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150 years ago Henry Stanley ventured into Tanzania, Africa to find the lost missionary
and explorer, David Livingstone.  He found him living amongst cannibalistic peoples far
removed from any exposure to Western civilization.   Livingstone knew how to adapt to cultures
in order to have an opportunity to impact them.  When Stanley finally met him, he uttered these
famous words in the presence of the impressive missionary: “Dr. Livingstone, I presume?”

Africa was so unknown to the West in the time of Livingstone that many felt it was as
mysterious as outer space.  We have largely uncovered the mysteries of this massive continent
and even some of the mysteries of outer space.  But now, there is a new realm that is proving to
be just as mysterious.  It is called “The Metaverse”.  And there are many millions who have
formed tribes and communities there.

In some ways, those embarking on a mission to the Metaverse are like Stanley seeking
Livingstone.  To paraphrase Henry Blackaby: we just need to understand how to find where
Christ is working and join Him. I have personally been led to plant churches in the Metaverse.
And I have found Christ at work there.  But there are a number of pitfalls and dangers in this new
missional work.  So we need to make sure we ask the question: “Christ, I presume?” In other
words, we must determine if it is indeed Christ at work in our mission, or if we have merely been
led by a superficial desire to be innovative and adventurous.  This is where sound, biblical
theology can protect us from presumptive error.

We need good theology from the Word of God to safely guide the Church in the
Metaverse.  I want to help you think through that theology.

CULTURAL MISSIOLOGY
Let’s first look at some concepts that are easier for us to grasp.  They are easier because

they are ideas the Church has already been discussing for centuries.  It is important to ground
what we are doing in Metaverse ministry within a biblical framework of cultural missiology.
The Metaverse is a distinct culture of people and God calls us to be on a mission that enters their
world to reach them.

Cultural Adaptation
This principle of adapting to culture to preach the Gospel is seen at the very inception of

the Church.  Christ gives these marching orders to His disciples in Acts 1:8 - “you will be My
witnesses in Jerusalem and in all Judea and Samaria, and to the end of the earth.” The disciples
didn’t fully understand at that moment what this would entail.  Reaching the ends of the earth
would stretch the early Church, nearly to the breaking point.  Bringing the gospel to the Gentiles
introduced significant cultural differences which opened the door to controversial, cultural
adaptations for the sake of the gospel.
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The Apostle Paul, as the chief apostle to the Gentiles, was at the epicenter of this
controversy.  In order to reach the lost Gentiles, he put off most of the Jewish practices still
retained by many of the early Messianic Jewish Christians.  His cultural missiology was steeped
in incarnational theology.  Since, as Paul stated in Philippians 2:7, Christ had “emptied Himself,
by taking the form of a servant, being born in the likeness of men”, he believed it was incumbent
upon us to become like the people we are seeking to save, albeit without entering into sin.  This
is Paul’s point in 1 Corinthians 9: “For though I am free from all, I have made myself a servant
to all, that I might win more of them. To the Jews I became as a Jew, in order to win Jews…to
those outside the law I became as one outside the law…that I might win those outside the law…I
have become all things to all people, that by all means I might save some.  I do it all for the sake
of the gospel...”

Cultural Controversy
This more radical, cultural missiology was initially disruptive in the Church, but

fortunately, the Jerusalem Council in Acts 15 was able to maintain unity around the gospel.  The
Apostles were willing to recognize that the ministry of Peter and James to the circumcised Jews
would look very different from the ministry of Paul and Barnabas to the uncircumcised Gentiles.

Throughout the history of the Church, Paul’s model of cultural adaptation has been
followed by countless missionaries, and at times, not without a little controversy within the
established, sending churches.  These churches simply could not understand the culture the
missionaries were seeking to reach.  Today is no different.  God in His sovereignty has ordained
the emergence of the Metaverse.  This unique culture requires some degree of adaptation on the
part of missionaries seeking to reach these largely unchurched and young digital natives from
around the globe.

Today, we have reached a good portion of the globe with the gospel.  But in some places,
our efforts have reached a standstill due to governments closed to Christian influence.  And in
other places, like in the West where the Church has long predominated, we have lost much
ground in the emerging generations.  Thankfully, the Metaverse has opened up missional doors
amongst these hard-to-reach people groups.  And we have a mandate from Christ to reach them,
even if it means we must enter the Metaverse to do so.  Jesus says to us in Matthew 9: “The
harvest is plentiful, but the laborers are few; therefore pray earnestly to the Lord of the harvest
to send out laborers into his harvest.”

GODLY USE OF TECHNOLOGY
But the Metaverse is weird.  Or at least, it and the digital culture that spawned it is so new

and unique that it feels less like reaching Africa and China in the 1800s and more like reaching
an alien culture on a distant planet.  This is just how the intersection of technological
advancement and the Great Commission mandate has always felt to each generation.  Although
sometimes we can merely be innovative for innovation’s sake, the Bible does give us guidance
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for the proper use of new technology, especially when such usage is motivated by “glorifying
God in everything we do” and “seeking to save the lost”.

Technological Neutrality
Technology is part of God’s creation.  He indirectly causes its development through the

instrumentality of Mankind.  God’s people used advances in the technology of warfare to expand
the earthly kingdom of Israel.  Architectural technology was used in the construction of both the
Tabernacle and the Temple.  Developments in the design of musical instruments allowed for
more robust worship and the writing of many Psalms.  Early technology that allowed for mass
production of community staples and urban infrastructure gathered populations together and
gave rise to the missiological and theological importance of the city, as seen in Jerusalem and in
the many cities reached for Christ in the New Testament.  The technology to develop adequate
roads and ships allowed for the rapid movement of the gospel across the Roman Empire.  And
the Word of God was more easily distributed and preserved because of the technological
movement from clay to papyrus and parchment.

Can technology be inappropriately used and lead to negative consequences?  Absolutely.
Evil men diabolically used the same technology for war as the Israelites.  Pagan temples were
created with the technology that enabled the Jewish Temple to be built.  The same musical
instruments that worshiped Yahweh were used to worship demons.  We know from the story of
Lamech and also Sodom, Gomorrah, and Babel, that cities can be terrible places as well as the
place God chose to dwell among His people.  The Roman roads and ships spread great evil, as
we see in the Book of Revelation.  But thankfully, they also spread the Good News of Christ!
And pagan peoples used the same writing technology as the Jews to create their own holy books
that have competed with the true Word of God.  In the same way, the Metaverse will be used for
evil, even as it is used by God to bring about great good for His glory.

Technological Freedom
And this is the key: in my view, anything that is not explicitly denounced as sin in

Scripture can be used for the glory of God.  And if it can be glorifying to God, it is to be
considered good.  This is clear in Paul’s teaching.  He tells his protege, Timothy in the book of 1
Timothy chapter 4, “Everything created by God is good, and nothing is to be rejected if it is
received with thanksgiving, for it is made holy by the word of God and prayer.” Paul is similarly
clear in 1 Corinthians 10, when he declares that everyone may have different perspectives on the
usage of things in the world, but in the gospel, we are free to partake with thankfulness to God.
In this way, we can say with Paul, “whether you eat or drink…or enter the Metaverse…whatever
you do, do all to the glory of God.”

METAVERSE ECCLESIOLOGY
But this leads us to the pressing question: when we use the technology of the Metaverse

to adapt to the culture in order to reach it for Christ, how do we do it in a way that is consistent
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with the Bible’s instructions for the proper formation of new, Christian communities?  In other
words, how do we do church in the Metaverse, and should we?

The Necessity of Church in the Metaverse
Let’s first consider the “should”.  Some have argued that we can go into the Metaverse to

evangelize, but we should not form churches there.  The goal would be to reach people for Christ
and form parachurch groups to disciple them.  The Greek word “para” in this context literally
means “beside” or “next to” the church.

However, in all the missional scenarios recorded in Scripture, the goal was always to
form new church communities in the culture where the hearing of the gospel with faith produced
regenerated individuals.  The primary goal was not to form parachurch organizations.  Why?
Because only the true Church can most fully express the unique relationship Christ has with His
Bride, and only that relationship can demonstrate Christ’s larger Kingdom agenda before the
eyes of the whole world.  Christ came to “purify for Himself a people for His own possession
who are zealous for good works”, as the Apostle Paul says in Titus 2:14.  He came for a
covenantally-formed, spiritually-organized, collective of people marked by certain God-ordained
distinctives.  He did not ultimately come to form Christian hangouts or 501(c)(3) organizations.

It may still be wondered, "But why the need for a church in the Metaverse when every
one of the 'natives' there live in the physical world and can attend a local church?"  To frame the
question another way: "Why not simply have a parachurch ministry with the goal of evangelizing
Metaverse natives and then immediately connecting them to a local, physical church?"

Two Cultures. This is a fair question on the surface, but unfortunately, a superficial one
that doesn’t fully understand the culture of the Metaverse.  It is plain to most people that in the
digital age, we all live in two or more cultures.  Before the internet, and certainly before the
advent of high-speed transportation, most individuals lived in only one metaculture.  They may
have experienced daily life in various subcultural scenarios, but the people that formed a
person’s metaculture were the same people that inhabited those subcultures.  However, that is not
the case today.  A growing portion of the global population has entire networks of deep
relationships and communities online as well as in physical localities without any overlap of the
people in those networks.  Churches are historically planted where there are new converts
located in thick, communal networks who can reach their lost friends in those same networks.
This certainly applies to digital communities, especially in Virtual Reality, where the immersive
quality of the medium allows for a depth of interpersonal connectivity and community formation
we have never seen before in the digital age.

Discipleship Patience. We must also consider the Christian maturation process.
Discipleship is quite obviously a slow journey.  As Christian leaders and disciple-makers, we
must always demonstrate a great deal of patience with those we are leading, just as God, and our
mentors, extended to us.  When a completely pagan individual, with absolutely no church
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background and spending much of their life in the Metaverse engaging within a robust network
of friends, becomes a convert to Christianity, is it pragmatic, theological, or even loving to try to
immediately force them out of the Metaverse culture and into a local church with whom they
have had no connection?  The Apostle Paul is clear that we are transformed into the image of
Christ from one degree to another (2 Cor. 3:18). This transformation occurs by the Spirit as He
helps us behold the glory of Christ with more and more consistency.  When we see a new
believer in the Metaverse, we want to connect them to a group of believers there who are already
a part of their understood culture.  Having a true expression of the Body of Christ allows for
them, in their cultural context, to begin beholding the glory of Jesus.  As they grow, we are able
to show them the superior way of connecting fully and authentically within all of the cultures
they inhabit, both physical and virtual.

Partners in the Work. The Metaverse Church may play the role of reaching a people
group the physical Church may not be able to reach.  As it helps new converts fall in love with
the Body of Christ through discipleship and exposure to Christian community, in time, it can
help expose and connect them to local, physical churches in order to give them a fuller
expression of the Body.  In this way, the Metaverse Church serves a role in bridging the gap
between the unchurched, emerging generations in the digital subculture and the historic, physical
Church.

Metaverse Rescue. Additionally, I do think, as the Metaverse culture continues to grow
over the coming generations, that the Church will be more engaged in what I am calling a
“Metaverse Rescue” operation.  Although technology is typically neutral and can be used for
good or evil, we will see more and more people consumed by the Metaverse in ways that can
only be described as “dystopian”.  This is where the Church will shine the brightest, however.
The Church must enter their world to point them to another, far better world: the very physical
New Heavens and New Earth.  And as they mature in this comprehensively life-shaping
worldview, we will be able to help them emerge back into the blessings of this present, physical
world God has created for us as we long for the more perfect, physical world to come.

But it is dangerous work in a world that will be dangerous for millions of souls.  The
Church must keep its biblical-theological head in order to navigate the Metaverse’s new and
murky waters.  The potential and currently unknown psychological effects of regularly
presenting oneself in the likeness of an avatar, and the possibility of losing a sense of the
importance of the body are real threats.  Only faithful, expositional preaching and solid, biblical
counsel will be able to effectively push back against these dangers.  At Cornerstone, we
continuously preach through books of the Bible in order to provide a full and complete
theological framework of God’s reality and requirements.  The proper understanding of identity
and morality as rooted, not in our individualistic conceptions of self, but in God’s ordained
design, so clearly revealed in physical nature, are frequently taught and discussed.  Even as we
engage with digital natives and alter ceremonial forms and methodologies to reach them, topics
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we will discuss below, the Church will need to become even more effective at articulating the
importance of the physical body and biblical morality as the danger of a “consumer gnosticism”
takes root, not only in “Meta”-philosophies, but in the physical realm where this neo-gnosticism
was given birth by the Sexual Revolution, long before the Metaverse was a reality.

Marks of a Church
Let’s now consider the how. How do we do church in the Metaverse?  The Church has

wrestled over the centuries trying to determine which characteristics and elements were
necessary for a community of Christians to possess in order to be called a genuine expression of
the Body of Christ.  The greatest agreement has centered on the following: the teaching of the
Word, worship, prayer, the practice of the sacraments (at least, baptism and communion), and
church discipline.  And because all of these require fellowship, this too is considered a critical
characteristic of the true Church.  Some would also say evangelism, discipleship, leadership
development and structure, membership, serving, and giving are critical elements as well.  It
seems the existence of these latter elements should be assumed in a true and healthy church in
order for the other elements to function correctly.

Over the past two to three years of doing ministry in the Metaverse, I have seen that the
following elements are naturally practiced in the new Christian communities we have watched
the gospel form: teaching the Word, worship, prayer, church discipline, evangelism, discipleship,
leadership, membership, serving, and giving.  The two elements I wanted to investigate with
greater scrutiny were fellowship and the sacraments.  If genuine fellowship could not thrive in
the Metaverse, there would be no way for many of the other elements to exist.  And if the
sacraments could not be practiced, there is no way these new communities could rightly be called
a biblical church.  They could be called a fellowship of Christians, but not a Christian church.

FELLOWSHIP IN THE METAVERSE
We must turn our attention now to the issue of genuine fellowship.  Can fellowship occur

in the Metaverse, especially when anonymity is the custom initially practiced by the natives
there?  And is this kind of digital fellowship biblically appropriate when many of these
individuals live in physical locations where analog churches already exist?

Anonymity
Most natives of the Metaverse first visit the church community anonymously.  Obviously,

they are behind the mask of an avatar, and typically they will not use their full birth name.  Of
course, we are not too far off from the avatar looking exactly like a person’s real face.  This
development will change the conversation about anonymity significantly.  But for now,
anonymity is a serious concern.  The Metaverse native may only use their first name or a
completely new “nickname”.  There is a strength to anonymity, however, in that people feel more
willing to share their deepest thoughts and struggles.  This provides a robust context for sharing
the gospel.  But if anonymity remains, true fellowship, as the Bible intended it, is impossible.
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However, we have observed that the anonymity typically dissipates over time as the
person becomes a Christian and grows under the ministry of discipleship.  They begin to share
their names, their locations, their careers, and their lives with us.  This often includes sharing
their real appearance via pictures or through zoom and discord hangouts and Bible studies.
Some have traveled to our church in California to spend time with us in physical proximity.

This decreasing anonymity and increasing vulnerability have resulted in a robust practice
of discipleship, membership, serving, and the meeting of one another’s needs through generosity.
Sick members have had food delivered to their door by other members.  Encouraging gifts have
been sent to each other.  One man had several members buy him a new wheelchair when his old
one broke down.  Group equipping events and classes have occurred where physical and online
members have interacted and learned from one another.  One-on-one discipleship meetings and
biblical counseling sessions have connected individuals deeply.  Much can be known about a
person through the simple practice of interpersonal communication, whether in a digital or
physical space.  As Jesus said in Matthew 12, “Out of the abundance of the heart the mouth
speaks.”

Meeting Together in the Hybrid Church
The Scripture requires that we meet together as believers, as it says in Hebrews 10: “Let

us consider how to stir up one another to love and good works, not neglecting to meet together,
as is the habit of some, but encouraging one another, and all the more as you see the Day
drawing near.” Because of the immersive and relational nature of virtual reality and its capacity
for the practice of corporate worship and fellowship, the ability to love and serve one another
regardless of location in our digitized and globalized age, and the renouncing of anonymity
among the maturing disciples, it appears that the intent of God’s command to meet together in
Hebrews 10:24-25 can be genuinely accomplished in the Metaverse.  Two or more real people
can genuinely gather in the name of Christ under His authority in the Metaverse, and in so doing,
the basic structure, order, discipline, and power of church life are established.  Jesus tells us in
Matthew 18 that it is within this scenario that He is pleased to be among us and make His name
dwell there.

But even though this is true, I am still an advocate for a “hybrid” model of the Church.
This means that even though I believe we can faithfully plant churches in the Metaverse, I still
think the physical Church provides unique blessings the digital Church cannot.  And so my goal
is to help maturing disciples eventually enter and join a local church in order to receive the
fullest extent of these blessings.  But discipleship takes time.  As they are growing and warming
up to the idea of experiencing the physical Church, these new believers can still experience the
beauty of the Church in the Metaverse and grow in their faith within their native culture.

I want to be clear that we certainly never want the Metaverse Church to become a mere
collecting house for the already saved who used to go to physical churches, but out of
consumeristic desires choose to attend church in virtual reality instead.  Yet it still must always
be remembered that for some, the Metaverse Church will be the only church they can ever
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attend.  Homebound individuals, those in closed countries with no local or underground
expression of gospel-centered churches, and those with severe mental health issues all may find
that the Metaverse Church is the greatest experience of fellowship with God’s people they will
be able to have until Heaven.  And we should praise God for a technology that allows these
Christians to experience a fellowship from which they had previously been cut off.

Anonymity and Judgmentalism.
Before we move on to a discussion of the sacraments, I want to say one more thing about

anonymity.  The desire to hide from God and others goes all the way back to the Fall of Man.
Adam and Eve hid from God and covered their nakedness.  Seeking anonymity is not a product
of the Metaverse, it is a product of the sinful and ashamed, human heart.  The Metaverse can
perhaps make it easier for someone to give greater vent to this desire to hide.  But we must not
assume that sharing the same physical space in a church building is a panacea for this deep,
human problem.

Many Christians attend physical church and yet they continue to hide.  Just because
someone sees your literal face and knows your given birth name, does not mean they truly know
you.  In fact, we have found that in many cases, we often learn more about the real lives of those
in the Metaverse than we do of those in the physical Church.  People have always been excellent
hiders well before the digital age.  However, when we are truly finding freedom in the gospel of
Christ and seeking to know others and be fully known by them for mutual upbuilding, as I said
before, the physical Church provides the fullest expression of life in the Body.  But we must not
be like the Jews in Romans 2 who judge those in the Metaverse for not being transparent, while
at the same time we remain hidden to our brothers and sisters in the physical church we attend.
As Paul says there: “you then who teach others, do you not teach yourself?”

THEOLOGY OF REALITY
Genuine fellowship happens in the Metaverse Church.  But our second concern has to do

with the sacraments.  Without baptism and communion, a Christian gathering cannot be called a
“church”.  But before we discuss this, I want to briefly look at what I call a “Theology of
Reality.”

This topic has never had to be addressed at length before.  Some have touched on it as
they gave thought to the difference between our current existence and our future, eternal
existence.  But there has not been much of a need to address, from a biblical framework, the
issue of other possible “realities”.  The Metaverse, Virtual Reality, the discoveries of modern
physics, and even our shared pop culture (most notably, Marvel Universe storylines), have now
required us to think more theologically about reality.

Part of God’s Cosmos
Some might suggest that church in Virtual Reality is impossible because the entire

enterprise is “fake”.  But this is not correct.  Virtual Reality is a type of reality.  King David
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writes in Psalm 24: “The earth is the Lord’s and the fullness thereof…” The aspects that make
up the realm of Virtual Reality are all contained within the earth and the universe as we know it.
For example, when you and your friend see a cat in virtual reality, you are both having a genuine,
shared experience of something quantifiably real. You are both seeing the same thing and that
something actually exists.  It may not be a carbon-based cat, but it is a “something”.  It is a
“digital cat” formed by digital bits instead of atoms.  But those bits are made of electrical charges
alternating within silicon computer chips.  It is not a phantom.  It is not unreal.  It is just another
way to interact with the overall reality God has created.

One might say God didn’t create virtual reality, but only physical reality.  This is a
mistake.  We even make this mistake when comparing created items in the physical realm.  For
example, no theist would disagree with the idea that God created all the trees of the fields.  And
neither would they disagree that a wooden table has been created by God, even though a human
creator took the wood and shaped it into that structure.  We recognize that the table comes
directly from what God has clearly already created: the tree.  But when we look at a plastic table,
we become a bit more confused.  Did God create that table or did Man?  But even though Man
had to go through much more creative work to form the plastic table than with the wooden table,
we must be theologically consistent and say that God has essentially, although indirectly, created
the plastic table as well.  Why?  It is ultimately God who created the complex, organic molecules
that allow us to produce plastics.

This is the same with virtual reality.  Just like the use of God-given materials and reason
has allowed us to develop plastics, we have learned how to produce computing devices that have
resulted in digital entities, like the digital cat.  But that digital cat is still a part of the fullness of
the universe, all of which belongs to God alone.  And in the same way, relationships that occur
inside of virtual reality are still real relationships that occur within the realm of God’s created
universe.  Therefore, these relationships are still imbued with importance and meaning.  They are
not “fake”.

Real Copies
All this is still a lot to wrap our minds around.  Virtual Reality is real, even as it copies

the real things of our Physical Reality.  This might sound novel, and therefore, somehow wrong.
But the idea of alternate realities that are absolutely real, even though they are copies of other
realities, is not new.  In fact, it is very biblical. This is something for which we have not flexed
much mental muscle in our biblical theology.  The Book of Hebrews gives us a peek into God’s
view of reality.  In chapters 8-10, the author reveals that the Old Covenant priests were serving a
“copy” or “shadow” of the “true” or “real” things that exist in the heavenly realms.  The
Tabernacle and all of its artifacts and rites were mere copies of the heavenly Tabernacle.  We are
told in Hebrews 10:1 that literally all the details of the Old Covenant and its law were “but a
shadow of the good things to come instead of the true form of these realities”.

This 1st-century language of shadows and forms would have been well understood by the
readers of the Book of Hebrews.  This does not mean the author was beholden to the speculative
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philosophies of Plato and Philo, thinkers who both gave rise to the "shadows and forms"
language.  It simply means that in the common grace offered by God to believers and unbelievers
alike, philosophers like Plato may have uncovered some truths about the nature of reality apart
from direct revelation from the Spirit of God.  But now, here in Hebrews (as well as in places
like Colossians 2:16-17), the Spirit of God directly inspires the author to use this common
philosophical and cultural language to unpack reality in a biblical and theological fashion.

We know from Genesis chapter 1 and other Scriptures, and from our humble attempt at
inductively establishing a theology from these sources, that God exists in a reality outside of time
and space.  This means that the time, space, and reality we live in are all constructed things made
by Him.  They are very real, but that does not make them the ultimate reality.  Therefore, we
must admit that our experienced reality is derivative. It is a copy of the heavenly reality.  But
going further, even the heavenly reality itself is derivative in that it too is just a copy of the ideas
that existed in the mind of the eternal God.  The author of Hebrews famously writes in chapter 11
verse 3: "By faith we understand that the universe was created by the word of God, so that what
is seen was not made out of things that are visible." The "invisible things" implied in this text
appear to refer to the ideas of God which He fashioned ex nihilo (“out of nothing”) into physical
entities by speaking them into existence.

All of this serves the author of Hebrews’ overall point.  The heavenly reality contains the
“true” or “real” things, as Hebrews 8:2; 9:24; and 10:1 suggest, and so we must not get trapped
in the very physical, temporal, and ceremonial ideas and practices that are products of the old
way in which God covenanted and interacted with His people.  Rather, we must see that the New
Covenant in Christ has opened us up to a much greater reality, one that is identified with the
existentially more realistic forms of the heavenly and spiritual realm than with the “shadow”
forms of this present realm.  In other words, he is saying these heavenly and spiritual things are
the supremely real things, yet still reminding us that at the deepest level, even these things have
their existence in the most real thing of all: the mind of God.  To be absolutely clear, all of this
mind-blowing yet still biblically faithful, existential theology does not mean our reality and the
things in it, like the Tabernacle, are fake.  It just means that the things in this reality are copies of
the things that are ultimately real.

The Practical Theology of a Theology of Reality
These biblical truths, taken in whole, are helpful to combat a materialism that puts too

much emphasis on our current, physical reality, while at the same time, protecting us from a
gnostic immaterialism that devalues it.  The author of Hebrews is telling us that there is an
ultimate, heavenly reality and it is absolutely physical, as we see from the corporeal existence of
the resurrected Christ.  But he is also teaching us that this ultimate reality is not the exact same as
our current and lesser, material reality, which we also can infer from the unique, supernatural
qualities of the resurrected body of Christ.

Putting all these concepts about the nature of reality together, what does this mean for our
theology of the Metaverse?  First, all things are a part of God’s cosmos, including the Metaverse
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and the relationships it forges.  Second, in the same way our physical reality is still real even
though it is a copy of the heavenly reality, the Metaverse is completely real even though it is a
copy of our physical reality.  Third, if all we see and experience in both the Metaverse and our
physical realm are actually just copies of ultimate reality, we must not wrangle over the various
levels and gradations of these copies, but give our primary attention to the truths expressed by
that ultimate reality.  In other words, it is not helpful to the unity of the Body of Christ nor
existentially true to say that Metaverse realities and experiences are “fake” or “unreal” as
compared to what happens in our physical reality, for all physical and digital reality is both copy
and part of God’s overall created order.  Church in the Metaverse points to the same God, the
same doctrines, and the same realities as church in the physical realm.  Therefore, we should be
able to find unity in the diversity of our practices since those practices still faithfully point to
God’s ultimate truths.

METAVERSE SACRAMENTOLOGY
And this brings us to a discussion on what to do with the sacraments of baptism and

communion in the Metaverse.  As we learned above from a Theology of Reality, it is not correct
to say digital sacraments are “fake” or “unreal”.  That is not the appropriate concern.  The
legitimate concern should be whether digital Communion and digital baptism are sufficient to
express all that the Bible intends to express through these sacraments.

Literal vs. Symbolical Communion
Literalism. If we have a theology that believes that physical forms are always necessary

to understand and experience the spiritual reality of baptism and communion, and to receive the
benefits of their practice, then digital forms of these sacraments will not be acceptable.  In fact,
we will believe that using digital forms is inherently disobedient to God’s commands.  Clearly,
this applies to those who believe the bread and cup in some way literally become the body and
blood of Christ, or at least commingle with them.  Though they may not articulate their theology
in precisely this way, these Christians believe that when they eat the bread and drink the cup they
are eating the unique flesh and blood of the God-Man, even though the bread and wine
mysteriously still retain their visible and tangible forms.  The “accidental” properties of the bread
and wine (like shape, color, taste, and smell) are maintained while their substance is replaced by
the very substance of Christ.

Symbolism. However, most believers in evangelical, baptist, and anabaptist circles have a
theology that sees the bread and cup as symbols representing the death of Christ.  In this way,
they do not see Communion (or baptism) as “sacraments” that mysteriously provide a pathway
for the administration of additional grace from God to the believer.  On the contrary, they refer to
these things as “ordinances” or practices that act as visual aids to both remind the believer of the
focus of their faith and demonstrate their acceptance of that faith.  The symbols of bread and
wine do not become Christ in any way, shape, or form.  It is only bread, with its proteins,
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starches, and sugars, and wine, with its water, acids, and alcohols, that are consumed by our
physical bodies.  But is that physical consumption the point of the command to practice
Communion?  In other words, is the practice of Communion rendered invalid if one’s body does
not physically consume the elements of the bread and wine?

I would argue that even though the physical taking of Communion is a more robust
sensory experience because of the heightened involvement of all the senses, it does not
necessarily follow that the digital taking of Communion is an invalid experience.  Revisiting our
theology of reality, digital Communion, after all, is simply a real copy of a real copy (physical
communion) of a real copy (the heavenly sacrifice, cf., Hebrews 9:11-12, 23) of the gospel plan
of redemption originally formed in the mind of God.  The point of all of these digital, physical,
and heavenly copies is to perpetually remind all creatures in heaven and on earth that the triune
God’s plan to save the lost was accomplished in time and space (and outside of it) by God the
Son:

“Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, who has blessed us in Christ
with every spiritual blessing in the heavenly places, even as He chose us in Him before
the foundation of the world, that we should be holy and blameless before Him.  In love,
He predestined us for adoption to Himself as sons through Jesus Christ, according to the
purpose of His will, to the praise of His glorious grace, with which He has blessed us in
the Beloved.  In Him we have redemption through His blood, the forgiveness of our
trespasses, according to the riches of His grace, which He lavished upon us, in all
wisdom and insight making known to us the mystery of His will, according to His
purpose, which He set forth in Christ as a plan for the fullness of time, to unite all things
in Him, things in heaven and things on earth.” (Ephesians 1:3-10)

Hybrid Communion. I do want to note at this point, that when our Metaverse Church
practices Communion, we do recommend participants utilize physical bread and juice at home as
they visually handle the digital elements in the presence of their fellow believers.  Again, we
believe physical Communion is a more robust sensory experience than its digital counterpart, but
we still do not think the larger, spiritual point the symbols convey is diminished even when
Communion is celebrated without the physical consumption of bread and wine.  Christians can
and have experienced a meaningful and moving connection to Christ and one another as they
observe and handle the digital bread and cup.  These symbols cause them to remember their
salvation won for them at the cross.  We believe this spiritual remembrance is the essential point
and purpose for the institution of the Lord’s Supper.  Therefore, Communion in Virtual Reality is
a valid way to obey Christ in keeping this ordinance.

Literal vs. Symbolical Baptism
Like with Communion, baptism raises similar concerns when practiced in Virtual Reality.

Is it disobedient to Christ’s Matthew 28 command if one is baptized in Virtual Reality?  Or is it
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still appropriately obedient to the “spirit of the law” Christ intended in the commanding of this
ordinance?  In other words, can digital baptism legitimately accomplish Christ’s purpose even
though it may not provide the more robust sensory experience of physical baptism?  Most of the
discussion above concerning the theology of reality and the nature of digital Communion applies
to our understanding of digital baptism.  However, it may be helpful to investigate this important
ordinance from a number of other biblical angles.

Old Covenant Baptism. Baptism needs to be better understood through the lens of the
transition that occurred from Old Covenant to New Covenant theology and practice.  In the Old
Covenant, the Jews practiced ritual washings in order to purify themselves.  The writer of
Hebrews explains these purification rites in light of the Covenantal transition in chapter 9:
“According to this arrangement [the Old Covenant rites of purification], gifts and sacrifices are
offered that cannot perfect the conscience of the worshiper, but deal only with food and drink and
various washings [Greek here is the word for “baptisms”], regulations for the body imposed
until the time of reformation.”

The Old Testament is full of instructions concerning washings (e.g., Exodus 19:10-11;
Leviticus 8:6-9; 14; 8-9).  These rituals did not atone for sin like the blood sacrifices did, but
rather symbolized cleansing from an unholy state.  During the intertestamental period, the rituals
of washing increased and intensified in importance, especially among the Qumran community.
John the Baptist, being the final prophet of the Old Covenant dispensation as described by Jesus
in Luke 7:24-30, used baptism as a way to call people back to a right, covenantal relationship
with God.  The people had fallen into a lifestyle of vain religion that had not resulted in a
changed life.  So, like the prophets of old, he called them to be genuinely repentant so God
would forgive their sins, as symbolized by the ritual washing in the Jordan River.  However, this
was not New Covenant baptism as practiced in the Church. As Christ transitioned the Jews and
all humanity into the New Covenant, the baptism of John as an Old Covenant practice would
gradually come to fall under the condemnation of Hebrews 9:9-10 (cf., Acts 19:1-7).  The only
way one could have the full remission of sins was to repent and believe in Christ and be baptized
(in a much more spiritual sense, as we shall see below) into the new covenantal arrangement that
included the giving of the Holy Spirit.

This is why in Acts 1, immediately before His Ascension and the arrival of the Spirit at
Pentecost, Jesus reminds His Disciples of the practice of John in comparison with the new
baptism He was bringing: “John baptized with water, but you will be baptized with the Holy
Spirit not many days from now.” Something new was happening.  The Kingdom of God was
coming with new power and new forms.  The old sacrificial system had been realistically done
away with at the cross, but the Jewish “Transition Generation” would not fully see the system
functionally pass away until 70 AD.  The Jewish Christians understood this transition as it
related to the animal sacrifices, and would have largely ceased that practice (although they did
still attend the Temple, and presumably, were passive attendees at the daily and Sabbath
sacrifices which took place there, as prescribed in Numbers 28; e.g., Acts 2:46; 5:42).  However,
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the many ceremonial practices of the Old Covenant were much more difficult for the Transition
Generation to sort out.  This is why circumcision, table fellowship, regulations for eating and
drinking, Sabbath practices, and festivals, among other things, were causing so much trouble in
the early Church.

Washings, or "baptisms", were one of these basic Old Covenant practices that created
some degree of confusion as well.  Perhaps this is why the writer of Hebrews, being somewhat
impatient with the rate of growth in those he writes to, says in chapter 6 verse 2 that “instructions
about washings” were “elementary” and merely “foundational” teachings.  Interestingly, the
Greek word he uses for washings comes from the root, “baptismos,” the noun form of the verb
“to baptize”.  Even more intriguing is his use of the plural.  Essentially, it appears he is saying
that he has already given the Christians instruction about different types of baptisms, and wants
to move on to more advanced topics.  This strange verse could be a clue to Paul’s mysterious
statement in which he references another type of baptism in 1 Corinthians 15:29: “baptism for
the dead.”  Perhaps this is in reference to the Old Covenant-period practice, still in covenantal
"transition" mode, that instructed the Jews to ceremonially wash their dead, as we see in the
burial preparations for Jesus by Nicodemus and the women (John 19:39-40; Luke 23:56-24:1)?

It is certainly hard to discern, but in the context of the entire letter to the Hebrews and
their surrounding, cultural challenges, it is possible that the “instruction” the writer offered the
Christians was a critique of their likely fixation on the old forms of baptism.  These believers
were struggling with the temptation to return to Judaism, and it may be that they were tying
baptismal rituals back to repentance and remission of sins, in the same Old Covenant way that
John the Baptist did (e.g., see the preceding phrase in 6:1, as well as 9:9-10; cf., Galatians
4:1-10; Colossians 2:8-3:2; and also Acts 2:38.  To avoid gospel-distorting interpretations that
suggest one is saved by baptism, this latter verse, much abused by baptismal regenerationists,
should probably be seen in the light of this Old Covenant to New Covenant “transitional
confusion”.  It must be remembered that Peter is speaking to Transition Generation Jews in Acts
2, and he himself, was no stranger to the struggle of how to properly navigate the New Covenant
transition away from ceremonial forms, even though he was an apostolic authority; e.g., Acts
10:14 and Galatians 2:11-14; cf., Acts 2:38, 16:30-31.  Later in his ministry, he does clarify that
it is not physical baptism that saves a person, but rather it is the attitude of humble, submissive
faith in the saving work of Christ’s death and resurrection; e.g., 1 Peter 3:21).

This idea that the practice of baptism was undergoing a profound transition after Christ
would be speculative if these few, obscure verses were all the information at our disposal.
However, there is much more to unpack.  The Apostle Paul, true to his ceremonial ritual-busting
form, appears to put baptism, like circumcision and food regulations, in the sights of his gospel
gun.

Gospel vs. Ceremony. It could be argued that Paul gives the physical ceremony of
baptism very little importance as compared with the essential, spiritual realities brought about by
the gospel.  In the Corinthian church, there was a significant fixation on overemphasizing the
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physical manifestations of these spiritual realities in order to vaunt themselves over one another.
They did this with the movement of the Spirit in their expression of tongues-speaking, for
example.  In chapter 1, they commit this same error with baptism.  They were associating their
physical baptism with the teacher who baptized them and with whom they most identified.  This,
again, was an Old Covenant Judaic way of doing things (and a pagan one as well) in aligning
oneself to a rabbi or leader and their distinctive school, movement, or discipleship “cohort” (e.g.,
Acts 18:24-25; 19:1-7).

Paul despises this fleshly, man-centered disunity and seems to diminish the importance of
the physical rite of baptism, largely because of how much trouble it was causing in the
Corinthian Church.  He is overtly thankful that he didn’t physically baptize anyone except two
men (1 Cor. 1:14).  Then, parenthetically, he remembers he did baptize one other family but
reemphasizes that he can’t remember if he baptized anyone else (verse 16), which is again, a sure
indicator he does not think the ceremony of physical baptism is as important as the Corinthians
are making it out to be.  And if anyone was still unclear about Paul’s point, he finishes with this
bold statement: “Christ did not send me to baptize but to preach the gospel” (1 Cor. 1:17).

What does all this mean?  It does not mean that the rite of baptism is not important.  It is.
We should practice baptism in obedience to Christ’s command in Matthew 28:19.  Paul’s
comments simply mean that the physical ceremony of baptism is not as important as we tend to
think it is, and so we should not get so fixated on the form of baptism (and all the negative
consequences of “form fixation”, like arrogance, division, and vain religion) that we lose the
spiritual point and impact of baptism.  True to form, Paul is always more concerned about the
preaching of the gospel and the very spiritual impact it has on Christians, especially as that
spiritual impact affects the morality - not the ceremonial religiosity - of these believers.  Paul
wants to see people set free from the law of sin and death, which he often ties back to the
ceremonial forms of the Old Covenant Law, to live in the new law of the Spirit of life (Romans
8:2).  Any time a physical, ceremonial form gets in the way of these simple, gospel mechanics,
Paul starts to see it as a monkey wrench that needs to be quickly removed from the gospel gears
and placed back in the less important tool chest where it belongs: the ceremonial aspects of
religious life.

Baptism Symbolism. These sentiments of Paul are not isolated here in First Corinthians.
Whenever he tends to talk about baptism, he often speaks of it in much more symbolical and
spiritual terms.  The physical, ceremonial aspect of baptism is almost always diminished.  His
famous statement in Romans 6 bears this out.  Again, I am not saying the physical form of
baptism is not important.  If we are able (there are exceptions, like in the case of the thief on the
cross in Luke 23:40-43), I believe we should get physically baptized because it provides a more
full experience of the senses.  But this fuller, sensory experience does not necessarily invalidate a
baptism that involves less of the physical senses.  To be clear, I am merely saying that because
Paul is far more concerned about what baptism actually means than about how to externally
practice it as a ceremonial ritual, baptism that does not involve literal water may be just as
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obedient to the heart of what Jesus is actually commanding in Matthew 28 as baptism that does
involve literal water.  And in Romans 6 we see clearly what baptism means.  It is a symbol that
points to deeper, more important, spiritual realities.  Going under the water symbolizes our death
and the end of our identification with our old self which was aligned with sin, Satan, and the
world.  Coming back out of the water symbolizes our identification with Christ and the new life
we can now live by the operations of the Spirit of God within us, the same Spirit that had the
power to raise Jesus from the dead (Romans 6:1-14; 8:11).

Baptism and Submission. Even more so, Paul emphasizes the spiritual reality of being
"under the authority" of Christ as demonstrated in the symbol of baptism.  To Paul, the physical
act of baptism is not nearly as important as what that physical act communicates about the
position of the heart, as it rightly recognizes our relational position beneath the sovereign rule of
Christ.  This is why Paul can so loosely speak in First Corinthians 10:1-2 of the Israelites as
being “baptized” (the Greek “baptizo” is used here) even though they never went under any
water nor were ceremonially “baptized” in any physical way we would understand or recognize.
Paul says they were “baptized into Moses in the cloud and in the sea” (1 Cor. 10:2).  They never
got physically wet in that cloud nor in that sea, as it was parted for them.  What’s Paul’s point?
The Israelites were saved by submitting themselves to God by faith in the word preached through
Moses.  Their “baptism” was simply being willing to be “immersed under” the authority of
Moses as he directly represented God and His divine authority.

Galatians 3:27 has a similarly symbolical flavor that emphasizes submission to Christ by
faith more so than the physical rite of baptism. In this verse, Paul clearly can’t be embedding a
gospel-distortion by suggesting it is the literal act of baptism which allows one to “put on [the
righteousness, salvation, and identity of] Christ”.  Paul seems more concerned here to use the
idea of baptism as a way to figuratively explain the necessity of our allegiance to and humble
identification with Christ as our Lord and Savior, more so than fixating on the literal form of
baptism.

The Apostle Peter makes a similar point in First Peter 3.  Peter says that baptism (Greek:
“baptisma”) is a typological practice that corresponds to and represents what happened to Noah
and his family in the ark.  In the context of the suffering the early Christians were facing, Peter
calls them to trust in the God who saves in the midst of trials.  Noah is a perfect example to drive
home this point.  Noah was not literally baptized; again, thankfully for him, he never got wet in
the Flood!  Rather, his “baptism” was submitting to God’s authority by trusting His power to
save.  Peter is saying that ceremonial baptism in the New Covenant era is, in a similar fashion,
just a symbol that points to the same, more important reality that Noah understood: our
submission to God’s authority by faith.  To avoid any confusion that might conflate the physical
form of baptism with its more important spiritual point, Peter diminishes the value of literal H2O
molecules on the believer’s skin with this statement: “[Baptism is not]...a removal of dirt from
the body but an appeal to God for a good conscience” (1 Peter 3:21).
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Exegetical Fallacies. All these biblical references to baptism help to shed more light on
the often overly simplistic word study of the Greek verb baptizo and nouns baptismos and
baptisma. In the Scriptures, baptism is sometimes described as a singular practice, but at other
times, a collection of various practices (baptisms in the plural).  Also, baptism sometimes refers
to a literal ceremony involving either complete immersion or mere surface washing, but at other
times, it refers to a more figurative, spiritual concept.  The argument that baptism must involve
literal water simply because baptizo most often means “to immerse in water”, fails to account for
the broad usage of baptizo and its noun forms throughout Scripture.  D. A. Carson’s book
Exegetical Fallacies, especially the first chapter on word study errors, is helpfully germane to
this issue.

We must also avoid the common error of taking what the Bible may have intended as
descriptive comments and turning them into prescriptive commands.  Pragmatic theology largely
shaped by narrative texts found in the Old Testament, the Gospels, and Acts is particularly
susceptible to this error.  For example, the Charismatic and Pentecostal movements typically
justify their quest for continuing signs and wonders from the descriptive texts found in these
books.  Even though they are sincere in this quest, I do think they have missed the
historically-situated, 1st century purpose for signs and wonders as validational instruments of
God to prove to the Jews the Covenant-transitioning work happening among them (e.g., Acts
2:22; Heb. 2:3-4).  These descriptions of signs and wonders in the narrative parts of Scripture do
not necessarily mean they are prescriptions of how things should be in every generation.

In the same way, the mere mention of baptismal practices within the narratives of the
Gospels and Acts does not necessarily mean these exact practices and methods are commanded
for all people in all times and in all places.  For example, baptizing an entire family when the
father converts to Christianity is a practice we may rightly choose to not continue in our cultural
context (Acts 16:31-34).  And baptizing someone immediately after their conversion may also be
a method we choose to alter by making a new convert go through an initial period of assessment
(Acts 2:41; 8:35-38; 10:47-48).  Remember, in the timeframe of the Gospels and Acts, there was
a profound transition underway from Judaic, ceremonial forms to more spiritual, New Covenant
realities.  This should give us pause when we understand that not every physical and ceremonial
practice described in the Gospels and Acts is to be necessarily repeated by New Covenant
Christians.  We must look to the explicit instructions for the Church found in the rest of the New
Testament to rightly interpret not just the Old Testament, but also the Gospels and Acts as well.

However, to be quite clear again: I am not saying we should stop baptizing!  Jesus’
command in Matthew 28:19 is too compelling to suggest such an idea.  I believe we still must
baptize new believers, even in the New Covenant Church era.  My point is this: we must
acknowledge that the nature of baptism has gone through a significant transition of form and
purpose in the New Covenant.  Therefore, the descriptions of physical, baptismal rites during the
Transition Generation in the Gospels and Acts must not be used to rigidly restrict Christians
outside of that generation from still faithfully obeying the more important, spiritual point of
Christ’s baptismal commands in ways that are not as ritualistically literal (e.g., baptizing in
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Virtual Reality).  We must not proscribe or limit the freedom of fellow believers in their practice
of New Covenant rituals by inflexibly prescribing Early Church methods to them that the Holy
Spirit was merely describing (not demanding) as a matter of historical record.

Ceremony, Morality, and the Gospel
Ultimately, what I think we are witnessing in the unfolding of the New Testament, as the

“Transition Generation” had to deal with the increasing importance of spiritual realities over
against the decreasing importance of physical forms and ceremonies, is a struggle to understand
how to do church in a way that supremely emphasizes the gospel above all else.  This meant the
physical and ceremonial forms of religion had to be subjugated to what was now essentially an
individual relationship with God through Christ. Of course, that individualized “religion of
relationship” naturally expressed itself, by God’s design, in the corporate gathering of
individuals.  In this way, the Transition Generation was learning how to come together for
worship as a collective of “private temples” (1 Cor. 6:19) in a practical way.  In other words,
practices would naturally emerge as these private temples gathered.  But the New Testament
consistently teaches we must be careful not to so highlight these external, ceremonial practices
and forms that the internal relationship with God, made possible by the New Covenant, is
dominated by mere religion.  As we see time and again in the teachings of Christ and the
Apostles, this New Covenant reality, where formal religion for God is replaced by informal
relationship with God, was constantly a source of challenge and disruption.  We are thankful for
God’s design in allowing the many conflicts in the Early Church, because through those
conflicts, the Apostles, as they were guided by the Spirit, guide us to understand that ceremonial
and physical forms must always be diminished where they endanger the full flourishing of the
spiritual realities of the gospel.

However, it must be clearly emphasized here, that what is being challenged and
diminished is physical ceremony, not physical morality. Since it often happens that sincere
Christians confuse ceremony with morality, a suggestion that ceremony should be disregarded
can wrongly be interpreted as "morality should be disregarded."  But these are two very different
things in the counsel of Christ and the Apostles.  For example, the Jerusalem Council, in Acts 15,
seemed to wrestle with this very distinction in Christian practice.  The Jewish Christian leaders
give only four requirements for Christian practice to the Gentile believers.  They were to avoid
sexual immorality, the pollutions of idolatry, consuming animals that had been strangled, and
eating blood (Acts 15:19-20).  Here, ceremony is largely thrown out while morality is still held
in high regard.  It is interesting to note that Paul seems to go even further than the Council by
reassessing and diminishing its rulings in light of the gospel, except in the case of sexual
immorality (e.g., Romans 14 and 1 Corinthians 8).  To be accurate, he does still condemn
idolatry, just not in its superficial form involving the eating of meat sacrificed to idols.

With this downplay of ceremony, what remains for Paul is the importance of morality,
which could be summarized in his writings by the avoidance of both idolatry and fleshliness
(most poignantly represented by immoral sexuality).  These two categories of sin encompass a
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lack of love for God and for others.  This simplified categorization of morality makes sense of
Paul’s echoing of Jesus’ summation of the law: “The whole law is fulfilled in one word: ‘You
shall love your neighbor as yourself’” (Galatians 5:14; e.g., Romans 13:8-10; Matthew
22:34-40).  In essence, when you receive the love of God, as given in the gospel of the New
Covenant, the law of God, representing the transcendent moral principles that reflect the
character of God, is written on your new heart.  This enables you to supernaturally love God and
others and resist the temptation to violate this law of love (e.g., Leviticus 19:18; Matthew
12:30-31; 22:36-40; Romans 5:5; Galatians 5:22; 1 John 4:7-21; Jeremiah 31:31-33; Ezekiel
36:25-27; Hebrews 8:8-13).  As you grow in Christ, you will increasingly avoid idolatry, because
of your love for God, and immorality, because of your love for others.  Again, this schema of
morality development through heart transformation brought about by the gospel, is Paul’s
essential teaching. Religious ceremony is not.

The Point: What to Do with Baptism, Communion, and Other Ceremonies
It is abundantly clear that New Covenant “religion” is not about external forms so much

as it is about the internal “heart”.  New Covenant Christianity is about a relationship with God
that lives out in a moral ethic of love, something David and the Old Testament prophets longed
for but could only foresee in the coming of the Spirit in the Messianic Age (e.g., 1 Samuel 15:22;
Psalm 51:16-17; Isaiah 1:11; Hosea 6:6; Matthew 9:13; 12:7).  It is also clear that baptism, as it
transitioned into the New Covenant, was more about the spiritual referent to which the physical
form points.  Baptism and Communion are meant as symbols to point to a far greater reality than
the physical practice itself.  Communion reminds us of what Christ did to save us on the cross
and publicly testifies to the Gospel as people observe its practice (1 Cor. 11:26).  Baptism
reminds us of our new identity in Christ and publicly displays the essence of the gospel and our
commitment to fully submit to the entire Godhead (Matt. 28:19-20; this is why we are instructed
to baptize “in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit,” for this demonstrates our willing
allegiance to their total authority in our lives).

Therefore, the Metaverse Church, just like any other true church, must obey the
command to practice these two ordinances, which is what we do.  We simply do not think the
physical forms of the ceremony (i.e., the necessity of experiencing the bread and juice on our
tongues and the H2O on our bodies) are required by God in order to accomplish the purpose for
these symbolic displays of deeper, spiritual realities and commitments.  We believe that as long
as the participant can experientially participate in the ordinances in an immersive and public way
that shows their allegiance to God, the participant is encouraged, the congregation is built up,
and God is glorified in the public demonstration of the gospel.

Virtual Reality allows for such immersive and public expression.  The participants
engage in the ordinances in the spiritual presence and physical seeing and hearing of their
brothers and sisters in Christ.  They can pick up and hold the elements of Communion.  They can
immersively and visually engage in the experience of going under water and coming back up
again.  I have personally witnessed the virtual practice of these ordinances, and I can honestly
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testify that it is just as spiritually moving and uplifting as when done in the physical realm.
These are real people who are making real commitments to Jesus Christ that impact their real
lives in how they love one another, both in their local culture and the more global, digital culture
of the Metaverse.

Like with Communion, we do still think the physical experience of baptism is a more
robust sensory form in comparison with its virtual counterpart.  Therefore, we encourage
participants to get baptized again in the physical realm as they begin to transition into local
churches.  We do not see any reason in Scripture where being baptized more than once is a direct
affront to God.  Ultimately though, we believe the New Testament is clear that we must not get
so caught up in the particular forms and details of the ceremonial rites that we fall back into Old
Covenantal perspectives of religion.  This leads to legalism, judgmentalism, unbiblical
exclusivism, and vain religion.  In the New Covenant, the spiritual point transcends the physical
forms.

SANCTITY OF THE METAVERSE
One concern that parallels the previous discussion on sacramentology, and which still

needs to be addressed, is the idea of sacredness.  Can a digital experience, one that could be
described as a video game (although somewhat unfairly), be an acceptable place in which to
worship the true and living God of the universe?

Revisiting Psalm 24:1 again, I think the answer is quite plain: “The earth is the Lord’s
and the fullness thereof…”. There is no inherently unholy place, at least not now in the New
Covenant era, unless we make it unholy by our sinfulness. Obviously, true worship could not
happen inside of a temple for the worship of another god, or in a strip club or movie theater that
plays pornographic films!  Sin has rendered those “spaces” in God’s cosmos unfit for the
worship of a holy God.

One might suggest that a space which encourages forms of humor that mock God or use
sarcasm to wound instead of build up, or that has an ambience of levity, should not be considered
appropriate for true worship.  I would agree, and contend that this needs to be very closely
watched in digital spaces.  The Metaverse is more susceptible than the physical realm to having a
space “co-opted” by individuals, known in the digital culture as “trolls”, who don avatars that are
unacceptable for a worship environment or seek to disrupt services.  However, the existence of
bad operators, which also have disrupted physical services by their dress, speech, or behavior
from time to time, does not make the “space” intended for worship less “sacred” or “invalid”.
Additionally, Metaverse platforms almost always come with moderating tools.  If a church is
practicing its biblical requirement for good administration and order, it can preserve the worship
experience by warning, and if needed, removing bad operators.

Others of “high church” persuasions or of personal sensibilities that put a premium on
aesthetics will find the practice of church in the Metaverse as unacceptable for experiencing the
sacredness of the divine.  As a New Covenant Christian, I believe the Spirit of God dwells inside
of each believer.  The physical Temple (and the Tabernacle) with all of its protocols for division
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between sacred and “profane” have been done away with in the sacrifice of Christ.  The
destruction of the Temple in 70 AD put an exclamation point on that theological and practical
point.  “The dwelling place of God is with Man” is now a daily reality in the hearts of every
believer, even as it will be a more visible and cosmos-encompassing reality at the end of history
(e.g., Rev. 21:3).  Buildings and sacred spaces are not the point anymore.  What was once
considered “profane” and needing to be separated from the sacred and holy God - you and me -
are now declared “holy to the Lord” (1 Cor. 6:9-11; Zech. 14:20-21).

FAITHFULNESS IN MESSAGE.  STEADFASTNESS IN MISSION.  GRACIOUSNESS
IN METHODS.

It is clear to me that Christ is at work in the Metaverse.  We don’t need to presume His
presence and activity there.  We know He is there and working.  We have seen scores of
individuals, who once “having no hope and without God in the world” (Eph. 2:12) were brought
near to the Father through the blood of Christ.  We have seen them discipled, grow, and deployed
into gospel ministry.  We have seen some connect to physical churches for the first time in their
lives and, in some cases, the first time in the recent, generational history of their family.

Yet, the idea of Metaverse Church is still a great challenge to many of us.  The best
remedy for our discomfort is to pray for wisdom, study God’s Word, investigate and experience
the Metaverse Church more thoroughly, question our own thinking and where it has veered into
ceremonialism, traditionalism, formalism, or legalism, and above all, offer grace even when we
disagree with our fellow brothers and sisters over how to reach the emerging, digital generations.

That grace comes from humility.  And that humility comes from an awareness of our own
inability to follow God perfectly or “do church” perfectly.  For example, we must remember that
most of us don’t literally practice foot washings in our churches, even though Jesus’ direct
imperative is as grammatically clear as His words concerning the practice of Communion (e.g.,
John 13:14; Matt. 26:26-27).  In the same way, the commands concerning head coverings and
hair lengths in the church are just as clear and binding as the instructions for Communion found
in the very same passage (1 Cor. 11:1-16, 17-34).  However, with very few exceptions, like that
which occurs in the Anabaptist communities, almost no church follows these head-covering
commands.

I cite these to remind us that we all are inconsistent in our keeping of God’s instructions.
We may think we have good reasoning for why we do or do not practice something in God’s
Word, but we may be sincerely wrong, nonetheless.  In fact, I may find that my perspective on
Metaverse Church practices is ultimately wrong.  Humility reminds us that all of us will find out
we were knowingly or unknowingly disobedient to God’s decrees on a number of points.  None
of us keep God’s laws perfectly (e.g., Romans 2:1; 3:10, 23; Gal. 3:10; James 2:10).

Again, this is why Christ died (Gal. 2:16)!  Our acknowledgment of our failure to get
everything right allows us to run to the gospel of Christ for our justification, sanctification, and
the sure promise of our glorification.  It is this gospel-centered fixation that prevents us from
falling back into the rigidity of ceremonial forms and external markers of religious practice that
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turn us into a modern version of the Judaizing legalists (see Galatians 1-2).  If we make the
sensory experience of bread in our belly or H2O on our skin or a physical handshake in a
physical church building the markers of true inclusion in the Body of Christ, instead of the
gospel that the forms of baptism and Communion and Christian fellowship are intended to
convey, we will be the very false gospel teachers touting ceremonial legalism that Paul
denounces in Galatians 1:8, “But even if we or an angel from heaven should preach to you a
gospel contrary to the one we preached to you, let him be accursed.”

Just as Stanley and Livingstone felt about Africa, the Metaverse may feel like a
frightening, “Brave New World,” and in some ways, it is.  But we must remember that it is still
God’s New World.  And He has commissioned us to go there so it can be a Saved New World.
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