



















































































failure to adopt supernaturalism in general, nor
my heterodox treatment of the Trinity. Instead,
it was my immersion in acadernia as a university
student that imposed the modern mind upon
me. This was profoundly antagonistc to the
world of thought and feeling that had been my
Christian faith, and the latter collapsed. For
someone to tell me, or for me to tell myself, that
I should have faith or should accept biblical
revelation, was at that point quite useless. That
is not a matter under the control of the will, and
I find any attempt to command belief, or even to
generate it by social pressures, highly offensive.

In this respect the situation today has
changed in one respect. At that time I might have
wanted to believe the things that Peters believes,
even though I could not. Today the Wholly Other
God, creatio exnthilo, deterministic divine power,
and an assured intervention of God at the end
of history do not attract me. My reasons are
partly Whiteheadian, but they have been greatly
strengthened by the sensitivities generated by
the radical theologies of the sixties, by my en-
counters with Buddhism, and especially by the
impact of feminism.

What was then the attraction of Whitehead,
and why do I so rarely depart from his basic
conceptuality? Whitehead offered me the only
convincing alternative to the nihilism that was
for me the implication of the modern, scientistic
mind into which I was being drawn. This alter-
native allowed me, encouraged me, to reaffirm
much of what had been precious to me as a
Christian believer. Indeed, in some respects the
Bible spoke to me with a directness and convine-
ing power after my encounter with Whitehead
that it had lacked before. I discovered that what
mattered most to me in my Christian faith did
not entail supernaturalism, with all the
problems and threats to credulity involved.
Hence Peters is quite correct to note the lack of
these elements in my theology. What does not

come through in his account is what I would

claim to be my own contribution to theology
proper—the fleshing out of a full-bodied theology
in non-supernaturalist terms.

To those who are comfortable in the frame of
reference of traditional Christian super-
naturalism, process theology in general, and
mine in particular, can still contribute a little.
Peters appreciates the emphasis on divine pas-
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sion as an element in God’s love. Some may see
value in stressing that God’s power is an em-
powering power rather than a disempowering
one. They may like the emphasis on the inter-
connectedness of things and the effort of process
theologies to reengage the world. But like Peters
they will be chiefly impressed by the omission,
sometimes even the polemical rejection, of
cherished doctrines and ways of thought.

The primary audience for process theology is
that segment of the Christian movement that is
not comfortable with supernaturalism. Some
cling to supernaturalist ideas, believing them to
be essential to faith, even though they find these
ideas nearly incredible. Others have found they
cannot really believe what they understand they
are supposed to believe and, accordingly, leave
the church, or hang on uncomfortably at the
periphery. For some of these, process theology is
the bearer of good news.

My own judgment is that part of the
decadence of the oldline churches is caused by
their retaining officially a supernaturalistic
theology that does not carry real conviction for
many of their most thoughtful and sensitive
members. A still largely unfulfilied mission of
process theology is to provide a convincing alter-
native. Of course, process theology shares that
mission with a good many others.

I would add a few detailed comments where I
found myself surprised by Peters’ attribution of
particular ideas to me.

First, I was startled to read that I held that
salvation “is given with human existence as it is”
(209). I cannot remember ever having thought
that, but I know that I am not an authority on
what I have said over a period of thirty years.
Hence Peters may be justified in attributing this
view to me. Since he provides no references for
the paragraph in which he describes my position
in this way, I have not tried to check it out.
However, I can say with some confidence that
this is not my view now, or a view that is consis-
tent with at least 99% of what I have written. I
believe the term “salvation” has a variety of uses
in the Bible and a variety of legitimate uses
today, but none of them that I can now think of
applies to a condition “given with human exist-
ence as it is.” I hope I never said that. If I did, I
recant. It makes no sense to me,

Second, although I decided not to argue













