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involve faith, reason, and vocation.
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WHY CLARITAS?

The Claritas began with a simple idea: What would it look like for Cornell students to search for 
truth together? 

Truth is surprisingly difficult to define. Although we rely on it every moment of the day, we are not 
always conscious of how truth operates to create the world as we know it. For instance, the truth of 
chemical reactions allows the red blood cells in my lungs to pick up oxygen and carry it throughout my 
body. The truth of how electrons and ions flow through a circuit board powers my computer so that I 
am able to type these words. The truth of how ink clings onto paper enables you to read my thoughts 
on the printed page before you. 

The examples I gave can be considered objective, physical truths that most people readily accept. 
They describe the world as it is, and they can be proven by what we see around us. But there are truths 
that are not so readily provable, such as why are humans on this planet called Earth? This is a real-
ity that we observe, yet we do not have a consensus as to why this reality exists. Many theories have 
been put forth—a higher being created us; we evolved from simpler organisms; ancestral aliens settled 
here—but which one of these is true? There are many questions that do not have clear answers, and 
everyone develops a framework, a worldview, to find truth in his or her life. 

There are seven questions whose truths are fundamental to how a person understands the world. 
These questions are: 

1. Who are we?
2. What is the purpose of education? 
3. Why work?
4. Will I find my passion and calling? 
5. What do I believe? 
6. How do I know right from wrong? 
7. What habits and practices will shape my identity? 

Seeking for truth is not easy, but we believe that it is necessary. To search for truth together, dif-
ferent perspectives must be brought to the table. And as we sift through the ideas, we hope that an 
answer will begin to emerge. 

This is our perspective: we, the staff of the Claritas, are Christians. The Latin word claritas can be 
translated as “clarity,” “vividness,” or “renown.” For us, Claritas represents a life-giving truth that 
can only be found through God. We believe truth is the doctrine that the Christian God is the true God 
and that all His knowledge and words are both true and the final standard of truth. This worldview 
challenges us to search for answers to these seven questions in light of both faith and reason.

The Claritas is an attempt to begin a conversation—one that asks some of the hardest questions 
in life—and to present our perspective. Regardless of faith or non-faith, you are welcome to join us in 
discovering whether truth can be found in God. 

Yours truly, 
Esther Jiang, ‘16 
Founding Editor 
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tion, no proposition, no concept universally as-
sumed to be true, that can be taken for granted, 
or, as more radical skeptics would assert, even 
proven true. Skepticism can come in varying 
degrees and shades—is not always absolute in 
its perspective, and its influence can even be ob-
served in popular culture (who hasn’t seen, and 
loved, The Matrix or Inception?).

Thus, I realized that I had to try and answer 
the question I had 
been too lazy to ex-
amine. Could I take 
things like my sens-
es, my morals, or 
even my very reality, 
to be true? The rid-
dle was important; 
it troubled philoso-
phers for centuries! I 
had to look into it and 
find out how the wis-
est men of our race 
dealt with this issue.

I will confess that I came into the discussion 
somewhat biased: I emphatically believed and 
still believe that my perceptions are reliable—
the world I observe does not depend upon my 
mind for its existence. Thus, I have spent more 
time reading authors who deny skepticism than 
those who support it. I have much left to study 
on this issue; therefore, I advise the reader to 
treat this article not as an objective and com-
prehensive comparison of the arguments for and 
against skepticism but as an update on where I 
have gotten so far. This subject is vast, and five 
minutes of looking into it will show the reader 
how little I actually know about it.

Through the writing of three different writ-
ers—a Scotsman named Thomas Reid, an En-
glishman named Gilbert Keith Chesterton, and 
an Irishman named Clive Staples Lewis—I have 
identified a common argument against skep-
ticism. Each man states it differently, but the 
arguments boil down to a single assertion: that 
skepticism is not tenable because its claims pre-

When I was younger, and just entering the 
world of ideas, just learning how to think for my-
self, I was approached by a proposition. It was a 
strange proposition, one that had never come to 
me before, and I didn’t really take it seriously. 
Very quietly and earnestly, it asked me how I 
knew anything around me existed at all. How 
did I know that everyone and everything I’d ever 
laid eyes on wasn’t just a projection of my own 
subconscious imagination?

The question was ridic-
ulous but relentless, and 
strong in its simple and un-
assuming way; however, it 
could not match the power 
of my own apathy. As soon 
as I realized that answering 
the question would take more 
than just a marginal amount 
of effort, I asked it right back, 
“Why does it matter?” and 
subsequently dropped the 
mic without waiting for a re-
ply.

It wasn’t until years later, while reading G. 
K. Chesterton’s Orthodoxy, that I realized this 
question, or more specifically the idea behind 
this question, was a legitimate and well-founded 
philosophy with an extensive history. It stretch-
es as far back as 300 B.C., and includes, among 
its adherents, a Greek thinker named Pyrrho of 
Elis, an Islamic philosopher called Al-Ghazali, 
and more modern philosophers such as René 
Descartes and David Hume.

The philosophy of skepticism is the view that 
our perception of reality cannot be trusted and 
that absolute truth is unknowable. While com-
paring philosophical skepticism to ordinary cre-
dulity, the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy 
puts it like this: “philosophical skepticism at-
tempts to render doubtful every member of some 
class of propositions that we think falls within 
our ken.”

In other words, there is nothing, no assump-

A Simple Proposition
by John Nystrom

The young sceptic says, 
“I have a right to think for 

myself.” But the old sceptic, 
the complete sceptic, says, 
“I have no right to think for 
myself. I have no right to 

think at all.”
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lidity in any human thought. It is idle to talk 
always of the alternative of reason and faith… 
It is an act of faith to assert that our thoughts 
have any relation to reality at all... The young 
sceptic says, “I have a right to think for myself.” 
But the old sceptic, the complete sceptic, says, “I 
have no right to think for myself. I have no right 
to think at all.”

In short, if one is a complete skeptic, he 
has lost the right to form a single reasonable 
thought; not even about skepticism itself.

            The last case I will bring up, that 
of the Cambridge professor, C. S. Lewis, was 
made when Lewis was defending theism from 
the naturalistic viewpoint. It is not an argu-
ment against skepticism per se, but naturalism 
seems to borrow heavily from skepticism. Natu-
ralism denies the significance, or the existence, 
of things that are outside of or transcend phys-
ical and chemical processes, such as various 

clude and defeat itself.

The first man, Thomas Reid, was a professor 
in 18th century Scotland, a major player in the 
Scottish Enlightenment, and a contemporary 
and critic of the famous skeptic, David Hume. 
Reid’s first book, An Inquiry Into the Human 
Mind on the Principles of Common Sense, was in 
part a reaction against the skepticism of Hume, 
as well as that of René Descartes. Reid focused 
his efforts on refuting idealism, a general skep-
ticism of the possibility of knowing anything in-
dependent of the realm of the mind. The central 
theme within Reid’s arguments was something 
called common sense: the idea that there are 
principles, or propositions, that nature itself 
leads us to believe. Furthermore, he states that 
it is necessary to take these principles for grant-
ed while going through the common concerns of 
life, without having to defend their validity.

Reid proposes that it is impossible to either es-
cape, or defend, skepticism unless certain as-
sumptions1 are made, assumptions which 
nearly all men and women natural-
ly make every day. If one does not 
come to the discussion with these 
principles taken for granted, that 
person is stuck even before they 
get started, because one of those 
assumptions is the reliability of 
reason. In other words, a person 
cannot argue the side of absolute 
skepticism, because all human fac-
ulties are brought into question by 
this worldview, including a person’s 
ability to make arguments.

Chesterton’s argument against skepti-
cism is ultimately the same that of Reid 
but phrased differently and directed 
towards the skepticism within the 
philosophy of modernism. In short, 
he claimed that if one is a complete 
skeptic, he has lost the right to form 
a reasonable thought, even about 
skepticism itself; he refers to this 
as “the suicide of thought.” Here 
is an excerpt from his book Or-
thodoxy, in which he lays it 
out:

…One set of think-
ers can in some de-
gree prevent further 
thinking by teaching 
the next generation 
that there is no va-
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truth to the concept. Trees, colors, concepts, and 
friends don’t depend upon my mind for their ex-
istence, but they do depend upon a mind.

I take many things for granted, and believe 
many other things to be true on the basis of what 
I have seen, heard, and thought. Fundamental-
ly, I take Colossians 1:16-17 as absolutely and 
irrefutably true: “For by [Christ] all things were 
created, in heaven and on earth, visible and in-
visible, whether thrones or dominions or rulers 
or authorities—all things were created through 
him and for him. And he is before all things, and 
in him all things hold together.” Jesus Christ is 
the source by which all things came into being 
and continue to be, and he is the mainstay of 
every Christian’s life. When all else fails, when 
my senses rebel and my reason flees, he will still 
be there, and I will trust him.

1 C. S. Lewis, in his essay “Why I’m Not A Pac-
ifist”, talks of similar principles, and refers to 
them as “intuitions” that are common to the vast 
majority of humanity.

Author:John Nystrom is a sopho-
more animal science major on the 
pre-vet track. He is interested in the 
partnership of livestock and people, 
and how this partnership can both 
empower and enhance the lives of 
individuals around the world. His 
favorite authors include C. S. Lew-

is, George MacDonald, Fyodor Dostoyevsky, and 
G. K. Chesterton.

emotions, the appreciation of beauty, or reason. 
(Reid might consider these concepts as belong-
ing to his principles of common sense.) Lewis, 
like both Reid and Chesterton before him, uses 
the reality and validity of reason as the point on 
which his argument turns. In his essay “Is The-
ology Poetry?” from the book The Weight of Glo-
ry, Lewis speaks on the importance and implica-
tions of taking reason, as a concept, for granted:

… Unless Reason is an absolute—all is in ru-
ins. Yet those who ask me to believe…that Rea-
son is simply the unforeseen and unintended 
by-product of mindless matter at one stage of its 
endless and aimless becoming... They ask me at 
the same moment to accept a conclusion and to 
discredit the only testimony on which that con-
clusion can be based.   

Five pages later, Lewis phrases his point suc-
cinctly:

If minds are wholly dependent on brains, and 
brains on biochemistry, and biochemistry (in 
the long run) on the meaningless flux of atoms, 
I cannot understand how the thought of those 
minds should have any more significance than 
the sound of the wind in the trees.

Thus, when stripped down to its essential ele-
ments, Lewis’ argument is almost indistinguish-
able from that of Reid and Chesterton.

This is the argument against skepticism 
which has seemed to me, so far, the strongest. 
The fact that skepticism, in its absolute and 
philosophical form, both denies and depends 
upon reason and sound logic drives a hole in the 
defense of skepticism that is too wide to leave 
unnoticed. Of course, this isn’t the end of the dis-
cussion. This only refutes complete skeptics, and 
allows room for all manner of different skeptical 
beliefs that aren’t quite as exclusive.

Although I don’t agree with skepticism, as 
a Christian, I do think there is an element of 
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the degree of their need is almost incomprehen-
sible: a medical team may need to infuse a single 
car accident victim with as many as 100 pints of 
blood in order to save him. An average body can 
only hold about 10 pints of blood. 

 We need blood. Thankfully, for those 
who cannot sustain their own supply, the need 
is met by generous blood donors. Every year, 
about 9.2 million people in the US donate their 
blood (American Red Cross). The donation pro-
cess is relatively simple: you register, you are 
given a mini-physical and your medical history 
checked, and finally, a pint of your blood is with-
drawn and bagged. This hour long procedure can 
be repeated once every 56 days (American Red 
Cross). It is these donors’ sacrifice, given freely, 
which allows life to reenter those who need it the 
most. 

For something that my life depends on, it’s 
absurd how rarely I give a thought to the blood 
within me. As I write this, I have approximate-
ly twenty to thirty trillion blood cells1 coursing 
through my body, my heart pumping them at 
a rate of 5 or 6 liters per minute2. I count it a 
gift that these trillions are, to my knowledge, 
healthy. 

Unfortunately, that is not true for the 4.5 mil-
lion patients a year that require a blood trans-
fusion in the United States and Canada (Blood 
Centers of the Pacific). The patients vary in the 
reason for their need. Some are premature in-
fants, who may have underdeveloped cardiovas-
cular systems. Some are cancer patients, whose 
bodies cannot produce more blood cells or are 
damaged by chemotherapy3. Some are trauma 
victims; some are severely anemic. For others, 

Nothing but the Blood
by Sarah Park
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The answer to this need came in the form of 
one baby, born in a humble stable and of a vir-
gin woman. Once grown into a man, He taught 
crowds, performed miracles, was tempted by the 
devil, and provoked some Jewish authorities—to 
whom His acts of love and sacrifice were seen 
as challenges to their status quo. He was cap-
tured, put on trial unfairly, mocked, and heavily 
beaten. Jesus was nailed to a cross of wood by 
the palms of his hands and his feet5. It seems 
unlikely that the blood pouring from his body 
in that moment could give anyone life—it was 
quickly draining His own. After several hours of 
hanging on the cross while onlookers scoffed and 
shouted insults, Jesus died. 

If Jesus were just a man in the 21st centu-
ry, no amount of our medicine could have saved 
him. But he is not just a man, but also fully God 
– and in his death and subsequent resurrection, 
we experience the ultimate blood shed for all 

of humanity’s sins, now 
and forever. Blood must 
be shed because it is the 
consequence of death, 
and death is the only pay-
ment that can be given for 
sin in a universe ruled by 
a just God. Yet, it is not 
our death unto eternity 
that pays the price for 
our sins6.  Jesus was the 

perfect lamb, who has painted the doorframes 
forever of whoever professes him to be the risen 
Savior. When we practice Communion, we do so 
as one church and one unified body; and in do-
ing so, we remember that it was a perfect, loving 
sacrifice that covered and paid for our sins—at 
no cost of our own. We paint the doorframes of 
our hearts with the blood of the Lamb, and the 
judgment of God passes over us in His mercy. 

Jesus died for my sins, so that I may have a 
new life.  Still, despite knowing this, I often take 
lightly—or completely forget—that I must now 
live as I have been transformed in new life. Al-
though the most painful and difficult sacrifice of 
all time has been offered for me, I do not always 
rejoice as I enter a blood drive center. On one 
occasion, it was pouring rain, I had an import-
ant lab meeting that conflicted with my appoint-
ment, and the center was infuriatingly cold. 
There was little room, at the time, in my mind or 
my heart to think about the significance of what 
I was doing. I almost cancelled the appointment. 

Service and sacrifice in any form, whether 
through donated blood or donated time, can be 

In fact, we are all able to live because of blood 
that was freely sacrificed for us. Nowhere is this 
truth as deeply evident as it is in the Bible. In 
the book of Exodus, this need is as physical for 
the Israelites as it may be for some who need 
transfusions today. The story of Exodus begins 
with people of Israel in the ruthless captivity of 
the Egyptians. Bound in slavery, the Israelites 
are oppressed mercilessly by the Egyptians who 
are driven by fear of the Israelites who flourish 
in number. 

But God sees and hears the Israelites’ misery 
and enacts a plan to set them free. He commands 
Moses, one of the Israelites, to carry out His plan 
through ten plagues – a series of punishments 
placed on Egypt because the hard-hearted Pha-
raoh would not let the Israelites go. The plagues 
start with the Nile turning to blood and come 
to a climax when God commands the death of 
every first born son in Egypt: human or animal, 
Egyptian or Israelite. 
Despite this decree, it is 
not death that the Israel-
ites fall under, but grace. 
Though they, too, would 
have died under God’s 
judgment, God grants 
them life, at the cost of 
that of an animal. “At 
twilight,” He tells Moses, 
“paint your doorframes 
with the blood of a pure, year-old lamb. When I 
pass through Egypt to enact my judgment, I will 
see the blood on the doorframe, and I will pass 
over you.”4 The plagues show Pharaoh just how 
powerless he is in comparison to God’s strength. 
Simultaneously, the plagues show God’s mercy 
to the Israelites, and each Israeli door covered 
with the blood of a lamb are a display of their 
dependence on life that can only come through 
sacrificed blood. The Israelites are finally able to 
escape Egypt, all first-born males in tow.

The Israelites were shown mercy in life even 
though they too deserved death, and the mercy 
of God’s passing over the Israelites is still com-
memorated today by the Jewish observance of 
the Passover. But the Israelites are not the only 
ones who were in need of blood. The physical di-
mension of sacrifice tells of a greater need: that 
of our spirits. Sin—being any sort of rebellion 
against God and his will—is impossible for us to 
break free from; we are enslaved to wickedness, 
whether we know it or not. Though we may look 
to be fine on the outside, sin kills our spirits and 
we are unfathomably in need of life. Like the Is-
raelites, we need God to set us free. 

“In fact, we are all 
able to live because of 
blood that was freely 

sacrif iced for us.”
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freely given service, in comparison to the ocean 
of mercy found in Jesus’ freely given sacrifice 
and salvation? They are nothing. 

1 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Red_blood_cell
2http://btc.montana.edu/olympics/physiology/
pb01.html
3http://www.cancer.org/treatment/treat-
m e n t s a n d s i d e e f f e c t s / t r e a t m e n t t y p e s /
bloodproductdonat ionandtrans fus ion/
blood-transfusion-and-donation-why-cancer-pa-
tients-may-need-transfusions
4 Exodus 12:3-13
5 Mark 27
6 Romans 6:23
7 Romans 5:3-5
8 Erin Kawaye at LIGHT missions, 11/13/15

Author: Sarah is a sophomore from 
Atlanta, studying biology with a 
concentration in neurobiology and 
behavior. When not busy playing 
the guitar and singing His praises, 
she enjoys drinking coffee, growing 
plants, and growing other people. 

Psalm 139 is one of her most favorite Bible pas-
sages, as it reminds us how we, too, are God’s 
beautiful creation, and that He is always with 
us.

difficult to rationalize if the only motivation for 
it comes from the body of a single, powerless sin-
ner. But I have been given a new life, and though 
I inhabit it, I know it is not my own—I live now 
to be in service to God. Though this service 
comes at a cost to my selfish ambitions, I know 
that “suffering produces perseverance; persever-
ance, character; and character, hope. And hope 
does not put us to shame, because God’s love has 
been poured out into our hearts.”7 

It is my joy to serve Jesus who has given me 
such an incomparable gift, and He uses me to 
reveal to others that Christians do not labor in 
vain. In fact, Christians are not called to only 
serve in these ways, but to devote our lives to 
sharing the truth of His good news. This service 
may often be physical in nature, with tasks like 
providing food, shelter and water, ministering to 
the poor, or going overseas to people who have 
never heard the name “Jesus.”8 But in all that 
we do, the goal is to not only share in the phys-
ical blessings that God gives, but to convey the 
truth of His love and sacrifice. God wants to be 
the praise of every person, and this begins when 
we start serving one another. Giving blood is a 
small step towards such a reality. 

The truth is that everyone needs blood. Even 
if you do not need it to heal a debilitating illness, 
you need it to breathe, to transport nutrients, 
and to live. Blood keeps our physically alive, but 
our blood is insufficient to keep us spiritually 
alive. There is nothing we need more than the 
sacrificed blood of Jesus. The blood I give may 
save a physical life temporarily, but Jesus has 
the blood to cover anyone’s life forever. So I ask 
myself: What is a pint of my blood or a lifetime of 
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forgive an individual who just hours before had 
murdered their loved ones?

These words of forgiveness echoed another 
tale of forgiveness that had grabbed headlines 
worldwide, 34 years before. Sirens were wail-
ing the evening of May 13th 1981, carrying an 
attempted murder victim. While still en route 

to the hospital, the man 
espoused forgiveness for 

his would be 
assassin, Meh-
met Ali Agca. 
Agca, a Turk-
ish assassin, 
was part of a 
group sent on a 
mission to kill 
one of the most 
important and 
influential in-
dividuals in 
the world at 
the time: then-
Pope John 
Paul II. Four 
days following 
his survived 
assassination 
attempt, Pope 
John Paul 

II issued a public mes-
sage of forgiveness for his 

would-be assassin, calling upon others to pray 
for Agca. He eventually went on to visit Agca in 
prison two years later, and met with members of 
his family on numerous other occasions over the 
years. What motivates one, lying in what may 
be their final moments, to forgive someone who 
attempted to assassinate him?

Her voice choking back tears, Bethane Mid-
dleton Brown addressed the individual who had, 
only hours ago, murdered her brother and eight 
others in cold-blood. Before his killing spree be-
gan, he had spent an hour with them at their 
weekly Bible study, in the basement of Emman-
uel AME church in Charleston, South Caro-
lina. The killer stood silent in handcuffs, with 
no evident traces of regret 
or remorse in his actions 
or demeanor. 
While acknowl-
edging her 
anger, Brown 
expressed her 
f o r g i v e n e s s , 
stating, “We 
are the family 
that love built. 
We have no 
room for hate, 
so we have to 
forgive.”

Brown was 
not the only one 
to openly share 
her words of 
f o r g i v e n e s s ; 
several friends 
and relatives 
of those murdered shared 
their own words of for-
giveness, others using the opportunity to share 
God’s Word with the shooter. Here, an individ-
ual who betrayed the trust of those who openly 
welcomed him into their church, and murdered 
them for nothing more than the color of their 
skin, was readily being forgiven for what he had 
done. What could possess someone to so readily 

“To be a Christian means to forgive the inexcusable because God has 
forgiven the inexcusable in you.” -C.S. Lewis

by Jeremy Candelas

Forgiving the Unforgivable
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Such acts of forgiveness seem absolutely un-
fathomable, especially when they come so swift-
ly from the victims of such extreme suffering. 
Where did these individuals find the strength 
and the inspiration to forgive such grave wrongs 
against them? Perhaps it was due to their great 
love and devotion to an individual who was also 
so willing to forgive, even as He was being nailed 
to a cross: Jesus Christ.

Pope Saint John 
Paul II wrote in 
his message for the 
1997 World Day of 
Peace, “I am fully 
aware that forgive-
ness can seem con-
trary to human log-
ic, which often yields to the dynamics of conflict 
and revenge. But forgiveness is inspired by the 
logic of love, that love which God has for every 
man and woman.” In his writing, he reiterates 
our Christian responsibility to offer others for-
giveness when they have wronged us, no matter 
the severity of the offense. This forgiveness is 
essential if we are to truly progress towards the 
path of peace. We cannot rely on operating un-
der the system of human logic, but must strive 
to act in a manner consistent with that of God’s 
great mercy and forgiveness for us.

Christ is clear upon the necessity of forgive-
ness. We cannot simply choose not to forgive 
one another if we are to expect to receive for-
giveness for our own sins. This is made evi-
dent in the Parable of the Unforgiving Servant, 
Matthew 18:21-35. The Lord has forgiven us of 
all of our sins, and in choosing to withhold for-
giveness from another, we are committing a far 
graver offense in the eyes of God than had we 
simply sinned against another. In the parable, 
the servant has been forgiven of his debt, which 
totaled 10,000 talents. Placed in proper context, 
we may realize just how forgiving the king is. 
One talent is equal to roughly 20 years’ worth 
of wages (working every day of the week, except 
for the Sabbath), thus the servant was forgiv-
en for a debt equal to 200,000 years’ worth of 
wages.* Yet that same servant fails to forgive 
his fellow man of his debt of only 100 denarii, 
having him thrown into prison. When the king 
hears of this, he is outraged, and has the servant 
sent to be tortured until his own debt has been 
repaid. Christ ends the parable in Matthew with 
a warning of a similar fate should we choose to 
also withhold forgiveness from others.

One can find numerous instances in which 

Christ explicitly states that forgiveness will only 
be granted to those who forgive others. “For-
give us our trespasses, as we forgive those who 
trespass against us,” the Lord’s Prayer states in 
Matthew 6:12. The meaning of this line in par-
ticular is two-fold, and the second meaning can 
very easily be forgotten. The first part of the line 
is a plea for forgiveness. The latter half, how-
ever, is a conditional statement: should we ex-

pect to be forgiven 
by God, we are to 
forgive the sins of 
others. There are no 
other modifiers in 
this prayer. There 
is no asterisk with 
a footnote at the 
bottom of the page 

denoting the sins for which forgiveness is not 
a necessity. If we are to expect for our sins to 
be forgiven by God, we must follow the example 
and direction of Christ and, like Him, forgive the 
sins of others as well.

Christ did not die in order to forgive the sins 
of only the Jewish people at His time; He came 
in order to offer forgiveness to everyone willing 
to accept Him. Christ’s love and forgiveness 
showed no bounds. When Christ said, “Father, 
forgive them, they know not what they do” (Luke 
23:34 NABRE), He extended this offer of forgive-
ness not only to His executioners at Calvary, but 
to each and every one of us who sins against 

“Where did these individuals 
find the strength and the in-

spiration to forgive such grave 
wrongs against them?”

*To put things into further perspec-
tive, the median personal income 

in the U.S. is roughly $28,000 a 
year – the servant was 
forgiven for 5.6 trillion
 dollars worth of debt 

in modern 
standards; 
every last

 cent 
of it
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to forgive us time and time again. Through our 
continued forgiveness of others, we come to real-
ize just how loving and merciful God is to forgive 
not only our own sins, or the sins that have been 
committed against us, but to forgive the sins of 
all who seek His forgiveness. 

Offering our forgiveness to others can be ex-
cruciating at times, and can even seem illogical 
at times, yet God does so readily for each of us. 
It is for this reason that we must forgive. Some 
may say that we should simply forgive because 
it is good for us, and while this is true, it does 
not capture the greater purpose and reason. 
We forgive not simply for some kind of reward 
whether it be temporal or eternal, but because 
it is what Christ has first done for us. If we are 
to truly say that we are Christians–followers of 
Christ–we must forgive.

 

Author: Jeremy Candelas ‘18 is a 
Communication major at Cornell, 
with a focus in Communication Me-
dia Studies.

Him. If we are to truly live up to our name as 
Christians, we must follow Christ’s instruction 
and example–continuing to forgive our trespass-
ers, time and time again, no matter how severe 
the wrongdoing.

Admittedly, while in many instances forgive-
ness does not flow easily, we must constant-
ly strive to do so, for it is what we have been 
called to do. As the great leader, Martin Luther 
King Jr. once said while expressing the essential 
nature of forgiveness, “He who is devoid of the 
power to forgive is devoid of the power to love.” 
Without forgiveness there is no love. Without 
love we are choosing to go opposite of the direc-
tion of God, making us no better–if not worse–
than those who have caused us harm. If we are 
to hope to receive the Lord’s forgiveness for our 
own offenses, we must learn to offer uncondi-
tional and unceasing love and forgiveness to all, 
including those who have caused us harm.

Still, it is important to realize why we are to 
forgive others. If we forgive others only for the 
sake of receiving something (God’s forgiveness) 
in return, are we truly being forgiving? Our pri-
mary goal should not be to receive a reward, but 
to live as Christ instructed us to live. We are 
called to forgive because we have been shown for-
giveness ourselves, forgiveness of a magnitude 
we can hardly begin to conceptualize. Through 
our forgiveness of others, we come to recognize 
that all of us have missed the mark, and that 
all of us continue to miss the mark. Regardless, 
in His infinite love and mercy, God continues 
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over every living creature that moves on the 
ground.” 

The Hebrew word kabash means to bring un-
der control in a forceful, even violent way, and 
the word radah means to take dominion and 
rule against.3 God’s command in Genesis 1:28 is 
referred to as the “dominion mandate,” and it is 
the basis for much of the belief that Christianity 
promotes the exploitation of nature. Additional-
ly, critics reason that the Christian belief in an 
afterlife is suspect, as it makes the earth rela-
tively less important than ideas of heaven. 

But is the dominion mandate in Genesis a 
license to consume natural resources without a 

According to some intellectuals, Christianity 
promotes ignoring or even degrading the en-
vironment. A 1967 article in Science declared, 
“Especially in its Western form, Christianity is 
the most anthropocentric religion the world has 
seen.”1 Furthermore, Christianity “not only es-
tablished a dualism of man and nature but also 
insisted that it is God’s will that man exploit na-
ture for his proper ends.”2 

Indeed, in Genesis 1:28, Adam and Eve, on 
behalf of the human race, are told by God to 

“Be fruitful and increase in number; fill the 
earth and subdue [kabash] it. Rule [radah] over 
the fish in the sea and the birds in the sky and 
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A Biblical Perspective on Environmental Stewardship

Is God Green?
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tian who doesn’t safeguard creation, who doesn’t 
make it flourish, is a Christian who isn’t con-
cerned with God’s work, that work born of God’s 
love for us.”5 Thus, Pope Francis argues that bad 
environmental policy is a rejection of God’s role 
for us as stewards of His creation. Failing to be 
responsible in our use of the earth shows a dis-
regard of God’s commands to care for the earth, 
and environmental exploitation is a moral prob-
lem. 

Pope Frances also frequently discusses the 
human dimension of environmental care, stat-

ing, “We are called 
to make the earth a 
beautiful garden for 
the human family.”6 

Concern for other peo-
ple who will suffer the 
consequences of our 
actions should give ad-
ditional impetus to a 
desire to conserve cre-
ation. Christians are 
also told to put others’ 
interests ahead of the 
own (Phil 2:3-4 and 
elsewhere), which is 
hardly a license to pol-
lute and degrade the 
earth. However, caring 
for the earth should 
not preclude peo-

ple from using resources or managing nature. 
Sometimes our intervention in natural process-
es might be for the benefit of humans, such as 
harvesting resources. Other times it will be for 
the benefit of the natural system itself, such as 
putting out a wildfire even if it was started by 
lightning. The Christian perspective is that God 
created the earth for the benefit of humans, and 
He desires for us to be responsible in how we use 
and manage it. Thus, we ought to look for ways 
to support human life in harmony with nature.

A well-known author and thinker on environ-
mentalism is Joel Salatin, who considers him-
self a Christian environmentalist and advocates 
a new approach to agriculture. Salatin believes 
that farmers should take greater advantage of 
natural ecological systems and ensure that ani-
mals have more freedom. For example, soils can 
be managed to increase the carbon content so to 
increase the fertility and water holding capaci-
ty of the soil. Instead of locking chickens up in 
their coop, they can be used to control bugs in 
the pasture and to fertilize the pasture. 

thought to the consequences of waste and unsus-
tainability? What does the Bible really say about 
environmental stewardship?

In his book Food, Farming, and Faith, Cor-
nell professor Gary Fick offers a different view of 
Christian teaching on the environment. He ar-
gues that the dominion mandate should be taken 
in a descriptive, not prescriptive, way. In other 
words, “subduing” the earth is describing what 
we will need to do to at least some parts of the 
earth to be able to harvest food. The weeds in my 
garden, for example, are “subdued” on a regu-
lar basis to make room 
for the vegetables I am 
growing. The Genesis 
account acknowledges 
in Genesis 3:18 that 
growing food will be 
a constant struggle. 
Even animals raised 
for food need to be pro-
tected from predators. 

This softer interpre-
tation of the dominion 
mandate is further 
supported by Genesis 
2:15, which says, 

“The LORD God 
took the man and put 
him in the garden of 
Eden to work [abad] it and keep [shamar] it.” 

The word “abad” means “to serve or cultivate” 
and “shamar” means “to care, guard, and pro-
tect” and is even used in some verses to describe 
God’s care for his people.  Thus, viewing the do-
minion mandate in a descriptive way is more 
consistent with other passages and principles in 
the Bible. It also means that the dominion man-
date is not a license to be irresponsible in our 
approach to managing nature.

Pope Francis has been an outspoken advocate 
of environmental stewardship and has discussed 
the moral underpinnings of the call to steward-
ship on several occasions. The eternal perspec-
tive Christians have is not an excuse for disre-
garding earthly things; it does not mean that we 
do not care about the earth or what we do on 
earth. As long as we believe we have a God-giv-
en responsibility to care for His creation, we are 
serving God when we cultivate or protect His 
creation. 

Earlier this year, Pope Francis said, “A Chris-

“A Christian 
who doesn’t 

safeguard creation, who doesn’t 
make it flourish, is a Christian who 
isn’t concerned with God’s work, 

that work born of 
God’s love for us.”

-Pope Francis
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Author: Kristy Perano is a PhD stu-
dent in Biological and Environmen-
tal Engineering studying how to keep 
dairy cows cool in hot and humid cli-
mates. She enjoys outdoor activities, 
gardening, working with animals 
(especially her family’s cows), and 

ministry to international students.

Salatin also suggests that animals bring glo-
ry to God by being able act the way He created 
them to act. Even a pig brings glory to God be-
cause of its “pig-ness” as it wallows in the mud 
or digs for roots. Thus, Salatin argues that we 
can bring glory to God by actively supporting 
more “natural” agriculture, which seeks to im-
prove both the quality of life for livestock and 
the environmental quality of the ecosystem.7  

To be sure, there are Christians who don’t care 
about the environment. But Christians should 
recognize the God-given responsibility to “abad” 
(work) and “shamar” (keep) the earth as respon-
sible stewards of God’s creation. Pope Francis 
has reminded us on several occasions: creation 
care honors God and shows our compassion for 
other humans. One practical application of cre-
ation care is to think about agricultural systems 
that are sustainable and able to provide for peo-
ple’s needs. Reducing the environmental impact 
of our society and conserving natural resources 
takes the effort of many people. Different people 
will have different views on particular issues, 
but we should each strive to do our part as re-
sponsible stewards of creation. We have a beau-
tiful planet, and it is our job to protect it.
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Human Dignity

Image of God
and the
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On August 28th, 1963, Martin Luther King, 
Jr. delivered a speech that became a defining 
moment in the Civil Rights Movement of the 
1960s. Standing in front of the Lincoln Memori-
al in Washington, D.C., he proclaimed:

I have a dream that one day this nation will 
rise up and live out the true meaning of its creed: 
‘We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all 
men are created equal.’1

The words of this celebrated speech are com-
memorated year 
after year, and 
we continue to be 
moved by the vi-
sion it presents: 
all individuals 
created equal and, 
by virtue of their 
shared humani-
ty, tied to one an-
other as brothers 
regardless of skin 
color. We still hold 
dear to Dr. King’s 
vision, that of be-
ing caught in an 
“inescapable network of mutuality” and “tied in 
a single garment of destiny,”2 equal in worth and 
splendor, and bound to “sit down together at the 
table of brotherhood.”3  

There seems to be a feeling common to most 
humans that we are more than the sum of our 
parts. We believe that human beings possess in-
trinsic worth, are valuable in and of themselves, 
and are entitled to certain unalienable rights 
and a measure of ethical treatment. Discourse 
concerning morality, rights, and the law refer to 
this sentiment as the concept of “human digni-
ty.” Dr. King, a Baptist preacher, did not take 
this dignity for granted; he found it in a world-
view that made it reasonable to hold that belief. 

I am interested in the connection between 
materialism and human dignity, particularly 
whether the former can provide a firm founda-
tion for belief in the latter. Materialism asserts 
that everything can be explained in relation to 
matter. If we can be fully defined in terms of our 
material constitution, I struggle to see how we 
can arrive at human dignity, which seems to 
me a rather ethereal notion. If we do not believe 
that there are holistic properties within the com-
plex system of the human person, we should be 
suspicious of references to shared “humanity,” 
as if it were an essential quality. 

From the materialist’s standpoint, Dr. King’s 
language of objectivity, absoluteness and essence 
simply do not make sense. One might arrive at 
the same conclusion, but such argument must be 
based on of pragmatism and convention, which 
I think are weaker foundations. He did not sug-
gest that we must cooperate for the purpose of 
mutual benefit or increased total happiness; his 
was language of transcendence, and recourse to 
the divine is essential for this radical call to Love 
one another to make sense.

I suggest that 
a worldview that 
allows only for 
the existence of 
matter and nat-
ural processes 
while excluding a 
supernatural cre-
ator or a divine 
reality is unsuc-
cessful in giving 
a well-founded 
picture of intrinsic 
human dignity. It 
leaves us with at 
best, either a ca-

pacities-based form of dignity or a utilitarian 
form rooted in convention rather than meta-
physical reality. I think that the Judeo-Chris-
tian worldview gives us reasonable grounds to 
believe in human dignity, primarily through the 
doctrine of Image of God and the Incarnation of 
Christ, although I will refer only on the former. 

The notion of dignity is often claimed to be a 
universal value and has been been adopted into 
the extensive body of human rights, as well as a 
humanistic “doctrine of man.”  Claims made in 
defense of human rights suggest that they are 
universal or that they exist independently of le-
gal enactments as justified moral norms. These 
claims have elicited skepticism, and with good 
reason because they take for granted the origins 
of and the grounds for belief in human dignity. 
They often come without a sufficient correspond-
ing account of what it means to be a human be-
ing, as well as a lack of adequate justification for 
belief in the sanctity of human life.

During the 20th century when several new 
human rights became recognized and codified, 
the word “dignity” appeared frequently in legal 
and constitutional discourse. Several countries 
including South Africa, Japan, Finland, Spain, 
West Germany, Ireland, Cuba, and Israel draft-
ed constitutions (or declarations of indepen-
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“A worldview that allows only for 
the existence of matter and natural 
processes while excluding a super-
natural creator or a divine reality is 

unsuccessful in giving a well-founded 
picture of intrinsic human dignity.”
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“evolutionary epic”—a narrative that blends 
religious and scientific views in a mythological 
manner—to substitute our primal need to be a 
part of something greater. This desire has been 
hitherto satisfied by religious epics, and biolo-
gist Edward Wilson argues that a “sublime” ac-
count of the universe based in empirical knowl-
edge that would ennoble mankind.8 

Simpson tries to outline the objective ethical 
precepts as real and binding. Simpson holds that 
society’s moral commandments, which oblige us 
not to kill and to treat each other as we would 

like to be treated, are 
simply “principles…
hardened into rules 
and dictates.” Our 
beliefs about morali-
ty are codes that peo-
ple “fervently wish 
others to follow,” 
which are eventu-
ally canonized into 
law and religion as 
“sacred and unalter-
able.”9 He does not 
favor the view that 
humans are essen-
tially unique; our 
quality of humanness 
does not warrant “in-
alienable rights” and 
values. As a result, 
there is a degree 

of dissonance between our language and our 
knowledge. Our words suggest that we believe 
in the inherent dignity of human beings, but our 
scientific knowledge of reality points to purpose-
less existence. We must simply ignore, or learn 
to live with this discomforting fact for the sake 
of pragmatism.

I consider such view of dignity as one based 
in convention and pragmatism. If science indeed 
only makes statements of fact and not of judg-
ment, statements regarding meaning and value 
are outside the sphere of science. As such, an 
“evolutionary epic” is ennobling in the same way 
the knowledge of the properties of manganese 
is inspirational. Dignity here is an assumption 
that we simply cannot make.

Alternatively, there are people who have sug-
gested that human dignity lies in the capacity of 
an individual. In this line of argument only some 
human beings possess full moral worth “because 
of their possession of certain characteristics in 
addition to their humanity,” such as an immedi-

dence), which assumed dignity to be inherent in 
man. Constitutional Courts, including the U.S. 
Supreme Court and several international trea-
ties, re-affirmed these documents that suggested 
certain rights were inalienable and that political 
authorities must reliably defend them. These 
proclamations upheld that the rights prescribed 
were exclusive to human beings and would not 
be withheld based on “religion, race, sex, lan-
guage, political or other opinion, nationality, 
social or any other status.”4 Perhaps the most 
important of these, the United Nations Declara-
tion of Human Rights of 1948, asserts that hu-
mans are born “free 
and equal in dignity 
and rights” and are 
“endowed with rea-
son and conscience” 
and should treat one 
another in a “spirit of 
brotherhood.” 5 

When we consid-
er not only our lives, 
but also those of oth-
ers as valuable, our 
language betrays the 
fact that we believe 
our worth and dig-
nity to be inherently 
and objectively true. 
The preamble of the 
UNDHR claims that 
by our membership 
in the “human family,” we are endowed with 
dignity unlike that of any other creature, both in 
kind and in degree. 6 

However, there are those who are disturbed 
by philosophical and theological appeals to the 
transcendent as a means to validate dignity and 
rights, and they have objected to this unempiri-
cal method. In an attempt to ground their prop-
ositions in “objective” knowledge, some have 
argued that it is possible to present a material 
basis for morality in “material or imaginable en-
tities” and by extension, dignity .7 For instance, 
biologist E.O. Simpson contends that the moral 
precepts and transcendent laws, which seeming-
ly impart inherent worth onto the human, are 
simply beliefs we have evolved to accept and 
fervently defend. Our behavior is the outcome of 
autonomous genetic evolution, which has passed 
on genes that predispose us toward moral sen-
timents, which exist presumably because they 
initially contributed to survival. 

According to this view, humans require an 

“When we consider 
not only our lives, but 
also those of others 
as valuable, our lan-
guage betrays the 
fact that we believe 
our worth and dignity 
to be inherently and 
objectively true.”
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him and millions of others was, in part, the re-
sult of the desacralization of man, which iden-
tified his worth in physical and racial qualities. 
According to a capacities-based approach, the 
concept of equal rights to dignity would be a lie 
that defiles the human species and opposes the 
cultivation of superior individuals. 

We encounter a different vision of the hu-
man person in the Judeo-Christian Bible. Hu-
man beings are created by and in the image of 
an all-powerful, wholly good God. Therefore, it 
is possible to argue that we have value because 
of our origin. One of the most famous passag-
es from Genesis states: “Then God said, ‘Let us 
make man in our image, after our likeness; and 
let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, 
and over the birds of the air, and over the cattle, 
and over all the earth…’So God created man in 
his own image, in the image of God he created 
him, male and female he created them.” 13

The challenge here is that Genesis offers a 
glimpse into human dignity by referring to the 
divine image without precisely defining it. We 
can glean that dignity includes man’s special 
rank in the creative hierarchy, and it confers a 
special worth onto human life. There are only 
a few references to the Imago Dei the Old and 
New Testaments, and in none of the accounts is 

ately exercisable capacity for self-consciousness 
or for rational deliberation.10 An individual’s 
good moral standing or their ability to contrib-
ute to the flourishing of a community may also 
warrant dignity. This would mean, however, 
that humans are not equal in fundamental dig-
nity. Such a view does not consider the “decisive 
difference between being valuable in the sense 
of dignity and being valuable in the sense of use-
fulness.”11 It disregards the value of those who 
have lost their social usefulness due to old age, 
mental, or physical handicaps. This has poten-
tially dangerous consequences. 

Victor Frankl, a survivor of the Holocaust, 
deeply understood the risks of making man 
less than he is, robbing him of his splendor. He 
writes, 

The gas chambers of Auschwitz were the ulti-
mate consequence of the theory that man is noth-
ing but the product of heredity and environment–
or, as the Nazis liked to say, “of blood and soil.” 
I am absolutely convinced that the gas chambers 
of Auschwitz, Treblinka, and Maidanek were ul-
timately prepared not in some ministry or other 
in Berlin, but rather at the desks and in lecture 
halls of nihilistic scientists and philosophers. 12 

Frankl suggests that the evil done against 
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duties; perhaps we must look to the transcen-
dental.  
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human dignity equated with specific traits, such 
as rationality, moral agency or the immortality 
of the soul. 

This is probably to convey that a set of attri-
butes does not confer human dignity. Rather, hu-
man dignity and the duties implied in it (such as 
the command to love one another), are ground-
ed in God’s mysterious love for man above all 
creatures. This love gives every person inherent 
dignity that is independent of physical or mental 
traits. This “broadens the meaning of humani-
ty and extends the concept of the soul beyond 
rational consciousness to include the mysterious 
divine image.”14 In this perspective, human dig-
nity is not reducible to respect for autonomy, for 
it places moral duties and obligations on the in-
dividual vis-à-vis other persons. 

If we would conceive of ourselves as created 
beings then our worth is not extrinsic. Our value 
is determined neither by fiat nor by benevolent 
constitution, and it cannot be renounced by ma-
levolent rulers. When we invoke our “shared hu-
manity,” we are in fact referring to an essential 
fact about human nature—that we are not only 
uniquely purposed by God, but also remarkably 
loved. 

To suggest “all human beings, regardless of 
age, size, stage of development, or immediately 
exercisable capacities, have equal fundamental 
dignity”15 requires a firmer ground than scien-
tific materialism. Furthermore, to obligate in-
dividuals to act altruistically towards one an-
other in a spirit of universal benevolence and 
self-sacrificial love—feeding the hungry, look 
after the weak and forgiving those who wrong 
us others—for reasons other than utility does 
not sit squarely with a worldview that perceives 
the greatest human good merely as survival and 
material flourishing.

Can we continue to proclaim the sanctity of 
human life when we no longer believe in the sa-
cred? Or can we believe in the inherent dignity 
of a person when speaking of essential qualities 
as anachronistic? A naturalistic conception of 
reality that holds on to ethereal conceptions of 
the individual cannot give an account for human 
dignity and worth. 

While I do not believe that the idea of human 
dignity proves or necessarily supports an ar-
gument for the existence for God, it does pose 
a challenge to a purely materialistic interpreta-
tion of the world. Such an interpretation fails to 
affirm fundamental equality and justify moral 
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to religious backgrounds to world backgrounds 
that I didn’t share. 

Secondly, I spent ten years working with col-
lege students in campus ministry at Harvard 
University. The longer I was there, the more 
I felt that I didn’t have a deep enough under-
standing of what a Christian, I didn’t have a 
deep enough understanding of what culture was 
and how to engage with it. So this started me on 
a quest to come up with adequate language. This 
led me to write Culture Making. 

EJ: How would you define culture? 

AC: If you’ve taken sociology or anthropology, 
your textbooks will have a definition of culture, 
and those definitions tend to be long, wordy, and 
unmemorable. The best definition of culture I’ve 
come across is from Ken Meyers, a fellow jour-
nalist. It’s simply this: Culture is what human 
beings make of the world in both senses—tangi-
ble and intangible. 

Culture includes the physical product of hu-
man activity in the world. Clothes, chairs, build-

Andy Crouch is the executive editor of Chris-
tianity Today. He studied classics at Cornell 
University and received a M.Div. summa cum 
laude from Boston University School of Theolo-
gy. Andy has focused his educational and theo-
logical training on culture and power, and he is 
the author of Playing God: Redeeming the Gift 
of Power and Culture Making: Recovering Our 
Creative Calling. In a conversation with Claritas 
editor Esther Jiang, Andy talks about culture, 
Christian calling, and change. 

EJ: When did you begin to think critically 
about culture? 

AC: I started to think about culture as an un-
dergrad at Cornell, because it was the first time 
in my life that two things happened. First, I was 
studying Greco-Roman culture and Classics, two 
primarily ancient cultures. Furthermore, I be-
came aware of my cultural contact by being in a 
more multicultural environment that I had ever 
lived in. My high school years were spent in a 
Boston suburb, where most people were like me. 
But at Cornell, I met people from all kinds of cul-
tural backgrounds—from family backgrounds 

Interview with 
Andy Crouch:

Culture 
Making
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England, the culture dictates that you avoid get-
ting to know people. That shaped me, so I never 
knocked on my neighbor’s door. The culture also 
shaped them, because they never knocked on my 
door either.

Yet here I am, having a meaningful conver-
sation with people in Ithaca over the internet. 
This was impossible many years ago, but it is 
now possible because of the cultural connections 
made over time. 

We live within these horizons. We imagine 
who we can we be and what we can do within 

the horizons that 
our culture gives 
us. 

This brings us 
to the Kingdom 
of God. The King-
dom of God names 
a cultural reality 
that is not fully 
recognized yet. In 
the Kingdom of 
God, the horizons 
of possibility and 
impossibility are 
exactly defined as 

God wills for the flourishing of the whole world. 

Put another way, if God were truly to be rec-
ognized and obeyed as king, anything God wills 
to be impossible would not be possible. And 
anything God wills to be possible would not be 
impossible. For example, there are millions of 
people living in situations of great material and 
food insecurity. That is not the will of God, yet 
it is possible in our world. In fact, we can say 
that it is impossible to feed all of those people 
in our current state. But if the Kingdom were to 
fully come, if God’s will was done on earth as it 
is in heaven, then the horizon of possibility and 
impossibility would match what the Bible calls 
God’s shalom, God’s peace.

No human culture has those horizons. Every 
human culture is distorted— it makes possi-
ble the things that should be impossible, and it 
makes impossible the things that should be pos-
sible, such as knowing your neighbor. 

EJ: How might we as Christians begin to 
change our current culture and move the hori-
zon of possibility towards that of the Kingdom 
of God?

ings, all of these things are the material act of 
humans engaging and reshaping the world that 
they’re in. 

Culture also includes the intangible—it’s not 
just material, it’s also meaning. It’s not just 
stuff, it’s also sense. The things that we make 
actually shape the way we engage with and pres-
ent meaning to each other. It shows us that the 
human drive to make something of the world is 
driven by the instinct that the world must have 
some ultimate meaning; that there is some or-
der, some rationality, and some personality be-
hind the world. 

EJ: Why might 
Christians be es-
pecially attentive 
to culture? 

AC: Well to 
start, we believe 
that a God creat-
ed all this stuff we 
are working with, 
and He created it 
as good, good, very 
good (Genesis 1). 
Thus, the materi-
al world isn’t neg-
ative in the way ancient Neo-Platonism or Gnos-
ticism believed it was, and it isn’t neutral as the 
modern world tends to believe it is. As Chris-
tians, we should see that the human activity of 
making material out of God’s creation somehow 
images God. Moreover, if there’s meaning to the 
human story, to the cosmic story, then when our 
neighbors engage in creating things that make 
sense, they reflect a hunger for God.  

EJ: How does the culture of the Kingdom of 
God relate to the one we live in right now?

AC: Let me mention one more thing that cul-
tures do: they define the horizons of possibility 
and impossibility for human beings. Cultures 
make some things possible that would be impos-
sible otherwise, and they make other things im-
possible that would be possible otherwise. 

The best example I can think of is when I 
lived in an apartment in Cambridge, Massachu-
setts. Although I lived there for seven years, I 
never met or even learned the names of the res-
idents next door. Was it strictly impossible for 
me to meet those people and learn their names? 
No, I could’ve easily knocked on their doors and 
introduced myself. But since we were in New 

“We are called as human 
beings and followers of 

Christ to create culture—
to be active instead of 

reactive.”



C
o

rn
e

ll 
C

la
rit

a
s 

Fa
ll 

20
15

25

difference? 

You’ll never be able to change the entire 
world, but you can expand the scope of your in-
fluence over time. 

EJ: What are some things we can be doing to 
expand our influence over our domains of agen-
cy? 

AC: As Christians, I think we are often caught 
in reactive ways of approaching culture. In my 
book Culture Making, I identify four C’s: (1) 
condemning culture, when you complain all the 
time about what it’s doing; (2) critiquing culture, 
which is analytical and academic, but stuck at 
the idea level; (3) copying culture, where Chris-
tians make their own versions of culture for fel-
low Christians; and (4) consuming culture, in 
which you accept everything culture throws at 
you. 

What all of these have in common is that they 
are reactive. They all wait for someone else to do 
something first, and then they react. 

I want to suggest that we are called as hu-
man beings and followers of Christ to create 
culture—to be active instead of reactive. We’re 
called to write new books, to start businesses, 
to write laws, and so on. To sum it up in one 
phrase, let’s start creating culture. 

 

AC: There’s really good news about this, and 
there’s really bad news. 

The really good news is that everyone has 
ability to change the horizon of possibility—
within a small domain. Most of us have the 
ability to make a difference in the lives of those 
immediately near us and intimate to us, such as 
our friends and family. At the smallest enough 
scale, everyone can change culture. 

The bad news is that at the larger scale, no 
one can change culture. No one has the power 
to change the horizon of possibilities for every 
human being on the planet. So then the ques-
tion is this: where are you on this intermediate 
scale? Between my most intimate relationships 
and the most extensive relationships, where am 
I in the middle, and over what domains do I have 
agency? 

The answer is: it’s different for everyone. 
When I was a student at Cornell, I had a cer-
tain degree of agency at Cornell that I no longer 
have as an alumnus. But as an alumnus, I have 
a degree of agency that I didn’t have as a stu-
dent.  For example, I can now make money and 
give money. When you start giving money, the 
administration pays attention to you. But I can’t 
give as much money as Michael Bloomberg, so 
they don’t pay as much attention to me as they 
do to Bloomberg.

Your degree of agency is based on where you 
are situated institutionally. So begin to ask 
yourselves, where have I been placed such that I 
have the ability to make a difference? And where 
could I go, called by the grace of God, to make a 
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The moment you step onto campus, you find 
yourself in the middle of the huge commotion 
that is the Cornell experience. Poster boards and 
displays for every club imaginable vie for your 
attention during Club Fest. You fail to resist the 
urge to sign up for every other club listserv and 
as a result find yourself attending way too many 
pre-professional organization information ses-
sions. 

Soon enough, you start to worry that you are 
lagging behind the pace of your peers and feel 
that you should be doing more. Sometime there-
after you come to the realization that you now 
hold the power to shape your social destiny, so in 
the midst of your pursuit of academic excellence, 
you struggle to find your social niche and discov-
er your personal interests. When are tryouts for 
club sports? Which fraternity or sorority is more 
popular? What if I don’t get along with my floor-
mates? Do a cappella groups take mediocre and 
inexperienced people? How do I get people to like 
me? Are my PJ’s socially acceptable? ...Why am I 
always striving? 

This overwhelming Cornell mentality is not 
unfamiliar to many of us students and surely 
not to my good friend Sam. See, Sam graduated 
at the top of his high school class, but his friends 
were friends by convenience, and the community 
service club and honor society he joined mostly 
helped to boost his college application. Upon en-
tering college, Sam was determined to more in-
tentionally involve himself with a group of peers 
that he could call family. Wh
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But every community seemed to expect some-
thing from him first. Sam needed competitive 
lap times to join the swim team, a decent GPA to 
be part of a research or project team, an appreci-
ation for plants to participate in the horticulture 
club, and a desire to “help other people” in order 
to thrive in the community service fraternity. 
Sam found himself going from one audition to 
another interview, from tryouts to social events, 
all in hopes of being accepted into a community. 
By the end of the first month, Sam was final-
ly settling down with his a cappella group and 
thinking about rushing a business fraternity the 
following semester. 

One Friday night, as Sam walked across the 
second floor of RPCC, he was drawn by the mu-
sic and laughter that could be heard outside the 
walls of the auditorium. As Sam entered the 

room from the back, he heard someone in the 
front say “…satisfaction is found in the God that 
Christians believe created life and offers life.” 
This must be a Christian group, Sam thought. 
I wonder what its standards are. What criteria 
must Christians have for their God to accept 
them? 

As Christians, we believe in a perfect God 
who is the source of love and all good things and 
who, out of love, created all human beings in His 
image. God intended humans to be perfect be-
ings and to be in a perfect relationship with God 
as our Father, worshipping Him at the center 
of our lives. Evidently, by God’s standards, He 
accepts no one less than perfect. In the Bible, Je-
sus (whom Christians believe was God in flesh), 
says this:
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“You have heard that it was said to the people 
long ago, ‘You shall not murder, and anyone who 
murders will be subject to judgment.’ But I tell 
you that anyone who is angry with a broth-
er or sister will be subject to judgment […] 
You have heard that it was said, ‘You shall not 
commit adultery.’ But I tell you that anyone 
who looks at a woman lustfully has already 
committed adultery with her in his heart” 
(Matthew 5:21-22, 27-28).

By these standards, no one is perfect, not even 
good. The white lie I said to my parents makes 
me a liar in the eyes of God. That time I was 
lustful proves I’ve 
committed adultery, 
and when I become 
angry with someone, 
by God’s standards, 
I am a murderer. 

And maybe I’m 
not actually that 
bad. I try really hard 
to make the people 
around me happy. 
I don’t cheat on my 
exams, and I’m only 
sometimes both-
ered by the home-
less people outside 
the grocery store. 
I wouldn’t say I’m 
stingy or lazy, and 
I rarely indulge in 
judging and gossiping about others. But at the 
end of the day, every time I mess up, I fall into 
sin and through my actions say “God, I don’t 
want to be perfect. I don’t want to be with You.”

In our court system today, we would never 
knowingly let a guilty criminal get away with-
out penalty. Even more so, for God, everyone is 
a criminal who falls short of His standards of 
perfection. The punishment for sin is separation 
from God who is the source of all good, from the 
perfect relationship with God that He created 
humans for – more tangibly known as “hell.” 

The Judge must issue justice, but what hap-
pens when He must declare the verdict on His 
own child? We are God’s creation, His children, 
whom He loves. Does He deny himself justice or 
does He rightly sentence to death His beloved? 
God loves you and me but He cannot be unjust, 
so He comes up with an alternative solution to 
our problem of sin – God himself becomes one of 
us, a perfect human by the name of Jesus. 

Jesus represents humanity so that in His ful-
fillment of God’s standards He makes it possible 
for us be in perfect relationship with God. Addi-
tionally, in order to satisfy the Judge but spare 
the guilty (that’s us), Jesus sacrificed His perfect 
life once and for all sins, taking the punishment 
that is rightly ours in our place. (He did not re-
main dead though! Jesus ultimately overcame 
the crippling effect of death and is alive.)

So the good news is two-fold: Jesus not only 
takes the blame for past and future sins so we 
are no longer deemed guilty but also meets God’s 
standards of perfection so that we can be in per-

fect relationship with 
God even as imperfect 
people. Though we 
may never fully un-
derstand how God’s 
solution to our prob-
lem works, we know 
this: God’s standards 
are still the same, but 
we can meet them 
only through an un-
derstanding that 
we’ve fallen short and 
need Jesus to take our 
place and represent 
us. Therefore, the 
standard to be Chris-
tian and to become 
part of the Christian 
community is to un-
derstand this para-

dox: we cannot achieve God’s standards. 

As Christians who have been saved from 
eternal punishment for our sins, we are forev-
er thankful for God’s sacrifice and acknowledge 
that God deserves to be glorified and worshipped 
by His creation, which include you and me. And 
we acknowledge that we are not better people; 
rather, we are broken people who have been 
shown mercy by the Perfect God. 

Christians are forgiven, so we understand 
that we are not capable of judging another per-
son because God is the Judge. We do not hold 
grudges since God didn’t hold a grudge against 
us. We choose to love those around us to emu-
late God’s incredible love for us. We embrace the 
rejected because we understand that God freely 
allowed us to be part of His community regard-
less of our personal qualifications. 

Thus, the Christian community practically 
functions to help its members strive to please 

“...THE STANDARD TO 
BE CHRISTIAN  AND 

TO BECOME PART OF 
THE CHRISTIAN    COM-
MUNITY IS TO  UNDER-
STAND THIS PARADOX 

THAT WE CANNOT 
ACHIEVE GOD’S  

STANDARDS”
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identities in Jesus Christ who makes us perfect. 

You might recall being handed a free copy of 
The Reason for God by members of Cornell Faith 
and Action (CFA) or have a friend who invited 
you to attend a Cru Real Life gathering; you 
might have been quarter-carded by Asian Amer-
ican InterVarsity (AAIV) or care-packaged by 
Chinese Bible Study (CBS). You might remem-
ber the conversation with people who identify 
as Christians from the Navigators, Hong Kong 
Christian Fellowship, African Students Bible 
Study, etc. but know this – as Christians we are 
one large community of people who want you to 
understand that God’s standards are impossible 
to achieve on your own. You’ve failed already, 
but God never fails, and you are invited into our 
community because of what God has done so 
that He may be glorified and worshipped by all 
who have faith to believe. 

Author: Cindy Wu is a junior study-
ing Human Biology, Health, and 
Society who proudly hails from the 
Bay Area, California.  She loves eat-
ing cucumbers, scrolling through 
photos of smiling Huskies, and 
walking alongside brothers and sis-

ters to magnify the name of Jesus Christ.

God and to meet God’s standards as best as we 
can, even though we do not need to and realis-
tically are incapable of perfectly doing so. And 
anyone is welcome to join and participate in 
“Christian events,” but the Christian communi-
ty is not united by common interest in hobbies, 
musical preferences, social habits, future aspira-
tions, or even in certain aspects of theology. 

We are not identified by any standards that 
we achieve; rather, we acknowledge that our dif-
ferences and similarities are nothing in light of 
the common unity that we have with Jesus, the 
only way to be accepted into God’s community. 
And God desires His community, united by Je-
sus, to encourage each other to resist temptation 
to sin, to grow together in love and knowledge 
of God, and to build one another up through 
prayer. One of the authors in the Bible writes 
this to the early Christian community: 

And let us consider how we may spur one 
another on toward love and good deeds, not 
giving up meeting together, as some are in 
the habit of doing, but encouraging one an-
other—and all the more as you see the Day ap-
proaching (Hebrews 10:24-25). 

God has fulfilled the standards of perfection 
for every one of us, even those who are not Chris-
tian. The invitation to join the Christian com-
munity extends those who recognize that Jesus 
fulfills impossible standards of perfection and 
allows us to be in perfect relationship with God. 
As Christians, we long to see people find their 
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John. But, oh, how easily is it forgotten because 
of our sin and how easily we are drawn away 
from truths.

Even when we say we love the Lord our God, 
we must recognize that the way such love is 
demonstrated is in our actions. We can praise 
the Lord on Sunday, walk the Christian walk, 
and talk the appropriate talk, sure! However, 
do we let our love of God truly characterize our 

actions toward others 
throughout the week? 
This question is the rea-
son why 1 Corinthians 13 
was written. The church 
at Corinth was embroiled 
against one another be-
cause of a prevailing 
superiority complex of 
certain spiritual gifts. 
Paul writes because they 
failed to recognize that 

all gifts from the Holy Spirit, no matter what 
their perceived superiority may be, were given 
so that the church could be blessed. Such gifts 
should be displayed not in spite, but in the great 
God-given understanding of love that should 
characterize believers.

When we rest on this Biblical foundation, we 
find that love always involves more than just a 
plus one. It’s our responsibility as Christians to 
live in such a way that demonstrates that there 
is more to love than what our media might say.

I still vividly remember an experience from 
February of my freshman year of high school. 
On a retreat with my Christian Club, not really 
knowing anyone, I went through the right Chris-

My time here at Cornell has radically changed 
my idea of love. “Love” is no longer a passive 
word, all about romance or infatuation. Love 
is and has always been active, because it truly 
engages me and challenges me not only as the 
recipient but as the giver. God has graciously 
taught me a few important concepts about what 
love is through who He is and who I am as a 
Christian on this campus. Here are three rea-
sons why love is active:

One of the first les-
sons I learned about love 
is that it includes. My 
picture of love had been 
incredibly distorted by 
teenage movies that por-
trayed it as something 
only between two peo-
ple. And since I wasn’t 
with someone else, it 
was something I couldn’t 
have.

But love is for more than your special some-
one. Love is meant to encourage others in life, 
and, most importantly, in their walk with God. 
The commandments found in Matthew 22:37-40 
are all about love: first, love the Lord your God; 
and second, love others, not just one “other”, 
as you love yourself. In the first and greatest, 
we are called to love God “with all [our] heart 
and with all [our] soul and with all [our] mind.” 
(Matthew 22:37). It’s important to note that this 
message wasn’t new to Jesus’ Jewish audience. 
These words can be found in Deuteronomy 6 
in Moses’ exhortation to the Israelites. For us, 
this command is found not only in the words of 
Christ but is weaved into the epistles, like in 1 

3Reasons Why 
  Love is 
Active

by Dedzidi Ladzepo

“When you find yourself 
searching for love un-

known, it may be time to 
search a little differently.”
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We are called to ask for a reactionary love that 
comes with an informed relationship with the 
Lord when we are in need.

Even now, I deprive myself of this essential 
aspect of this inclusive, community-driven love 
in my selfishness and my pride. Please, stop let-
ting your self-sufficiency get in the way and let 
love react to your anxieties. As Paul says, “cast 
all your anxieties on [God], because He cares 
for you.” (1 Peter 5:7). As we are to mirror God 
through the perfect example of His Son, Jesus 
Christ, we must learn to react to others’ anxi-
ety and serve not just as a comforter, but a full 
doer of the Word. In my times of trouble, it has 
become necessary for me to allow love to react, 
and, as God wills, for me to be the reactionary 
for those who are in trouble as well.

How often do we only think of love as a com-
forter or a blanket over our problems? This is not 
what love is; it is what we want it to be. In all 
of this I’ve realized that often times I project my 
idea of love on everyone, everything, and most 
importantly, on God. Sometimes, I just want 
God to be a comfort, a pacifier. But the great 

tian motions with the wrong desire of just want-
ing to go home. But that changed. One evening, 
people prayed for me and my growth in the Lord 
without being compelled by obligation. They 
didn’t know me well, but their prayers and their 
unexpected love became one piece of my journey 
to where I am today. Although this time may 
not be remembered by all, it definitely taught 
me that love manifests itself in a community of 
believers whose minds and lives are centered on 
God, what He has done, and what He will do.

Secondly, love reacts in times of trouble. In 
the great, unexpected wisdom that it brings, 
love not only sees our needs, but also anticipates 
and fulfills them. 

Although I easily recognized love as some-
thing that is inclusive, seeing love as reaction-
ary was a bit more difficult. I grew up thinking 
it was not wise to tell someone that you were 
struggling. So, I never told; I never let anyone 
into my life. What I’m learning now is that this 
perception places me in opposition to what the 
Lord has planned for us as humans. We are nat-
urally called to make friends, to be relational. 

31
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have learned my longest lasting friendships are 
characterized by this sense of endurance. We 
both know without a doubt, at least in this pres-
ent time, that there is an unspoken rule—we 
will do our best to be there and to stay there.

If anything, I hope this shows that love, in 
all senses of the word, is hard work. Regardless 
of what society says, it doesn’t come easily. But 
the Christian life recognizes this difficulty—love 
is the work that Jesus Christ did on the cross. 
As in the book of John, “greater love has no one 
than this, that someone lay down his life for his 
friends” (John 15:13). The most perfect mani-
festation of love was accomplished when Jesus 
died in our place for our sins. We now live in full 
view of this, as written in 1 Corinthians: “For we 
know in part … but when the perfect comes, the 
partial will pass away.” Therefore, what makes 
love beautiful is not its characteristics but its ac-
tions that last forever.  There is so much more 
to say about love, but let me leave you with this 
thought: when you find yourself searching for 
love unknown, it may be time to search a little 
differently. Search for something that acts bold-
ly, search for something that never ends. I know 
I did. 

Author: Dedzidi is an Economics ma-
jor at Cornell University, where she 
is a women’s small group leader for 
Cru Cornell. In her free time, she also 
expresses herself on her blog, dedzi-
dilives.tumblr.com.

thing is that love is not God, but God is love. His 
love is not always comfortable, but it is perfect. 
It is corrective, disciplinary, challenging—it is 
reactionary. It may not always mean euphoria, 
but God, in His love, always knows exactly what 
I need.

I am still selfish and prideful and think that 
love should only come when I need it and how 
I want it. My love and my perception of it will 
never be perfect, but looking at the great love 
others show in the name of the Lord, I know that 
my own love will grow so that, in all, Christ will 
be revealed.

Lastly, one of the things I learned about love 
is that, when it’s real, it truly endures in all cir-
cumstances and through all trials. “Love never 
ends”… right? It’s so easy to memorize those 
words from 1 Corinthians 13, to hear them at 
the end of a wedding’s Scripture reading, but it’s 
another thing to understand their implications 
and live them.

Of course, love’s endurance is something 
we will never be able to embody on our own 
strength. However, with an active kind of love, 
it’s important to realize what it entails. Wheth-
er it is pointed toward your parents, your best 
friend, or your coworkers, it means you’ll have 
to give things up to sustain it. It may mean that 
you lose study time because you have to help a 
friend. It may mean you listen to your mom talk 
about the same things over and over again with-
out becoming angry. It means that you will sac-
rifice what seems like a lot of time and effort, be-
cause these loses will be an immeasurable gain.

In my three years at Cornell and my twenty 
years on this earth, I have lost some friendships 
I thought would last for a lifetime. However, I 
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June 17, 2015 nine people were murdered 
in Emanuel AME Church in Charleston, South 
Carolina. Just two days after the shooting, fam-
ily members of those killed addressed and pub-
licly forgave Dylann Roof, the shooter, at his 
hearing.

Unfortunately, this incident is one of many 
stories surrounding the politics of race here in 
America. However, this story stands out for a 
few reasons: the blatant racism that motivat-
ed the shooter, the fact that it took place in a 
church, and the fact that the surviving family 
members so quickly and so publicly offered for-
giveness to the man that hurt them so deeply.

Not too long after the shooting, I saw a Wash-
ington Post article on Facebook by Stacey Patton 
called “Black America Should Stop Forgiving 
White Racists.”1 The main point of the article is 
that black people are forced by the media to for-
give those who have killed their loved ones, mur-
derers and the police alike, and that this forced 
forgiveness lessens the consequences or punish-
ment for these people who deserve to suffer the 
proper repercussions for their actions.

Author Stacey Patton writes,

After 9/11, there was no talk about forgiving 
al-Qaeda, Saddam Hussein or Osama bin Lad-
en. America declared war, sought blood and re-
venge, and rushed protective measures into place 
to prevent future attacks.

As the Atlantic Monthly, writer Ta-Nehisi 
Coates noted on Twitter: “Can’t remember any 
campaign to ‘love’ and ‘forgive’ in the wake of 
ISIS beheadings.”

No one expects Jewish people to forgive the 
Nazis or contemporary anti-Semitic acts. But 
black people are held to an impossibly higher 
standard. This rush to forgive — before grieving, 
healing, processing or even waiting for the legal 
or judicial systems to process these crimes — and 
the expectations of black empathy for those who 
do great harm is deeply problematic.2 

As Patton continues, she uses the Charleston 
families as an example because they publicly 
forgave the man who took their family members 
from them. There appears to be a sharp double 
standard in the media when it comes to issues 
of violence and other hate crimes against black 
Americans. However, Patton completely misses 
the heart behind the forgiveness extended by 
the survivors and she reduces the concept of for-
giveness to one that is conditional, in this case 
on the current struggle against racial injustice. 

This raises the question: can forgiveness and 
justice coexist? 

Stacey Patton would say, in the way forgive-
ness is demanded of black families, no. It is true 
that no one should be forced to forgive anyone; 
that does not mean, however, that forgiveness 
is not the right choice, or that it lessens conse-
quences for actions or should undermine justice.

Forgiveness and 
Justice
by Emani Pollard
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ness as quickly as the Charleston families did, 
but I think that forgiveness was the right choice. 
We do not forgive because we seek to appease 
white America who feels guilt and shame for not 
speaking out that black lives matter. We do not 
forgive to advance the idea that if we forgive, we 
will all grow into bigger and better people and 
we will progress as a society. We forgive because 
we have faith in God, a God who is just and seeks 
justice,6 and a God who forgives us when we do 
not deserve to be forgiven: “…but God shows His 
love for us in that while we were still sinners, 
Christ died for us.”7 

The Charleston families have been openly 
criticized for offer-
ing forgiveness to 
the man who caused 
them so much pain, 
but they are being 
criticized by a so-
ciety that sees the 
situation in black 
and white–literally. 
Stacey Patton and 
many others paint 
the issue as “us vs. 

them,” as an issue of white aggression and black 
reactionism. It is true, the media should not 
demand or pressure forgiveness out of anyone; 
this is insensitive and wrong. The larger issue 
at hand, however, that of forgiveness, is larger 
than any category we use to identify ourselves. 
Forgiveness transcends people groups and social 
and political issues.

Choosing to forgive is not a sign of weakness; 
rather, choosing to remain angry is the easier 
option. While our justice system is able to pun-
ish wrongdoings to some extent, it is reactive 
rather than proactive. Forgiveness, on the other 
hand, creates the opportunity to mend broken 
relationships and rebuild a society torn apart by 
hurt and racial injustice. We cannot dismiss the 
power in the forgiveness the Charleston families 
extended to their aggressor.

The courageous forgiveness extended by the 
Charleston families was to mirror the forgive-
ness that God extends to each and every one 
of us. God’s forgiveness has given us access to 
a restored relationship with Him. The families 
demonstrated their faith that God will forgive 
them and can forgive Dylann Roof. While their 
forgiveness did not erase the consequences of 
the hateful actions of Dylann Roof, it should also 
not impede justice from being carried out fairly 
and swiftly.

Forgiveness is not an expression of faith for 
everyone, but in the case of the Charleston fami-
lies, forgiveness is an expression of their faith in 
God. If we ignore this fact, we fail to understand 
the sincerity behind the forgiveness offered. 

In an article in Christianity Today, Michael 
Wear writes, “An understanding of the religious 
and theological reason for forgiveness does not 
preclude questions or skepticism, of course, par-
ticularly if you have not experienced the forgive-
ness of God for yourself. But that does not grant 
us the right to whitewash the motivation for for-
giveness we witnessed in Charleston.”3 

To “whitewash” 
the forgiveness of the 
Charleston families 
erodes the meaning 
of forgiveness in so-
ciety. In discussing 
these issues, espe-
cially in the media, 
there is a muddling 
of forgiveness and 
mercy combined 
with a weak display 
of justice that supports the systemic oppression 
of black people and all minorities. But forgive-
ness was never meant to discount or sweep aside 
justice in the name of making amends.

To forgive is to acknowledge that you have 
been wronged and to choose not to harbor resent-
ment toward the person who wronged you. In the 
Bible we’re told to forgive unconditionally. Peter 
asks Jesus if he should forgive someone up to 
seven times, and Jesus answers, seventy times 
seven.4 He says this to mean we should continu-
ally offer forgiveness when someone wrongs us, 
part of that forgiveness being not keeping track 
of how many times you’ve forgiven them.

Forgiveness does not lessen the consequences 
of one’s actions, but it also does not invalidate 
justice; justice is needed to right the wrong. The 
ultimate picture of both forgiveness and justice 
is Jesus. God saw that it was just to punish our 
sin by death, but Jesus took on the weight of our 
sin, the consequences we deserved, and died in 
our place. Justice was served when Jesus died 
on the cross, and when He rose again three days 
later, His forgiveness gave us a chance to believe 
in Him and receive eternal life. “For the wages 
of sin is death, but the gift of God is eternal life 
through Jesus Christ our Lord.”5

I do not think I could extend the same forgive-

“We forgive because we have 
faith in God, a God who is just and 
seeks justice, and a God forgave 
us when we did not deserve to be 

forgiven”
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There is pain and there is suffering because 
lives have been taken.

A woman who identified herself as the daugh-
ter of Ethel Lance said, “I will never talk to her 
ever again. I will never hold her ever again. You 
hurt me. You hurt a lot of people. But God for-
gives you. I forgive you.” 8

The same love that motivated God to forgive 
us dwells within these people. It is that love that 
propelled them to step out in faith and publicly 
offer forgiveness to the man who hurt them so 
deeply. It is that love and forgiveness we cannot 
pass over in this discussion. It is not trivial, nor 
is it passive. It is from a place of forgiveness, cou-
pled with firm justice, that we are able to learn 
from the suffering produced by our mistakes and 
reform our hearts and minds in order to truly 
transform society. While we work tirelessly in 
the fight against racial injustice, we must re-
member that it is God’s forgiveness and justice 
that truly restore and heal the deepest wounds.

1Patton, Stacey. “Black America Should Stop 
Forgiving White Racists.” Washington Post. 
June 22, 2015. http://www.washingtonpost.

com/posteverything/wp/2015/06/22/black-
america-should-stop-forgiving-white-racists/.
2Ibid.
3Wear. Michael. “Stop Explaining Away Black 
Christian Forgiveness.” Christianity Today. 
June 24, 2015. http://www.christianitytoday.
com/ct/2015/june-web-only/stop-explain-
ing-away-black-christian-forgiveness.htm-
l?share=GpuHt9nuBUpS9JYPW1AHW0eeUcd-
3qGYA
4Matthew 18:21-22 (ESV)
5Romans 3:23 (ESV)
6Deuteronomy 10:18, 32:4; Psalm 9:7, 33:5, 37:28, 
89:14, 97:12, 99:4, 103:6, 104:12, 111:7; Proverbs 
16:11, 21:3; Isaiah 5:16, 30:18, 33:5, 61:8; Zeph-
aniah 2:3; Matthew 12:18; Revelation 15:3, 16:5, 
16:7 (ESV)
7Romans 5:8 (ESV)
8Patton, Stacey. “Black America Should Stop 
Forgiving White Racists.”

Author: Emani Pollard is a junior in 
the ILR School at Cornell University. 
She leads a Cornell Faith and Action 
(CFA) Bible study and enjoys drink-
ing tea year round.
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Dear Lord,

We want to think the way you, our Creator, designed us to think—
with thoughts after you. In seeking to know you, we also desire to 
make you known. Thus, we offer this journal of Christian ideas in 
order to make your beauty known here at Cornell and around the 
world.  These efforts to express and apply our knowledge of divine 
things are not for the sake of exalting ourselves, but for the sake of 
seeking you and seeing you glorified.  We come to you in the spirit 
of that which your servant, Notre Dame scholar Mark Noll, has 
written: “…the search for a mind that truly thinks like a Christian 
takes on ultimate significance, because the search for a Christian 
mind is not, in the end, a search for mind but a search for God.” 

We pray that in these pages and by these reflections that you 
would be found. To that end, Lord, bless these writings by your 
powerful grace so that we might be, as the Apostle Paul prayed, 
‘filled with the knowledge of your will, in all spiritual wisdom and 
understanding.’ (Col. 1:9) Your gospel compels us to seek after you, 
and there is nothing greater or higher than the knowledge of who 
you are and what you’ve done for us in Christ. We ask you to bless 
our efforts to understand you better as we do this together in the 
pages of the Claritas. Cultivate the way we think—for the sake of 
knowing you and glorifying you. Amen.
 
Jim Thomforde
Ministry Director
Cornell Faith and Action

N I C E N E  C R E E D

A  P R AY E R

The Cornell Claritas invites 
people from all intellectual, 
philosophical, religious, and 
spiritual backgrounds to join 
us in our conversation as we 
search for truth. We do, however, 
reserve the rights to publish 
only that which aligns with our 
statements of belief. 

We, the members of the Cornell 
Claritas, affirm that the Bible 
is inspired by God, that faith 
in Jesus Christ is necessary for 
salvation, and that God has 
called us to live by the moral 
principles of the New Testament. 
We affirm the Nicene Creed, with 
the understanding that views 
may differ on baptism and the 
meaning of the word “catholic.”

We believe in one God, the Father, the Almighty, maker of heaven 
and earth, of all things visible and invisible.

We believe in one Lord, Jesus Christ, the only Son of God, eternally 
begotten of the Father, God from God, Light from Light, true God 
from true God, begotten, not made, of one Being with the Father. 
Through him all things were made. For us and for our salvation 
he came down from heaven: by the power of the Holy Spirit, he 
became incarnate from the Virgin Mary and was made man. For 
our sake he was crucified under Pontius Pilate; he suffered death 
and was buried. On the third day he rose again in accordance with 
the Scriptures; he ascended into heaven and is seated at the right 
hand of the Father. He will come again in glory to judge the living 
and the dead, and his kingdom will have no end. 

We believe in the Holy Spirit, the Lord, the giver of life, who proceeds 
from the Father and the Son. With the Father and the Son he is 
worshipped and glorified. He has spoken through the Prophets. We 
believe in one holy catholic and apostolic Church. We acknowledge 
one baptism for the forgiveness of sins. We look for the resurrection 
of the dead, and the life of the world to come. Amen.



C
o

rn
e

ll 
C

la
rit

a
s 

Fa
ll 

20
15

37

A U G U S T I N E :  C O N F E S S I O N S

Book 1, Chapter 1

 “Great art thou, O Lord, and greatly to be praised; 
great is thy power, and infinite is thy wisdom.” And 
man desires to praise thee, for he is a part of thy 
creation; he bears his mortality about with him 
and carries the evidence of his sin and the proof 
that thou dost resist the proud. Still he desires 
to praise thee, this man who is only a small part 
of thy creation. Thou hast prompted him, that he 
should delight to praise thee, for thou hast made 
us for thyself and restless is our heart until it 
comes to rest in thee. Grant me, O Lord, to know 
and understand whether first to invoke thee or to 
praise thee; whether first to know thee or call upon 
thee. But who can invoke thee, knowing thee not? 
For he who knows thee not may invoke thee as 
another than thou art. It may be that we should 
invoke thee in order that we may come to know 
thee. But “how shall they call on him in whom 
they have not believed? Or how shall they believe 
without a preacher?” Now, “they shall praise the 
Lord who seek him,” for “those who seek shall find 
him,” and, finding him, shall praise him. I will seek 
thee, O Lord, and call upon thee. I call upon thee, O 
Lord, in my faith which thou hast given me, which 
thou hast inspired in me through the humanity of 
thy Son, and through the ministry of thy preacher.
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S U B M I S S I O N S

If you should like to contribute an essay, 

review, or artwork, we invite you to contact 

the editors and discuss your ideas. We also 

accept unsolicited manuscripts, although 

we reserve the rights to publish submissions 

that are appropriate to the mission, tone, 

and standard of quality of the journal. We 

also welcome letters to the editor. You can 

contact the editors or submit a manuscript 

by emailing cornell.claritas@gmail.com.

C O N TA C T  U S

Visit us online at www.cornellclaritas.

com to learn more, subscribe, and join the 

conversation. You can also reach us at 

cornell.claritas@gmail.com.




