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Growing  up,  I  was  confronted  with  a  father  who  regarded  faith  in  anything  but

himself as sheer indoctrination and a mother who thought it mere revelation. It was

clear to me from then on in that arriving at my own view on God and his relation to

humanity and the cosmos would be no mean feat. I always believed that there was a

God- that I didn’t need persuading of. In fact, when challenged with a non-believer, it

felt to me it like arguing the earth was flat or the sky was green. Nevertheless, I didn’t

quite know what form God took, or the personal attributes I would like him to have.

At that stage, God simply featured in the words of a hymn and the odd Old Testament

narrative at Sunday school. This  vague notion of God was all well  and good until

disaster struck, which it frequently did, in various guises and with varying intensity.

However, I soon realised that my faith was severely challenged in the face of painful

trials. Moreover I realised that the distinct lack of body to my faith did not put me in

good stead when I felt  afflicted and I was in  serious danger  of losing  what hazy

strands of belief I was left clinging to amid trying circumstances.

At the peak of this haphazard exploration of faith, I felt like Job who implores, How

many wrongs and sins have I committed? Show me my offence and my sin. (Job13:

23) - only significantly less pious and upright than he. Like many searching for the

true meaning of the divine, I found it hard to reconcile pain with the God of love to

whom I addressed my prayers at night.

This  may seem like  a  rather  emotional  start  to what  is  essentially  a  theological,

scientific  endeavour,  but  since  all  my  beliefs  to  date  are  the culmination  of my

journey so far, and in the interest of logic, I think it is a necessary starting point. 

As a Christian I think that my belief in God was a seed that was planted very early on

in my life  but, increasingly,  as that belief  was brought to bear on issues that were

personal to me, I sought to understand something of what it  meant to me so that I

could ‘flesh out’ and defend that belief. 



I would now align myself with the process theological camp and consider my beliefs

to be a fusion of process philosophy and biblical teaching. I think process thought has

amazing explanatory power, which combined with contemporary Christian inspiration

makes for a watertight set of beliefs. To me, the Bible is the quintessential ‘textbook’

that provides radical direction and advice on almost every (if not all) aspect of life.

Most if not all of what I think is consonant with both these disciplines so I hope that

my model is free from inherent contradiction.

I think that the new theism posited by process thought is  more in accord with the

Bible  than  traditional  theistic  accounts  detailing  the  nature  of  God,  which  is

significant for me. The formulations that affirm universally held Christian truths have

a long history, which at the point of their introduction served a particular purpose for

the  particular  cultural  context  that  determined  them.  As Surin  has  so  carefully

delineated, many of the presuppositions of God that were relevant to a certain social

milieu do not ring true in our own experience because as circumstances change, so do

the issues that represent a challenge to faith. 

The  advancement  in  study  of  both  biblical  narratives  and empirical  research  in

science, and the simple evolution of human consciousness shows that contemporary

society  is  immeasurably  different  to  that  of  the  seventeenth  century.  It  seems

perplexing  then that  a residue of ancient  treatises on God persists  to this  day and

creates a sizeable gap between the truth that underpins ancient literature on the divine,

and that which forms the basis of contemporary expositions.

Traditionally,  theistic doctrine counts among divine personality traits, timelessness,

immutability,  impassibility,  and absolute independence.  Process philosophy argues

that this rigid view of God is that of Hellenistic tradition and does not sit well with the

Bible. I think classical theism is incommensurable with the New Testament that talks

of Jesus Christ, the god-man who came to suffer on our behalf.

I agree with Charles Hartshorne who took the view that God does exhibit some sort of

changelessness in his perfect responsiveness to creation. If God is perfect love, as he

is portrayed in the Bible,  then he displays  perfect feeling  and perfect  sympathy of

every creature and responds appropriately to every creature in every event. In relation



to process theology,  this  changelessness  corresponds to God’s  supremely  abstract

nature. As to God’s concrete nature, I believe that God is supremely relative to his

creation, which makes him a personal God. God is  unsurpassable  because only he

displays complete knowledge and memory of every event within the world. To my

mind, it means we can trust in God, resting assured that he is perfectly knowledgeable

of the ideal goals for our life.

We may never  know God in  his  totality,  and perhaps there are parts of God that

human cognition is limited in its ability to comprehend. However this is no barrier to

the exploration of his  apparent ineffability  as we attempt to construct partial truths

and beliefs from our experience of God.

I  believe  this  enterprise  (i.e.  that  of determining  the divine  nature)  relies  on the

reciprocal functions of both science and religion. In general when science and religion

meet it is at opposite ends of the battleground. What I think is disheartening is how

the theology and science debate has developed in recent years to resemble more of a

debate between faith and reason, without society even understanding what is meant by

science and religion. I am all for scientific and theological rationalisation so long as

there is underlying conviction and grounds for debate.

Rather, modernity encourages a troubling dichotomy in which science seems to have

emerged triumphant as a superior method of rational thinking over religion, which is

to taken to have degenerated into an individualised form of subjective experience. As

such, science is often appealed to to bring respectability, rationality and reliability to a

debate  whilst  theology  often  has  connotations  of  irrationality,  confusion  and

irrelevance. 

I definitely think even though scientific and theological versions of reality may each

claim their own degree of independence, and may suggest radically different notions,

they  share  the  resource  of  human  rationality  which  helps create  a  space  for  an

interdisciplinary dialogue. In a study that combines the observations of science and

religion I feel each are able to supply vital information to the other that informs the

argument and drives it  forward. Science is commonly seen as the provider of facts,

and  religion  (if  at  all  called  upon)  is  usually  used  to help  qualify  the  empirical



evidence.  Ian  Barbour  has  outlined  the  necessary  criteria  for  fruitful  scientific

research as: Agreement with Data; Coherence; Scope; Fertility. He also pursues the

same  line  with religion to show that  the same  criteria  may be applied  to it  albeit

somewhat differently.

In  both the pursuit  of science  and religion  our  ability  to articulate  is  necessarily

limited  by  the vocabulary  at  our disposal.  Yet  our pushing  out the boundaries  of

language is  testament  to our commitment  to a certain philosophy on life  over  the

simple assent to a handful of outmoded doctrines. It has often been said that doubt and

faith are closely  related.  It is  true that they are the two sides of the same coin:  I

believe we needn’t fret because although asking questions can be seen as a sign of

doubtfulness,  the answers we receive help us stand firm in our faith in the face of

disagreement or downright abuse.

In  this  paper  I  will  offer  my  model  of  God rooted  in  process  metaphysics  and

Christianity. As such I will use a combination of process theological terminology and

biblical terminology. I will make a concerted effort to remain clear on what I purport

to infer in my model. 

First,  to  God.  Traditionally  we  are  told  that  God has  given  us  is  full  and  final

revelation. Yet even if we take the limits of the human mind into account, to include

the notion that everyone’s perception of God shows subtle yet marked differences that

are due to our subjective experiences of him, I do not think for an instant that we have

been imparted the full manifestation of what God was and is and will be in the future.

I  think  that  God experiences  things  in  parallel  to his  creation  and  is  continually

offering  new possibilities  for  innovation.  In this respect  perhaps even God cannot

determine future events, though I believe that God’s perfect knowledge of his creation

allows him some scope in  imagining  the possibilities  for the immediate  future of

entities in his custody. 

I think it entirely plausible that God may envision sequences of events that constitute

parallel destinies in the fate of the world. I do not think it is heretical to borrow modes

of  working  from other  religions  or  theological  premises  so  long  as  they  do  not

compromise  one’s  core set  of beliefs.  In  fact,  I  think  some  global  faith  systems



incorporated a sort of processive view of reality long before Hartshorne and process

theology.  Ontological  reflection has evolved much since the early  church and has

consequently  become  strengthened  in  Christian  theology. I  think  that  continued

knowledge of God through various experience can only be beneficial for considering

him from every angle. In my account of process theodicy I have also given detailed

accounts of the process model of God to which I adhere. Thus I shan’t repeat what I

have  already said  on God’s  processive  character in  this paper.  Rather  I believe  a

comment of what I believe his relational nature entails is required. 

In the Bible we are told that we were made ‘in the image of God’. I am not a sponsor

of biblical literalism so I doubt it is to do with whether God is in possession of fingers

and toes. I think that it reveals something of God’s nature. On the premise that God is

good I believe that this refers to God’s reason, creativity and self-determination that

we have the ability to reflect. It may also relate to emotions which we traditionally see

as the human realm and as such,  separate from God. If  God is  indeed capable  of

emotion as I believe he is, then this list extends to include traits such as love, patience,

forgiveness, kindness, and faithfulness.

As I mentioned previously, I think that the Bible is of the highest authority. For me it

is  compelling,  and  it  retains  a  timeless  quality  to  certain  of  its  propositions.

Traditionally the Bible is seen as the sole and finite source of God’s revelation. I think

revelation can be extended to human experience with reference to the Bible. Hence, if

the Bible  were the singular  fount of all truths pertaining  to God then belief  in his

existence would prove pointless because you could never hope to experience God

personally in your life.  The fact is, God is continually revealing  his  nature and his

purposes for us in this life, and the Bible is the unique source of reference by which

we are able to understand some of the modes God has communicated by in history.

Traditionally God is seen as apart from creation, sustaining and preserving but never

participating in it. I believe this view to be erroneous as it  contradicts the necessary

knowledge of a contingent world that God is held to be separate from. 

I think the Bible  is mistakenly seen as the only source that is the inspired word of

God, and can fuel the denial of acts that may well be the inspired creativity of God. I

do believe that occasionally something that seems as though it is from God is not. In



the face of this  dilemma,  the authority of the Bible  and the intuition gained from

frequent reading and communion with God through prayer (which I will  discuss in

more detail later), as well as consultation with more knowledgeable Christians will

usually aid with finding a resolution. 

Revelation within the Bible comes in a multitude of literary forms such as parables,

law,  poetry,  metaphor and prayer,  which  testifies  to the myriad  ways  God could

choose to reveal himself to his creatures. When I first heard about God it was on my

mother’s knee through fables and biblical epics. Yet the ways I have come to know

and trust God are directly related to my experience of him through a whole host of

possibilities.  My scientific  experience of God pertains to the various books I have

read and lectures/sermons I have sat through, whilst my religious experience relates to

my  collective  first  hand  knowledge  of  God.  These  numerous  experiences  are

demonstrative  of the vast  possibilities  that exist  available  for  our undertaking  that

reveal more about God within our cosmos. As Thomas Berry has it,  ‘The universe

is…the primary locus of divine-human communion.’

The Bible itself needs to be read with the understanding that some of the information

is literal whilst other information is metaphorical or allegorical. By reinterpreting the

Bible afresh it is possible to derive real spiritual truths. The Bible was written over a

long period of time so accuracy over the chronology and exact dates is a little foggy. I

think much elucidation on the Bible’s meaning can overstate the importance of exact

dates and figures.  Occasionally  with this  approach you can’t  see the wood for  the

trees. Archbishop William Temple has spoken of truths of revelation insisting  that

there is no such thing as revealed truth. I agree when he says,  ‘There are truths of

revelation,  that  is  to  say,  propositions  which  express results  of  correct  thinking

concerning revelation; but they are not themselves directly revealed.’

By this approach, I do not advocate the metaphorical jettison of whatever sections of

the Bible do not suit us. I think through reading the Bible and letting the words walk

off  the  page  so  to  speak  we  can  convert  written  commands  into  practical  life

application  so  I  promote an open mind  that  allows  us to see how the Bible  can

illuminate and transform our lives. 



Ultimately I do think  that study of the Bible  should invariably  lead to changes in

outlook and behaviour to a greater or lesser extent. I think a book like the Bible is

easier to consider when you have little or nothing because someone who believes they

have all there is to life will not be in the position to see what they stand to gain. If you

have nothing,  you stand to gain everything.  I think  a problem with fundamentalist

Christianity is a one-size-fits-all attitude. I believe it is crucial for churches of various

nations  to  have  as  far  as  possible  internal  agreement  on belief  systems  and

interpretation of religious documents. I appreciate this is difficult, because the Bible

varies from the Qu’ran for example in being more than a set of commands pertaining

to correct human behaviour and thus is open to various understandings. Yet, I think

the Bible is seen as authoritative independent of any other external factors. Whilst  I

do not agree with a dilution of biblical truth, a message can and should be interpreted

afresh in each culture. For example, when the Bible speaks of modesty, the cultural

context  will  be a decisive  factor  in  what  it  means.  Consequently,  modesty in  the

Oman is something very different from modesty in the U.K.

The  Gospels  in  the  Bible  deserve  particular  attention.  For  Christians  the  Old

Testament  is  devoid  of real  meaning  unless  read in  light of Christ  and the New

Testament. The Gospels prove to me that our God is one that suffers with his people

but promises ultimate redemption to those who accept him. Paul Fiddes has said, ‘it is

the creativity of all  creatures that  involves God in  suffering.’  (1992:40)  The New

Testament  writers were more concerned with spiritual  truths than historical details

and  I  think  we  would  do  well  to  bear  this  in  mind  so  we can  really  grasp  the

undercurrent of meaning purveyed. 

I cannot emphasise enough the understanding of continuous revelation. Jesus’ words

in the Bible offer lots of information about what God may be like and Christ himself

is quoted as saying ‘Whoever has seen me has seen the Father’. I think that Christ has

been God’s principal revelation in time, but we have a lot to learn from our world,

science and other godly people. My pastor at home refers to all of us as saints, all part

of the corporate body of Christ. It brings to mind Colossians 1:27, ‘God’s plan is to

make known his secret to his people…And the secret is that Christ is in you’.



Christ is seen as the divine becoming humanity, and I think one thing he represented

was the relational nature of to God to humanity. It is the subject of humanity and its

relation to the world and God that I now take up. I think that the first and most salient

point to note is that whether evolved or not humans have a level of consciousness that

is radically different to animals that allows them the choice to make moral decisions,

and  the  choice  to have  a  relationship  or  not  have  a  relationship  with  God.  The

relationship  aspect extends to include their capacity to authentically  relate to other

human beings. This marks a crucial difference between humans and nature, because

whereas in the wild we speak of ‘animal instincts’ humans have the conscious choice

between right  and wrong, and often decisions are fuelled  by a desire rather than a

need. We have tacit standards of morality for others which we frequently do not meet

ourselves, and as far as we know we don’t share this trait with animals.  I think the

relationship  God has  to  creation  gives  us  huge scope for the  future,  namely  the

context  of  our  relation  to  non-human  nature  and  also  other  humans.  The  Old

Testament  talks  of  shalom,  right  relationships,  and  I  believe  Jesus  was  the

embodiment of what a right relationship constitutes. He demonstrated a way of living

independent  of his  own desires and righteously affected by events that  surrounded

him. By this I mean that the way he responded to situations was the right  way, and

irrespective of the pain and torment that it would incur. I feel that it demonstrates how

we can live if we want. I truly believe that we should behave in a way that does not

depend on circumstances. Thus it entails principles rather than conditions, i.e. “I will

be rational and level-headed” not “I will be rational so long as he is nice back to me”. 

Right  relationships  extend  to  the animal  kingdom too.  Jay  McDaniel  is  keen  to

increase humanity and the churches’ knowledge of animal suffering, rights and what

our relation to them should involve. Additionally he says, ‘process theologians affirm

that  human life  is  an expression of rather than an exception to nature’ (1989: 24)

which  removes  the notion  of humans  as being  of utmost  importance in  creation.

Humans have a special  relationship  to God but  I think God loves all  his  creation

equally.  The Bible  talks  of humans  as having  dominion  over the rest  of creation,

which has a negative connotation of despotism in my view. I think the focus again is

one of right relationships. Right relationships with humans eventually I think lead to a

sort of altruism,  as action becomes less and less dependent on what  we can derive

from an experience. But even the expression of altruism can ultimately have unwitting



advantages. I think dominion is less likely to have chance benefits, because it is more

of a duty. Dominion in the sense of right relationship refers to our concern for the

planet. This type of right relationship is less straightforward because it is not evident

what it might constitute. The care for animals and the environment is also something

that takes the cooperation of a whole collective  before positive results are yielded.

Suffice to say, whilst the exact actions are not obvious, it’s clear there is a long way

we can go in our contribution to the wellbeing of our planet before we ask What next?

such as cutting down toxic emissions,  expressing  goodwill toward nature, avoiding

damage to the environment through our carelessness, and conserving energy etc. 

I think that the best method of knowing what potential God has for us is communion

with him, prayer. The question is often asked – Why pray – which I think makes sense

if accompanied with the notion of an omnipotent deity. It does seem futile to pray to a

God whose will has already been decreed. In a process theological scheme however,

God is not seen to have foretold the whole history of the world. Thus praying to God

could be seen as a way of trying to ascertain the entities God can make available to

you,  his  ideal  aim.  In  Science  and  Providence  John  Polkinghorne  concisely

summarises this notion: 

   prayer is neither the manipulation of God nor just the illumination of our own perception, but it

is the alignment of our wills with his, the correlation of human desire and divine purpose. (1989:

70)

I  believe  that  God  is  constantly  encouraging  us  in  right  relationships  in  the

‘actualities’ he provides us and prayer and consciousness are the modes by which we

can know God’s goals. The Bible also speaks of the Holy Spirit, which can tend to be

viewed as Christian jargon. I think it  entails the practice of shalom, an imitation of

Christ. Keith Ward remarks:

The work of the Holy Spirit is best  set out…in the New Testament where it speaks of the

fruits  of  the spirit  as  being  ‘love,  joy,  peace,  patience,  kindness,  goodness,  faithfulness,

gentleness  and self-control  (Gal.  5:22).  So the  marks of  the spirit  ought  to  be  seen  in

expressions of that compassion and kindness and love.



Sin  then  I  think  is  deviation  from  these  divine  goals  yet  we  can  still  restore

relationships when we realise that this is what is necessary. Despite our ability to do

this, and God’s lure of us in this direction, we will  have still  sinned. I believe that

Jesus represented God’s vision for humanity, and shows that God has a plan for the

redemption of his creation. 

My personal sense is that redemption will mean that when we die we may be able to

finally come face to face with the abiding truth that is God. If there is hell, it will be a

place  in  my  opinion  where  all  relationships  are  severed  and  wholeness  is  never

experienced but  it  is  my hope that no-one should  ever  have to be subject  to such

despondency and isolation. Our reunion with God may involve liberation from sin,

and heaven  will  be  a  place  where all  earthly  relationships  are perfectly  restored.

Nevertheless,  viewing  our  time  on earth as the stopover  at  a campsite  before the

luxury vacation in a five star hotel only postpones the need for relationship to this life.

The organisation Christian Aid  has the strapline,  “We believe in life  before death”

which  I think  is  an apt  counsel.  By keeping  the idea of life  after  death (and any

rewards hereafter) at the  back of our minds  we can pave the way for  much more

radical theology for our lives before death.

I didn't used to suppose there was any need for a pelican heaven, a paradise for non-

human creation. If indeed there was a heaven I reasoned that redeemed creation would

include humanity, the only living beings I considered needing redemption. However

Jay McDaniel  presents a strong case when he defines  one type of redemption as

meaning freedom from harm and distress, and I must admit I am coming around to his

point of view!

Science has gone a long way in providing various explanations as to the origin of the

cosmos. Now, it is commonly argued that whilst science can claim to know when and

how the universe came into being, only religion can tell us why. I would agree that

religion can provide answers in this respect, but it neglects that religion may have a

helpful  input  to  make  regarding  its  actual  creation.  After  all,  no  comprehensive

(theological)  model on God’s relation to the cosmos would overlook that if  God is

taken to be creator he must have created at some point. So it is to this that I now turn



to. I must admit that this is one area in which I do not have clear-cut opinions, but I

shall endeavour to suggest my theory on the origin and future of the universe.

Genesis  seems to talk of a single  account of creation, which taken literally  would

mean to say that God created everything that ever would exist in one fell swoop. John

Polkinghorne has spoken of people who try to use the biblical narrative of creation as

a substitute for the evidence scientific progress has yielded. He believes that to do this

is a fallacy, and neglects theology as a resource for science. I believe as he does that

an allegorical reading of Genesis can provide us with a reason for why things happen.

He believes both religion and science to be congruent with belief in God:

There are two different levels of understanding about what is going on. The scientific story is

a kind of causal account: this leads to that, which in turn leads to the next thing. The religious

story is an account of meaning – what is going on, what is the purpose that is being fulfilled,

why the world exists. (SPCK, 1989)

Science and a cursory glance at even recent events in history demonstrate that the

world is evolving. I am in accord with Polkinghorne in respect to evolution and

the beginning of the cosmos. He believes that the notions of creatio ex nihilo and

creatio continua  can simultaneously be held as true. He maintains ‘the two are

respectively the transcendent and immanent poles of divine creativity.’ (1994:74)

A figurative reading of Genesis also provides a much deeper meaning to the Adam

and Eve story. I believe it shows the expressly human capability to assent to or reject

God's  love in  our life.  Polkinghorne has highlighted the fact that  it  speaks of the

human condition, and our desperate need for God’s guidance. A literal view worries

about the exact  origin of humans and is  at variance with theories of evolution and

natural selection.  I think  people would  do better to see that it  shows that  humans

cannot know what it is to live God's way without knowing God. Classical theism has

perpetuated a doctrine of original sin but I feel that the Genesis passage shows that we

live  a  world  that  encourages self-centredness  and love  of things  that  are  patently

contrary to God's goals. It hints that we are born into rather than with a situation of

selfishness.  Seen  in  this  way,  the  Genesis  story  has  radical  ethical  and  moral



implications for our lives and shows we can't  rely on complete autonomy to know

how to achieve God's ideal state for us. Polkinghorne again:

Something has gone wrong with human life, and the diagnosis that is presented to us in the

story form [of Gen 3] is that what has happened is our refusal to recognize our dependence

upon God.

Sin was traditionally used to instil  guilt, which led to repentance, but this I feel has

just led to a legacy of people categorising and ranking sin. So for example, sex was

frequently seen as unclean and sinful.  This shows disregard for the circumstances of

each individual, and moreover, it promotes a sense of failure, shame or victimisation.

In a new light, we can see that hatred, greed, and other destructive behaviour of that

ilk are what fuel dysfunctional societies and what we need to target as a collective to

restore right relationships between individuals. Ironically I find myself agreeing with

biologist and atheist Richard Dawkins who believes humans are inherently selfish and

need to be taught altruism. Unlike him, I believe that God is the one who can equip us

with these skills, and is the inspiration for our desiring to become more selfless. 

Suffering probably proves the largest obstacle to belief, as people cannot reconcile the

pain in the world with the actions of a good God. I think that it has a lot to do with the

embedded view  of an omnipotent  God. If  instead we see God as developing  and

suffering with his creation, we realise that creation has spontaneity of its own and that

as McDaniel has it, God is [indirectly] responsible but not indictable for the evils in

this world. Polkinghorne comments, ‘the reason there is cancer in the world is not that

the creator is careless and incompetent, it is the inevitable cost of an evolving world

allowed to make itself.’

For an extended treatise on suffering and God’s accountability refer to my paper on

process thought and theodicy. Here I have argued the case that a suffering God can be

vindicated in light of suffering in the world. Further to this I would add that it is easy

for us to say ‘If I were God, I’d have made things a whole lot better’. In our own

situations, it is easy to see suffering as gratuitous, undeserved punishment for some

former wrongdoing. Suffice to say, to an extent, we need to know pain to be able to

recognise joy. Destruction, which is part and parcel of suffering, and creation are two



sides to the same coin, and without it, much would remain irrevocably fixed, and we

as humans would not have the full range of experience that we currently enjoy. 

I think there is another problem intrinsic to the all-powerful creator model, and that is

that it  makes it easier to apportion blame.  If something good happens, it  is because

God blesses us, and if something bad happens, it  is a sign of God’s wrath. I would

venture that this view posits a divine monopolistic power over creation, and removes

any hint of human will.  I believe that we need to realise that much suffering is moral

evil,  suffering  afflicted  on humans  by other  humans  and that  we can and  should

struggle desperately to change the things that depend on human agency.

In society we talk of keeping the faith. Perhaps a traditional Christian reading of this

would take it to mean adhering to the doctrine as laid down by the Church of England.

I think this sees faith in too legalistic a light. I think that if we follow this narrow view

of things to its logical conclusion it reduces life and its meaning to a set of rules. In

terms of the Bible and Christianity we are in danger of missing the point completely,

which contrary to expectation are liberating,  not binding.  The Bible  offers freedom

because it assures us of God’s plan for humanity and the knowledge that trusting in

God’s aims will steer (or to use a Whiteheadian term, lure) you toward his proper goal

for your life. 

Ultimately I think that belief  in anything in life  is a choice that involves necessary

risk. It requires a leap of faith to accept the claims of science as much as those of

religion.  As I mentioned earlier  science for whatever  reason is  commonly  used to

improve the credibility of a cause. But as Barbour reminds us ‘science does not lead

to certainty. Its conclusions are always incomplete, tentative and subject to revision.’

(1991:35)

Everybody at some point during his or her life expresses the desire to know the truth,

the meaning of life. I think nothing is absolutely known to us so we have to accept

that it must be taken on trust. Were we to know the entirety of divine truth, we would

be no different than God who I believe is alone in his absolute and perfect knowledge.



This  is  no reason to be ignorant  of what  it  is  to have personal  faith in  something

regarded as truth. I am continually growing in my knowledge of what I believe to be

God and his purpose. My beliefs provide me with a framework within which to live,

and my desire is to become more aware of the possibilities that God in his persuasive

capacity can direct me toward. The expression of my faith is under continual review.

What I believe to be the original  revelation does not change, but reformulating the

action it  equates to in my life  in  light  of newfound knowledge allows me to stay

faithful to that initial revelation. In respect to the Bible I hope that listening to God’s

intentions will  result  in a sort of sanctification of character, and desire to be more

Christ-like as a result. I think that my beliefs should involve real application in life.

All too often Christianity can focus on what we believe or the good things we do, and

not on how what we believe should have direct consequences for what we do. I try to

let my belief in God affect my actions (and reactions), as simply as my belief in the

suns harmful rays affects my decision to purchase sunblock!

In my  opinion,  society values  knowledge as a sign  of great  wisdom,  and thus it

follows that the more you know about a greater number of things, the more revered

you are for your intelligence. I think God in terms of process theology desires to lead

the world  on toward greater  value and aesthetic  intensity,  not  by coercion but  by

sympathetic persuasion. Hence, I think more than knowledge of the myriad objects of

creation, which God gives us to enjoy,  God values our knowledge and love for his

divine ideal. I am aware that past pain may not have been for the greater good (in

terms  of  lives  positively  affected)  but  may  have  been  for  greater  personal

understanding. It helps me to tune in to God’s frequency as it were, and reminds me

that what I think is good is not necessarily what God knows as good. 

The consummation of humanity by God is what I believe is the logical conclusion to

the end of the cosmos. However it is the central theme of love in action that marks

Christianity as different. Jesus is the absolute role model for our lives. He was dealt

injustice and finally death and yet still maintained a freedom of being unlike anyone

previously  apprehended.  He shows it  is  possible  to live  under occupation and go

through terrible trials and still emerge a full human being. We can see that the way he

did this was through his relationship with God whom he called Abba, and thus Jesus

is the inspiration to Christians everywhere.



Nevertheless we can learn much from other religions and philosophies that help us

further understand the challenge presented in Christianity. What’s more, people of all

religions need to see the faithful message of Christianity lived out in people’s lives

and unity between people, which I believe is the superior divine aim for humanity.
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