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LIGHT NOT SHADOW: MCCLENDON’S 

MISAPPREHENSION OF THE CREEDS 

Elizabeth Newman* 

Baptists have had conflicting responses to the ancient creeds. Some have 
seen them as central for Baptist life while others have interpreted them 
as obstacles to the supreme authority of Scripture. This essay engages 
Baptist theologian James Wm. McClendon’s understanding that today 
the ancient creeds undermine Christian discipleship. I argue instead that 
rightly understood the ancient creeds, particularly the Nicene Creed, 
make such discipleship possible. 

Baptists have had a contested relation with creeds. On the one hand, 

some of the earliest Baptist confessions and catechisms have not only 

included the Apostles’ and Nicene Creeds but commended the teaching 

of these creeds in church and home.
1
 Contemporary Baptists as well 

argue for the necessity of incorporating the ancient ecumenical creeds 

in Baptist life and worship.
2
 On the other hand, Baptists have at times 

                                                        
*
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Abundance: Leisure, the Basis of Academic Culture (2018) and Living the Liturgy, 
Enlarging the Baptist Vision (2024).  
1
 For example, the General Baptist Orthodox Creed (1678) includes the 

Apostles’, Nicene and Athanasian Creeds, emphasizing that they should be 

‘catechistically opened, and expounded in all Christian families, for the 

edification of young and old,’ in Baptist Confessions of Faith, ed. William L. 

Lumpkin (Philadelphia: Judson Press, 1959), 326. Similarly, the Particular 

Baptist minister and author Hercules Collins (d. 1702) states that these three 

ancient creeds ‘ought thoroughly to be believed and embraced by all those that 

would be accounted Christians…’ in An Orthodox Catechism, Being the Sum of 
Christian Religion, Contained in the Law and Gospel 1680 (Knightstown, IN: 

Reformed Baptist Faith & Family Ministry, 2014), 5. 
2
 See Curtis W. Freeman, Steven Harmon, Elizabeth Newman, and Philip 

Thompson, ‘Appendix 2: Confessing the Faith,’ in Harmon, Steven, Towards 
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been suspicious of any creed, arguing that Scripture alone is sufficient. 

‘No creed but the Bible,’ while originating from the Campbellite 

tradition, has been invoked by Baptists as well. On this view, 

‘creedalism’ stands in opposition to Scripture’s authority and to the 

freedom to interpret Scripture according to one’s conscience.
3
 

   This debate about creeds might sound confusing to those outside the 

Baptist tradition. Do Baptists believe in the Trinity? Overwhelmingly 

yes. Then why not embrace the defining trinitarian creed from Nicaea 

in contemporary catechesis and confession? In this essay, I respond to 

these questions by engaging prominent North American Baptist 

theologian, James Wm. McClendon (1924–2000). McClendon 

appreciates the ancient creeds in their context but argues that today 

they obscure the faithful reading and living of Scripture. In response, I 

argue that the ancient ecumenical creeds, specifically the Nicene Creed, 

far from opposing Scripture enable Baptists and others to understand 

and live Scripture faithfully. 

McClendon, Chalcedon and Christology 
In reflecting on the Nicene Creed, particularly its development at the 

Council of Chalcedon (451 AD), McClendon argues that an adequate 

Christology needs to respond to three key questions. First, ‘what right 
has Jesus to be absolute Lord? Second, ‘how can monotheists tell the 
story of Jesus?’ And third, ‘how Christ-like must disciples’ lives be?’

4
 A 

sound Christology must therefore attend to the Lordship of Jesus, the 

unity of God and a faithful discipleship.  

   McClendon considers how well the Chalcedonian ‘two-natures model’ 

answers these questions. He notes that the attribution of full deity to 

                                                        
Baptist Catholicity, Essays on Tradition and the Baptist Vision (Waynesboro, 

GA: Paternoster, 2006), 225–226, and Malcolm Yarnell, ‘The Biblical Genius of 

the Nicene Creed: Spirit and Structure,’ https://voice.dts.edu/chapel/the-

biblical-genius-of-the-nicene-creed-spirit-structure-and-content/, accessed 11 

June, 2025. 
3
 H. Stephen Shoemaker, for example, states that the Bible as ‘our only creed’ 

means one is free under God ‘to seek the truth in Scripture wherever it may 

lead…unafraid that any truth that is truth will contradict Scripture…’ in H. 

Stephen Shoemaker, ‘How baptists read the Bible,’ Proclaiming the Baptist 
Vision: The Bible, ed. Walter B. Shurden (Macon, GA: Smyth & Helwys, 1994), 

125. 
4
 James Wm. McClendon, Jr., Systematic Theology, Doctrine Volume II 

(Nashville, TN: Abingdon, 1994), 250. Italics in original. 
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Jesus Christ rightly portrays him as absolute Lord, thus responding 

positively to question one.
5
 McClendon argues, however, that 

Chalcedon has more difficulty with question two: how can monotheists 

tell the story of Jesus? The description of Christ as homoousios (of one 

substance) and as ‘unconfusedly, unalterably, undividedly, inseparably’ 

in one hypostasis (person) seems a far cry, he observes, from the 

humble Savior of the Gospels. This remoteness is ‘borne out in 

Byzantine art with its Christos Pantokrator, a Christ fit to rule empires, 

but hardly recalling the way of the cross.’
6
 Finally, what about the third 

question: how Christ-like must disciples’ lives be? Chalcedonian 

Christology seems indifferent to a concern for ‘the Jesus story as a viable 

model of conduct for disciples.’
7
 McClendon thus argues that while 

Chalcedon lifts up the Lordship of Christ, its language does not allow 

space for embracing Jesus’ full humanity (other than as an ideal) and 

therefore obscures what it means to be a follower of Jesus. 

   McClendon’s turn to Scripture—a variation of ‘no creed but the 

Bible’—is thus driven by the conviction that the storied character of 

Christian discipleship must be concretely embedded in the grand story 

of Scripture rather than in some other story or foundation that 

ultimately serves powers other than the church.
8
 For McClendon the 

return to Scripture underscores the fact that God cannot be known 

apart from the witness of the One who rules from a cross. A turn to 

metaphysical, non-Biblical language can too easily become a political 

settlement used against the minority.
9
 McClendon thus sees the terms 

hypostasis, ousia and persona as alien puzzles today. ‘Their proper 

                                                        
5
 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 253. 

6
 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 256. 

7
 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 256. 

8
 McClendon emphasizes that this story is one of the church being grafted on to 

Israel, thus taking its bearings wholly from the Jews. Christians must 

contemplate the providential particularity of God as captured in the saying ‘how 

odd of God to choose the Jews,’ McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 278. 
9
 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 253–256. McClendon worries that Nicaea and 

Chalcedon failed fully to respond to legitimate concerns that various opponents 

raised. Nestorius and the Nestorians, for example, ‘insisted on the full humanity 

and full divinity of the one Christ,’ but ‘failed, according to their opponents, to 

stress the union of the two natures in one person,’ 254. 
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place,’ he writes, ‘was only on a long contextual byway of the Christian 

intellectual journey.’
10

 McClendon concludes,  

Two-natures Christology has had its day, and we need not return to it 

save as to a monument of what has gone before. All honor to Athanasius 

and Basil and Leontius, but they did not write Scripture and it is to 

Scripture that we must return in fashioning our convictions.
11
 

We can see in McClendon key convictions embedded in Baptist life and 

self-understanding which I too embrace. First is the emphasis on 

following Jesus and on being a disciple. Second, and related, is attention 

to Scripture, especially to living the concrete patterns of Christian life 

in imitation of Christ. Finally, McClendon’s objection to a picture of 

Christ ‘fit to rule empires’ aligns with a Baptist conviction for a 

separation of church and state, and even more, with the conviction that 

the church offers (or should offer) an alternative to ruling over others 

through worldly power.  

   Yet, does a turn away from the language of Nicaea or Chalcedon 

secure these convictions? My argument is that it does not, and by 

implication, neither does ‘no creed but the Bible’. To develop this, I turn 

to the ubiquity of ‘second narratives’ (or creeds), to McClendon’s 

alternative ‘second narrative,’ and finally to the legitimate concern 

about the nature of discipleship in the face of distorted political and 

economic powers. 

Second narratives 
David Steinmetz uses the example of detective novels to describe the 

necessity of a ‘second narrative.’ The first narrative is the ‘sprawling 

ramshackle narrative that does not seem to be leading anyplace in 

particular. It is filled with clues, false leads, imaginative hypotheses, and 

characters who frequently seem overmatched…’
12
 The second narrative 

as understood by the key investigator enables the reader to see and 

interpret what is really occurring. It is not a subplot but ‘a compelling 

                                                        
10

 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 278. 
11
 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 276. 

12
 David Steinmetz, ‘Miss Marple Reads the Bible: Detective Fiction and the Art 

of Biblical Interpretation,’ in Taking the Long View: Christian Theology in 
Historical Perspective (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), 27, NOOK 

pagination. Cited by Philip Thompson, ‘Creeds in Baptist Life: Seeking an 

Ecclesiology of the Cross,’ Criswell Theological Review 18 (2020): 27. 
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and persuasive disclosure of what the story was about all along.’
13
 

Analogously, Steinmetz argues, any reading of Scripture involves a 

second narrative: some lens through which we read, interpret and live 

the Word.
14

  

   In this light, let us consider the ‘second narrative’ of Arius to which 

the Nicene Creed was a response. Arius believed that the Son was a 

divine being but not actually God: ‘there was a time when the Son was 

not,’ he famously claimed. God, he maintained, must be only One. 

Following the logic of ancient Greek philosophy, Arius held that ‘the 

hierarchy of all beings is measured by an always-higher degree of 

unity…multiplicity is a deficient mode of unity.’
15
 To not be self-

sufficient in this sense, Arius argued, is contrary to divinity.
16

 Thus the 

logos, the Son, must be subordinate to God. 

   Nicaea responded by arguing against Arius’ Platonic ‘second 

narrative.’ How can Christ save if he is not truly God? How can 

Christians know and love God if the Son is not fully divine? The Nicene 

Creed’s alternative ‘second narrative’ emphasized that Jesus Christ is 

‘God from God, Light from Light, true God from true God, begotten, 

not made, consubstantial (homoousios) with the Father.’ Thus, as 

Robert Jenson states,  

Nicaea teaches dogmatically: the true God needs, and the gospel 

provides, no semidivine mediator of access to him, for the gospel 

proclaims a God who is not in fact distant…antiquity’s struggle to 

                                                        
13
 Steinmetz, ‘Miss Marple Reads the Bible,’ 27. 

14
 Similarly, as Robert Calhoun states about Nicaea, ‘The scriptural language was 

susceptible to more than one interpretation, and in order to specify the 

meaning that was intended, it was simply indispensable to bring in another 

vocabulary,’ in Robert L. Calhoun, Scripture, Creed, Theology Lectures on the 
History of Christian Doctrine in the First Centuries Account (Eugene, OR: 

Cascade, 2011), 163. 
15

 Karl-Heinz Menke, ‘The Homoousios to Patri and the Discernment of Spirits: 

On the Criteriological Role of the Nicene Creed,’ Communio, International 
Catholic Review 51 (2024): 654. As Robert W. Jenson likewise notes, Arius ‘seems 

to have been uncritically dependent on a late Platonism that developed the 

spectrum of being into something very like a set of discrete steps…the Logos is 

a full set less divine than God himself and therefore can suffer and be our 

Savior…’ Systematic Theology Volume 1, The Triune God (New York: Oxford, 

1997), 100. 
16

 Menke, ‘The Homoousios to Patri,’ 656. 
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overcome a supposed gulf between deity and time is discovered to be 

moot in light of the gospel.
17

  

Arius’ subordinated understanding of Christ is met with the conviction 

that Jesus, the one who calls God ‘Father,’ does so as the fully divine Son 

who becomes human and in so doing unites us to himself and the 

Father.   

   The logic of ‘no creed but the Bible,’ as we can see in the above debate, 

fails to register the fact that some ‘second narrative’ or creed inevitably, 

if implicitly, guides our understanding of Scripture and discipleship. As 

Baptist theologian B.H. Carroll (1843–1914) puts it, ‘Whatever a man 

believes, that is his creed and bound to be his basis of life.’
18

 In the final 

analysis, ‘no creed but the Bible’ is an illusion that blinds one to seeing 

which creed is in fact guiding one’s interpretation.  

   Yet, how do we know that one ‘second narrative’ is more truthful than 

another? While this question has no simple answer, Nicholas Lash 

points in a good direction when he distinguishes between telling the 

Christian story differently and telling a different story. The Nicene 

Creed—while still open to rich as well as conflicted understandings—

nonetheless is a second narrative that differs from Arianism. In this 

sense, it is a second narrative that tells a Christian story rather than an 

Arian, platonic and unitarian one. So understood, faithful doctrinal and 

creedal language does not therefore bypass Scripture, but rather 

‘regulate[s] and uphold[s] the proper interpretation of Scripture.’
19

 

McClendon’s ‘second narrative’ 
McClendon offers an alternative to the Nicene/Chalcedonian two 

nature Christology, namely a two-narrative Christology: one narrative 

divine, the other human. One narrative describes the self-giving God, a 

God who throughout the story reaches out and reaches down to where 

we are, ‘who walks with his creatures in the cool of the day…leads his 

people out of Egyptian slavery…’ This story of divine self-giving focuses 

                                                        
17

 Jenson, Systematic Theology Vol. 1, 103. 
18

 B. H. Carroll, The Faith That Saves (Dallas: Helms Printing Company, 1939), 

95. 
19

 Khaled Anatolios, ‘A Conversation on the Council of Nicaea,’ Communio, 
International Catholic Review 51 (2024): 613. More fully, ‘Doctrinal language 

cannot be restricted to the literal domain of scriptural language, since part of 

its function is precisely to make judgements with regard to ambiguities in 

scriptural language.’ 
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finally on Christ crucified, ‘designating exactly the cross as the ultimate 

power…of a God who all through the story has been reaching out, 

reading down, to us.’
20

 Alongside this divine narrative is another human 

one  

of trembling Eve and Adam who do, though faultily, confess their sin…of 

priests and people who keep the faith…of a Jewish lass named Miriam 

who has a baby…[And]…the greatest of these men and women of faith 

was that very Jesus, who against all odds, in what must have seemed the 

worst of times, lived a life of full faithfulness, fulfilled his mission and 

was fully rewarded by his heavenly Father.
21

  

While these are two narratives, McClendon states that in the final 

analysis God’s self-giving (kenosis) and God’s self-fulfillment (plerosis) 

are finally inextricably one. ‘There was never a time when God did not 

intend to raise Jesus from the dead, never a time when the whole story 

pointed to anything less than the ultimate exaltation of this One who 

was God’s self-giving presence.’
22

  

   To engage McClendon’s narrative approach more fully, let us turn to 

his understanding of select Scriptural passages or scenes. First is the 

birth of Jesus. McClendon wants to avoid attributing divine powers or 

a fully divine nature to the infant Jesus. Instead, ‘the babe rather 

possesses the promise of life that God will acknowledge, finally, as God’s 

own.’
23

 Secondly, McClendon reads Philippians 2 not as an account of 

the pre-existent Son of God but rather as a depiction of Jesus’ self-

emptying way of life on earth. Following a minority reading that he 

traces to Cyprian, McClendon states that the Philippians hymn is not 

about Jesus’ ‘heavenly pre-existence…but of his human circumstances 

as he set out to make his career…’
24

 Thus in Philippians 2:6, the opening 

phrase (ὃς ἐν μορφῇ θεοῦ ὑπάρχων) should not be translated ‘who, 

being in the form of God,’ but ‘who, mirroring God on earth.’
25

 Finally, 

the resurrection sign is God’s great historic act, ‘creating [Jesus’] 

presence among us.’
26

 The resurrection is nothing less than ‘God’s 

(re)identification of the entire earthly life of Jesus of Nazareth, from 
                                                        
20

 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 275. 
21

 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 275. 
22

 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 272, my emphasis. 
23

 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 277. 
24

 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 267. 
25

 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 268, italics in original. 
26

 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 271. 
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conception to its last breath, with God’s own immortal life.’
27

 Such a 

description enables one to see that ‘the permeation of the human by 

the divine was gradual and only complete after the ascension.’
28

 For 

McClendon this narrative approach avoids a portrayal of Jesus as a deity 

in human garb, a temptation that he relates to the language of ‘nature.’ 

Rather in Jesus, ‘we see a human story that God will without 

qualification acknowledge as his own (Rom. 1:1–4).’
29

 There was never a 

time when God did not intend ‘to raise Jesus from the dead…’
30

 

Which ‘second narrative’? 
McClendon rightly emphasizes the need to portray Jesus as fully human 

across the entirety of his life, one who is like us in every respect except 

without sin (Heb 4:15). McClendon’s concern with a vibrant and living 

discipleship embedded in the grand narrative of Scripture is one that 

not only Baptists but all Christians hopefully share. And he is surely 

right to register how Nicaea has left some questions unresolved 

ecumenically, i.e., how did Christ acquire his humanity?
31
 What about 

the later addition of ‘filioque’?  

   McClendon’s focus on divine intention, and on narrative more 

generally, however, raises a key question: did Jesus become the Son of 

God in time or is the Son eternally in communion with the Father 

before time? McClendon’s ‘second narrative’—by avoiding language of 

‘being’ or ‘nature’—opens itself to the former: Jesus becomes God’s Son. 

McClendon argues that his position is not adoptionism; he rejects the 

idea that God rewards Jesus and thus adopts him based on merit.
32

 Even 

so, McClendon’s desire to avoid language of nature or being commits 

him to a potentially adoptionist understanding of Jesus.
 33

 

                                                        
27

 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 271, italics in original. 
28

 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 271. 
29

 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 276.  
30

 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 272. 
31
 McClendon refers to the doctrine of the immaculate conception, promulgated 

only by the Roman Catholic Church. See McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 257. 
32

 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 272. 
33

 For concerns about McClendon’s lean toward adoptionism in otherwise 

favorable reviews, see Kimlyn J. Bender, ‘Theology for Pilgrims: McClendon and 

the Future of Baptist Theology,’ Perspectives in Religious Studies 40 (2013): 283–

291 and Robert Barron, The Priority of Christ, Toward a Postliberal Catholicism 

(Grand Rapids, MI: Brazos), 64–67. 
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   We can see this tendency more fully in his interpretation of the first 

chapter of John’s Gospel. Again wishing to avoid ‘alien’ Hellenistic 

understandings, McClendon argues that logos should not be read as the 

‘rational divine order of the world [that] took human shape in Jesus,’ an 

interpretation which is a ‘convenient foothold for future Constant-

ianism.’
34

 McClendon argues that logos should be understood in its 

more Hebraic context: as dabar, associated ‘with the speaking, the word 
of God in Hebrew Scripture…’

35
 With this emphasis, ‘the Gospel 

narrative is God’s spoken word, and Jesus the living chief actor of that 

gospel is God’s word enfleshed…’
36

 McClendon interprets logos most 

fully as story: ‘In the beginning was this story; the story was with God; 

it was God. Through this story, all things were made, and without it, 

nothing…’
37

 McClendon states that ‘[t]o ask whether the pre-existing 

divine logos’ was a distinct hypostasis is a confused question because 

John’s thought world was closer to the Old Testament. Rather  

we must ask if John firmly identifies the pre-existing logos with the one 

God. He does. The story that follows, the body of the Gospel, must then 

be God’s own story throughout, although it is a fully and truly human 

story as well.
38

  

Baptists and indeed most Christians can welcome an emphasis on 

Scripture as the living, breathing Word of God (Heb 4:12). Yet 

McClendon’s identification of logos with story is more problematic. 

Ironically, this interpretation ends up making God more abstract 

(which is of course the opposite of what McClendon intends). To see 

how this is so, consider the following analogy. You might read or hear 

a story about me—where I was born, what my parents did for a living, 

where I went to school, where I work, etc.—but you will still not know 

who I am. This knowing comes from being in communion; we are more 

than what we do or the story we tell or the story others remember.  

   Theologically, created being is communion, our ‘who’ as imago dei 
always a gift from the One who is in communion with us. Analogously, 

God is more than what God does in time (since God creates time). 

                                                        
34

 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 289. The ‘foothold’ is possible because one 

assumes knowledge of a rational order apart from Christ. 
35

 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 289. 
36

 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 289. 
37

 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 289. 
38

 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 290. 
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McClendon rightly acknowledges the mystery of this Who—’Infinite 

Deity…Gleaming in darkness’
39

—but his narrative method does not 

allow him fully to say who God is. At one level, this impulse is correct: 

God is always more than what humans can say or even imagine (Isaiah 

55:8–9). At the same time, the One who is ever-present, who 

continually speaks the world into being identifies (makes known) 

himself as the eternal Son of the Father in the Spirit. This triune 

personal communion is not an alien metaphysic but one that enables 

Christians to speak of who God is and thus who we are. As Luigi 

Giussani states, ‘The mystery that makes everything is communion 

within the Trinity. Reality, from stones all the way up to us is an echo 

of this communion.’
40

 Christ does not submit himself to a rival 

ontological structure but, more basically, his person makes known the 

true being of humanity—our true being—and indeed that of all 

creation.  

Discipleship in the midst of distorted powers 
As is well known, Constantine convened the Council of Nicaea to unify 

the empire. The losers were banished. That Athanasius himself was 

exiled five times, however, indicates this was no straightforward 

political battle. Even so, McClendon is surely right to worry about how 

theology and ethics have been and continue to be co-opted by political 

powers. He rightly sees how the equation of Christianity with timeless, 

rational claims about the human condition can easily underwrite social 

orders at odds with the Gospel. For example, McClendon describes how 

Kant, accepting the scientific foundationalism of his day, located God 

in the unknowable, noumenal realm. Kant identified religion’s real 

concern with ethics: ‘an austere morality of duty’ easily correlated with 

                                                        
39

 McClendon, Doctrine Volume II, 323. 
40

 Luigi Giusanni, ‘Holy Week Exercises,’ 1964, unpublished. Cited by Antonio 

López, ‘Growing Human: The Experience of God and of Man in the Work of 

Luigi Giusanni,’ Communio: International Catholic Review 37 (2010): 219. 

Nicholas Lash states, ‘[The Creed] does not simply say where the world comes 

from and where it is being brought, but where I come from and hope to go. If it 

is a story, then, it is not only the story of the world, but it is also 

autobiographical in character. It is profoundly personal testimony, or it is 

misused,’ in Nicholas Lash Believing Three Ways in One God (Notre Dame, IN: 

University of Notre Dame, 1992), 9. Thank you to Barry Harvey for bringing the 

quotation to my attention. 
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the nation-state and Prussian hegemony.
41

 McClendon thus rightly 

emphasizes that faithful discipleship rests on no foundation other than 

that of Jesus incarnate. 

   McClendon focuses on discipleship as imitation and thus as attending 

fully to the story of our humble Savior as a viable model for human 

conduct. Certainly, discipleship involves being made part of God’s story 

and thus letting go of all the false stories that diminish our lives. The 

Nicene Creed, however, helps us see more fully that discipleship 

involves not only imitation but also participation: namely, that 

Christians participate through the Spirit in the life that the Son shares 

with the Father. Classically put, ‘what Jesus is by nature, we are by 

adoption.’ This participation includes knowing God by participating in 

Jesus’ knowledge of God.
42

 This knowing—‘Anyone who has seen me 

has seen the Father’ (John 14:9), for example—is no abstract foundation 

but always an ongoing reception of Divine gift and abundance. Thus,  

to celebrate Nicaea is not only to wonder at the superabundant fullness 

of God and of Christ the Saviour, but also at the superabundant 

greatness of the gift offered to human beings and of the human vocation 

revealed therein.
43

  

Within Nicaea’s ‘second narrative,’ any understanding of politics or 

economics must take its bearing from this abundance, from what we 

can call an ontology of communion. To receive one another, and indeed 

all creation, as communion is to understand that any authentic politics 

                                                        
41

 McClendon, Witness, Systematic Theology Vol. 3 (Nashville, TN: Abingdon, 

2000), 231. See also 25. 
42

 Mitchell, Donald W., ‘Introduction,’ in Paradise: Reflections on Chiara Lubich’s 
Mystical Journey (Hyde Park, NY: New City Press), 31.  
43

 International Theological Commission, ‘Jesus Christ, Son of God, Saviour, 

1700th anniversary of the Ecumenical Council of Nicaea, 325–2025’ §30, 

https://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/cti_documents/rc_

cti_doc_20250403_1700-nicea_en.html, accessed 20 May, 2025. Antonio López 

describes how this participation is central to life as prayer: ‘In the same way that 

the Son is himself only in his absolute referentiality (reddition) to the Father, 

so the human spirit fulfills the “logic of gift” only when, in prayer, he gives 

himself freely and completely to the one who creates him and continuously 

renews his existence. Prayer, then, is not just “a motion of the soul,” or a 

repetition of more or less meaningful sentences. It requires the whole of one’s 

being,’ in Antonio López, Spirit’s Gift: The Metaphysical Insight of Claude 
Bruaire (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2006), 222. 
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or economics is not about amassing wealth or power over others. It is 

rather about seeking concrete ways to embody communion with others 

who are imago dei: created in and for communion with God and others. 

For example, consider Focolare’s ‘Economy of Communion,’ an 

international ecumenical movement focused on creating businesses 

attentive to the needs of their respective local communities. As Chiara 

Lubich, foundress of Focolare describes it,  

Unlike the consumer economy based on a culture of having, the 

Economy of Communion is the economy of giving. This could seem 

difficult, arduous, heroic. But it is not, because the human person, made 

in the image of God who is love, finds fulfillment precisely in loving, in 

giving. This need to love lies in the deepest core of our being, whether 

we are believers or not.
44

  

Or consider the well-known effort of Dietrich Bonhoeffer to live what 

we could call a ‘politics of communion,’ a life together that saw its 

common good as Christ present in and through the other.   

   The Nicene Creed, far from being an alien metaphysic, an abstract 

statement calling for mental assent or a substitute for Scripture, is 

rather a second narrative that describes the mystery of God and by 

implication the mystery of human being as always gift from Another. 

No sphere of life—whether political, economic or familial—remains 

apart from the communion that the triune God makes possible. Rather 

than ‘no creed but the Bible,’ Baptists and all Christians can say the 

Nicene Creed as part of the ongoing call to worship the true God of 

Scripture with their whole lives in the face of principalities and powers 

that would have it otherwise. 
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 Chiara Lubich, Essential Writings, ed. Michel Vandeleene (Hyde Park, NY: 

New City Press, 2007), 280–281. 


