UNIVERSAL INTELLIGENCE = MIRTZ

- A1 Okl Fe i T T ST T i
Ll i il -
e s o | . =
o :“i;_-\.:lll. Tl = ¥
i '.t.\.'.-..'-' LMY gl o 1 e
N F..-:-.-_I. os¥, O ¥ e e
J -:'-\.__ o | Tt il 1 3
o by
T e g e
TEE G 5 2|

e BB

o

Timothy Mirtz, DC '

1. Private Practice of Chiropractic

Submit correspondence and requests
for reprints to:

Timothy Mirtz, DC

Spine and Joint Therapy Center PA
Hillcrest Medical Center

935 lowa

Suite 2

Lawrence, KS 66044

Journal of Chiropractic Humanities
©1999 The National College of
Chiropractic

UNIVERSAL

INTELLIGENCE:
A Theological Entity in
Conflict with Lutheran

Theology

“ He who speculates about
God deals with God no dif -
ferently than a cobbler
judges hisleather.” Luther

INTRODUCTION

The concept of Universal
Intelligence (Ul) has
received little critical evalua-
tion by chiropractic scholars.
Although Ul isthe Major
Premise in the philosophy of
chiropractic, it appears that
Innate Intelligence receives
the most critical interest.
Whether chiropractors who
believeintheapriori exis-
tence of a Ul exclusively
understand its meaning
(either spiritual or scientifi-
cally) it nonetheless deserves
critical study. This paper
examines whether the Mgjor
Premise of chiropracticisa
theological construct. The
use of Lutheran theology
helps to contextulaize where
Ul should be properly placed
as it relates to the philosoph-
ical or theological usage of
thisa priori assumption. By
presenting an understanding
of Luther’stheology | argue
that Luther’sTheology of
the Cross refutes the chiro-
practic philosophical view of

the Magjor Premise of UI.
DISCUSSION
Methods to Study Ul

Can a chiropractic "philoso-
phy,” with its belief in a uni-
versal intelligence, be more
accurately called atheology?
Can it be compared and con-
trasted against one line of
theological thought
(Lutheranism)? Have skep-
tics, who have charged that
chiropractic “philosophy” is
amask for religion, been
accurate? Does the notion of
a“universa intelligence”
contradict Christian under -
standing, hence creating a
non-acceptance of that chiro-
practic “philosophy?’ These
guestions challenge and con-
front the profession. A study
of the chiropractic Mgjor
Premise against one theol og-
ical thought process
(Lutheranism) helps define
why Lutheranism questions
the validity of the chiroprac-
tic concept of a Ul.

A logical place to begin the
study of Ul isfrom
Stephenson’s early defini-
tion. Since Stephenson's



1927 Chiropractic Textbook
(1) isawidely accepted text
on chiropractic thought it will
be used as the source for
investigating Ul. When need-
ed, the use of other authors
serious inquiry, along with the
original Palmerian writings of
DD Palmer and BJ Palmer
will be used. (2) Also, to study
the tenets of Lutheran theolo-
gy, the eminent Lutheran
scholar von Loewenich’s (3)
study of Luther's Theology of
the Cross will be used to con-

By presenting an
understanding of Luther’s
theology I argue that
Luther’s Theology of the
Cross refutes the chiroprac
tic philosophical view of
the Major Premise of Ul.

trast the opinions of chiroprac-
tic thinkers regarding Ul.
Luther’ sWorksis a collection
of 55 American volumes. With
von Loewenich’s exhaustive
study of the American and
German (Weimar) editions,
Luther’s own interpretation
will be cited accordingly. The
core of the Lutheran faith is
derived from the Book of
Concord, which contain state-
ments of faith such asthe
Small and Large Catechism,
The Augsburg Confession,
etc., but the main and deep
core of Luther's thinking will
be used to help understand
primary and secondary differ-
ences in the study how chiro-
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practors view Ul. To criti-
caly study Ul from a multi-
tude of Christian denomina-
tional thoughtsin one article
would be difficult and dilute
the thoughts discussed here,
though certainly ought to be
considered for future writ-

ing.

Theology: A Brief
Explanation

The term theology deserves
explanation to help clarify
how to examine the Major
Premise of chiropractic.

Theology, ssmply defined, is
the study (logos) of God
(theos). (4) Webster’s
Dictionary (5) defines theol -
ogy as “astudy of religious
faith, practice, and expres-
sion; a distinctive body of
theological opinion.” (5)
This definition does not
automatically infer that chi-
ropractic “philosophy” fits
into this definition.
However, the term can aso
be defined as “the methodi-
cal interpretation of the con-
tents of the Christian faith.”
(4) Although we in apro-
Christian western society
understand the term theology
to be devoted solely to
Chrigtianity it is applicable
and valid for all theological
disciplines. (4) What this
suggestsis that anytime
there is a reasoning about
God, Supreme Being, or
higher power, and a

Universal Intelligence (Ul), it
still falls under the definition
of theology. The very reason
this occurs is due to the fact
that any non-Christian under -
standing of a Deity, higher
power, or supernatural entity
hasin effect atheology. The
actual definition is not limited
exclusively to that of the con-
tents of Christianity.

Chiropractic's
Understanding of God

Stephenson described
Universal Intelligenceas"A

Ul isin all matter and continu-
aly givestoit all its properties
and actions, thus maintaining
itin existence.” (1) Thisisthe
Major Premise of Stephenson's
Thirty-Three Principles.
Stephenson's noted that Ul

was “the Infinite Intelligence
that is the Source of every-
thing in the Universe. The
Infinite Intelligence pervading
all space and matter which
creates and governs al things,
both material and immateri -
a.”(1)

Stephenson further noted that
Ul “occupies all space and
matter. It has existed always. It
isolder, wiser, greater
stronger, and better than any-
thing in the Universe. It creat-
ed everything and must have
been first and infinitely superi-
or in order to do it. It must
have been and is VERY intelli-
gent.” (1) With thisbasic
premise, Stephenson formu-
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lates the qualities of Ul ina
simplistic logical
fashion:"Having these virtues,
it must have never made a
mistake and thereforeis
awaysright. Being always
right is aways good. Being
infinitely good is GOD." (1)

Does this explanation of the
basic premise of chiropractic
fall into the realm of atheo-
logical perspective? | believe
it does.

Thissimplistic logic that

Stephenson uses is theological.

He has begun to describe God
and any attempt to describe
God is necessarily theological.
It is not metaphysical, for

metaphysics stands, in a sense,

as opposing religion. (3) It
does so for the ssimple reason
that it concentrates on those
things that are apparent and
not hidden. Metaphysics

stands in opposition to religion

(Christianity) for the funda-
mental reason that Christianity
is based on revelation. Here
we have atheological con-
struct based not on the
Christian understanding of

God but because Ul represents

a“higher power”. This higher
power is atheological con-

struct because Ul is viewed by
straight chiropractors asinvisi -

ble and unverifiable.

Stephenson’ s description of Ul
becomes theological first in
his capitalization of the word
“Source.” He obviously gives

the word such emphasis to
best display his belief that
the source is an all-powerful
entity. His second assump-
tion that Ul istheological is
his primary assumption in
the creative force of this
entity. When he beginsto
define this source, he uses
the term “govern,” implying
aruling quality. And if it
rules, it must rule something.
Stephenson’ s third theol ogi-
cal assumption isthe
description of what it rules:
the material and immaterial.
We can see a theol ogical
entity emerging.
Stephenson’ s description
specifies a divine nature or a
divine source.

Stephenson, in his deeper
exploration of Ul, leaves no
doubt concerning the theo-
logical nature of Ul, despite
his desire to avoid the label.
In his textbook under
Articles, he provides the for-
mulation of wiser, greater,
and better than anything in
the universe.(1) When he
claims thisaswell and gives
it attributes of being infinite-
ly superior, creating every-
thing and being immensely
intelligent, heis speculating
about God. Clearly, thisis
theological.

But what is Stephenson’s
opinion on whether Ul isa
theological entity?
Stephenson'’s directs readers
of histext that "The student

should not make the mistake
of believing that Chiropractic
Philosophy is a sort of psy-
chology, telepathy, occultism
or classic philosophy of Plato
and Socrates. It is not theolo-
gy." (1) He then goes further:
"While it may mention those
things in passing it deals with
them scarcely at all.
Chiropractic Philosophy per-
tains more to the working
principles of Chiropractic." (1)
It is here that Stephenson
attempts to distance himself,
as well as chiropractic philoso-
phy, from any kind of theolog-
ical formulation, despite his
theological description of Ul.

These statements by
Stephenson create more confu-
sion than explanation. By try-
ing to dodge the theological
nature of his definition of Ul,
he walks a narrow tightrope
and falls more into the theo-
logical realm than the meta-
physical. Hisimprecision and
vacillation sets him up for
criticism. This desire to escape
from theology by dismissing it
is neither productive nor
healthy. For Stephenson to
suggest that chiropracticisa
separate and independent
study that can break rules of
philosophy, theology, and sci-
ence, becauseit is
ChiropracTIC, does not shield
Ul from critical analysis.

Although this concept of a
"divine" entity, the Major
Premise of Stephenson's
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Thirty-Three Principles, is
ontological (thisis, it exam-
ines the study of existence),
its explanation becomes theo-
logical when Stephenson
attempts to elaborate on it.
This attempt to describe the
"divinity" of Ul puts
Stephenson in theological hot
water. Lawrence points out
that any idea of Innate
Intelligence as a metaphysical
construct as an explanation of
its existence is simply wrong.
(6) The sameistrue of UI.
Donahue makes this same
observation in a different man-
ner when he explains that
Innate Intelligence is clearly a
religious doctrine. (7) Again,
the sameistrue of Ul. Ul falls
more into the theol ogical
realm of speculation than
metaphysical. Metaphysics can
be a part of some religions but
not of Christianity. Natural
theology is essentially based
on metaphysics, whereas true
theology of Christianity isas
revealed by God. The revela-
tion that is apparent in
Christianity transcends the
metaphysical. It becomes
deeply embedded in theol ogy
when Stephenson uses expla-
nations such as “infinitely
good.” It also embeds itself
deeper when Stephenson dis-
cusses the Character of
Universal Forces. (1) This
Character is consistent with
his Eleventh Principle, where
he states: "The Forces of Ul
are manifested as physical
laws, are unswerving and
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unadapted and have no solic-
itude for structure of matter."

D

When Stephenson, in
Principle 11, makes the
assertion that Ul has no con-
cern or anxiety for structures
he attempts to bind this theo-
logical concept to physical
laws. Stephenson uses
deductive logic, although
incorrectly, to determine the
functional expression of this
principle. With the concept
of anxiety Stephenson uses a
purely human quality (anxi-
ety) to bind this principle.
The use of a human expres-
sion Stephenson then binds
to the expression of God in
an anthropomorphic unders-
tending.

With Principle 16, he gives
Ul a"giving" quality, for
"Ul gives force to both
organic and inorganic mat-
ter." (1) This graciousness
aspect falls into being with
the "always good" quality he
describes with his Major
Premise. Therefore, this
quality contradicts itself with
Principle 11, leaving
Stephenson with a problem.
If Ul is*“infinitely good” and
“intelligent” what makes
Stephenson think that God
has no concern for his cre-
ation? What gives
Stephenson this concept of a
destructive creator? These
two principles (11 and 16)
do not mesh well with his

major theological premise
because the supposed deduc-
tions contradict them self from
theapriori existence of a uni-
versal intelligence. Its contra-
dictionisseenin how a
“wise”and “infinitely good”
intelligence can have no con-
cern for its creation.

Present Day Chiropractic
Understanding of Ul

But can Ul safely be consid-
ered akin to God despite the
obvious error by Stephenson?
Today’ s chiropractic “philoso-
pher” still relies on the notion
that God and Ul are not syn-
onymous. (8) Chiropractic
“philosophy” still attemptsto
distance itself from God by
presenting Ul as being a quasi-
acceptable entity acceptable by
all faiths. For chiropractic
“philosophers’ to assert the
crucia distinction that God is
a being, person, or Trinity
whereas Ul isaprincipleis
simply wrong. This either
demonstrates Ul as a quality
or attribute of God, which
makes it theological, or itisa
different God that isin opposi-
tion to Christian understand-
ing. If adifferent God, then
chiropractic has its own God
to follow or it is part of a pan-
theistic system that informs us
that the Christian God is not
the one, true God.
Chiropractors may argue that
God transcends earthly physi -
cal laws while Ul is bound to
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them. Yet this argument highly
suggests that Ul is atheologi-
cal construct.

Strauss suggests that Ul can be
deduced from God. (8) If so,
then this supports the idea that
Ul isatheological construct. It
indicates that the concept of
the Christian understanding of
God is needed to formulate the
apriori existence of a univer-
sa intelligence.

Rondberg points out that
“there are some who equate Ul
to God. If this makes you
comfortable, this theory works
aswell asany.” (9)

This potpourri of opinion
amongst chiropractic “ philoso-
phers’ show us that they them-
selves are confused. Thereis
essentially no difference
between Ul and God; both
mean essentially the same
thing. When chiropractic
thinkers attempt to distance
themselves from Ul being God
they demonstrate what L uther
referred to when he suggested
that philosophy was the clum-
Sy apprentice in the tentmakers
workshop. The apprenticeis
trying to put the pieces togeth-
er but has no idea of how they
fit or even what he is doing.

If Ul is eternal, unchangeable
(immutable), omnipotent (cre-
ator), omniscient (all science
and knowledge), omnipresent
(ever-present and everywhere),
then it must be God. Strauss

even describes Ul and its
relation to God as: “God is
omnipresent, unswerving,
without solicitude,
immutable, all of which are
characteristics of Ul.” (8)
This again supports the idea
that Ul is God and that Ul is
atheological construct.
Chiropractors must now
decide how they are to
understand God (Ul). Itis
important for the profession
to decide if chiropractic isto
undertake the role of con-
cluding the existence of a
“higher power” as a part of
itsrole in the healing arts.
Because if chiropractic isto
make specul ative assump-
tions of a higher power that
Is either God or needs God
to be established then the
philosophy of chiropractic
has become atheological
discipline.

Ul's Peculiar Quality

Nevertheless, if Stephenson's
thoughts are derived from
DD Pamer'sorigina prem-
ise of Ul, is Palmer in theo-
logical error? Keating's bril -
liant study on Palmer's evo-
lution of his hypothesis
describes the direction of
construction of Ul. (10) This
study demonstrates the theo-
logical formation by Palmer.
It also displayed the most
peculiar quality that Ul has.
What Stephenson failsto
discussis Pamer's
"metamerization” of Ul.

K eating elaborates upon
Palmer's metamerization and
Donahue's (7) questions about
the validity of this peculiar
quality.

This may be the only mysteri-
ous quality of Palmer's Ul
thought. Metamerization is
"any of alinear series of prim-
itive similar segmentsinto
which the body of a higher
vertebrate or invertebrate is
divisible." Good points out
that Palmer's original hypothe-
sis consisted of transcendental
monotheism. (11) However,
this metamerization notion
breaks the rule of monotheism
by being pantheistic if the
original author tried to put the
Ul and Innate Intelligence into
each metamere. If this were
the case, this idea of metamer-
ization is better described as a
transcendental pantheism.

Stephenson fails to incorporate
metamerization into the work-
ing principles of chiropractic
philosophy. Most likely this
was because it would signify
his Major Premise of Ul as
“divisible”. In Article 49 of
Stephenson’ s First Step of the
Norma Complete Cycle, in
which Ul isthe first step, Ul
has no boundaries. (1) If this
were the case, metamerization,
to be divided into its respected
metameres, must have a divid-
ing point. Therefore knowing
there isa dividing point actu-
aly creates a boundary to dis-
cern when Ul divides.
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This peculiar property of Ul
gives chiropractic “ philoso-
phy” significant theological
problems.

Similarities to Theology

If Ul istheological how can it
be related to any religious or
doctrinal thinking? How does
it differ from Lutheran think-
ing? Is there a name to this
brand of theology until we
determine the proper designa-
tion? Good points out that
when chiropractic " philoso-
phy" is compared with many
currently held beliefs (such as
Christianity) the basic ele-
ments (Supreme Being) are
strikingly familiar. (11)

L awrence describes the chiro-
practic concept of innate as
fully in the realm of specula-
tive metaphysics, then goes on
to suggest that this construct is
wrong. (6) Donahue describes
Innate, and possibly Ul, asa
metaphysical assumption (2)
and clearly areligious doc-
trine. (7) Clearly, there is some
argument or possible confu-
sion where to properly place
Ul. | believe, from the study
of Palmer, Stephenson,
Strauss, and Rondberg(see
above) that Ul belongsin the
realm of theological specula-
tion.

Wardwell discusses what DD
Palmer’s meant about Ul
"...that the Universe consists
of Intelligence and matter.
This Intelligence is known to
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the Christian world as God."
(12) Wardwell concludes
from this study that if thisis
religious it is certainly not
Christian. (13) However, it
could be understood that
Palmer used Christian under -
standing, although incorrect-
ly, to devise his theology.
Stephenson and Palmer
offered no proof texts
(sources of external texts) to
support their concepts of Ul.
Most likely in their haste not
to be defined as Christian
they did not quote Biblical
sources of inspiration.
Keating is quick to point out
how Palmer felt that a non-
denominational character of
his spiritual views were not
in conflict with any chiro-
practor's individual theologi-
cal preferences. (10) This
notion by Palmer was more
than likely to keep chiro-
practors from questioning
him about any theological
inconsistency.

But Palmer himself gives
cluesto the theological
nature of Ul that leaves no
doubt about the theological
premise of Ul. He states:
"The New Theology enunci-
ated by me more than ten
years ago as the basis for
chiropractic, isthe identifi-
cation of God with Life-
Force...God the Ul. The
Life-Force of Creation." (14)

Palmer's son, obviously
inspired by his father's origi-

nal concept of Ul, took this
one step forward into irrational
spiritualism by asking "How
can we reach God, How can
we contact God?" (15)

Deductive Theology?

Stephenson notes the process
by which the Major Premise of
chiropractic originates. This
process is by deduction from
the premise of intelligence,
that there is an intelligent cre-
ator who created matter,
attends to its existence and
givestoit al that it has. (1)

It is through deduction that
since the Mgor Premiseis
known, whether facts support
it or not, that the qualities of a
divine entity exists. It is
through deduction that if the
Major Premise is correct then
the conclusions must also be
correct. The deductive method
by Stephenson is not sound.
Thereis no such thing asa
purely abstract knowledge
apart from observation.(3)
Deriving the qualities of a
divine source from the obser-
vation of nature is not correct
theologically. The human use
of logic and reason can be
obscured along the way to
understanding this * higher
power”.

According to Stephenson the
concept and premise of Ul is
proven through thousands of
observations. (1) Thisisa
patently ridiculous statement .
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What this suggests is that God
Is made known to man through
observation. It isasif man can
see God face to face. Also, it
isasif God ison the same
level with man, with man dic-
tating to God who God is. This
observation by Stephenson
shows a pure theological
thought of Ul, athough it does
so incorrectly. When
Stephenson makes assump-
tions that God has been
“proven” by endless observa-
tions, he places God in empiri-
cal form. Thisempirical form
alludes to God being tested
experimentally, which cannot
be done.

This observational status by
Stephenson is not philoso
phical. (3) God is not readily
apparent in the sense that
Stephenson understands. God
can never be readily visible or
even apparent to man. God
cannot be subjected to pure or
abstract empirical methods or
be discerned empirically. (16)

If philosophy does understand
theinvisibleit is only through
speculation not of contempla-
tion. This can be smplified by
this statement: philosophy
arises at a knowledge of the
invisible only by the process
of deduction, while theology
seestheinvisible. (3) Thisis
expressed by the distinction
between “ speculation” and
“contemplation”. But this
speculation is to be considered
theological in nature because

of its study or preoccupation
with God.

Stephenson, who used his
own intuition of a higher
power to deduce theological -
ly from the concept of God,
actually uses faith to begin
the statement of the Mgjor
Premise of chiropractic.
There can be no logical
deduction of God using the
human aspect of reason. Nor
can there be sense perception
of God. Human reason can-
not perceive or attempt to
understand God. Man’s natu-
ral conception of God is con-
fused and unreliable. (17)
Reason uses sense percep-
tion, which can be deceptive.
Stephenson states that it is
logic that leads to the Major
Premise and its qualities. (1)
However, it must be noted
that hisrationale is incorrect.
Stephenson has actually used
faith and belief to derive his
premise of intelligence. This
“natural” inclination of
Stephenson cannot stand on
its own merits of logic
because this “theological”
entity he uses as his Mgjor
Premise is based on belief.
This belief at the same time
uses faith that thereisa
divine. Thisis seen when
Stephenson describes his
deductive rationale: “by
assuming a Major Premise
that there is a Ul which gov-
ernsall matter..” (1)

Stephenson goes on further
in description of his Major

Premise: “it is not necessary to
see all the parts to be accurate,
for the real premise was not
made by man, but by a Higher
Power.” (1) Thisagain tellsus
that Ul is God and is a theo-
logical construct.

This natural inclination of
Stephenson concentrates on
God as the Creator of the
world and universe. This natu-
ral inclination of Stephenson,
which is actually a natural the-
ology, seesthe visible things
from an invisible entity. This
natural theology fits the Major
Premise of chiropractic well.
For it observes this intelli-
gence from the standpoint of
creation. Article 309 of
Stephenson’ s text makes this
statement with regards to Ul:
“In the beginning it created
matter.” (1) Thistells usthat
Ul is God. Thiswould lend
support to the notion that chi-
ropractic “ philosophy” is
referring to Ul as being God,
thus lending more credence to
support it as a theological
construct.

There can be no such thing as
a deductive theology, athough
Stephenson performsiit.
Deductive theology is just as
much a misnomer asis chiro-
practic “philosophy”. (2,13)
For faith and belief are the
starting points, not logic and
reason. Human logic and rea-
son can be easily fooled since
they are human standards. It is
here that faith is to be exer-
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cised in its contemplation of
God. Faith leads to knowl-
edge. (3) Man cannot use
deduction of atheological
premise and expect to under-
stand God. Stephenson uses
the intellect of man to bring
God to hislevel, which is the-
ologically impossible. So the
disposition of faith isto be
exercised not the philosophical
intellect in speculation of the
divine.

Luther makes this statement:
“For Divine Righteousness has
to be incomprehensibleif it is
to be divine. If it were to be
judged by human standards, it
would clearly not be divine
and would not differ from
man. For God to be the one
true God, God must be incom-
prehensible and inaccessible to
human reason.” (18)

This comment explains why
there can be no such thing as a
deductive theology, although
Stephenson attemptsiit. | will
later discuss what

Stephenson’ s natural theology
iscalled.

But has the deductive process
of chiropractic changed since
the advent of Stephenson’s
text? Strauss informs us that
deductive reasoning is the
basis for the philosophy of
chiropractic. (8) The Major
Premise is supposed to start
from a self-evident truth, an
axiom, or an a priori state-
ment.(8) But thisis highly
confused when the actual start-

UNIVERSAL INTELLIGENCE = MIRTZ

ing point occurs for the
Major Premise. The Magjor
Premise of Ul is still the
samein 1994 asit wasin
1927. The definition has
changed very little. What is
confused or contradicted
from the notion that the
Magjor Premiseis afact or
truth is this comment by
Strauss: “It is necessary for
us to accept the existence of
Ul. Without acceptance of
the Mgjor Premise you can-
not have any principles.” (8)

If the a priori assumption is
afact, where are the records,
charts, graphs, references,
bells and whistles, to prove
this? If Ul isafact, how isit
demonstratable to make it
irrefutable? Thisiswhere
the entire chiropractic con-
cept of Ul crumbles upon
itself.

Why would anyone have to
go through the process of
accepting the Magjor Premise
if it were afact? This accept-
ance of the Major Premise,
as discussed earlier along
with Stephenson deductive
rationale, is based on faith.
Thisis accomplished
through man’s natural ability
of intuition. Strauss defines
intuition asaform of per-
ception that claims a knowl-
edge of truth from an
unknown source. The person
can’'t explain why he knows
but that he knows. It is pure-
ly subjective and without

verification.(8)

The belief in the existence of
God by some is part of man’s
intuitive knowledge and is a
natural inclination. With this
knowledge we can assume that
the Major Premise is not based
on facts that man can under-
stand but rather on faith. What
we can verify by natural
means cannot be the object of
faith. (3) This means that God,
who is inaccessible to man,
cannot be verified by natural
observation or be a verifiable
object. The faith in what we
see as real cannot be an object
of man’sfaith. Faith aone
enables the understanding to
comprehend the invisible. (3)

Another aspect of chiroprac-
tic’'s deductive process, as
Strauss notes, is that chiro-
practors try to distance them-
selves from the idea that Ul is
God through the thinking that:
“God is love, justice, and has
personality, none of which Ul
has.” (8) Just because chiro-
practors did not deduce these
qualities does not automatical -
ly mean a complete separation
of Ul and God. Who are chiro-
practors to say that their de-
ductions are correct? This sug-
gests that faith is the starting
point and that Ul is God. It
also demonstrates that Ul is
an invisible entity that needs
faith to be established. This
establishment describes Ul as
atheology that uses deduction
to formulate qualities, attrib-
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utes and characteristics of
God. Present day chiropractic
“philosophers’ are still adher-
ing to a deductive theological
process.

Systematic or Speculative
Theology?

It is also noteworthy that since
the Mgjor Premise of chiro-
practic is theological thisindi-
cates that the 33 Principles fall
in line with what is known as
a Systematic Theology. A
Systematic Theology can be
defined as a branch of theolo-
gy whose aim is to reduce all
revealed truth to a series of
statements that together shall
constitute an organized whole.
(19) Although this theology, as
| will argue later in this exami-
nation, fallsin the speculative
realm of theology because it is
influenced by speculation or
metaphysical philosophy, it
creates an amost new system
of theological thought. It
appears that the 33 Principles
fits the systematic theol ogy

but aso the speculative model
as well. It would thus be safe
that the best overall theologi-
cal system to place the Mgjor
Premise and the 33 Principles
would be as a “ speculative
systematic theology”.

Chiropractic “philosophers’
will argue that true theology is
based on revelation and chiro-
practic is not “revealed” in the
sense that Christian theology
understands. They are correct

that truetheology is
revealed and not natural but
incorrect when their false
theological construct is
reveaed to them by the
“higher power” that
Stephenson suggests. The
theological qualities of Ul
are reveaed to chiropractic
thinkers through their obser-
vation of earth and universe.

The Theology of Luther

One must study the theology
of Dr. Martin Luther (1483-
1546) to understand where to
properly place the apparent
theology of Palmer,
Stephenson, Strauss, and
Rondberg. A study of Luther
will seek the answersto dis-
miss Palmer and Stephenson
as theological speculators.

For Luther, the Theology of
the Cross (theologia crucis,
the cross of Christ), rejects
the notion of speculation as
way to knowledge of God.
Metaphysics does not lead to
a knowledge of true God. (3)
Luther felt that all religious
and philosophic speculation
of God is a Theology of the
Glory (theologiagloriae).
This Theology of the Glory
is condemned by Luther
because it does not signify
true Christian thought of
Christ. Thisis probably the
main difference between
Luther and Palmer/
Stephenson. Luther's knowl -
edge of God comes from the

cross of Christ whereas
Palmer/Stephenson’'s was void
of that, nullifying any real
knowledge of God. Thistheol -
ogy of Luther iswhere God is
actually revealed, not by the
intuition of the senses and
deduction as Stephenson per-
forms.

The Theology of the Glory
that is represented in the con-
cept of Ul is based upon the
"works' of creation. This
aspect was made evident in
Stephenson's explanation seen
earlier. von Loewenwich
points out that Luther funda-
mentally rejects this Theology
of the Glory because it specu-
lates about God through cre-
ation or the physical things
we can see. God's essence can-
not be simply derived from the
works of creation. (3) The
basis for this rgjection is
because it lacks revelation.

Although Lutheran theology
does respect aspects of a
Theology of the Glory, it is not
the basis of the Lutheran faith.
The First Article of the
Augsburg Confession lists
attributes of God such as eter-
nal, indivisible, infinite power,
infinite wisdom, infinite good-
ness, and Creator and
Preserver. (20) These attributes
seen in this Confession are
familiar to Stephenson’'s Ul,
but are different in that Luther
derived his attributes from
Sola Scriptura (Bible alone).
According to Luther, these

Journal of Chiropractic Humanities ©The National College of Chiropractic 1999



attributes cannot by them-
selves be the foundation of
Christian belief. For these
attributes of God to be wrong-
ly integrated without the
Theology of the Cross can
lead to disastrous results.
These attributes, which are
essentially the same as
Stephenson’s, cannot be
derived with the pre-conceived
notion of adivine entity with-
out the Cross of Christ. For
these attributes to be wrongly
integrated or formulated from
nature leads to fundamental
theological errors.

These errors are seen in how
the expression of this theology
is used by chiropractors and in
what means they use this
expression. If the expression
of thistheology is used in the
chiropractic “way of life” then
it becomes a religious experi-
ence.

A rebuttal to this notion is the
comparison to people who are
exercise enthusiasts. Exercise
can be a“way of life” for such
people. Thisistrue but how
many exercise enthusiasts
have a neat and tidy set of
“philosophical” principles
based upon a concept of a
“higher power”? And then use
those handy principlesto
describe their personal and/or
professional objectives?

| have shown that the Mgjor
Premise of chiropractic is the-
ological. The qualities and/or
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attributes of this*higher
power” are theological,
falling under the classifica-
tion of a Theology of the
Glory. This Theology of the
Glory isfurther reinforced
when one becomes aware of
God' s glory by contemplat-
ing the external laws of
nature and using these laws
of nature to identify God. (3)
As Stephenson alludes to by
suggesting that Ul created
matter, a Theology of the
Glory attempts to reach the
knowledge of God by way of
creation (works of creation).

3

Chiropractors, in defending
Ul, make statements such as:
“ | seein the world that there
is organization and where
there is organization thereis
intelligence.” This strongly
indicates a Theology of the
Glory, for they see God
everywhere. (3) Rondberg
leaves no doubt that the
Major Premiseis a Theology
of the Glory: “Now, this
premise (Ul) isn't a matter
of blind faith or religious
faith on the part of chiro-
practors. It is based on phys-
ical evidence seen in the real
world.” (9)

A Theology of the Glory,
according to Luther, sees
God as based by the physical
laws of nature. The use of
these external lawsto
describe or “se€”’ or under-
stand God supports this

Theology of the Glory.
Ul: Spiritualistic Idolatr y

Luther's concepts rejects Ul as
predicated by Pamer and
Stephenson. Luther states"A
knowledge of God that does
not understand itself properly
istheroot of all idolatry. (21)
"Men have abused the knowl-
edge of God on the basis of
hisworks." (22) These two
statements by Luther point out
severa things. One, that by
using a Theology of the Glory,
derived from a natural theolo-
gy, that the potential for idola-
try exits. What this meansis
that chiropractic's Ul, with its
connotation with God, creates
a spirituality that leads to false
interpretation. Secondly, it
points out "abuse" that
Palmer/Stephenson's Ul actu-
ally leadsto a"spiritualistic
idolatry" that only focuses on
the "works" of God without a
true knowledge of the reveal -
ing gifts of God.

In fact, there is no such thing
as anatura knowledge of
God. (3) This"natura" knowl -
edge is based on the creation
aspect of God, the things we
can see. The cross, according
to Luther, iswhere God is
truly revealed. For God will
never disclose himself to
direct metaphysical contem-
plation. (3, 21, p.370) Luther
states: "For we understand
things metaphysically, that is,
according to the way we
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understand them, namely, as
things that are apparent and
not hidden". (21, p. 370) Itis
to be understood with a
Theology of the Crossis
where God is revealed. With
this revelation comes the doc-
trine of "concealment". For
God has to be hidden/con-
cealed in order to revea him-
self.

Although Palmer/Stephenson’s
Ul looks more like a Theology
of Glory, Luther warns of
"flighty thought," of seeking
God anywhere else than the
crucified Christ. Speculation
that endeavors to plumb the
depths of God in reality places
itself above God. (21, p. 167)

Palmer and Stephenson used a
Theology of Glory to construct
their doctrine of Ul. For a
Theology of Glory prefers
works to suffering, glory to the
Cross, power to weakness, wis-
dom to foolishness, so philoso-
phy would rather investigate
the essences and actions of the
creation than listen to their
moans and groans and expec-
tations. (21, p. 362) How can
philosophy deal with these
moans and groans when it has
no ear for the mercy/forgive-
ness of and from God?
Hunzinger notes that philoso-
phy disclosestheinvisible
world; theology contemplates
it. (23) What Stephenson and
Palmer actually conceived
from this Ul is a contempla
tion of the invisible, thereby

giving themselves a specula-
tive view.

Stephenson's own explana-
tion within Principle 11 on
the Character of Universa
Forces states: "the plan of Ul
that this be so, in order to
maintain life; for structures
must be destroyed in order
that living things continue to
live" (1) Luther points out
that this thinking is wrong.
The death of the people may
not be traced back to the
preached God. Hiswork is
not to kill but to create life.
(24) Itisrelatively safeto
say that Stephenson's
endeavor to contemplate or
speculate about God devised
awrong function for his
Major Premise.

Luther makes this observa-
tion in the Large Catechism
on the understanding of the
First Commandment: “The
god of the heathen is the
creature (creation) of their
own dream and fancy, and
they trust in that which is
absolutely nothing. So it is
with all idolatry. For idolatry
does not consist merely in
the act of erecting an image
and praying to it. It consists
chiefly in the state of a heart
that is intent on something
else and seeks help and con-
solation from creatures and
(ideas of their own mak-
ing).” (25) (parenthesis
mine)

Ul: Chiropractic’s Naked
God

Palmer/Stephenson’'s U, with-
out Scriptural proofs for their
creation, is actually called by
Luther the "naked God". This
"naked God of the philoso-
phers' is opposed by Luther
since an absence of the Word
of God (Bible) when contem-
plation of God happensis
wrong, and that an absence of
faith with the Word and gain-
ing God through speculation is
incorrect. For with God, the
Word, and faith, you will find
the "clothed" God. (3) Luther
warns that the speculation on
the high majesty of God is
repudiated as dangerous, even
devilish activity. (26)

The Aspect of Reason in
Theology

Reason, law, and logic are
human works. For reason
plays blind-man's bluff with
God. In its blindness reason
gropes this way and that, and
misses God who it knows
exists. (27)

How is reason blind? For the
wisdom of the flesh (man) and
the wisdom of the spirit (God)
stands opposing each other.
(28) This opposition isan
unreconciled direct relation-
ship. The saving aspect of
grace (the undeserved love of
and from God) is what con-
nects the key element in this
direct relationship. Thisis seen
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in the revelation of God dis-
played from the cross of
Christ. This suffering of Christ
is where works such as reason
and law are demolished. They
are demolished in the sense
that man’ s wisdom can not
understand the full impact of
this suffering.

The capacity of human reason
isdistinct in two realms of
human existence. It is that
man’s reason is self-sufficient
in relation to the Regnum
Rationis (realm, rule of rea
son) but fails man totally in
Regnum Christi (realm, rule of
Christ). (17) For reason and
law are the two foundational
pillars which support the
Theology of the Glory. (3)
Stephenson uses reason and
logic and incorporates physical
laws into the formulation of
Ul. Both are in essence top-
pled by Luther's Theology of
the Cross, in which the hidden
God (absconditus Deus),
beyond our pitiful understand-
ing, God reveals Himself
through Christ's suffering and
promise. It is this thinking that
explains that Palmer/
Stephenson’'s Ul is actualy a
theology, a Theology of Glory
that speculates on the high
majesty of God. Contrary to
Palmer’s belief that Ul was
non-denominational and would
not contradict a chiropractor’s
individual faith, this style of
speculation is repudiated as
dangerous by Lutheran doc-
trine.
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Chiropractic, as stated earli -
er, uses reason, which can’t
be used in the understanding
of God. But today’ s chiro-
practor understands the use
of reason to mean that if the
principleis true in the per-
ceptible realm, then it is true
in the imperceptible. (8)

Thisideaistotally atheolog-
ical exercise. For it suggests
that if chiropractors view an
invisible entity such as Ul
from the physical aspects
that they can observe from
nature (works of creation),
then the invisible (God) can
be seen. Thisis atheological
point of view that reinforces
the notions of a Theology of
Glory. Reason is the primary
human work that is used to
devise a Theology of Glory
and it is severely flawed.

Philosophy vs. Theology:
Why Luther Disputes
Philosophy

Dr. Martin Luther, a philo-
sophically trained theolo-
gian, despised the notion of
philosophy as a way to
knowledge of God. Luther
was opposed to philosophy
since philosophy avoided the
Bible for revealed truths.
Luther stood to combat phi-
losophy, not because of anti-
intellectualism, but because
of philosophy'sintrusion into
the field of theology.

Theology is concerned with
the affairs of heaven and faith,
whereas philosophy deals with
affairs of earth and human rea-
son. These two disciplines are
to be distinguished on the
basis of their subject matter.
(17)

Philosophy, according to
Luther, had nothing to do with
man's salvation. Philosophy,
such as Aristotle’s, was the
great corrupter of Christianity.
Luther's point is that philoso-
phy would rather investigate
the essences and actions of the
creature than listen to its
groans and expectations. (21)
For things essentially suffer
under their own essence. (21)
With philosophy, thereisa
pridein its scholarship. This
scholarship stands in contrast
to the need for deliverance that
exists in the creature world.
(21) According to philosophy,
God cannot be spoken as both
creator and creature, as both
God and man. This statement
alone tells us of the theologi-
cal impact of Jesus Christ. For
Christ cannot be spoken in
terms that philosophy would
understand or permit.

12

Philosophy will aso speak of
God as “universal existence.”
(3) But this designation cannot
be used to infer to God.
Instead of Supreme Being, as
philosophy uses, theology
speaks of God as the most
individual entity (singulariss-
mares) (3) Stephenson uses
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this “most singular” thinking
in devising the Major Premise
of chiropractic.

L uther makes this comment
against philosophy which aims
straight at the chiropractic
misuse of “philosophy”.
Luther’ sWorks Volume
38:249: “Argument 7:
Philosophy attributes to God
incomprehensible matters.
Luther’s response; If it attrib-
utes infinite qualities to God,
then it is not philosophy. But
they (philosophy) have said
that the world has its own
course and is carried along its
own way and that thereis an
Intelligence which governs the
entire mechanism of the
world.” (29)

It is astonishing for a medieval
theologian to predict that man
in his elusive hunt for God
will still use terms such as
“intelligence which governs’
just exactly like the chiroprac-
tors of the past and today. This
indicates not a prophetic ges-
ture but the human need to
seek God using means dis-
guised as philosophy in order
to understand God.

Luther uses this reason why
philosophy and theology need
not be intermingled:
“Philosophy deals with visible
matters, but theology deals
with invisible matters.” (29)
This reasoning by Luther is
essentially why philosophy
and theology are two separate

realms that cannot be inter-
mingled. (3)

The Aspect of Faith

The aspect of faith in this Ul
must be formulated. Luther
describes faith from his
Hebrews 11:1 proof as:
"faith has to with things not
seen.” (18) Another view of
faith may be "belief without
evidence". Stephensonis
silent on this aspect in his
book, most likely due to the
potential for chiropractic
being considered a faith-
based logic, or because he
could not devise aformula-
tion for such athought. |
believe he was immersed in
theological hot water from
the beginning and by adding
afaith aspect to it would
have plunged him in the
depths of atheological trea-
tise. But Stephenson gives
clues as to why the aspect of
faith wasn’t used in his
premise formulation. Most
likely it was due to the fact
that Stephenson’slogic was
based on what we have
aready discussed as his
“deductive’ rationale. But as
we have seen this reasoning
put him in serious trouble.

However, one chiropractic
"philosopher” gives us
insight into the nature of
faith within Ul. Peet
describes faith and the con-
nection with Ul as"Thereis
no one that can connect you

to Ul. That is your responsibil-
ity. You must do it yourself.
The power that created you
and me is the same "power"
that will regenerate you. The
more Faith, the closer you
connect and you will become
more powerful." (30)

Bachop's assertion that chiro-
practor's are not true philoso-
phers, but true believers, is
correct. (31) We seein the
above quote by Peet that to
believe one must have faith.
There again faith is an aspect
that factors into the equation
of Ul. It is here again that we
see when a speculation about
the invisible is neither philo-
sophical nor natural, but theo-
logical and freely given. (3)
This aspect of faith being
freely given versus being self-
directed goes along with the
Lutheran thinking of faith asa
gift, out of the control of our
own power of reason. Peet's
thought is incorrect theol ogi -
caly; aso, that faith isin con-
trol of human reason. Luther
rejects this “free will” aspect.
The rejection of thisis that
faith is not in the control of
human reason. Faith is a gift
of God through the power of
the Holy Spirit which directs
faith to man. Man cannot
come to faith or to God with-
out the assistance of the Holy
Spirit. How can anyone know
God if God did not make him-
self known or revealed?

Peet goes on to state: "Our
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faith in Ul has given us
authority over the natural.”
(30) Bachop shows that thisis
false. The workings of the
laws of nature are independent
of human assent and dissent.
(31) They operate whether we
have knowledge of them or
not. Our use of this self con-
cept of our control over nature
with the use of Ul istheologi-
cally incorrect and false.

Faith, in the Lutheran sense,
comes directly from heaven
and so can in no way be
anchored psychologically. (3)
Thisis the theological error of
chiropractic’s misuse of the
faith/Ul connection. For this
type of faith that chiropractic
theology embracesis actually
apuny, unformed (and unin-
formed) faith that remains
ineffectivein life. (18, P. 181)
This unformed faith is essen-
tidly classified by Luther as
inchoate (imperfectly formed).
(32) This description of faith
corresponds well with chiro-
practic'sUI. Ul isan imper-
fectly formed theologica con-
struct and the faith that goes
with it is imperfectly formed.
Luther describes this kind of
faith with a Theology of Glory
because it is directed to signs
and wonders. For chiropractors
to believe they come to Ul
Solafide (by one's own power
of faith) isincorrect; faith,
according to Luther, hasits
originin Christ. (33) This
imperfectly formed faith a'so
fitswell with spiritualistic
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idolatry.

Ul: God in a Box

The character of universal
forces, as defined by
Stephenson, are disputed by
L uther’s concepts, because
Stephenson attempts to bind
God by physical laws.
Luther described what he
called the Deus Exlex, the
God bound by no law. (34)
Luther points out that "Heis
God, and His Will thereis
no cause or reason”. (34)
One of the great attributes of
God is his freedom. (3) This
holds true for this very
aspect about the faith invest-
ed in Ul; speculation that
endeavors to plumb the
depths of God into reality
places itself above God. (21)
Thisis precisely what the
specul ative theological
premise of chiropractic's Ul
brings out. It creates those
things that are sins to God
who is beyond human rea-
son. Thissinis spiritualistic
idolatry which we discussed
earlier. Thisisthe same
thing as placing "God in a
box". Chiropractic's Ul is the
same thing as placing God in
this box when used by chiro-
practors by placing limits
and boundaries upon God as
Stephenson aludesto. It is
asif chiropractors can call
God when they want by
opening the box. This"open-
ing of the box" can be

described as the adjustment of
subluxation.

The Spiritual Subluxation:
Open the Box

It is beyond this examination
to discuss the spiritualistic
implications of the subluxation
and its adjustment. Yet if one
would probe deep into its the-
ological pretense as discussed
by B.J. Palmer, the adjustment
iswhat connects the physical
to the spiritual. Therefore this
aspect will not be covered

due to its depth although B.J. 14

Palmer's theological position
of chiropractic is noteworthy.

Luther's Personal
Character of Polemics: A
side note

This brings us now to the
character of Luther and his
personal flavor in dealing with
those whose polemics were to
him "weak". If Palmer/
Stephenson and Luther were to
square off in a head-to-head
dual of the written word, the
most likely suggestion Luther
would have made to the chiro-
practic tandem would be to
take a much needed rest in
Anticyra. (Anticyra: a name of
the three Grecian health
resortsin Thessaly, Phocis,
and Locris, famous for the
hellebore which grew there
which was in high repute as a
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medicine to clear the brain and
cure stupidity). (35) Luther
possessed afiery temperament
of conviction that went with
his polemics.

CONCLUSION
Key Points

Here is a summary of the main
points of this examination.

1. Taking into consideration
the key terms and reviewing a
variety of chiropractic philoso-
phers writings and Luther’s
thinking, itisapparent Ul isa
theological entity.

2. Despite chiropractic’s best
efforts, Ul and God are syn-
onymous.

3. According to Luther, this
theology is a Theology of
Glory, and its continuing use
within chiropractic thinking is
detrimental for professiona
progress as a healing art.

4. For al religious, theologi-
cal, spiritual, and philosophi -
cal speculation of God isa
Theology of Glory. (3)

5. Thistype of theology of Ul
is afalse theological entity.
This false entity isrestricted to
human laws and works. This
entity creates spiritualistic
idolatry.

6. Faith, afactor in any belief
system, isimperfectly formed

asit relatesto Ul. In articles
of faith, the disposition of
faith is to be exercised, not
the philosophical intellect.
(29, p. 239)

7. Faith, not fact, is the start-
ing point of chiropractic’'sa
priori belief in the existence
of Ul. Thisfaith is based
upon man'’ sintuition.

8. Ul isnot only falseinits
theological presentation, but
is an imperfectly formed
thought.

9. The correct term to
describe chiropractic's Ul is
the theology of chiropractic.

10. Theology and philoso-
phy are two separate realms
which must not be integrat-
ed. (3)

Secular philosophy does not
deal with the expectation of
creation. (3) Inits knowl-
edge of the world, philoso-
phy is like the clumsy
apprentice in the shop of the
tentmaker: he sees the indi-
vidual pieces, but has no
idea of how they should be
put together. (21)

This paper started by asking
guestions. | hope that the
reader will gain some insight
and possibly some answers
to these questions. It is
through the process of ask-
ing further questions that |
conclude this examination.

By using this type of format, |
hope new questions that may
lead future authors to research
theological thought asit
applies to chiropractic' s use of
“philosophy”.

The Chiropractor Who is a
Christian

This examination reveals sev-
eral delicate questions which
must be brought forward. Only
by confronting them can we
truly appreciate their merits.

Are chiropractors who are
Christian to renounce their
Christian faith in order to fol-
low the absolutes of pure chi-
ropractic doctrine? How do
chiropractors who are
Christian operate under a phi-
losophy that runs counter to
much of traditional Christian
belief? Since chiropractic fol -
lows along the lines of atheol-
ogy does this now interfere
with chiropractic’ s understand-
ing of Innate Intelligence?

These questions cannot be
answered here. Further
research by those chiropractors
who adhere to the strict beliefs
of Palmer and Stephenson’s
doctrine, as well as the neo-
purist (objective straight)
model, need to confront these
difficult theological questions.

Positive or Negative?

Good makes the comment "it
is obvious that having a belief

Journal of Chiropractic Humanities ©The National College of Chiropractic 1999



system empowers and enthus-
es people. It transforms indi-
viduals and motivates them
and this ultimately helps the
practice of chiropractic." (11)

Nevertheless, is this type of
enthusiasm destructive? If an
enthusiasm for afalse belief
system is seen, would it be
incorrect to be using it?

Good aso makes the assertion:
"this not only attests to the
genius of the discoverer of
chiropractic, but also to the
utility of traditional chiroprac-
tic philosophy". (10)

Good's account on the genius
of Palmer isincorrect. |
believe that it does not take a
genius to mistrandlate the
divinity of God. My own study
shows that thisis possible.
Also, it does not take genius to
mistranglate this divinity for
one's own selfish goals and
purpose. To use afalse theol-
ogy courts disaster. Taking
into consideration that
Millenianismis arapidly

devel oping fascination, one
must take into account the
dangerous aspects of amis-
trandation of this divinity. The
proliferation of cults shows
how theology may go astray.

Although this situation has not
been seen in the chiropractic
profession, it still has the
potential for misuse. Thismis-
use occurs in the individual
notions of chiropractors. With
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these potential individua
notionsit would seriously
harm the profession’s
advancement as a respected
member of the healing arts.
Should the chiropractic pro-
fession distance itself from
theological speculation as
part of itsideology?
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