
Is Ethics Also Among the Sciences? 
An Evaluation of Nancey Murphy and George Ellis's 

Theological Proposals 

For a Ionig time it has been a common assumptioll that ethics and science 
belong to entirely different categories of knowledge. In the modern scientific 
conception of tlie world everythh~g happened according to plilysically determined 
laws, and thus it became increasingly difficult to anchor rnoralib to an objective 
order in the universe, Consequently, it has been customary to hold that moral 
judgme~~ts are nothing but expressiolis of preference (values) that cannot be 
derived from state~nents of "facts." Even when morality was defended as a 
ratio~~al enterprise, it was seen as another kind of rationality than the one used 
to explain '6facts99 withill tlie natural sciences. Otherwise, the do~nilla~ice of 
deter~nined laws would make ilnpossible a realm of human freedom and 
respormsibili~.' If this is the true picture, then moral disputes can ltardly be 
rationulby settled withill a scie~~tific discourse. 

There is today a ggrowing dissatisfaction with such a moral vacuum. 
Importan-rt ethical questions are raised within natural, political, and economic 
sciences, and therefore an increasi~~g nu~nber of scie~ltists find it unacceptable 
to leave this decisive aspect out of scientific discourse. For many7 it is Just 
such a refusal of public and scientific evaluation of morality which bears 
partial respor-rsibilihy for the (post)~nodern crises of fiagnenhtion and relativism. 
Thus, some would argue, it is necessaly to overcolne the modern bifurcatiols 
bemeen fact axid value in favor of a more il~tegrative and unified understanding 
of knowledge and ethics. 

This article seeks to examine whether an etl~ical presence among the 
sciences is only an occasional ruptirre of normaliq- as a king Saul among the 
propllets - or whether it is indeed possible to overcome current bifurcations. 

Roland Spjuth is a Eecizlrer a f  the Scandinavian Academy of Leadershig and 
Theology in Malilzo, Sweden. 
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From the traditioll of the Radical Reformation, a conneeti011 between ethics 
and science is not unproblernatic. Such a position has often implied trust in a 
generally accessible moraliQ, a standpoint which in practice has only served to 
justify dominant moral views as "natural." Is not science the ilnperialistic 
power which subjugates evenytlzing that is other?A~ld is not nzorality (to change 
the metaphor) rather to be pursued at a prophetic distance fro~n the empire, as 
a transgression and a rupture of "scientific normality?" 

Nancey Murphy and George @. R. Ellis in their recent book On the 
Moral Nature ofthe Universe2 make a brave aaeirapt to pursue the scientific 
nature of etl~ics from within an Anabaptist (or Radical reformation) heritage, 
especially as it has been formulated by John H. Yoder. Murplzy is a philosopher 
and an ordained minister in the Church of the Brethren in the US, and Ellis is 
professor of Mathematics a i ~ d  Astronomy and a Quaker activist from South 
Africa. Such an attempt is a promising point of depal-ture for an evaluatio~z of 
the possibilities and liinitations ofthe claim that ethics is arnollg the sciences. 
Is it possible to argue for the ratio~lality of ethics, without subjugating the 
Alzabaptist heritage to the dominatim~g powers of society and science? 

On the moral nature o f  the universe 

Murphy and Ellis are convinced that any wail of separation between science 
and faith is most unfortunate. Their book is a powerful challenge to modes11 
assumptions that have pushed ethics, metaplzysics, and tlneology away from 
the public arena that for too loi~g has been co~~trolled by so-called value-free 
science and political pragmatism. Instead s f  separation, they seek to maximize 
the overlaps between reason and ethics. Ethics must again be a scientific 
study. However, such an a(l-empt presumes that ethical stateil~ents refer not 
just to personal taste but sornehow to structures in our common universe. 
Ethics must have an objective base in the moral nature of the universe. And if 
one rejects the idea that all ethics can be reduced to '"facts" ila the material 
realm, then this assumes a trariscendent goodness and beauty that is beyond 
natural explanation but still present in the world as a claim on us to seek the 
ultimate good. Thus, a claim that ethics is ainong the sciences must first 
clarify how one ought to understand the presence of a tra~~sceadent and final 
purpose (telos). Further, lnetaphjlsical and theological perspectives must be 
interrelated with the structures of the universe and, cor-tsequently, within the 
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scientific domain (the question of ontolou). Second, such an us~dedaking 
must sliow how erhical reaso~lil~g can be evaluated in a scientific manner (the 
question of epistemology). 

M u l ~ h y  and Ellis's ontological presuppositioi~s imply that the universe 
is seen as a unified whole. Of course, they do not want to reduce every 
pheno~nena of reality to the same level. Instead, they regard the universe as a 
multi-levelled complex order wl~ere different systenxs hieral~hically cs-ordinate 
with one another (1%-22).j The total hierarchical system must then be seen as 
an open and incomplete system that needs a transcelldent reference. Thus, 
theologgi and moraliv can be placed at the top of the h ierar~hy.~ Ethics (and 
theology) becomes a science without being subordi~aated to the categories of 
natural science. 

However, iai order to integrate ethics into this stratified worM-view, 
Murphy and Ellis must split the hierarchy into two branches above the level of 
physics. ci~emistry and biology. The reason for this split is that they distinguish 
between top-down effects and top-down actions. The first branch i~lcludes 
the sciences dealing with non-hulman realities. In this material realm, they 
accept that the hierarchical system is rigorously deterniined by a set of laws 
that cannot be altered. 111 order to distinguish this branch from the one guided 
by intentiorla1 actions, they differentiate a branch consisting of ecology, geology, 
astrophysics and cosmology from another including psychofogy and social 
and applied sciences (see 86). This split gives a specific location for ethics. 
Moreover, they regard this as their celitral col~tributioa to the dialogtie between 
tl~eology and science and to the notion of the hierarchical order (see xvi and 
18). This location of ethics depends on the assertio~i that every system which 
includes intentions is driven by goals. But goals presuppose an innplicit or 
explicit vision of the good quality of life. Thus, "the hierarchy of the human 
sciences calls for a top layer . . . . [ljt is necessary to have an anlswer to the 
questio~l of the ultimate mean i~~g  of hunraan life, or to use a less ambiguous 
term, of the final purpose or telos of human life, This has traditio~ially been 
understood as the province of ethics" (87). The suggestion that ethics should 
be at the top of the human-sciences branch does not imply that they contend 
the team of human lnorality can be derived as a bottom-up distillation from 
the social sciences. The ethical core can surely be supported from below by 
the social sciences. But Murphy and Ellis clearly acknowledge that it can only 
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be groullded and confirmed fiora-n the top down in a metapltjrsical or theological 
interpretation of the nature of ultimate reality (173). There is no claim that 
ethics (and the goal of social sciences) can be founded on a referential relation 
with the objective orders of creation. 

In relation to the teildency of science to subjugate everything that is 
other, Murphy and Ellis propose an ethical core that seemilsgly challenges 
normal expla~~ations of the rnoral character of the universe: "'Self-renunciation 
for the sake of the other is humankind's highest goal" (1 18). Their claim is 
that the core of a scientific interpretatio~~ of the ulliverse ought to be the notion 
of the self-emptying of God -a core they sumlnarize with the Greek concept 
of kenosis used in Phil 2 7 .  Thoxgln they argue for the ecurnel-nical sig~lificance 
of this view, their presentation is largely shaped by the A~~abaptist tradition 
and more specifically by Men~~onite theologian John H. Yoder (see 1 73-201).5 
From Yoder's kenotic doctrine of God and from his non-coercive understanding 
of the relatiol~ship between God and the universe, ethical pacifism logically 
follows. But ethical pacifism is not just an individual program for some heroic 
Christians. It is rather the clue for interpreting the universe (cosmos) and for 
social-scielitific programs (polis). So instead of viewing biological evolution as 
confirming the survival of the fittest, they propose a kenotic reading of evolution 
as a recycling of life through giving of one's life; that is, a crucifor~n cosmos 
(21 1-13).6 And instead of accepting the i~nevitability of violence in aII societies, 
they argue for the social possibility of a less violent society.7 The kenotic core 
also suggests a doctrille of divine self-limitation and vulnerability: the relation 
between God and creation is noncoercive (209). Thus, their scientific progranr 
provides the rationale for a non-intewe~~tionist divine activity within physical 
reality, as well as God's respect for the freedom of others even to the poillt of 
evil and suffering. This does noGust make space for freedom, it also explains 
why the ultimate goal of nature is hidden: God does not force us to believe. 

When Murphy and Ellis formulate such an ethical core, they obviously 
move beyond the observation of present realities. And they underscore this by 
citing Yoder's rejectiol-n of the view that tlie Incarnatio~l ratifies the assullied 
nature as revelation. "Tlie point is just the opposite; that God broke through 
the borders of our sta~idard definitiol-ns of what is human, and gave a new, 
fornative definition in Jesus" (1 831.' 111 some of the most challenging parts of 
the book, the autl-iors then explicate the social embodiment of their ethic in  
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contrast to most current social opi~lions. In the realm ofjurisprudence, they 
reject the present penal system based on retribution and state monopoly in 
favor of a system that aims at restoration to the com~nu~lity 4122-26). They 
discuss alternative economic strategies that do not presuppose selfish~less (126- 
3 1)  and argue for consensus decision-making in the political realm (13 1-35). 
Finally, they attempt to produce empirical confimatio~ls for non-violent 
strategies 4 14 1-42). In the current situation, with pressing problems to face, 
the only ethical science of interest is one that can stilnulate a social embodi~nent 
that goes beyond prese~lhrrangements. As such, it surely takes us far beyolld 
conventional views of scientific normality. 

From such a critical and trallscendeutaf stance, is it possible for Murphy 
and Ellis to argue that ethics is among the sciences (the question of 
episten~ology)? First, ethical convictions about goals and illtentions are, as a 
matter of fact, presupposed in the social sciences. Arid since to a great extent 
they structure and direct these sciences, it becomes mandatory to evaluate 
even this higher level. For only when the end of human existellce is explicated 
can one make scientific studies about the means for proper social 
transfornations (see 142). To argue fbr a pure science that ignores the need to 
apply the results of scientific research in social managerne~~t is, for Murphy 
and Ellis, a form of "academic snobbery9' (79). In order to make useful 
contributions to the r u n n i ~ ~ g  of societgi, social scientists must be clear about 
worthy goals for a society. Thus the authors argue the practical necessity of 
the ethical belonging among the sciences. 

Secondly, as seen above, Murpl~y and Ellis divide their hierarchy in 
order to make space for intelltional actions. Yet tinis split is not the traditional 
hermeneutical distinction between natural sciences and hunnan sciences that 
would question the scientific character of ethics. The scientific character of 
ethics, and of the social sciences, does not rest on a qualitative distillction 
alnollg different branches of science. Of course, it is obvious that ethical 
concepts and judgments are not amellable to scientific testing as we ordinarily 
understand it - rsamely, tlarough an assessment of their correspondence with 
facts. The scientific evaluation of ethics must rather take the form of implantil~g, 
testing, and refining a transcendentarly grounded vision, solnething which can 
be done only in retrospect. Mo~vever, Murplly and Ellis claim that this does 
not make ethics radically different frorn otlier sciences. 
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Their book presupposes a methodology that Murphy has forinulated in 
depeildence on the research prograln of Imre L a k a t ~ s , ~  for whom no scientific 
theory is derived simply from observed facts. It always includes a core theoly 
that unifies the program by providing an overall view of the nature of the 
investigated object. This hard core is itself not possible to derive from facts or 
to falsify directly. It is rather the inferred theories of the lower levels - the 
auxiliary hypothesis - that are amenable to testing and that then colafinn, 
refine, or discard the whole theory. According to Lakatos, scientists are justified 
in sticking to a research program as long as it is progressive in predicting new 
facts and solving anomalies. Thus he can construe the history of science as an 
evolutionary history progressively moving upward to universali@. 

Mt~rphy and ElIis are confident that ethics can be presupposed as a 
research prograln which makes a central core irnlnurle to direct falsification. It 
is the auxilia~y hypothesis that can be exami~led scientifically. They give several 
exa~nples. It must be showll that an ethical program can be applied in a realistic 
forin of life (the possibility of social embodiment) and can give a cor~siste~it 
accou~lt of the wealth of illformation and data provided by the social sciences. 
The ethical vision is confirmed only if it is so~nehow in harmony with the 
character of reality as it is expounded, for example, in the natural sciences 
(205- 181, Fun-thermore, according to Lakatos, it is crt~cial that a research program 
be progressive through content-increasing stages by a capacity to predict fiature 
confimations. Fi~~ally, M u ~ h y  and Ellis add, in reference to Alasdair Maclntyre, 
that an ethical research program must be able to reinterpret and inicorporate its 
rival alternatives. As a cumulative argument, such work can2 provide a good 
test as to wliether an ethical theory is a ""true" reflection of the n~oral nature of 
the universe. It is no surprise that this Lakatos-Murphy methodology has 
attracted pl~ilosophers of science in the theological camp (e.g., Tan G Barbour, 
Phillip Clayton, Philip Hefner, and Robert John Russell). 

Ill relation to the hermeneuticai division, it is crucial to notice that Murphy 
and Ellis emphatically counter a dualistic separation between nature and social 
being. The natural order and the social realm must be symthesised witlrin one 
cosll~ological  view^ Thus, they are not content to end up with two differentiated 
branches. These branches lraust be integrated not just at the bouom of physical 
and bioIogical entities, but also at the topmost IeveI that discloses an idea ofan 
ultimate reality explaining the character of both branches (204). "The link 
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between the two," they say, "is provided by an account of the moral character 
of Cod and of God's purposes in creating both the Cosn~os and the Polis" (3). 

Murphy and Ellis make an exciting attempt to colnbiile Yoder's nola-conformist 
tlieology with Imre Lakatos's philosophy of science. And they surely eliminate 
many of the traditional shortcomings found in arguments for the ethical 
belonging among the sciences. Yet, while their aQempt is promising, I argue 
that their proposals crumble due to their effort to integrate Yoder9s theology 
within Lakatos's research prograln. It is difficult to see how they can escape 
two of"doderqs objection to modern ethics: ( I )  that conflicts in science can be 
solved by methodological procedures (methodologism), and (2) that ethics 
cannot be fomlulated from the perspective of a n~inority (the symbol of this 
idea is, for Yoder, the change when "Christendom becomes the Empire" in the 
time of Constantine). 

First, the scientific character of Murphy and Ellis's program depeiids 
on the possibiliw of being able "to isolate a core theory -a central thesis from 
which all the rest of the theoretical structure. . . follows" (178). According to 
Yoden; the essence of ~nethodologism in academic moral reasonirag is the 
domination of a search for a first principle which is "beyond" or '""oeneath" 
considerations ofthe moral practice.I0 There are obvious differences bemeen 
"a first principle" and ''a hard core." ABiard core is not prior to, or foundatio~~al 
for, the moraliQ of a community but follows from such practice. Yet, when 
acadennic moral reasoning coildenses practical morality into a hard core, it 
inevitably turns into an epistemological debate and an endless discussion 
concerning which hard core to accept. To use Murphy's own example, it 
becomes a question of whether Schleiernaacher9s, Bultmann's, or Yoder's 
hard core best express "wlaat Ghristianiw is basically all about."" 

InYoder's conception of the Anabaptist moral tradition, Christ;a~aity is 
not about sometlai~ag basic that can be condensed into a theore"rcal core, but it 
is rather the life of Jesus and the social embodiment of discipleship within the 
church. That is, at its heart there is a '"practical rlaoral ?-erasonirzg."12 Such 
practical moral reasoning f~~nctions differently than a research program. It is 
not a deduction from some central core or value within a coherent system (or 
an application of universally valid rules; neither is it simply doing "what the 
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scripture says"). For Yodea; practical moral reasoning is rather the skill of 
billding and loosi~~g described in Matt. 18: 1 5- 18.'; A particular 11ioral claoice is 
made in co~llmunal conversation (where two or three are present), in a context 
of forgiveness, reconciliation, and listening to witnesses. To explain this 
coml~lunal hermeneutics, Yoder asserts that ""we need to ask not how an idea 
works but how the comirnunity ~ o r k s " ; ' ~  that is, how prophecy, memory, 
teaching, and supervision function together within a commu~~iQ whose meinbers 
seek to be true followers of Jesus. Instead of a general epistemological ratioilality, 
Yoder contends that "cornmunion works as an epistemology." The cormunity's 
reasoning therefore does not follow strict epistemotogical rules: ""Pluralism as 
to epistemological method is not a counsel of despair but part of the Good 
News.9915 Thus, Yoder's positioi~ seems opposed to a co~~dident tmst in methods 
with uni@ing ambitions. Rather than puaing a metl~odological construction at 
the center of inoral academic reasoning, it seems inore appropriate to focus on 
practical moral reasoning and scientific practice. 

Instead of connecting Yoder with Eakatos9s philosophy of science, we 
should see him as standing closer to scientific practice as it has been described 
by Paul I<. Feyerabend.I6 In a famous debate between these two philosophers 
of science, Eakatos put forward the rationalist case that there is an identifiable 
set of rules of scientific method which make all good science, science. 
Feyerabend attacked this rationalism and developed an "epistemological 
anarchist" conclusion (see his Against Pdethod) that there are no useful and 
exceptionless methodological rules governing the progress of science or the 
growth of knowledge. Great scie~~tists are methodological opportunists who 
use any move that comes to hand. The history of science is so complex that if 
we insist on a general methodology which will not inhibit progress, the only 
"mle" he could accept would be the useless suggestion: ""allythinng goes." Witho~lt 
acceptil~g all of Feyerabend's criticism, I find his view closer to Yoder's practical 
moral reasoning that also uses every possible argurne~lt that suits the situation. 

It is also difficult to see how one can colnpare competing moral and 
theological programs in order to determine their relative progress and 
degeneration. Murphy refers in other contexts to MacTnQre's description1 of 
11ow the Augustinianism of Thomas was rationally superior to its snajor rivals 
since it succeeded in incorporatingkistotelian philosophy. Yet it remains to be 
sllowll that the notion of "11ard corey9 illuminates this process in any significalit 
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manner, To take anotl~er example, how could Murphy and Ellis's idea of 
"progress and degeneratio~a" clarify conflicts in the time of the Reformation? 
Oirght one to continue wihhila the catholic p roga~n?  Or has that prograln been 
counter-productive, so that one ought to switch to Luther's, Calvin's, or the 
Anabaptists9 program? And how can one evaluate whicl~ progralla has been 
more fruitful in explaining results and predicting advances in k~lowledge? The 
procedure is so well-defined but so wide that it can support anphing. From 
the history ofthe Radical Reformation, one should be suspicious of argla~nents 
based 011 the Iiistorical success of a moral tradition. Thus, it seems better to 
accept that the moral realm consists of a practical activity with such diverse 
and conflicting ingredients that it can hardly be systematized in the manner of 
Lakatos. 

A practical moral reasoning implies a more humble position. Murphy 
and Ellis affirm that a core feature of kenotic ethics is ""t empty oiarselves of 
pride daily, to walk humbly with God)' (195). Vet, as scientists working with 
Lakatos's scientific methodology, they argue that "the time has come to attempt 
the reco~astruction ofa  unified worldview" (1) and thus they aim at rebuttinlg 
the charge that a kenotic worldview would be collceivable for only a minority 
group (173). Surely, they can appeal to Yoder9s statetnent that the ministw of 
Jesus has cosmic significan~ce (201). But it is a bigger step to create a systematic 
analogy betclreen the cross of Christ and phenomena such as the intevretation 
of evolution, the penal system in the modern state, and transactions within a 
market economy. Yoder's practical moral reasonil~g is stretched beyond its 
Iianits when transfoimed into such a unified worldview, 

Can Meirphy and Ellis's proposal realIy be reconciled with t l~e  Anabaptist 
renunciation of Constantinianism? Can the idea of a unified worldview be 
separated fro111 coercive strategies? Isn't such a hierarchical structure all too 
relniniscent of a time when the church was at the head of society?h Anabaptist 
position would better reject the position of domi~ma~ace that belongs to a science 
claiming to integrate all knowledge within its domain. Ce~ainniy Yoder agrees 
tlaat the kingdom of God has a claim on all life - but mot as a vision of a 
harmonious solution within a unified worldview. The main target of his criticism 
remains ecclesial i~~volveinent with the great powers of empire and state 
(Constantinianis~@. These domi~~ating powers will not take a critical stance 
toward the present order and its moral views. Over agail~st them, it is imperative 
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that someone brings an awareness of transcel~dence that shatters conformity. 
Thus, Yoder maintains: "Nonconformity is the warrallt for the proinise of 
another world" and "it is the fui~ction of minority communities to remember 
and to create utopianvisiot~s."~~ The task is not to provide an entire worldview 
but rather to keep science hrlmble by deconstructinag present structures of 
dominauce, giving hints of other possible social constructions of anorality, and 
confronting rigid systerns with surprises and questions. A non-conformist 
~norality must adopt a minority position. As suclz it can make the wider scientific 
co~nmunity a little more hesitant in its pronouncements. Murphy and Ellis 
provide many suggestions for such a task which are much more fruitful than 
their epistemological theory. 

Several passages of their book disclose a more limited ambition. Since 
they maintain that the transcendelztal level provides the foundatio~~ for an 
ethical hard core, it foliows that the i~~terpretatio~l of social data and the rational 
standards for evaluating it partly depend on the chosen telos. So if their 
hierarchical order is correct, then we have no possibility of determining the 
nloral nature of the universe without knowledge of the ultimate goal. The 
scientific attempt to determine that nature thus shows that what nature is is a 
highly contested question, depending on the telos one has selected. It is tl~erefore 
no surprise that proponents of different positions regarding jurisprudence, 
economics, and politics can all appeal to "nature" for confirnation. For example, 
even though Murphy and Ellis's idea of a "cnucifo~*m nature9' is exciting; it is 
equally possible to argue that the e~iolutionary process confirms the necessity 
of violence and struggle. The contribution that a reference to nature can offer 
in such a conflict, which seetns typical of most ethical debates, is nothing 
more than "a desk-thumping, foot-stamping shout of %eality."'I8 Thus, the 
scie~~tific analoa  leads M11rp11y and Ellis to overstate the possibilities of testing 
theories with scientific observations of "nature." 

Murphy and Ellis also accept the limitations of their scientific approach 
when turning to the reality of freedom. A choice of telos affects not only the 
huinan interpretation of reality, but also the lnanner in which we construct 
social relations and, if we accept the partial social construction of a person, the 
construction of hu~nan nature. Consequently, they counter Reinhold Niebuhr's 
account of a "fixed human nature" by claiming that cl~anges in the social 
e~mviron~nent (preferable in a less coercive direction) also make possible the 
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developnne~~t of Iiuma~l nature (1 50-5 1). Thus, the contrast between different 
ethical research progralns concerns not just different interpretations but also 
diverse social realities, from the level of different con~structions of empirical 
experiments up to the formation of institutiom~al organizations. Of course, such 
fieedoim is not unlimited (even though it is difficult to deter~nine the limitations 
fbr social hterrelation). But the more one accentuates freedom and consequetTtly 
its possible misuse, the more difficult it will become to instill a uliiversal law- 
like character in social orga~lizations. And if one follows the logic of a kenotic 
theology, it would even seem part of the divine strategy to renoullce coercive 
i~~terference in social life in order to uphold the One ratiolial order. In a~lalogy 
with a vulnerable God, a non-Constantiniali and non-coercive morality (as 
well as ontology) must focus on self-limitation and vul~lerability and, thus, on 
colltingency and openness. 

In the final stage, Murpl~y and Ellis also recogiliae the rather restricted 
result of their scientific argumentation: "Note that this same accowt of divine 
action, i~ lc ludi~~g the emphasis on hunna~l freedom, makes it entirely reasol~able 
to expect that there should be a variety of accounts of uitilaate realitgi, many in 
conflict with our own" (250). This is surely a reasol~able prophecy about the 
future of ethical discourse. With such prospects, it seems incontestable that all 
social and ethical theories include not only strict scientific arguments. Ethics is 
also a matter of persuasion (of faith) stirred by BBsciliation with the intrinsic 
beauty avid goodliess of the final purpose one has chosen. Such an aesthetic 
judg~neizt is not at all subjectivism, but neither can it be fornialized in ""normal" 
scientific categories and rational epistemologies. 

1s there then any reason to count ethics among the sciences? Like 
Murphy and Ellis, I think it is mandatopy that ethics participates in the crucial 
debate about management, goals and olltological convictions withill scientific 
discourse. Yet, for the voice of a ml~~ority tlne most impodant task is perhaps 
to explicate the laoral practice of science and to show that things taken to be 
"11atura1~~ are not always as self-evident as supposed. Thus it is essential that 
ethics, even in its non-conformist position, not accept being relegated to a 
vdell-defined ghetto without relevance for the realm of nahral and social studies. 
To some extent Murphy and Ellis provide reasonable arguments for the ethical 
being among tile sciences. Yet, an ethical position focused on the cross will 
probably assure that the presence of the ethical among the sciel~ces never 
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beco~nes comfortable. More than these authors acknowledge, it seems 
reasonable to predict that the moral constmctions of a cross-marked c o m u i ~ i t y  
will remain at the margins of the wider stories told in our present society (like 
a prophet at the margins of a great empire). Still, it is as urgent as ever to 
palticipate in the common quest and struggle for the true "social embodiment" 
even among the sciences. 
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See John H. Yoder, The Politics ofJesus: T'icit Agrzzts Noster (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 
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l o  John H. Yoder. "Wall< and Word: The Alternatives to Methodologism," in Stanley Hauenvas, 
Nancey Murphy and Mark Nation eds., Theology without Fhz~ndatiotzs: Religious Practice 
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