice and peace” and then commissioning Christians to participate gratefully in that task by reminding the leaders of their divine commission.  See de Gruchy, 342-343.


� Barth, “Christian Community and Civil Community,” 157.





� I am indebted to the analysis offered by Eberhard Jüngel for the development of this comparison in this paragraph.  See Jüngel, 55-56.





� Barth, “Christian Community and Civil Community,” 167.


� Barth, “Church and State,” 146.


� This Declaration was issued by the Evangelical Church of Germany in October 1945 and was signed by Martin Niemöller, among others.  Translation taken from, Matthew D. Hockenos, A Church Divided: German Protestants Confront the Nazi Past (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Pres, 2004), 187.  George Hunsinger argues that this confession “indicates that the Barmen Declaration was a peculiar mixture of the clear and the vague, of the theologically explicit and the politically all-too-implicit.”  The lesson to be learned, he concludes, is that “an explicit theology without an equally explicit corresponding politics will ill serve any future confessing church.”  See Hunsinger, Disruptive Grace, 77.





� Bethge, “The Confessing Church, Then and Now,” 215.





� These phrases belong to J.S. Conway, who uses them in his account of the Nazi response to the churches on pp. 95-115.





� This quote is taken from a speech delivered on August 4, 1935.  Hitler had put it this way earlier: “Neither in earlier times nor today has the Party the intention of waging any kind of war against Christianity.  The Nazi State will however not tolerate under any circumstances any new or any continued political activity of the denominations.”  The citations are from Conway, 114 and 105, respectively.





� Barth made this observation himself when he wrote that the Confessing Church “fought hard to a certain extent for the freedom and purity of its proclamation, but it has, for example, remained silent on the action against the Jews, on the amazing treatment of political opponents, on the suppression of the freedom of the press in the new Germany and on so much else against which the Old Testament prophets would certainly have spoken out.”  See Barth, The German Church Conflict (Richmond: John Knox Press, 1965), 45; cited in Hunsinger, Disruptive Grace, 78.


 


� See Hockenos, 28-35.  He notes that this division persisted even after the war at the first postwar conference, where some Confessing Church members demanded that a new church based on Barmen and Dahlem be established, while others favored reconciliation by turning back to pre-Nazi church confessions.  





� Eberhard Bethge lists three reasons why Confessing pastors were drawn to the army: (1) to escape imminent danger of being killed, especially in a concentration camp, which would be one’s fate if he resisted the draft; (2) under the justification that they might rise up the ranks and reach positions of influence; and (3) to fight for the fatherland.  He also notes: “I have never talked to one of them who had not accepted his draft card as an experience of inner liberation from his guilt which arose from his severe embarrassment at being considered politically suspect just because he was a member of the Confessing Church.”  See Bethge, “Troubled Self-Interpretation,” 176-177.  For the statistic on pastors in Hitler’s army, see William Sheridan Allen, “Objective and Subjective Inhibitants in German Resistance to Hitler,” in The German Church Struggle and the Holocaust, ed. Franklin H. Littell and Hubert G. Locke (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1974), 122.   


� It might be helpful to consider Alasdair MacIntyre’s description of a “living tradition” here: “an historically extended, socially embodied argument, and an argument precisely in part about the goods which constitution that tradition.”  Under the terms of this definition, the institution best equipped to facilitate this type of argument in Baptist life is the university.  As Bill Leonard points out, Baptist universities traditionally have served as part of a network linking Baptists and their churches both with each other and with other Baptist institutions; at the same time, they have served as means for Baptists, particularly in the South, to secure educational and economic opportunities that the previous generation had not known.  They thus stand in a position—and carry the respect, loyalty, and authority—from which they can both provide the context for and enlist Baptists in a wide-ranging and extended conversation and debate about what it means to be Baptist, how best to live out our faith, and what practical forms the various goods of our tradition might take.  See MacIntyre, After Virtue, 2nd Edition (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1984), 222.  See also Leonard, “What Can the Baptist Tradition Contribute to Higher Education,” in Models for Christian Higher Education: Strategies for Success in the Twenty-First Century, ed. Richard T. Hughes and William B. Adrian (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1997), 381-382.  Incidentally, for the sake of simplicity, I am using the term “university” here in an sense which includes Baptist colleges as well.  Thus, one might read the term “university” as “colleges and universities.”  


 


� This description belongs to Ralph Wood, and it was taken from an unpublished essay, “An Alternative Vision for the Christian University,” 2.  





� Michael Cartwright argues that the problem in this regard is “the pervasive influence of the liberal democratic society in which we live,” one which fostered a tendency toward the compartmentalization of a student’s education from the student’s role in the church’s mission—with the unintended consequence that most ecclesially-based universities do little on behalf of the Christian formation of the student.  See Cartwright, “Moving Beyond Muddle Missions and Misleading Metaphors: Formation and Vocation of Students within an Ecclesially Based University,” in Conflicting Allegiances: The Church-Based University in a Liberal Democratic Society, ed. Michael L. Buddle and John Wright (Grand Rapids, MI: Brazos Press, 2004), 185.    





� Wood, “An Alternative Vision,” 16.





� I am indebted to Cartwright fort the image of the “relay team,” which he originally took from L. Gregory Jones. See Cartwright, 190-191; see also L. Gregory Jones, “Beliefs, Desires, Practices and the Ends of Theological Education,” in Practicing Theology: Beliefs and Practices in Christian Life, ed. Miroslav Volf and Dorothy Bass (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2002), 185-186.





� The final quote is from Ralph Wood, Contending for the Faith: The Church’s Engagement with Culture (Waco, Texas: Baylor University Press, 2003), 20. 





� Michael Buddle, “Assessing What Doesn’t Exist: Reflections on the Impact of an Ecclesially Based University,” in Conflicting Allegiances: The Church-Based University in a Liberal Democratic Society, ed. Michael L. Buddle and John Wright (Grand Rapids, MI: Brazos Press, 2004), 256.


� William Cavanaugh, “’A Fire Strong Enough to Consume the House’: The Wars of Religion and the Rise of the State,” Modern Theology 11 (1995): 409; originally quoted in John W. Wright, “How Many Masters? From the Church-Related to an Ecclesially Based University,” in Conflicting Allegiances: The Church-Based University in a Liberal Democratic Society, ed. Michael L. Buddle and John Wright (Grand Rapids, MI: Brazos Press, 2004), 20.


� See Jonathan R. Wilson, “The Place of the Natural Sciences in an Ecclesially Based University,” in Conflicting Allegiances: The Church-Based University in a Liberal Democratic Society, ed. Michael L. Buddle and John Wright (Grand Rapids, MI: Brazos Press, 2004), 130-131.





� Anthony Campolo offers an example of this kind of re-thinking of the university curriculum department by department.  See “The Challenge of Radical Christianity for the Christian College,” in Faithful Learning and the Christian Scholarly Vocation, ed. Douglas V. Henry and Bob R. Agee (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2003), 149-157.


� This text is taken from the translation by Douglas S. Bax found in Eberhard Jüngel, Christ Justice and Peace: Toward a Theology of the State in Dialogue with the Barmen Declaration, trans. D. Bruce Hamil and Alan J. Torrance (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1992): xxi-xxix.








