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I decided to start my time as editor-in-chief with a bang. This issue
we’ve decided to examine two topics often on the minds of college students:
women and sex. Considering that women make up over half the world’s
population and that you and I wouldn’t exist without sex, these seem to be
pertinent issues to our lives. Undoubtedly, they also spawn much criticism
from students who perceive the Biblical perspective to be simply “don’t have
sex” and “woman, make me a sandwich.”
The fact that the Biblical perspective is so fundamentally misunderstood
is due to a failure on the part of Christians to accurately communicate the
gospel, and more often, to not live it out in their lives. Imagine the difference
it would make if the Biblical position was understood as not simply a guiltcomplex for premarital relations, but rather as the elevation of the most
intimate act to make it an expression of patient, caring, perfect love. Or if
the gender bias in the Bible were known as the demand that men ought to
imitate Christ to the point of be willing to die for their beloved. Instead of
understanding “Thou shalt not” as a prohibition, imagine if we emphasized,
as Paul suggests in Colossians 3:17: “whatever you do, in word or deed, do
everything in the name of the Lord Jesus, giving thanks to God the Father through him.”
In this issue, we attempt to do just that. Christian Union’s Nick Nowalk
offers a new look at 1 Corinthians 7, which offers a different understanding
of Paul’s recommendation for celibacy. In turn, this interpretation allows sex
within marriage to be understood as not only lawful, but also good. Abilene
Christian University professor Richard Beck provides a fresh perspective on
1 Peter 3 in regards to women and submission. Rather than understanding
Peter as commanding an abusive relationship, we see that he is encouraging
the same submission to circumstances that Christ possessed. Finally, Gleb
Sidorkin’s “Dialogue with the Devil” examines the portrayal of marriage, sex,
and temptation in the film My Night at Maud’s.
We also revisit some themes from previous issues. Richard Millet ’60
offers a lengthy look at the history of Christian perspectives on war and
a re-evaluation of how Christians should consider violence in “Shaking
Hands with the Devil.” Christopher Hopper ’13 provides some concrete
suggestions on how we should continue political dialogue. A range of poetry,
fiction, and photography contributed by students highlights our commitment
to contribute actively to Christian culture.
This issue features the introduction of a new section, Biblical Exposition,
which seeks to elaborate on confusing or often misunderstood passages in the
Scriptures. Our aim is to consider the background, audience, and narrative
of the text as important clues to the meaning of the text. It is our hope that
this section will offer reverent, if sometimes surprising, perspectives on the
Word of God that will provide new insights to stimulate your own thinking.
Whether you agree or disagree with us, we want to hear your thoughts!
We encourage you to continue this discussion with us online on our blog,
The Fish Tank, at http://www.harvardichthus.org.
May we rest in His grace,
Jordan Monge
Editor-in-Chief
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Goose Chase
Patrick Spence
“Why do men then now not reck his rod?”
— Gerard Manley Hopkins
A soul who seldom recks your rod
Inscribes this poem to you, God.
In between falls and saving face
He finds himself in states of grace,
And dashes off to write you verse
More sweetly than he used to curse.—
Well, Lord, for all your talk of peace,
You’ve always chased the wildest geese:
You handed Judas purse and alms,
And laughed, and prayed King David’s psalms.

Patrick Spence ‘12, a Classics concentrator, is the
former Fiction & Poetry Editor of The Ichthus.
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Shaking Hands with the Devil:
The Church in an Age of Endemic Violence

Dr. Richard Millet

C

With Mr. Simon Olesen and
Dr. Niels Nymann Eriksen 1

anadian Lieutenant General Romeo Dallaire,
who commanded the United Nations Force in
Rwanda, was asked by a priest if after all he had
experienced he could still believe in God. General Dallaire
replied: ”I know there is a God because in Rwanda I shook
hands with the Devil. I have seen him, I have smelled him,
and I have touched him. I know
the Devil exists and therefore I
know there is a God.”2
His comment underscores
both the horrifying nature
of much of today’s political
violence and also the dilemmas
which confront Christians as
they attempt to respond to it.
The nature of conflict, both
national and international, has
been significantly transformed
in recent decades. Increasingly,
it involves non-state actors, including insurgent and terrorist
organizations, ethnic and religious factions, and organized
criminal groups. Traditional rules of warfare are difficult to
apply, national boundaries are less and less meaningful, and
both the objects and objectives of armed action are ever
more difficult to define.3 Traditional lines of demarcation are
rapidly disappearing. As distinctions between political and
criminal violence fade, so too does the division between police

and military functions. This, in turn, contributes to a blurring
of distinctions between war and peace. We find ourselves
arguing over whether we are actually at war or not, and if so
with whom and for what ends.4 Conflicts often seem endless,
especially those involving religious and/or ethnic factions.
Lebanon and Somalia are relatively recent examples; Muslims
in the Philippines have been
resisting outside forces since
Magellan landed there over 500
years ago.
The shifting nature of
modern conflict creates major
problems of definition and
categorization. The nature and
goals of those involved is often
murky at best. In discussions
over Colombia’s conflicts, I
argued that virtually anything
you say about the major guerrilla
group, the FARC (Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarios de
Colombia) has an element of truth. They are hard-line
Marxists. Some are, especially the leaders. They are fighting
for the poor. Many believe it. They are fighting for their
own survival. Much truth there, given the fate of those who
had earlier abandoned the conflict. They are criminals and
drug dealers. Some are, and to a growing extent their finances
depend on such activities. They are terrorists. In terms of

“...I shook hands with the
Devil. I have seen him,
I have smelled him, and I
have touched him.”
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tactics, increasingly true, but then so are the paramilitaries they
are fighting. One reality is that power has steadily moved from
the old political leadership to the commanders of individual
combat units, adding to the multiplicity of identities and
objectives.
This situation, increasingly replicated around the world,
contributes to a pattern of shifting alliances. Yesterday’s
ally may become today’s enemy and vice versa. Afghanistan
provides the ultimate example of this reality. This can be
especially difficult for many Americans who like to define
conflicts in terms of good or bad, especially as it applies to
leaders. In the 1980s, I did an ABC television program on
modern conflicts with a friend who was a Middle Eastern
specialist. After the program our interviewer, Don Johnson,
said to my friend “The reason Americans have such a hard time
dealing with the Iran-Iraq War is they can’t figure out which
side Hitler is on.” This personalizing of evil also contributes
to the illusion that political decapitation will largely solve

controversy for centuries. There is general consensus on
eight basic principles, though much less agreement on exactly
what these mean and how they can be applied. They range
from “Just Cause” and “Just Intention,” to “Last Resort,” and
“Proper Authority,” while including sometimes vague notions
like “Limited Ends,” “Proportionality,” “Protection of NonCombatants” and “Reasonable Chance of Success.”6
The problem, of course, is that these were formulated
with the view that wars were between organized states, that
they would be ended by negotiation and a treaty of peace, and
that it was relatively easy to distinguish between combatants
and non-combatants. In most modern conflicts, none of this
is true. This does not mean that the doctrine is no longer
useful, but rather that it is insufficient, making the challenge
of Christian response to contemporary conflicts even more
complex and controversial.
One result, unfortunately, is that the Church is often silent
on these issues, or speaks with deeply divided voices. As a

“...silence on such issues is not a Christian option.
But how to respond is a much more difficult question.”
whatever problems a regime may cause.
Promoting justice and defining desired end states in
such conflicts is also difficult. Justice for one side may be
manifest injustice for another. One state’s search for security
can heighten insecurity among its neighbors. The IsraeliPalestinian conflict is a clear example of this. So, too, are
recent conflicts in the Balkans, mixing political ambition with
ancient fears and prejudices.5 Conflicts in Africa often present
a bewildering array of religious and ethnic elements mixed
with modern corruption and criminality.
How, then, do we respond to such challenges? Should
nations negotiate or seek to annihilate such foes? Is “terrorist”
a permanent categorization or something which changes as
tactics change? To what extent are modern conflicts waged
by elements which are basically homogeneous and united and
to what extent must we recognize complexity, diversity, and
often weak or even absent overall command structures? And
above all, what does the Church, both writ large and in the
person of individual believers, have to say to such a world?
For centuries, much of the response of the Church to
violent conflict has been based upon the “Just War Doctrine.”
Begun by Augustine, codified by Thomas Aquinas, it has
undergone revision and been the source of continuing
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retired British General noted, in recent conflicts “the voice of
the Church urging restraint (not just the voice of the pacifists)
has not been heard or if heard, has not been taken notice of.”
He later adds “the cynic and desperate could be excused for
concluding that the only ethic that prevails is ‘might is right.’”7
All this underscores the truth that silence on such issues is
not a Christian option. But how to respond is a much more
difficult question.
When Christians have attempted to respond to modern
conflicts the result has all too often been the proverbial dialogue
of the deaf. On one side are arrayed the views of traditional
peace churches, such as the Mennonites and the Society of
Friends. Returning to the earliest Christian traditions, they
proclaim that Christians should never participate in violence as
it is the antithesis of Christian love. Alongside, though hardly
allied with them, are those who simultaneously condemn
violence by the Western world and are often ready to sanctify
revolutionary violence. Since, in both cases, the basic answer
is arrived at before any examination of the question, there
is little reason to seriously reflect on the implications of the
altered conditions of violent conflict.
On the other hand there are those who tend to equate the
United States with the Kingdom of God and who see much
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of today’s violence as a Manichaean struggle between good
and evil with virtually any means employed being justified.
This unquestioning support of government policies also
precludes any serious analysis. This, too, leaves the Church as
largely irrelevant in the growing debate over the necessity and
utility of force in today’s world.
Examining the difficult path followed by such Christian
theologians as Dietrich Bonhoeffer, Reinhold Niebuhr, and
Jaques Ellul as they attempted to respond to these issues may
give us some useful insights. For Bonhoeffer and Niebuhr,
the pivotal issue was World War II and the Nazi state, which

before World War II ended, he wrote a series of letters from
his cell, further exploring this dilemma. In November, 1943
he noted that “it is only when one sees the anger and wrath of
God hanging like grim realities over the head of one’s enemies
that one can know something of what it means to love and
forgive them.”11 Never comfortable with supporting violent
resistance, he felt that his participation might disqualify him
from returning to the pulpit after the war. At the same time,
he reproached himself for not doing more. In his last days, he
wrote “I am guilty of cowardly silence at a time when I ought
to have spoken. I am guilty of hypocrisy and untruthfulness

moved them away from traditional Christian pacifism. In
Ellul’s case it was post-war violence and it reshaped, but did
not cause him to abandon his opposition to war.
Confronting the horrors of Nazi rule was immensely
difficult for Bonhoeffer. He always saw Christian involvement
in violence as contrary to the gospel, yet the institutionalized
violence of Hitler’s Germany made non-resistance largely
futile. He briefly fled Germany, but soon returned believing
that if he wanted to have any role in Germany’s future he must
“share the trials of this time with my people.”8 He joined the
plotters who eventually attempted to assassinate Hitler, but
could never fully justify his own commitment to that cause
and never renounced his own belief in non-resistance.9 In
his writings in Sanctorum Communio, he notes that Christians
“ought to bear the burdens and sufferings of the neighbor,”
and that we must therefore “walk the path of suffering and
death accompanied by the whole church.”10
Imprisoned for the last years of his life, and hung just

in the face of force.”12 Silence was no option for him, even
when speaking truth to power meant jeopardizing (and
eventually losing) his own life.
From him, we can learn first that the Christian has no
excuse for avoiding these issues. It is clear that personal
security can not be a prime concern, that we can not expect
nor should we seek to escape the sufferings being inflicted
on the Church. But neither can we expect to escape sin
ourselves, no matter what course we ultimately pursue. To
participate in or sanctify violence is sin; to stand aside while
others are victimized is also sin. We can only count on God’s
love and grace, and then act, knowing our imperfections and
limitations. This is, perhaps, the ultimate expression of Peter
Bertocci’s exposition of “Religion as Creative Insecurity.”13
Reinhold Niebuhr struggled with these same issues, but
fortunately for him, did so in the context of American society,
not that of Hitler’s Reich. Emerging from the current of
pacifism that marked much of post-World War I Christian
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thought, he emphasized the reality of evil, the sinfulness of
human institutions, and called for “Christian realism” in the
face of a rising tide of violence. Writing to one who questioned
armed resistance to Hitler he declared “you want to try to live
in history without sinning,” adding that “our effort to set up
the Kingdom of God on earth ends in a perverse preference
for tyranny, simply because the peace of tyranny means, at
least, the absence of war.14
Niebuhr clearly recognized the dilemmas confronting
the Church in responding to violence. He accepted the
contradictions between the call to promote justice and the

the Cold War, Niebuhr often seems to be speaking to our
times. He predicted that “the frustration of a war that cannot
simply be either won or ended is a very great problem for
a youthful nation,”21 and warned “the Christian acts with
an uneasy conscience, both because of the ambiguity of
his cause and the impunity of his weapons.”22 His writings
remind us that human sinfulness and the struggle for power
will always bedevil our efforts to promote peace and security.
The search for perfect solutions, the effort to sanctify any
political approach will never succeed. We must live and act
in an imperfect world, acknowledging our own imperfections,

“...the frustration of a war that cannot simply
be either won or ended is a very great problem
for a youthful nation...
The Christian acts with an uneasy conscience,
both because of the ambiguity of his cause
and the impunity of his weapons.”
											 -Niebuhr
need to maintain order, between the promotion of liberty
and equality. Compromise was a constant necessity, always
producing an imperfect resolution.15 While upholding the
principles of moral suasion, he saw these as often insufficient
and saw the need for coercion as a constant reality in society.16
For Niebuhr this meant that “non-hatred is a much more
important sign and symbol of Christian faith than nonviolence.”17
The endless search for power always corrupted society
and limited efforts to promote peace and justice.18 This
insured that solutions would always be flawed and incomplete.
Niebuhr doubted that “it would ever be possible to establish a
justice based on perfect forgiveness after a war. The sinfulness
of human nature will relativize every ideal possibility.”19
Human sinfulness meant that “sometimes we must risk a
terrible evil (such as an atomic war) in hope of avoiding an
imminent peril (such as subjugation to tyranny).”20
While his writings dealt with World War II and then with
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and aware that compromise is always necessary and never
permanent.
In the years following World War II, Jacques Ellul, a French
theologian, sociologist, and philosopher, also confronted the
issues of Christian responses to violence. Unlike Bonhoeffer
and Niebuhr, he never wavered in his commitment to nonviolence. At the same time, he recognized the difficulties
confronting the Church as it tried to respond, noting “the
problems we come up against today are quite different than
those involved in traditional wars and states and much more
difficult to resolve.”23 Ellul also believed that violence was
“natural and normal to man and society, a kind of necessity
imposed on governors and governed, on rich and poor.”24
The political process offers no solutions to the Church’s
effort to respond to this endemic violence. All political activity
is viewed as “essentially coercive and exploitive.”25 Ellul found
little good in traditional political activity, characterizing it as an
affirmation of man’s “pretentious attempt to play the role of
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God, but adding that “it may be that politics is the kingdom
of the devil, but this certainly concerns us as Christians.”26
Since war was a political act and Ellul’s view of the state
essentially excluded it from acting as an agent of the Church,
Christian participation in war was ruled out. The idea that a
Christian could “engage in war without hating his foes,” was a
logical impossibility, especially since “recent-day long distant
weapons, which permit the collective destruction of a far-off
enemy, rule out love; what is called love in this situation will
be mere sentimentality, and its expression mere verbalism.”27
These views often seem to fall outside the sphere of
traditional Christian thought on issues of war and peace.
For those attempting to apply their faith to the issues of

between good and evil, between God and the devil, and that
the actual situations are often ambiguous and contradictory.
They would also agree that violence is always a manifestation
of sin and that Christians who engage in or condone it can
not escape this. Niebuhr and, to a lesser extent, Bonhoeffer,
would add that abstaining from violence can also be sin, at
times perhaps even a greater sin. Ellul would choose the
role of non-violence, but would recognize the dangers and
contradictions involved in this position. What does all this
mean for today’s Church as it struggles to respond to this
world of endemic violence, of religious and ethnic conflicts,
terrorism, insurgency, and global criminality?
The committed pacifist or political ideologue may have

“Good and evil tend to be present on all sides of most
contemporary conflicts. Yesterday’s friend becomes today’s
foe... Both saints and devils are
rare in actual history. Such
characterizations only make the
task of responding to violence all
the more difficult. ”
today’s conflicts the writings of Bonhoeffer and Niebuhr may
offer greater assistance. But Ellul provides some important
reminders. He refuses to let his readers engage in naïve
illusions about the nature or purpose of the modern state. Its
prime concern is its own power and survival, not adherence to
Christian principles. As one commentator has observed: “the
danger Ellul reacts against is a very real one, a trap Christians
have fallen into again and again: being so confident that their
project is God’s will and part of his kingdom that they will
sanction immoral means or go to immoral lengths to promote
it.”28
The issues with which Bonhoeffer, Niebuhr, and Ellul
wrestled have, if anything, become for the Church both more
urgent and more complex. They would all agree that the
Church exists in a world where there is a constant struggle
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ready answers to these questions. We, however, have no easy
formulas to apply to every case, or indeed, on any sustainable
basis to any case. What we would instead suggest are a series
of cautionary principles, of flashing yellow lights which the
Church ignores at its peril and at risk to its fulfillment of
God’s mandate.
The first would be the danger of naivety. Political
pronouncements about goals, motivations, or about the nature
of a foe should never be taken at face value. Public statements
of this kind are always designed for political purposes, not
for communicating accurate truth. Attempts at deception
or “political spin” are constant features of today’s political
discourse. So, too, are proclamations of moral principles,
proclaimed with no evidence that they influenced policy
decisions. In our media-driven culture image is increasingly
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more important than reality, molding perceptions far exceeds
the value of truth. Bonhoeffer’s anguish, Niebuhr’s realism,
Ellul’s rejection of political values should all help keep us
aware of this reality.
Another major danger is that of oversimplification and
stereotyping. Good and evil tend to be present on all sides
of most contemporary conflicts. Yesterday’s friend becomes
today’s foe (Bin Laden is the most obvious case), motivations
and values within almost any faction cover a wide spectrum.
A basic principle is never attribute to inherent evil what can be
explained by fear, stupidity, or simple greed. Both saints and
devils are rare in actual history. Such characterizations only
make the task of responding to violence all the more difficult.

The predictable tendency to act as if might makes right,
to equate military success with God’s will comes all too easily.
Military force may be a necessary part of dealing with a
situation, but it is never of and by itself a solution. Confidence
in power leads to losing the principle of proportionality, to
excusing civilian deaths, to assuming the objects of our use of
force “got what they deserved.” In such situations the love of
Christ easily disappears and trust in God is replaced by trust
in our own might.
Finally, in those conflicts where religion is involved,
especially where it manifests itself in acts such as suicide
bombings there is a more subtle, but perhaps even more
dangerous risk. Nothing justifies such killing in God’s name,

Hubris, trusting in our own power and wisdom is always a
danger, but especially so for a military power such as the United
States. At times Rudyard Kipling’s poem, “Recessional” seems
all too appropriate:
“Far called our navies melt away,
On dune and headland sinks our fire,
Lo, all our pomp of yesterday
Is one with Ninevah and Tyre…
Lord God of Hosts be with us yet,
Lest we forget - Lest we forget!
For heathen heart that puts her trust
In iron tube and reeking shard -All valiant dust that builds on dust,
And guarding calls Thee not to guard…
Thy mercy on Thy people, Lord!” 29

especially when the targets are civilians. But much of the
denunciations of such actions contain an implicit or at times
very explicit message that should raise our concern. That is
the assumption that dying for one’s faith is somehow insane. It
is all too easy to disown the idea of martyrdom on the ground
of the ways in which it is being abused today. However, if we
were to choose between a world in which no other values were
recognized than those having to do with economic prosperity
and personal security, a world in which no idea, no belief was
great enough for the sacrifice of one’s own life, in short a
world without martyrdom –- and on the other hand a world
where the idea of martyrdom was abused and misinterpreted
with the shedding of innocent blood –- which world should
we then choose? Is it not ultimately truth for which we
are willing to die that makes life worth living? Kaj Munk,
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a Danish pastor, shot by the Nazis in 1945, said in one of
his last sermons that the Church had lost its second greatest
treasure. Next to Jesus that was the spirit of martyrdom.
With these four caveats in mind, how can the Christian
Church approach the issues of modern conflict, especially
when they have a religious dimension? Canon Andrew
White, a courageous leader of the Christian community in
Iraq, has observed “when religion goes wrong it goes very
wrong.” But he adds that “if religion is part of the problem
it must be part of the solution.”30 Christians must be willing
to risk their own lives
to demonstrate Christ’s
love in such situations.
Emergency
assistance
disbursed through such
organizations as World
Vision and the Salvation
Army is an important,
but by no means
sufficient
expression
of such love. It takes
others standing with
the Christians in these
areas as does Andrew
White, risking their lives
as did General Dallaire,
fulfilling
Bonhoeffer’s
injunction to “walk the
path of suffering and
death
accompanied
by the whole Church”
recognizing that when
one part of the body is
suffering the whole body
is suffering.
Without
this, our expressions of
Christian love become
as Ellul suggested “mere
verbalism.”
Finally we need to
address the causes as well
as the symptoms of the
rage against established
order and the perceived
influence of the West which impacts so many of the world’s
youth. To deny any guilt, any complicity in these situations
is to deny our own sinfulness and need for forgiveness and
redemption. Here the words of General Dallaire should
speak to us with special force:
“The global village is deteriorating at a rapid pace,
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and in the children of the world the result is rage. It
is the rage I saw in the eyes of teenage Interahamwe
militiamen in Rwanda, it is the rage I sensed in the
hearts of the children of Sierra Leone. . . .Human
beings who have no rights, no security, no future, no
hope and no means to survive are a desperate group
who will do desperate things to take what they believe
they need and deserve.”
If September 11 taught us that we have to fight and win
the “war on terrorism” it should also have taught us if we do
not immediately address
the underlying (even if
misguided) causes of
those young terrorists
rage we will not win the
war. . . .Several times . . .
I have asked the question
”Are we all human or are
some more human than
others?” Certainly we
in the developed world
act in a way that suggests
we believe that our lives
are worth more than the
lives of other citizens
of the planet. . . . .If we
believe that all humans
are human then how are
we going to prove it?
It can only be proven
through our actions.31
These words remind
us that we live in a
world where the search
for security is largely
an illusion and where
the Christian’s task to
incarnate the love of
Christ is increasingly
difficult and dangerous.
But to turn away from
such tasks, to abdicate
to the state the moral
responsibility for the
use of lethal force is to betray the faith we proclaim. The
details have changed, but this is essentially the same issue that
confronted the first century Christians and that Bonhoeffer
faced in responding to the horrors of the Third Reich. As
Reinhold Niebuhr observed sixty years ago:
“History is today, as it has always been, filled with
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“Are we all human or
are some more human than others?
...
If we believe that all humans are
human then how are we going to
prove it?”
hours of decision in which we can relate ourselves
to its promises or contribute to its disasters. It is,
therefore, more important to seek to do our duty
in watchfulness and soberness than to speculate
overmuch about the perils which lie before us.”32
[1] As someone who has spent most of his career dealing with
security issues, and who has been both inspired and challenged by
his own discussions with General Dallaire, I wanted to explore the
implications and problems created for the Christian Church as it
confronts such endemic violence. To help me in this effort I turned
to two Danish theologians whom I came to know and value during
my time as holder of the Danish Distinguished Chair of American
Studies at the Center for the Study of the Americas in Copenhagen.
But the basic responsibility for the arguments in this paper is mine.
[2] Lt. Gen Romeo A. Dallaire, Shake Hands with the Devil: The Failure
of Humanity in Rwanda, Random House: Toronto, Canada, 2003, p.
xviii.
[3] For a fuller discussion of these changes see Thomas X. Hammes,
The Sling and the Stone: On War in the 21st Century, Zenith Press: St.
Paul, MN, 2004.
[4] See for example Fareed Zakaria, “True or False: We Need a
Wartime President,” Newsweek, July 7-14, 2008, pp. 48-50.
[5] For example see Dana Priest. The Mission: Waging War and Keeping
Peace with America’s Military, New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 2003,
especially Chapter 17 on Kosovo.
[6] For an exposition of these see Major General (ret) Rev. Ian
Durie, “21st Century War – 13th Century Moral Guidelines (JUST
WAR)” presented at the ACCTS Conference on “To Lead as if Faith
Matters,” Holstein, Switzerland, October 11-15, 2003.
[7] Durie, p. 4 and 8.
[8] Quoted in “Bonhoeffer’s Dilemma, www.rps.psu.edu/0005/
bonhoeffer.html
[9] For a fuller discussion see Eric Meyer, “Violence and Disciples:
Bonhoeffer on Resistance and Responsibility,” Essay prepared for
John Stackhouse, Regent College, April 10, 2007.
[10] Dietrich Bonhoeffer, Sanctorum Communio: A Theological Study
of the Sociology of the Church, Minneapolis, MN” Augsburg Fortress
Press, 1998, pp 178-180.
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[11] Dietrich Bonhoeffer, Letters and Papers from Prison, NY: The
McMillan CO, 1953, p103.
[12] Quoted in Collin Hansen, “Bonhoeffer,” www.christianitytoday.
com/movies/reviews/bonhoeffer
[13] Peter A. Bertocci, Religion as Creative Insecurity, NY: Association
Press, 1958.
[14] Reinhold Niebuhr, Love and Justice, Philadelphia: Westminster,
1957.
[15] James F. Childress, “Niebuhr’s Realistic-Pragmatic Approach
to War and the Nuclear Dilemma,” in Reinhold Niebuhr and the Issues
of our Time, Richard Harries ed.,Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1986.
[16] Ibid., p. 123.
[17] Reinhold Niebuhr, “Why I Left the F.O.R.,” in Love and Justice:
Selections from the Shorter Writings of Reinhold Niebuhr, D.B. Robertson
ed, Philadelphia: Westminster, 1992, p. 258.
[18] Edward J Carnell, The Theology of Reinhold Niebuhr, Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1951, p. 237.
[19] Reinhold Niebuhr, “Christian Faith and Natural Law,” in Love
and Justice, p 54.
[20] Reinhold Niebuhr, “The Ethic of Jesus and the Social
Problem,” in Love and Justice, p. 29.
[21] Reinhold Niebuhr, “The Republican Victory,” in Love and
Justice, p. 65.
[22] Quoted in Childress, p. 128.
[23] Jacques Ellul, Violence, NY: Seabury Press, 1969, pp. 23-4.
[24] Ibid., p 127.
[25] Jay M. Van Hook, “The Politics of Man, the Politics of God,
and the Politics of Freedom,” in Jacques Ellul: Interpretive Essays,
Clifford G. Christians and Jay M. Van Hook eds, Urbana, IL:
University of Illinois Press, 1981, p. 129.
[26] Jacques Ellul, The Politics of God and the Politics of Man, Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1972, pp 13-14.
[27] Ellul, Violence, pp. 7-8.
[28] Kenneth Konyndyk, “Violence,” in Jacques Ellul: Interpretive
Essays, p. 267
[29] Kipling, Rudyard. “Recessional (A Victorian Ode).” Poetry
X. Ed. Jough Dempsey. 15 Sep 2003. 31 Jan. 2011 <http://poetry.
poetryx.com/poems/1232/>.
[30] Canon Andrew White, quoted in Peter E. Maki, “God and
Politics: An Inside Perspective on Religious Peacemaking in
Iraq,” American Diplomacy.org, www.unc.edu/depts/diplomat/
item/2008/0103/maki/maki_godpol.html.
[31] Dallaire, pp. 521-22.
[32] Reinhold Niebuhr, “Can We Avoid Catastrophe,” The Christian
Century, May 26, 1948, p. 506. Quoted in Carnell, p. 243.
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Delineations
Stephanie Wang

They are the street’s
tenants
They pay their rent
in cigarette ash
and fine
loess
They cover their heads
with wool hats
hispid

have faces naked
Such embarrassing
rawness
Lamped gaze
Cracked feet
Kneecaps
and roadblocks
‘Foxes have holes’
but here,
birds flap about sidewalks
rolling under their
wings
It is apraxia
of the human body
They weary
of elision
of empty cans
and empty eyes
They have broken sky
ceilings
flimsy cardboard doors
They live
together
Time doesn’t matter
Solely weather
matters

In the hollow Pit
bricks
are warmed at night
by bodies lax
Vodka-wet mouths
rasp obmutescently
Drug exchanges
are full-time jobs
for single mothers
fathers of pipe dreams
born dead
By day
we see them
but do not meet them
We step under their lintels
without knocking
Nothing there
but battered faces

Poet Stephanie Wang ‘13 is a Chemical and Physical Biology
concentrator in Eliot House. Photographer Titus Jahng ‘12 is an
Engineering Sciences concentrator in Quincy House.
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Christian Politics of Discourse
By Christopher Hopper
No passage of the Bible goes more
often ignored than Ephesians 4:29 –
“No foul language should come out of
your mouths,
but only such
as
is
good for needed
edification, that
it may impart
grace to those who
hear”
(emphasis
added). Perhaps it’s
because, as James 3:8
points out, “no human
being can tame the
tongue.” Or perhaps it’s
because we have such bad
examples in the secular
world. One particular
incident prominent on
H a r va r d ’s
c a m p u s
was Marty
P e r e t z ’s
b l o g
post
in
which he
declared that
“Muslim
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life is cheap.” When later asked if these statements were out
of line, he continued to re-affirm their validity. Yet nothing
should be farther from the mouths (or keyboards) of Christians.
I propose three
simple rules of
discourse
that
Christians should
keep in mind:
First,
all
of our writings
should promote
love, not hate. We
must not forget
the proscription
of Leviticus 19:17
— “Do not hate
your
brother
in your heart.”
Secondly,
we
ought to strive for clarity of message, communicating this
love plainly to all readers. Finally, we must keep our ears open
enough to perceive another’s message clearly. This third rule
of discourse relies on the above principle of sensitivity
through our
perceptions. When we begin
to close
our ears and stereotype our
expectations of the words we
want to hear, then our growth
into the greater community
around us will be stunted.
Yet those who profess to
possess the mantle of Christianity often fail at this.
Notably, the Westboro Baptist Church (WBC) breaks all the
above rules of discourse. The manifestation of hate through
direct verbal assaults is contrary to God’s discourse guidelines.
When protesting at the funerals of fallen soldiers, they
bludgeon the departed’s family with words to inflict pain. They
use the Bible as a shield for their inherent lack of readership
of it. By twisting the words of the Bible to fit their misguided
interpretations of it, they justify their actions and their hateful
messages. I do not believe that God ever intended his Word
to promote a hateful agenda, but provided it rather to be used

“We ought to
strive for clarity
of message,
communicating
this love plainly
to all readers.”
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“When we begin
to close our ears
and stereotype our
expectations of the
words we want to
hear, then our growth
into the greater
community around us
will be stunted.”

as a guideline for discourse amongst Christians. A group that
intentionally works to obscure the light of Christ ought not
be taken seriously.
As such, they serve as an antithesis to Christian
discourse and from them we may learn to be sensitive to the
problems around us. The next time the WBC protests at a
funeral, reflect on the times in which you might have been
motivated even for a moment by hate or incite-fulness. Think
about any person you may have hurt in your past or any time
that you may have been drunk with the allure of harming
others to improve your own position. People do not respond
well to those who hurt them, and the WBC’s resorting to
hateful speech ensures that no one will responsive to their
protests. The WBC will continue to lack credibility as long
as they communicate their theological objections to war and
homosexuality in rhetoric drenched with hate.
When ideas can be exchanged without angst or unfounded
claims, productive discourse can take root and be the impetus
for real change. The first step to change our world for the
better is to follow Christ’s example in our thoughts and words.
These rules of discourse — love, clarity, sensitivity — are not
hard to follow, but they do require some effort to use in a
practical manner. Since we live in an over-secularized society,
we must be vigilant enough to not blur the lines between right
and wrong. Our society emphasizes assertiveness; however,
when we become too assertive, then we can sometimes
become numb to the opinions of others.
I think a feature prominent in the Catholic Church
symbolizes the three rules of discourse best. When Catholics
prepare to hear the word of God in Mass, most will make the
sign of the cross over their foreheads, over their lips, and over
their hearts. In doing so, these Catholics represent that they
should think clear thoughts, speak clear words, and love with
a clear purpose. By crossing themselves three times, they can
remember the three rules of discourse: love thy neighbour,
speak clearly to thy neighbour, and perceive thy neighbours
words and actions with sensitivity. If every Christian
remembered these fairly straight-forward rules derived from
God’s word, then I believe more productive discourse in
Christian circles could occur and even create a more caring
dialogue in the secular world.
[1] Peretz, Marty. “The New York Times Laments ‘A Sadly Wary
Misunderstanding of Muslim-Americans.’ But Really Is It ‘Sadly Wary’ Or
A ‘Misunderstanding’ At All?” The New York Times. 4 September 2010. <
http://www.tnr.com/blog/77475/the-new-york-times-laments-sadly-warymisunderstanding-muslim-americans-really-it-sadly-w>

Christopher Hopper ‘13, a Linguistics concentrator living in Quincy
House, is the Grants Manager of The Ichthus.
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Rethinking Paul on Marriage
& Singleness
Nick Nowalk

I

t is generally recognized that wide swaths of the early
church suffered under the influence of a kind of
asceticism which is foreign to the Jewish background of
nascent Christianity. This abiding suspicion of the spiritual
value of sex was unwittingly smuggled in through the back
door by influential Gentile converts with backgrounds in
Greek philosophy. Given this default syncretism, Paul’s
difficult, complex argument in 1 Corinthians 7 soon became —
predictably enough — the fodder for a significant devaluation
of marriage and sex among many believers. As Richard Hays
notes, “Paul’s discussion of sex and marriage in this chapter
has been widely misunderstood in the history of the church,
with tragic consequences.”1 Even to this day, this passage is
regularly perceived in popular circles to constitute Paul’s own
repressed, negative take on these matters. After all, didn’t Paul
hate women, despise sex, and exalt celibacy over marriage?2
Whenever such views are heralded — whether in antiquity or
modernity — 1 Corinthians 7 inevitably hovers in the not-sodistant background.
In this short essay, I will limit myself to three important
matters: 1.) the likely background which gave rise to Paul’s
polemical response to the sexual confusion in Corinth, 2.) the
overall structure of Paul’s line of reasoning in the chapter,
and 3.) several crucial theological values or principles which
undergird Paul’s profound vision of human sexuality in the
kingdom of God.
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Historical Background
James Dunn argues that “an ancient text like 1 Corinthians
cannot be properly understood unless it is read against the
background of its historical context and as part of a dialogue
with the Corinthian church itself.”3 At both the beginning
(1:11) and conclusion (16:17) of the epistle, Paul indicates that
he is responding to several verbal reports that he has personally
received concerning the tawdry, inconsistent behavior of the
Corinthian church after his departure. And in 7:1 Paul implies
that he is responding to a letter the Corinthians themselves
had written to him concerning these matters.
The phrase which follows 7:1 then assumes an absolutely
crucial role for understanding everything else that follows in this
chapter. “It is good for a man not to touch
a woman” sounds like a blatant contradiction
of other biblical passages like Genesis 2:1824. Accordingly, the vast majority of recent
scholarship has been persuaded — rightly
— that this phrase represents not Paul’s own
conviction, but rather a sentiment expressed
by the Corinthians in their letter to the apostle.
To indicate this, most contemporary English
translations place the words in quotation
marks.4 Recognizing this distinction makes all
the difference in 1 Corinthians 7.
What then was the actual position on sex
and marriage being promulgated by these
confused believers? Two complementary
lines of thought appear probable from
what the rest of the chapter reveals. First,
they were discouraging sex within presently existing Christian
marriages (7:1-16. “It is good for a man not to touch a woman”
was in fact an ancient euphemism for intercourse). In their
ascetic zeal, celibacy within “spiritual marriages” seems to have
become a catastrophic ideal for these early Christians who
downplayed the importance of the body. Second, the principle
of 7:1 was also applied to single Christians (7:25-40), who were
certainly being encouraged to forsake entrance into the married
state, and perhaps even instructed that such a change would
be sin for them (cf. Paul’s reassurances against this in 7:28, 36,
38). Even more importantly, the implicit rationale behind these
distorted positions in Corinth was that the “purity” of sexual
celibacy was of superior religious value in comparison to the
relative fleshliness of marriage. Paul, of course, would have
none of this.

sexual relations must continue lest the temptation to satisfy
these God-given desires becomes overwhelming for either
spouse. Paul then addresses various groups — in 7:8-9 to the
unmarried (most likely the widowed), in 7:10-11 to those who
are married to fellow Christians, and in 7:12-16 to those in
spiritually mixed marriages5 (i.e. with unbelievers).
To each group Paul applies the basic principle, “remain
as you are,” an exhortation that sums up the underlying logic
of his convictions throughout the chapter. Seven times the
word “call” (i.e. conversion) is used in 7:17-24, indicating
that Paul’s concern is not so much with the social status of
the Corinthians, but rather with the spiritual significance they
falsely ascribe to it. Similar to the social realities of circumcision
and uncircumcision, or freedom
and slavery (the examples Paul uses
here), marriage and singleness are
ultimately irrelevant with respect
to one’s spiritual standing before
God. Yet that is exactly what the
Corinthians were contending in their
zeal for celibacy, revealing a radical
misunderstanding of the sufficiency
of the gospel. For Paul, celibacy and
sex count for nothing in themselves.
What matters is being a new creation
in Christ. Be content with that state
of affairs, he argues — and then, you
are free to let the chips fall where
they may.
Finally, in 7:25-40 Paul relates
these same theological convictions to single Christians who
are pondering marriage.6 Again repeating the mantra “remain
as you are,” Paul is unambiguous that his own preference
(not command — this is a crucial distinction) for unmarried
Christians is that they remain single. On the surface, this
could be seen — and tragically often has been — as Paul’s
own acquiescence to the ascetic view of the Corinthians.
However, the reason Paul clings to this opinion arises from
an entirely divergent moral vision for the nature of true
spirituality. Whereas the Corinthians value celibacy on
account of their delusion that it comprises, in itself, a more
religiously impressive résumé than marriage, Paul prefers
singleness merely because it frees Christians to be more
radically devoted to the cause of the gospel in a lost world
that is running out of time.7 However, Paul also knows that
not all have this “gift” for celibacy from God,8 and therefore
he labors to distinguish his own personal preference from
“sin.” If any single Christians desire to marry, they “do well”
in Paul’s mind9 — even if those who sacrifice this “right” like
Paul (cf. 9:5) for the salvation of others “do better.”

“Marriage
and singleness
are ultimately
irrelevant with
respect to one’s
standing before
God spiritually.”

Structure
After reiterating the ascetic view of the Corinthians’ in 7:1,
which was previously voiced in their letter to the apostle, 7:2-7
constitutes Paul’s initial counter to their position. In a nutshell,
Paul argues that for those who are already in the married state,
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Theological Values
In conclusion, three guiding theological principles can
be discerned from Paul’s argument in 1 Corinthians 7. First,
redemption trumps creation in the priorities of believers —
while marriage is good and desirable by virtue of creation,
something more pressing is now being undertaken in the
world by virtue of humanity’s plunge into sin and God’s
gracious rescue operation through Jesus and his church.
Christians gripped by this divine narrative ought to give
serious consideration to whether God has gifted them with
the calling of singleness, in order that they might more fully
participate in the merciful extension of the gospel to all the
nations than they otherwise could if married.10 Second, the
only thing of truly spiritual significance in life is whether a
person is in Christ or not. Whether one is married or single,
Jewish or Gentile, or male or female is utterly inconsequential
in the kingdom of God. Third, Christian ethics are irreducibly
a function of our eschatology — by a vision of what awaits
in the future. If this fallen world will eventually be called
to account for its evil, and if God’s redeemed people will be
granted resurrection bodies in a new creation to enjoy God
and each other forever, then every decision and venture in the
here and now must be evaluated in the light of that eternal
perspective. Whether we are contemplating sex and marriage,
or mourning and rejoicing, or buying or selling, all of our
dealings in the world must be conducted “as if not” (7:2931). All such matters are to be held loosely, so to speak. We
are not to ascribe ultimate significance to them. Indeed, it is
this radically different emphasis that Paul gives to the role of
marriage and sex within the Christian life — good, optional,
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and of no inherent spiritual significance in one’s final standing
before God — that illuminates his brilliance and relevance for
us today.
[1] Richard B. Hays, 1 Corinthians, p. 111. Another notable scholar speaks
of “an extensive history of the misinterpretation of 1 Corinthians 7.”
(Will Deming, Paul on Marriage and Celibacy: The Hellenistic Background of 1
Corinthians 7, 2nd ed., p. 1)
[2] Such a perspective, of course, must completely ignore the counter
evidence of passages such as Ephesians 5:22-33, Colossians 2:16-23, and 1
Timothy 4:1-5. In such passages Paul both affirms the intrinsic beauty of
marriage and denies the central claims of asceticism.
[3] James D. G. Dunn, “Reconstructions of Corinthian Christianity and the
Interpretation of 1 Corinthians,” in Christianity at Corinth: The Quest for the
Pauline Church, ed. David G. Horrell and Edward Adams, pp. 308-09
[4] Quotation marks are also placed around other sayings which are
commonly thought to reflect the (usually wrongheaded) sentiments of the
Corinthians in places like 6:12-13, 8:1, 8:4, and 10:23.
[5] These marriage relationships most likely existed prior to the conversions
of one of the spouses within the marriage. Cf. Paul’s forbidding of actively
choosing to enter such a marriage in 7:39.
[6] The ancient interpretation that understood this section to be addressed
to the fathers of betrothed virgins is almost certainly wrong.
[7] For a terrific biblical treatment of singleness, see Redeeming Singleness:
How the Storyline of Scripture Affirms the Single Life by Barry Danylak
[8] Cf. Jesus’ similar statement in Matthew 19:11-12, where he indicates that
1.) not all have this gift and 2.) that those who do make themselves eunuchs
“for the sake of the kingdom,” not because of any inherent superiority in
celibacy itself.
[9] Significantly, “well” in 7:38 is the adverbial form of “good” in 7:1,
providing more evidence that Paul does not in fact hold that position.
[10] “The potential danger of marriage is that it will hinder the Christian’s
singleminded devotion to the mission of the church, which Paul here calls
‘the affairs of the Lord.’ It is this concern about freedom for mission that
motivates Paul’s hesitation about the advisability of marriage.” (Richard B.
Hays, 1 Corinthians, p. 129)

Nick Nowalk is a Christian Union ministry fellow at Harvard
University and a writer for The Ichthus. Photographer Keren Rohe is
an Economics concentrator in Cabot House.
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Wash Me Clean
Eboné Ingram
The rain outside falls like me
Like the man who ate the Serpent Fruit that day
his face is muddied with his sin
and I remember how I felt
when I first experienced redemption long ago
Wash me clean
so I’m pardoned not convicted
so that the falling guilt shatters on the floor
I need to be baptized in nostalgic feeling
so the tempter’s hand can’t rot me anymore
The water washes over me
Lord, I feel Your wings protecting me from harm
as if I’d never strayed away
and now I’m feeling so renewed
like a child reunited with his father once again
Wash me clean
so I’m pardoned not convicted
so that the falling guilt shatters on the floor
I need to be baptized in nostalgic feeling
so the tempter’s hand can’t rot me anymore
I never thought you’d ever cleanse my soul again
after I had dirtied myself with the carnal things
Wash me clean
so I’m pardoned not convicted
so that the falling guilt shatters on the floor
I need to be baptized in nostalgic feeling
so the tempter’s hand can’t rot me anymore

Eboné Ingram ’12 is a Molecular and Cellular
Biology concentrator living in Winthrop House.
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DIALOG WITH THE DEVIL:
Bakhtin and the Development
of Religious Consciousness
in Eric Rohmer’s My Night at
Maud’s
Gleb Sidorkin

I

NTRODUCTION
As I sit down to begin this essay, it’s Christmas Eve,
and the snow is falling outside. Eric Rohmer would no
doubt appreciate the timing; he insisted on shooting My Night
at Maud’s in the exact location and at the exact time of year
that his script, written some years before production, called
for. He was even blessed with a perfect snowy day right when
he needed it. For Rohmer, the happy accidents and moments
of innovation that come from the shooting process are part of
what make filmmaking worthwhile. Preparation and chance,
scientific method and faith, dogma and heresy, morality and
temptation—all of these paradoxes coexist in Rohmer’s film,
and he teaches us not only that they can go together, but also
that they are two sides of the same coin.
For Eric Rohmer, dialogue is an end in itself. In My
Night at Maud’s, Rohmer’s focus on ideas-in-dialogue creates
a tension with the ideology of the film’s protagonist: Roman
Catholicism. The monologic, “authoritative” discourse of
Catholic dogma in which Jean-Louis has immersed himself
is put into a situation where it must face the questioning of
another and, for the first time, must formulate itself in dialogue with another. Given that Jean-Louis survives his night

of passionate temptation at Maud’s with his faith intact and
stronger than ever, Rohmer is telling us that a true faith is one
that becomes fully-formed by asserting itself in the fires of
dialogic interaction.
In this essay, I look at My Night at Maud’s as a religious
tract. The narrative arc of the main character, the visual spaces in which the action takes place, and the religious ideology
that the film presents can be described using the terminology
of Mikhail Bakhtin. In applying Bakhtin’s ideas to Rohmer’s My Night at Maud’s, much of the work has already been
done for me. A Bakhtinian theological reading of My Night
at Maud’s that traces the narrative arc of Jean-Luis’s faith from
statement of intent, through dialogue, temptation, and choice,
and finally to a “justified rest”.
NIGHT IN THE WILDERNESS
Menippea
“And Jesus, full of the Holy Spirit, returned from the
Jordan,
And was led by the Spirit for forty days in the wilderness,
And was tempted by the Devil.
And he ate nothing in those days, and when they were
ended, he was hungry.
The Devil said to him, “If you are the Son of God,
command this stone to become bread.”
And Jesus answered him, “It is written: ‘man shall not
live by bread alone.’” (Luke 4:1-4)
The above passage has been the inspiration for countless
works of art and literature. Dostoevsky’s scene of faith in crisis is exemplary of the novel’s cannibalization of other forms
of literature. In this case it is an age-old genre of Christian
writing:
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“In the basic narrative genres of Christian literature,
especially in the numerous “Gospels” and “Acts,”
the classical Christian dialogic syncrises are worked
out: that of the tempted (Christ or a righteous man)
with the tempter, the believer with the nonbeliever,
the righteous man with the sinner... In the Christian
genres as in the menippea, enormous organizing significance is allotted to the testing of an idea and its
carrier, testing by means of temptations and martyrdom (especially, of course, in the hagiographic genre).
As in the menippea, rulers, rich men, thieves, beggars,
hetaerae come together here on equal terms
on a single, fundamentally dialogized plane.”1
To this fundamentally dialogic genre of
Christian writing, for which the above-quoted
Gospel passage constitutes a sort of ur-text, I add
“My Night at Maud’s”. The film is by no means
hagiographic—Jean-Louis makes no claim to
sainthood—but the fact that he has only recently
rededicated himself to God and to a Catholic
moral code makes this carrier of an idea all the
more in need
of
testing.
All convictions benefit
from being
ch a l l e n g e d ,
but the religious version
of this story
is the oldest
of all, and its
formula can
serve as a model for other such dialogic encounters.
Silence
Like Jesus, who withdrew from society for forty days before facing temptation, the first leg of Jean-Louis’s spiritual
journey takes place in solitude. The defining moment of this
first, solitary step in the evolution of his consciousness is his
decision to marry Francoise, the girl he tried to follow home
from Mass. We learn of this ‘sudden, precise idea’ from a line
of narration, one of only two such glimpses into the character’s mind. The decision is the culmination of his long period
of solitary thought, consolidating his recent rededication to
religion into an actionable plan. It is this resolve that he will
have to fight to maintain during his night of temptation at
Maud’s.
Bakhtin tells us that religious resolve is empty until it is
actualized in a dialogic “event;”2 only through dialogue and
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temptation does the religious consciousness take on a true
shape. He writes that dialogue in the polyphonic novel (or
film) doesn’t reveal character, but creates it:
“Only in communion, in the interaction of one person with another, can the “man in man” be revealed,
for others as well as for oneself. It is fully understandable that at the center of Dostoevsky’s artistic world
must lie dialogue, and dialogue not as a means but as
an end in itself. Dialogue here is not the threshold to
action; it is the action itself. It is not a means for revealing, for bringing to the surface the already readymade character of
a person; no, in
dialogue a person
not only shows
himself outwardly,
but he becomes
for the first time
that which he is-and, we repeat,
not only for others
but for himself as
well.”3
For Bakhtin, the
moment of dialogue
is the moment when the self is truly created for the first
time.
Laughter
Although he has vowed to make Françoise his wife, he
unwittingly decides to spend a night in the apartment of the
bold divorcee, Maud. It is at her apartment that his rigid ethical standards are challenged. Once the introductory chatting
is over and Maud, Vidal, and Jean-Louis are seated at the table,
pleasantries are quickly dispensed with and the testing of faith
begins in earnest. Vidal wastes no time before challenging
the sincerity of the narrator’s religious belief in a very direct
way: “He hates Pascal, because Pascal is his bad conscience,
because Pascal takes aim at him, the false Christian… He’s
Jesuitical hairsplitting incarnate.” In good dialogic fashion,
Maud steps in to give Jean-Louis a chance to defend himself.
The narrator then launches into a passionate explication of
his recent conclusions about Pascal, at which point his coming-to-consciousness is in full swing.
Just before Vidal hurls his accusation at Jean-Louis there
is a subtle shift in the way the scene is shot which visually reinforces the position of the narrator as a Christian being tested
in his faith. After shot 85, a pan establishes the framing that
will continue for the rest of the dinner scene: Jean-Louis by
himself and Maud and Vidal together, leaning in towards each
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other. In this framing, Vidal and Maud take on the role of
devils, conspiring together to take pot-shots at the poor Catholic seated across from them.
When Jean-Louis starts sincerely talking about marriage,
the central obsession of his self-absorbed period of contemplation, their response is a gently mocking laughter. They
smile knowingly at each other and pretend to look at the narrator through binoculars, as if they were scientists observing
the behaviors of some funny creature. Their laughter and
mocking play an important role both in the development of
the protagonist’s religious consciousness and in the development of his character in the eyes of the audience.
Laughter plays an important role in Bakhtin’s dialogic universe, especially a certain type that he calls “carnival laughter”.
Carnival laughter is not purely ironic, negative, or mean-spirited, but rather an agent of renewal and a humanizing force.
It is the laughter of the court jester who is given license to
tease the monarch with impunity, or the ribald laughter of the
carnival square where the most sacred of ideas and personages are symbolically decrowned and roundly mocked in vulgar fashion. Through laughter, the self-important hierarchies
of Godly and princely power are replaced with a pageant of
caricature and parody:
“Combined in the act of carnival laughter are death
and rebirth, negation (a smirk) and affirmation (rejoicing laughter)... Parody here is not, of course, a
naked rejection of the parodied object. Everything
has its parody, that is its laughing aspect, for everything is reborn and renewed through death... Carnivalistic legends debase the hero and bring him down
to earth, they make him familiar, bring him close, humanize him; ambivalent carnival laughter burns away
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all that is stilted and stiff, but in no way destroys the
heroic core of the image.”4
Vidal and Maud’s teasing is a gift because it takes JeanLouis’s high-minded ideas and self-absorbed ruminations
about marriage and grounds them, allowing him to step back
and look at them from a fresh perspective. Carnival laughter
renews such serious, solemn constructs as moral codes and
obsessions with marriage, keeping them vital and saving them
from decay. If Jean-Louis had been left alone in his self-enclosed sacralization of marriage, it would eventually have collapsed under the weight of its own seriousness. The space of
the carnival square, where renewing laughter takes place in a
cyclical pattern, is in fact a dialogic space.
Such carnivalization is found in the Christian literature as
well. It’s possible to read the first two temptations of Christ
as forms of mocking. Both of the first two questions begin
with a phrase like “If you are really the Son of God, as you
say…” If one attributes an ironic tone to the Devil’s questions, it becomes clear that laugher is an essential part of this
example of the Christian literature of faith-testing.
Love
Like laughter, love is a powerful force capable of propelling an individual out of a state of solipsism.5 Love and sexual
desire are often responsible for bringing one into intense, intimate dialogue with someone from an entirely different culture
or social milieu. Whether it’s a one night stand with a stranger
in a foreign country (an experience much valued by Vidal) or
a marriage that plunges one into the wonders and intricacies
of a country that one wouldn’t otherwise have thought twice
about, love and sex are responsible for a great number of the
world’s cross-cultural pollinations. Bakhtin writes:
“A culture discovers itself more deeply and fully
only through the eyes of another culture... Meaning unveils its depths while meeting and touching
another alien meaning: as if a dialogue began between them, a dialogue that overcomes the isolation and lobsidedness of these meanings, these
cultures.”6
Note the parallels between the language of love and
the language of cultural exchange: “the eyes of another”
“unveils its depths while touching,” etc. Human communication is closely linked to the development of courtship.
The need to learn another tribe’s language is partially necessitated by the anthropological imperative of exogamy—
the need to exchange spouses and prevent incest. Besides
war and conquest the most pressing reason to engage in
dialogue with another is for the purpose of making babies.
It is the sexual aspect of love-as-dialogic-engine that
causes Jean-Louis to emerge out of solipsism and realign
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his moral compass:
“Each time I have known a
girl… It has revealed to me
a moral problem I was unaware of, that I never had
to face concretely. I’ve had
to assume an attitude that…
for me has been beneficial,
that has drawn me out of my
moral lethargy.”
Maud clearly fits this pattern,
forcing him to concretely confront his theoretical decision to
marry Francoise and put an end
to premarital love affairs. But
perhaps more importantly than
the challenge to his determination, the night with Maud is an
intimate dialogue between two
very different people. Animal
magnetism counteracts ideological repulsion, enriching both of
their cultures and overcoming
the ‘lopsidedness’ of their individual worldviews.
Love gives enriching access to an alien culture and also
provides the individual with an attentive interlocutor through
which his consciousness can be reflected and constructed in
its full complexity. Alan Jacobs, in his reading of Bakhtin’s
early works , sees a religious conception of love as part of the
dialogic development of consciousness, and refers to it as a
situation of “loving attentiveness:”7
“Nothing can compensate for the failure to attend to
what is being said. The valued manifoldness of being… can present itself only to a loving contemplation… Lovelessness, indifference, will never be able
to generate sufficient power to slow down and linger
intently over an object, to hold and sculpt every detail
and particular in it, however minute.”8
The dialogue that love creates is a special kind of dialogue, in which there is no rush to judgment and a willingness to acknowledge the entirety of the human being. By the
end of Jean-Louis and Maud’s twenty-four hours together, we
witness such a process of total mutual comprehension. We
see it in Jean-Louis’s happy and uninhibited state, in the total
honesty of their last conversation, and in their eyes as they
kiss one last time before parting. In a way, Jean-Louis gets the
best of both worlds—and I think this is what Rohmer means
when he says of his Contes Moraux that “It’s better when
the sex doesn’t happen”— the totally immersive self-affirming
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dialogue of an intimate night with a lover, in which the guilt
of a one night stand is replaced by the joy of having resisted
temptation. What he needs much more than sex is loving attention, and that is exactly what he gets from Maud, with no
strings attached.
In “Problem of Justified Rest”, the concept of ‘loving attentiveness’ is present in Bakhtin’s claim that religious experience is comprised of “intimate events”, in which “partaking”
is key. In a religious context, love plays a role in the intimate
events that take place in the confessional9 and during communion. Religious experience also demands a one-on-one interaction with a loving interlocutor—not just a sermon, text, or
mass gathering. As Caryl Emerson puts it:
“In Bakhtin’s interactively personalist cosmos, the
human psyche, during its moments of deepest uncertainty, would do best to repair not to legal counsel
or to a tablet of laws but rather to a beloved person and ask: knowing me as you do but remaining
yourself, what would you do this very minute, were
you in my position? There is every indication that
Bakhtin’s favorite candidate for this role of beloved
interlocutor was the same as Dostoevsky’s: the person of Christ.”10
The laughter of the Devil, which carnivalizes and humanizes the individual consciousness, must be combined with
the pure, attentive love of Christ, which allows the full expression of that consciousness to take place in an environ-
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ment of safety and understanding. By giving him the gifts
of both laughter and loving attentiveness, Maud enriches and
strengthens the fragile, newborn faith of Jean-Louis. Rohmer
shows us that true religious experience can take place far outside the context of the church, wherever the right conditions
exist for a believer to engage his faith in an intimate way with
another consciousness. But beyond dialogue, without which
faith would be a solipsistic, hypothetical figment of the brain,
there is another step. If Christ went through it, Jean-Louis
will have to follow suit.

Temptation
“The answerable act or deed alone surmounts anything hypothetical, for the answerable act is, after all,
the actualization of a decision-- inescapably, irremediably, and irrevocably... The performed act concentrates, correlates, and resolves within a unitary and
unique and, this time, final context both the sense
and the fact, the universal and the individual, the real
and the ideal.”11
Jean-Louis’s religious consciousness can’t fully come
into its own until it has been expressed in the form of an
act. Again, both Vidal and Maud push him into this phase of
moral development, conspiring to leave him alone with Maud
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for the night. Again, we see Rohmer working with the tension
between chance and planning, between fate and contingency.
The chance meeting between Vidal and Jean-Louis is pure
mathematical probability, and an unlikely one at that. And yet,
everything comes together for Jean-Louis at exactly the right
moment to work out the kinks in his newly-formed faith and
to take the next step to marriage. The falling snow and the
magic of the midnight Christmas Mass, combined with the
delicious Chanturge wine and Vidal’s strange desire to leave
him alone with Maud all align in an emotional journey that
fits perfectly into Jean-Louis’s life plan. He is aware of the
value of the gift of temptation, and expresses his gratitude:
“Thanks to you, I have taken a step on the road to sainthood.
I told you, women have always contributed to my moral progress.” The greatest experiences, like the greatest films, always
have that duality of “almost-didn’t-happen” and “was-meantto-happen.”
There is an ambivalent Christian attitude towards temptation. On one hand, there is the sentiment expressed in the
powerful last line of the Lord’s Prayer: “And lead us not into
temptation, but deliver us from evil.” Eve’s Original Sin was
precipitated by the temptation of the Serpent. Yet there is the
entire body of hagiographic literature of temptation, which
includes the Gospels. Presumably, Jesus could have avoided
the temptation tour around the desert, but instead chose to
engage with the devil in dialogue. He responds to the Tempter’s questions not with a phrase like “Begone, devil!” but with
quotes from the Scriptures. By accepting to listen to the Devil
and quoting the Scriptures to him, Jesus actualizes the words
of the Old Testament, and passes the unwritten fourth temptation: that of avoiding temptation and shutting off dialogue.
Of course, Jean-Louis is no saint and is at first reluctant
to expose himself willingly to such spiritual and physical torments. It’s up to Maud to coax him into the platonic bed-sharing scenario, and the lure of the blissful morning-after kiss.
The sleepy, aborted kiss and the flurry of activity that follows
it is the most action-packed part of the film—and it is also
the moment of answerable act for Jean-Louis. After the kiss is
initiated and Jean-Louis pulls away, Maud instantly leaves the
bed and runs to the bathroom. Jean-Louis is quick to follow
and catches up to her, embracing her shoulders. This time it is
Maud who pushes away, saying “No! I like people who know
what they want.” Maud’s actions are once again on the side
of Jean-Louis’s moral development rather than his downfall.
It’s clear that Maud’s charms are such that Jean-Louis is very
close to abandoning his resolution, so it’s to his great relief
that Maud quickly switches from her role as temptress back to
that of confidant. Though embarrassed by the confusion of
the morning, the narrator is able to leave the house with his
sense of pride intact.
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Maud’s gift of temptation allows Jean-Louis to move to
the final stage of religious rebirth, consummating with an answerable act the theories that took shape during the preceding
dialogue. In what is perhaps the climactic moment of the
testing-of-ideas phase of Jean-Louis’s narrative, Vidal presses
him on the issue of one-off sexual encounters. Vidal sees
“shipboard romances” as one of the innocent delights of a
life free of religious puritanism, and defies Jean-Louis to pass
up a hypothetical guilt-free night of intimacy with an alluring
woman. Once again, Maud and Vidal force Jean-Louis to turn
his inner convictions into performative utterances:
NARRATOR: In principle, I’m against [flings]. But
nevertheless, to the degree that it’s never happened
to me…
VIDAL: …But if tomorrow, if tonight, a woman as
beautiful as Maud… If Maud, for example…
NARRATOR: “He’s completely drunk!”…
MAUD: Go ahead and answer.
NARRATOR: (after a hesitation) Let’s say that once
upon a time…yes. Now, no.
VIDAL: Why?
NARRATOR: I told you, I have converted.
Vidal and Maud both see that Jean-Louis’s romantic inclinations create a vulnerable chink in his new Catholic armor,
and push him to look within himself for the language needed
to clearly express his beliefs. Yet that transition from “once
upon a time…yes” to “now, no” remains hypothetical even
when formulated in the most specific of terms. In the development of moral or religious consciousness, dialogue, as
important as it is, lacks the capacity to concretize a theory by
placing it in the specific context of an act.
The specific, singular nature of moral choices is important for Bakhtin, since specificity bridges the gap between the
universal and the individual. Bakhtin sees true religious experience as taking place within moments of “singular obligation” that bring the universals of dogma into dialogue with
physical reality and human emotion. Religion can transcend
the constraints of pure ethics because it is not tied to universals, but rather exists within life’s singularities:
“The form in which religious consciousness lives is…
an intimate event; my partaking is most important.
And the awareness of this partaking is conscience;
that is, not an ethical obligation, but a singular one:
no one besides me, in the whole world, can do that
which I am obligated to do. Furthermore, ethical obligation is based on normativity. In our case, obligation originates from singularity, and my conscience is
troubled not because I am transgressing a norm, but
because of my singular position… Thus, for instance,
repentance is completely incomprehensible within
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purely ethical principles, that is, juridical principles
(which comprise the logic behind ethics).”12
A law is built to apply evenly across a certain category of
situations and remains fully in effect whether or not anyone
is transgressing it. A religious sense of conscience, on the
other hand, takes into consideration the singularity of each
situation and takes shape through an engaged process of
“working out” rather than through a universal act of “legislation.” There is no codex of conscience, since it is constantly
evolving and takes its final shape only when the individual
dies. That is why it’s so important for a religious consciousness to embrace temptation and to be open to situations in
which conscience informs action. As Maud points out, a true
Christian is judged by his actions, and Jean-Louis lacks event-ful
action to provide a stable foundation for his faith. By giving
him the opportunity to push her away, Maud gives Jean-Louis
living proof that his new faith can be the basis for an entire
lifetime of individual choices.
[1] Bakhtin, Mikhail M., Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, trans. Caryl
Emerson, Minneapolis: UM Press, 1984, p. 135
[2] “The form in which religious consciousness lives is event; this
is the first step in the establishment of religious consciousness.”
Bakhtin, Problem of Justified Rest, appendix
[3] Bakhtin, Mikhail M., Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, trans. Caryl
Emerson, Minneapolis: UM Press, 1984, p. 252
[4] Bakhtin, Mikhail M., Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, trans. Caryl
Emerson, Minneapolis: UM Press, 1984, p. 133
[5] Holquist, Michael; Clark, Katerina, Mikhail Bakhtin, Cambridge,
MA: Harvard UP, 1984, p.138
[6] Bakhtin, Estetika Slovesnogo Tvorchestva, Moscow: Isskustvo, 1986,
p. 354 (my trans.)
[7] Jacobs, Alan, “Bakhtin and the Hermeneutics of Love”, in
Bakhtin and Religion, Evanston: Northwestern U. Press, 2001, 25-45,
p.29
[8] Bakhtin, Mikhail, Toward a Philosophy of the Act, trans. Vadim Liapunov, Austin: Texas UP, 1993, p.64, (in ibid.)
[9] “Dostoevsky depicts confession... to show the interdependence
of consciousnesses that is revealed during confession. I cannot
manage without another-- I cannot become myself without another.” -- Bakhtin, Mikhail M., Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, trans. Caryl
Emerson, Minneapolis: UM Press, 1984 p. 287
[10] Emerson, Caryl, “Plenitude as a Form of Hope” in Bakhtin
and Religion, Evanston: Northwestern U. Press, 2001, p.177-192, 179
[11] Bakhtin, M.M. Toward a Philosophy of the Act, trans. Vadim Liapunov, Austin: Texas UP, 1993, p.29
[12] Bakhtin, “Problem of Justified Rest,” appendix
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Review of Contemplative Vision: A
Guide to Christian Art and Prayer
Juliet Brenner. Intervarsity Press. 2010
By Jordan Monge

“T

he first step
in redeeming
popular culture, then, is
to craft a biblically based
view of the arts,” wrote
Charles Colson in the
Christian classic How Now
Shall We Live?.1
Juliet
Benner’s
Contemplative
Vision, although designed
specifically for the purposes
of calling Christians to
contemplative
prayer,
takes this step by bringing
Christians to meditate upon
paintings and recognize the
redemptive value of art.
In each chapter, Benner
offers a close examination
of a painting and the
scriptural excerpt upon
which it is based in a way
that fosters attentiveness
to God’s power and love.
After training as a visual
artist and years as a docent in
an art gallery, Benner became
a spiritual director teaching
lessons on using Christian
art as for meditation and
contemplative
prayer.
Through this experience, she has developed great skill at helping
others sit in stillness to appreciate despite living in a hectic,
busy world. Such meditation opens the eyes and gives readers
clearer vision in appreciating God’s active role in our world.
Contemplative Vision is not only valuable for personal
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reading, but contains an
appendix helpful for those
interested in reviewing the
text in a small group setting.
Each chapter focuses on
a different painting and
can be read and reread to
cultivate greater insight.
Although the questions can
sometimes feel repetitive,
they are helpful calls to
not simply gaze outwards
at art, but to peer inside
our own souls and lives.
While her scriptural
exegesis
is
sometimes
lacking, Benner’s knowledge
of art and attention to the
detail within it is unmatched.
She carefully points out
facial expressions, small
objects, visual placements,
and
lighting
patterns
- details that would be
unnoticed by the average
Christian - to explain the
greater meaning behind the
work. Benner makes plain
symbolism that is often
transparent to the untrained
eye.
As she does this,
the reader finds a new sense of appreciation for the deep
thought and effort that has gone into these masterpieces.
Along the way, Benner contributes to the recognition
of a worldview that finds an artist’s purpose and God’s
presence in every jot and tittle, in every fleck and stroke.
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One of the most helpful aspects of the book is the way
it gives a reader new eyes when approaching a well-known
passage. Not only does examining the text alongside an
illustration of it supply the reader’s imagination with a more
realistic vision, but Benner’s nudging toward the details often
brings one to reconceive the tone of classic Biblical text.
The example of Mary and
Martha particularly struck
me, as it strikes many
women who associate often
with being the Martha in
the story. During Benner’s
analysis
of
Johannes
Vermeer’s Jesus in the House of
Mary and Martha, she writes:
“Whenever I heard this
story I used to hear
condemnation in Jesus’
tone toward Martha.
I am often a Martha
in my busyness and
willful effort to please
God, and I long to be
more like Mary and be
more present to Jesus.
Reflection on this
painting has changed
this for me. Now I
hear a gentle invitation
and longing in Jesus’
words for me to come
and sit at his feet and
just be with him. I feel
I can more readily and
comfortably move in
that direction because
I know that my gifts to
him are valued and I
will not be rejected.” 2
As she helps the
reader re-envision such situations, she consistently offers
reminders of God’s loving calls for us. Like the very artists
she examines, who place the scene in their contemporary
time through altering characters’ attire or the background
settings, Benner constantly applies the themes from the art
to our modern lives. She emphasizes not the miraculous
events that occasionally puncture the banality of our normal
routine, but rather the fact that “the call of Jesus comes to us
in the midst of the ordinary and everyday activities of life.” 3
In the process, she hopes to help us develop awareness

to God’s presence in every moment of our lives, to foster the
constant prayer that was praised by Paul. Particularly helpful
is her emphasis on different types of prayer, reminding us
that we need not feel constrained by the routine of ACTS or
other techniques. Instead, she calls us to develop a sort of
resting prayer in which we listen rather than speak, seeking
God’s insight. Benner
even educates us on
the different historical
types of prayer, like the
examen and the angelus.
Benner’s book is a
treasure not simply for
its ability to cultivate
attentiveness to the power
and glory of God in the
everyday, but moreover for
her talent in avoiding the
narrow path of spirituality
and personal development.
While the emphasis is
on contemplative prayer
and
attentive
vision,
her push to overcome
spiritual blindness covers
a range of subjects from
hospitality to discipleship,
from
generosity
to
companionship. The power
to integrate these subjects
is a testament to its validity
as a truly Christian text.
Yet its value lies not
merely in its aptitude to
assist one’s personal spiritual
walk, but also for its ability
to educate a generation
of Christians to deeply
appreciate art and culture.
Contemplative Vision is a good
first step in the long road to revival for quality Christian art.

“Benner contributes to the recognition
of a worldview that finds an artist’s
purpose and God’s presence in every
jot and tittle, in every fleck and
stroke.”
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Gender, Submission,
and Ecosystems of
Abuse:
A Reading of 1 Peter 3
Richard Beck

L

ast November, the New York Times ran an article by
Molly Worthen entitled “Housewives of God.” The
article explored the ministry of Priscilla Shirer, a popular
female speaker, teacher and author among evangelicals. The
core of Worthen’s piece, using Shirer as an example, dwelt on
many of the tensions at the heart of evangelical femininity.
Many evangelical women have embraced all the external
marks of liberal feminism (e.g., a successful career) while
continuing to espouse traditional patriarchal arrangements
within the family. For example, Shirer’s husband quit his job
to help support his wife’s growing ministry, making her the
“breadwinner” for the family. And yet, Shirer remains “in
submission” to her husband. From Worthen’s article:
[Priscilla Shirer] steers women away from the
“feminist activists” who tell women to “do your
own thing, make your own decisions and never let
a man slow you down,” as she puts it. “Satan will
do everything in his power to get us to take the lead
in our homes,” she wrote in her book “A Jewel in
His Crown: Rediscovering Your Value as a Woman
of Excellence.” “He wants to make us resent our
husband’s position of authority so that we will begin
to usurp it… Women need to pray for God to renew
a spirit of submission in their hearts.” 1
We know, of course, where this view of gender submission
comes from. Shirer, like many evangelicals, find “God’s
plan for marriage” in the pages of the New Testament. For
example, in 1 Peter 3 we read that wives are to “submit to your
husbands” just as Sarah “obeyed Abraham and called him
Lord.” More, husbands are asked to be “considerate” of their
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wives because they are the “weaker partner/vessel.” And yet,
it’s a curiosity, and perhaps a cautionary tale, that what can
seem to be “God’s plan for marriage” is, upon inspection, far
from biblical. And it is worrisome that many Christians, while
claiming to be biblical, often fail to carefully read the text in
front of them. 1 Peter 3 provides an excellent example. So
what, exactly, is 1 Peter 3 talking about? Before examining
the gender texts in chapter 3 it will be helpful to step back
and consider the social location of the 1 Peter community.
This social situation immediately comes into view in the first
two verses of the letter with the phrase eklektois parepidemois
diasporas. This is variously translated as:
· “To the exiles of the Dispersion...who have been
chosen.” (New Revised Standard Version [NRSV])
· “To God’s elect, strangers in the world,
scattered...” (New International Version [NIV])
· “...to all those living as aliens in the Dispersion...
who have been chosen.” (New Jerusalem Bible [NJB])
· “...to God’s chosen people who are living as
foreigners.” (New Living Translation [NLT])
We encounter this “resident alien” theme at multiple
points in 1 Peter (cf. 1:17; 2:11). It is a temptation for American
readers to spiritualize these themes, but the struggles of the
1 Peter community were as sociological as they were spiritual.
The community was experiencing a harsh social and political
situation, living life as a marginalized and persecuted minority.2
At multiple points in 1 Peter the community is instructed in
how to face this persecution (cf. 4:12-16) and encouraged to
not give in to fear in the face of this abuse (cf. 3:14). It is
important to keep this environment of persecution and fear in
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mind as we approach the gender texts in chapter 3.
The gender texts in 1 Peter 3 occur in the middle of a
much longer exhortation. The exhortation begins in 2:11 with
“Dear friends, I exhort you...” and begins to wrap up in 3:8
with “Finally...” It is important to understand the overarching
goal of this exhortation and how the gender passages in 3:1-7
work within the whole.
The goal of the entire exhortation is to provide direction
and encouragement for living within an ecosystem of abuse.
This is signaled at the start of the passage in 2:11 when the
author explicitly addresses the vulnerable social location of
the community: “Dear friends, I urge you, as foreigners and
exiles...” The word here translated as “exiles” in the NIV is
paroikos, which might be better translated as “resident alien”
or “resident non-citizen.” The political marginalization of the
community sets the context for everything that follows.
But why do I call that context an “ecosystem of abuse”?
Because abuse is the main feature of the ecosystem described
from 2:11 to 3:22.
The Ecosystem of Abuse
2:1 “...though they accuse you of doing wrong…”
2:13 “Submit yourselves for the Lord’s sake to every human
authority: whether to the emperor...”
2:18 “Submit yourselves to your masters, not only to those
who are good and considerate, but also to those who are
harsh…”
2:19 “...the pain of unjust
suffering…”
2:20 “...if you receive a
beating…”
2:20 “...you suffer for doing
good…”
2:23 “When they hurled their
insults at him, he did not
retaliate; when he suffered,
he made no threats.”
3:1 “...if any of them do not
believe the word, they may be
won over without words…”
3:7 “...treat them with respect
as the weaker partner…”
3:8 “Do not repay evil with
evil or insult with insult. On
the contrary, repay evil with
blessing.”
3:13 “Who is going to
harm you if you are eager
to do good?”
3:14 “...if you should
suffer for what is right,

you are blessed.”
3:15 “Do not fear their threats...”
3:17 “...it is better, if it is God’s will, to suffer for doing good
than for doing evil.”
3:18 “Christ also suffered...”
What seems clear, from the beginning to the end of
this exhortation, is that 1 Peter is trying to encourage the
community to live “honorably” (NRSV 2:12) within this
ecosystem of abuse. By living honorably the community
will serve as an example to the hostile and on looking pagan
majority. In seeing this honorable behavior, the “pagans” will
“see [the community’s] good deeds and glorify God.”
So what does “honorable” behavior look like in an
ecosystem of abuse? The author uses the word “submit”
(hypotagete) to describe the conduct he is seeking to encourage.
This description is used three times to address three particularly
powerless and vulnerable groups in the larger ecosystem of abuse:
“Submit...”
2:13 Resident Non-citizen (paroikos) Christians
2:18 Slaves of Abusive Masters
3:1 Wives of Unbelieving Husbands
The call for submission in these abusive contexts might
stick in our craw a bit. But what, exactly, does the author
mean by submit? An interpretative key is found in the middle
and at the end of the exhortation where the author gives us a
Christological understanding
of submission.
These
Christological
sections
are found in 2:21-25 and
3:18-22. And if
you read these
Christological sections
along
with
the
summary
of
the
exhortation in 3:1-17
the meaning of submit
becomes
very
clear:
Submission equals “do
not repay evil with evil or
insult with insult. On the
contrary, repay evil with
blessing, because to this
you were called.” (3:9)
In short, 1 Peter is
trying to encourage the
community to live out the
Sermon on the Mount
within their ecosystem
of abuse. The call
— to persecuted
aliens, abused slaves,

“The goal of the
entire exhortation is
to provide direction
and
encouragement
for living within an
ecosystem of abuse.”
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and wives of unbelieving husbands — is to non-retaliation.
Submission in this context has more to do with non-violence
than with hierarchy and subordination. Submission in this
exhortation calls for the believers to not succumb to violent
retaliation but to win people over to Christ through their
“good deeds”:
Good Deeds rather than Violence
Resident Non-citizens (2:15): “For it is God’s will that by doing
good you should silence the ignorant talk of foolish people.”
Slaves (2:19): “For it is commendable if someone bears up under
the pain of unjust suffering because they are conscious of God.”
Wives (3:1b-2): “...if any of them do not believe the word,
they may be won over without words by the behavior of their
wives, when they see the purity and reverence of your lives.”
And all this follows the Christological example:
Christ and Non-Violence
2:21, 23: “To this you were called, because Christ suffered
for you, leaving you an example, that you should follow
in his steps. When they hurled their insults at him, he
did not retaliate; when he suffered, he made no threats.”
3:17-18 “For it is better, if it is God’s will, to suffer for doing
good than for doing evil. For Christ also suffered once for

sins, the righteous for the unrighteous, to bring you to God.”
So where does all this leave us with the gender texts?
Well, for conservative Christians in a somewhat ironic
position. If we read 1 Peter 3 as “God’s plan for marriage”
we would actually be seeking to recreate an ecosystem of abuse:
the same ecosystem that contains social/political persecution,
abusive slave ownership, and the oppression from unbelieving
husbands. The domestic situation in 1 Peter 3 is one where
wives were tempted to violent retaliation in the face of a
husband’s abuse and scorn. Rather than “repaying evil for
evil” wives, along with the persecuted alien and the abused
slave, are to transcend the ecosystem of abuse to find their life
in Christ and not from the oppressive powers arrayed against
them. As Douglas Harink describes:
“‘Be subordinate’ is not the gospel adjusting itself
to the existing order; rather, it is the gospel itself
immediately taking resident aliens, slaves and wives
beyond the existing order, locating the truth of their
lives in the fullness of the crucified and risen Messiah,
and radically contextualizing and relativizing the socalled reality of the existing orders with the greater
reality of the truth, governance, and care of Jesus
Christ.”3
In conclusion, it would be odd beyond all measure for
Christians to want to recreate the domestic
situation 1 Peter 3. Even worse to claim,
as many do, that this ecosystem of abuse
should be enshrined as “God’s plan for
marriage.” Such a claim would indeed
be ironic (and tragic) for Bible-believing
Christians. One only needs to read the text
to see that God’s plan for marriage appears
to be something very, very different.
[1]
Worthen, Molly. “Housewives of
God.” Magazine. The New York Times,
12 Nov. 2010. Web. 18 Nov. 2010.
[2]
McKnight, Scot. 1 Peter: the NIV
Application Commentary from Biblical Text...
to Contemporary Life. Grand Rapids,
MI: Zondervan Pub. House, 1996.
(see McKnight, 1996, pp. 23-26, 47-52).
[3] Harink, Douglas Karel. 1 & 2 Peter.
Grand Rapids, MI: Brazos, 2009. (2009, p.87)
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Fiction

Cold Music

Anne Goetz

J

ust after dinner, Rebecca went downstairs to introduce
herself to her new neighbors. She almost hadn’t realized
that they had moved in already. When she came back from
work there had been music coming from behind the door, and
she’d nearly missed it because she was so concerned with the
leak her left boot had sprung and the trickle of water between
her toes. But the memory of the music—some sort of violin,
perhaps?—was strong, and her mind made the necessary jump
as she heated up the tomato sauce for dinner. The apartment
downstairs was rented at last.
So here she was now, standing on the
landing in front of the door that had led
nowhere for as long as she had lived there.
The music had been turned off, and no
one answered when she knocked. Well,
maybe they had gone out—although
why anyone would want to go outside
on a night like this, Rebecca really didn’t
know. It was a typical early-January
day in Boston, with the last dirty
dregs of a December
snowstorm melting
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away under a listless drizzle of rain. Much better to stay inside.
Rebecca was just turning back up to her attic apartment when
Sara came out of the first-floor apartment into the entrance
hall of the converted townhouse, buttoning up her peacoat.
The sound of a screaming two-year-old floated up from the
open door behind her.
Rebecca leaned over the banister of the landing and called
down, “Hello! How was your Christmas?”
Sara looked up, flustered, still rummaging around in her
purse for her keys. “Oh, Rebecca! I didn’t see you there. I
didn’t think you were back from Illinois yet.”
“I got in just last night—and then back to my kids this
morning. I swear, their parents must have let them stay up all
night on New Year’s. I’ve never seen a crankier group—one
fourth-grader actually started to tear up his sheet music. Hey,
have you met the new neighbor yet? Did that actor end up
taking the apartment?”
Sara looked confused. “What new neighbor?”
“The second floor—didn’t anyone take it? I thought they
must have moved in while I was away.”
“No, it’s still empty.” Sara picked up the still-wet umbrella
lying in the hall and shook it out with a decisive snap. “Listen,
I have to go to book club—talk to you later.”
“Okay.” As Sara went out, Rebecca went and listened
intently at the door to the second-floor apartment. No sound.
She must have heard music from somewhere else earlier, then.
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It was a shame, really. She had put bread in the oven specially
for them. Now it would go stale before she could eat it all.
Maybe she would bring it to the teacher break room, so that
when it got moldy before it was eaten it wouldn’t be just her
fault.
The next day Rebecca heard the music again. She paused
on the landing, straining her ears. Yes, it was certainly there—a
solo violin, playing a lively jig. She walked down a few steps,
and the sound faded. It wasn’t coming from Sara and Roger’s
apartment, then—in any case, they usually played classic rock,
not anything like this. Was it Irish, perhaps? She went up a
few stairs to her apartment, and the sound faded again. She
checked her iPod in her coat pocket, just to make sure that she
hadn’t accidentally left it on—it had happened once, and she
had gone around to the phantom strains of The Decemberists
all day—but it was firmly off. In any case, the music wasn’t
like anything else she owned. Maybe it wasn’t a violin, after
all. The timbre seemed richer, somehow. She stood there on
the landing, arms full of papers she needed to grade, puzzling
it over until the music abruptly stopped, mid-cadence.
The apartment seemed dull that evening, stale, and the
leftover spaghetti from the night before looked extremely
unappetizing. She needed to get out of the house. A movie,
maybe, to take her mind off things. As she waited at the bus
stop, she scrolled through her phone directory—perhaps
someone would go for dinner with her afterwards. Adam
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Clarke—Amanda Loomy—Bridget Danes—all from college,
and halfway across the nation. Clarissa Snelling—straight to
voicemail. Rebecca left a message, but thought she would
be lucky if Clarissa got back to her by the weekend. Dan
Liu—Diane Ashcroft—Dorothy Okimba—more college
people. Elli—her sister, still on college break, still at home
in Illinois with most of the cousins and the family dog. Only
Boston schools started so early. What sort of people thought
it was a good idea to have class on January 2nd? Rebecca
kept scrolling down. Kat Ellis, still in Cancun—Mark Mrema,
already had plans—Penny Vines, too tired to go out. Rebecca
got down to Zachary Petruski just as the bus pulled in. Maybe
she would see someone she knew at the movie.
It was quite late by the time Rebecca got back to her
apartment—she had lingered in IHOP over her waffle,
forcing herself to chew every bite very slowly so that it didn’t
feel like she was rushing to get away from all the couples and
groups of friends who weren’t looking at her sitting alone in
her booth—and she was very quiet going up the stairs. Sara’s
five-year-old was supposedly a very light sleeper, and Sara had
firmly asked Rebecca to stop waking him up on more than
one occasion. Rebecca didn’t think she had been that loud,
but there was no arguing with irate mothers. Coming up the
stairs, Rebecca felt a vague surge of disappointment—the
music was gone again. No, she told herself firmly. Quiet is
what you want. Quiet makes sense. There’s no music there.
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For the next four days Rebecca was very good. She didn’t
stop on the second-floor landing, no matter what sort of
music could be heard behind that wooden door; she didn’t
invent errands for herself so that she could see whether the
music was still playing; she didn’t lie awake at night, trying
to tie together the snatches of melody she had heard as she
hurried past. And if, as she listened to her grade-schoolers
sing their trite little songs off-key, she thought wistfully of
the melodies coming through the door…well, nobody knew
but her.
Then came the night of the snowstorm, and the heating,
always unreliable in the old converted townhouse, failed
entirely. It was the biggest Boston blizzard in fifty years,
they said; power was down all over the city, and the plows
weren’t able to clear anything. Rebecca stayed inside all day,
waiting as the heat slowly leeched out of the poorly-insulated
walls, calling her mother whenever a lull in the storm gave her
reception to reassure her that she was all right. It was just a
temporary emergency; as soon as the snow stopped falling the
power lines could be put right, and the heat would come back
on. When it grew too dark to read by the weak light filtering
through the clouds, Rebecca gathered all of her blankets, put
on her two warmest sweaters, and climbed into bed to sleep
away the cold.
She woke up in the middle of the night, as awake as she
had ever been in her life. Without the clanking of the radiators
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or the muffled hum of traffic on the street outside, the house
was quieter than she had ever heard it. Not even the creak
of a board shifting under the weight of snow disturbed the
silence. Without conscious thought, Rebecca pushed aside
her covers and stood up. The floor was cold on her doublystockinged feet, but she couldn’t worry about that. Silently,
stealthily, she passed through her living room, filled with the
blue glow of moonlight, passed through the door, and almost
before thinking about it stood on the landing facing the empty
apartment. Music streamed out, chill
and clear. She put her hand on the
doorknob, and the door opened at
her touch.
The apartment was empty—
no furniture, no rugs, just built-in
cupboards and a stove in one corner
and three large windows set in the
back wall. In the very middle of
the room, seated cross-legged on
the floor, there was a very old man
wearing very shabby clothing. He
held to his shoulder an instrument
such as Rebecca had never seen
before—a bit like a violin, but
thinner, and longer, with five strings
gleaming golden against the sheen of
the ebony wood. In his other hand
the ragged man held a bow made of
the same dark wood, curved in an arc.
It rippled over the strings, and the
music poured out.
A moment or an eternity later,
the fingers dancing over the strings
fell still, and the bow lowered. The
old man stared up at Rebecca, still
standing transfixed in the doorway.
“This is what you wanted, isn’t it?” he
asked.
A pause. No sound anywhere.
“What do you mean?” stammered
Rebecca.
“You wanted music. You wanted company. You wanted
life, and color, and song. Do you have any of these things?”
Rebecca wanted to protest that she did, she had her family
back in Illinois, and her students, and her teaching, but she
couldn’t. She stared at him silently.
“You drift along from day to day, suffocating in the life
you’ve chosen. You dribble away your enthusiasm every time
you go to that school to force uninterested children to sing
uninteresting music.”
“I…I don’t think that’s true,” Rebecca whispered.
The old man looked at her impassively. “Isn’t it? You run
after people who don’t want you, not letting yourself see that

they don’t care. You are going to wake up one day and realize
that you are alone, unloved and unloving.” He gently set his
instrument on the floor beside him, and smoothly rose to his
feet. He was taller than Rebecca had thought. “I can change
that—if you want me to. I can give you music, and you will
never be lonely again.”
It never occurred to Rebecca to doubt him. “What do
you want me to do?”
“Come with me.” He took a step closer, into one of the
beams of moonlight coming from the
triple windows, and something glinted
in his clothing—threads of embroidery
that had been dulled in the dark.
“Where do you want me to go?”
The man said nothing, but Rebecca
became aware that somewhere, off
in the distance, music had started to
play—cold music, music unmistakably
from instruments like the one the
man had put down, but in a chorus,
an orchestra, mixed with the sound of
drums and sweet voices.
“But…I can’t just go off
somewhere without telling anyone.
My family—” she said weakly.
“You will have a new family, a
new home. I told you, you will not
be lonely. What is there to hold you
back?”
“It’s—it’s cheating,” Rebecca said
desperately. “I already have a life. This
paradise that you’re offering me—it’s
not quite real, is it? Even if it would
seem like it.”
The man stared at her impassively.
He no longer looked old. “This is your
last chance. You would be happy, if
you came.” The music grew louder,
more solid, as though a dancing
procession was just outside.
Rebecca looked at him for a long
moment, looked at the black instrument, listened again to the
unearthly music. Then she whispered, “I won’t.”
“Very well, then. Go.”
As the man spoke, the room suddenly got colder. Rebecca
whirled around to the door, only to find a crust of frost around
the frame. Three hard, desperate tugs and the frost cracked,
letting her out into the frigid hall. She bounded up the stairs,
but the cold seemed to come with her, filling the air, making
her bones ache to the marrow. She dove under the covers and
curled herself into a ball, but the cold wrapped around her,
burrowed under her skin. Then blackness.
Rebecca woke up two days later to find herself in a

“You wanted
music. You
wanted company.
You wanted life,
color, and song.
Do you have any
of these things?”
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hospital bedroom, her mother
sitting beside her bed reading
a novel. When she tried to
sit up, her mother prevented
her. “Honey, just lie still for
a bit. You’ve been sick, and
you need to rest. I don’t know
what would have happened if
your neighbors hadn’t gone
up the morning after the
blizzard to see if you wanted
to eat your breakfast by their
space heater.” The blizzard…
something pulled at Rebecca’s
mind, some swift memory,
but it vanished as her mother
took her hand. “They found
you curled up under your
covers, your room an icebox,
absolutely blue.
Thank
goodness that they thought
of you. You’re going to be
just fine with a few more days of rest.” Her mother smiled
warmly down at her. “Now, just lie still, and I’ll read you
the get-well-soon cards all your students sent you—you have
quite a pile.” She reached over to take a card from the bedside
table, and then paused. “Oh, and Sara thought you would
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want to know—that actor has signed the lease at last. You’ve
got to tell me all about him. Well, here’s the first card….”
Anne Goetz ’11, an English concentrator living in Pforzheimer House,
is the former Managing Editor of The Ichthus.
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Last Things:
		 Humility and Hope

Tony Shen

F

ew topics resonate with us as deeply as the
ongoing conversation regarding gender and
sexuality. It serves as a fundamental criteria which
sometimes divides schools, friends, and ministries. Gender
may well be the first characteristic we notice about strangers,
a characteristic that immediately carries a swath of norms
and expectations. Christians profess that it is “no longer I,
but Christ in me,” which requires us to explore how Christ
impacts the significant issues in our lives. Indeed, gender
undoubtedly remains a powerful force in shaping who we are.
The subsequent questions we ask carry not only intellectual
weight, but also the unique and profound burden of our
notions of identity. Just how fundamental is our gender?
What does the Bible teach regarding gender? How can we
sort through the different views? In this issue we explored
the traditionally thorny issue of gender, with an emphasis
on where women stand in the greater Christian intellectual
framework. This is an important issue, as Christians in
particular have been guilty of unfair and un-Biblical treatment
of women, causing some to feel a lingering bitterness with the
greater church as a result of this history.

I submit that it is the thorniness of this question that
merits honest conversation. We may feel that our struggle
is not with the basics of the Christian faith, but with the
pricklier issues of more specific theology. The issue is not
with Jesus, but with doctrines of gender or church culture.
We sometimes approach such issues saying, “We know the
Gospel is a given, so now let’s move on and get to the heart
of the matter.”
I humbly disagree with that notion. The Gospel is the
heart of the matter. Particularly in discussions such as these,
Christians ought to place these potentially thorny questions in
the context of the larger Gospel narrative. Regardless of our
views on gender or the relationship between men and women,
we all need to be humbled as broken people. We need to
remember that it is out of this brokenness that Jesus seeks to
make a new creation, even at the cost of his life.
In the Gospel, we see Christ himself submit to the Father’s
will, dying so that we may have life. All issues of leadership
and submission need to be considered in this light. I believe
that a man convicted of his depravity and compelled by the
love of Christ cannot belittle the women in his life, but see
that to lead is to serve. A woman, aware of her brokenness
yet secure in the promises of Christ, would not react to the
notion of submission with disdain, but appreciate the act as
one that defines our Lord and Savior.
If we had no other theology, no other letters or
commentaries to consult, the Gospel alone is powerful
enough to shape our actions towards each other, men and
women. It brings us to a place of humility towards one
another, knowing that our greatest leader died for us in spite
of our rejection. It also brings us hope, reminding us that it is
through Christ that even our most basic problematic natures
— the ultimate source of the frustrations that often surround
this issue of gender and sexuality — can be changed. I close
this commentary not to offer any stand on the specific issue in
question, but to simply draw our attention to our brokenness
and subsequent redemption through Jesus Christ.
Tony Shen ’12, a Neurobiology concentrator living in Quincy House, is
the Biblical Exposition Editor of The Ichthus.
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Fish Feed: the Ichthus newsletter
T

his year The Ichthus has seen a great
number of exciting transitions, from
the creation of business and design teams to the
overhaul of our website. We brought professor
Dennis Lamoureux all the way from the Great
White North to share his insights on science and
religion, evolution and creation. We attended the
Collegiate Network’s annual conference, where we
won its New Media Award for our outstanding
blog, The Fish Tank. We were also featured in an
article in Christian Union’s The Ivy League Christian
Observer.
We know how to work, but we also know
how to play. The Ichthus staff headed up to New
Hampshire just a couple of weeks ago for a retreat
sponsored by the Cecil B. Day Foundation. We
recently had our first Bible competition — a fierce
James-off — before attending the Lowell House
Formal as a group. And on the nights before the
issue is due to print, it has become tradition to have
a sleepover in Mather’s own luxurious computer
lab... we’re half-kidding.
However, we’re completely serious about
producing the most awesome journal you’ve
ever seen this coming year! If you’re interested
in supporting The Ichthus, please check out the
subscribe and donate pages on our website at
http://www.harvardichthus.org.
Cheers,
The Staff of The Harvard Ichthus

Photographer Jordan Monge ’12, a
joint concentrator in Philosophy and
the Comparative Study of Relgion in
Quincy House, is the Editior-In-Chief
of The Ichthus.

FUN FACTS

• “Ichthus” is the ancient Greek work for fish, but it is
also an acrostic for “Iesous Christos, Theou Huios,
Soter” or “ Jesus Christ, God’s Son, Savior.”
• Although having a name like “The Ichthus” allows us to
have fun fish-themed activities and snacks, it makes it a
bit challenging for people to find our website. It’s taken
several years for “icthus” — a common misspelling of
our name — to come off our top google search terms.
• The current editor-in-chief was elected unanimously by
a vote of swedish fish tossed in her mouth.

