
The ~v . Lm,1rcnce Williams 
Episc pal Ch ch 
1uskc0 c , 01:luhona 

Dea1· f'ev .. \· :i.llia!'l'ls , 

Ju11 . 21 , l"'/O 

1 just r ,c..,ived a 1otc frorr! ?rank Littell , urging me 
to e;et j_1 touch ith you .. 

l hav hen.rd s n e splendid t.hin~;s a out the Fern 
vfountair la T i stitute o J 'Ot.ld l:u~, t0 hear more , ~:rnd 
would lik to cooperate in n r -ray I co 1 to f rti r t c 
ends of L1is proj Jct. 

1 have b~ ,1 teac'"'inf at P. 1'"ins ·n th , · if~lds 
of T (wlogy and C:hristia~1 Ethics durin:- the last tH years . 
I have just ace .pted an ir~vitati n t. co~ne t P1illips 
'I'hcolo ~ical Se ~ina ..... ;T in ~nid as Asscci.:.te Profess,. r of 
Theolog~ CT' d Pa.., to al r.are.. As yot pi:irhaps know , 1' ilJ ips 
is the only -he::ol r;ical scl:. ol jn Oklahcrna , e cept f r th" 
Ro'lwr. Cat .olic ser·-~ ar: Al tl n rh Pn~ llips · s .ow oriented 
pretty muc 11 toward Disciple!3 Ch11 c1,,..s , · t is st i vi r.ore 
and · ioc to boco...,e :m ~cu.rtenicol se:--.i :ir7 . Actuall:;, that 
is c~·e of the r.as rls fr my comi.rir-., I arri a !ethodist and 
will bl t 1e ,.,irst , ar1 d I hope not the last • 10n-Disciple on 
their faculty. 

Hhy dol.I write you? I suppose becaus I sense th at 
we night l av . s Jne nrofounal' CO'" on concerns as chur-ch;nen 
in Oklahor,1a , a d as p~ sons concerned with t e o en .ss of 
the chu:rch in th -iidst of its de facto br0kenness . '!.. oe 
1•1athews is a. clos~ friend of r'1ir. , an a f r:ne-r teach~r. 
Kelley J.;arnett may also be u person with whom we arc mutually 
acquaint cl . I cam~ vr>rv close to ccepting an invitation 
fro 'l tl Institut , of Church nnd Comr.unitv at Hartford 
Se:-:.inary , patterned after the German evang ljcal acaderr.ies , 
and lt"?d by Pet .r Berger , whom you perhaps k, ow , who wanted 
me to join thoir staff . In sho:rt , I am much concerned with 
the th ology of the laity and w:ifr.! lay theolo{"ical education , 
and I have a hunch that yo'.J doubtless nr~ likewise concern~d . 

I only wish to give you my greetings , and my r;ood wishes 
for your proj ct . 1 would like to b co·; c better inf'ormed 
as to your conception of your task in this venture . 

Yours sincerely , 

Tl omas C. Oden 
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to God within these orders. Barth's quarrel with Brunner 

is essentially his contention that Brunner has made the 

orders an independent force or entity which can be con­

sidered abstractly, apart from the fact they they are God's 

orders~ 

Likewise, one is never called to be obedient !Q 

the moment, or to the demand of the moment, but always 

to Q9.g in the moment. Barth's quarrel with Bultmann 

is essentially his contention that Bultmann has made an 

idolatry of the mooent. The moment must not be considered 

abstractly, apart from the Lord of the moment~ 

J. Although he rejects the notion of "orders of 

creation", Barth speaks of certain horizontal orders 

(Ordnungen) of human existence which form the framework 

for human obedience. He never defines these orde,!'s 

as independent or neutral spheres, but he simply refers 

to them as the area or realm (Bereich) of the divine 

commanding and corresponding human obeying~ The divine 

demand does not meet man in a vacuum, but in the historical, 

horizontal, human, temporal, experiential realm where man 

lives1 

The predominant emphasis of Barth's social ethics 

lK.D. 3/4, PP• 20-21. 
2Ibid., pp. 19f., p. 421. 

Jrbid., pp. 41rr. 
4Ibid., p. 43. 


