A Response by One of the AEF Call Theological Editors 
to the Touchstone Forum, Oct./Nov.2006 issue

We are pleased that the Call to an Ancient Evangelical Future has been discussed in Touchstone, for the document was intended to prompt constructive dialogue. 

Some of the criticisms are on target. If we could have had this feedback earlier during the writing stages, we could have avoided some misunderstandings. Still, we welcome the opportunity to respond. 
Several points made in the critical reviews deserve brief comment. First, some of the writers emphasize that the document does not use the word “Father,” and thus they assume that the Call endorses something less than a robust biblical understanding of the Trinity. This is a misunderstanding. None of the theological editors object to identifying the God of the Bible as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. While we certainly endorse human equality before God, we do not want to be misunderstood as proposing a “neutered” (as S. M. Hutchens calls it) view of God. We fully believe in and trust the Triune God as revealed in Scripture and believe the church should live under his sovereignty and guidance.

Second, the Call is critiqued because the word “authority” is missing. As an argument this is, of course, a red herring, for many important biblical and theological words are not included in the document. The Call intends to endorse the full authority of God and of the Bible, and it explicitly refers to the authoritative position of the tradition and of the creeds. There is little doubt that questions of authority are of significance and need to be dealt with by evangelicals as they enter into discussion with Catholics, Orthodox, as well as among themselves.  The Call’s reference to the visibility of the church, as well as our appeal to evangelicals that they turn away from individualism imply the need for a re-evaluation of the lack of ecclesial authority within at least some sectors of evangelicalism.  

Some critics are also unhappy with the Call’s emphasis on narrative. This emphasis is not, as some assume, a concession to modern or postmodern sensibilities. Quite the opposite: It is a critique of narratives within or outside the church that deny or compromise the biblical revelation. Reading the Bible, we can hardly fail to be impressed with its narrative structure—the history of God’s work in creation, calling a special people, sending Jesus Christ into the world—in short, the whole divinely revealed mysterion and oikonomia of salvation. Those with an aversion to the term “narrative” may substitute synonyms, but they can’t, we think, deny the narrative nature of the biblical revelation. Certainly this revelation includes “propositions” (to use the academic term) as well as acts through which divine truth is revealed to us. We don’t think the use of the term “narrative” is a concession to “academic over Scriptural language,” as charged; the church at its best (including at Nicea) has not felt obliged to restrict itself to biblical language. There is, after all, a biblically legitimate and theological justifiable kind of contextualization that always must happen for the sake of faithful mission. 

Finally, the Call is denounced for its vagueness and incompleteness. Doubtless it could be clearer at points, and continuing discussions will work toward clarity and preciseness. The Call, however, was intended to speak generally to key issues, not to elaborate on them in detail; of necessity it is a brief document. The critics therefore assume too much when they decry what the document does not say, as though there were a hidden agenda. This is a call, not a creed—a call to engage the issues facing evangelicalism (especially) in North America so that the church can give more effective and faithful witness.  We believe that Touchstone has much to offer to evangelicals, and we sense that we have many commonalities with the magazine’s theological interests.  We would welcome, therefore, a toning down of some the rhetoric in response to the Call, in favor of a more carefully nuanced dialogue for the sake of the unity of the church and for the sake of faithful witness in our contemporary society.                  
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