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This book is a symposium based on lectures given at The
Institute for Religious and Social Studies of The Jewish Theo-
logical Seminary of America during the winter of 1954-1955,
The writers have been free to revise and expand their lectures
as originally prepared. The purpose and plan of the series are
explained in the Introduction.

Dr. Georges Florovsky, Adjunct Professor of Religion, Colum.
bia University, generously gave a lecture on I.Easfern Orthodoxy
in the serijes, but unfortunately the manuscript is not avaijlable

for publication here.

Each chapter represents solely the individual opinions of the
writer. Neither the Institute nor the editor assumes responsj.
bility for the views expressed. The contributors were inviteq
to address the Institute because of the special contribution each

could make to general knowledge of the subject.

This is a Jacob Ziskind Memorial publication.




Introduction

THIs VOLUME is in some respects unique among publications of
the Institute. The course of lectures which it embodies was
undertaken because of a growing urge on the editor’s part to
bring into direct confrontation divergent beliefs and convictions
fostered by the major religious faiths represented in America
With respect to the ultimate—and perennial—spiritual concerns
of mankind.To this end we submitted to the several participants
in the Symposium a number of questions such as these: What
does the religious body or movement which you are undertak-
ing to interpret teach concerning the nature and destiny of
man? What is its conception of God? What does it have to say
about sin and salvation? What philosophy of history doeg it
hold? Does it foster a belief in progress? How does it conceive
authority and freedom?

The several carefully chosen writers accepted this general
framework, but enjoyed entire freedom as to Organization of
Subject matter, emphasis, and manner of _treatment. Each Writer
Was accorded two successive lecture periods, but the two Dres-
entations have been combined here. Care has been taken to pre-
serve individual style. We have even avoided “standardizjn g
in the matter of capitalization—which obviously hag Special
significance in a religious publication.

I have to record, with a sense of grievous personal loss, the
death of one of the participants, Professor Ed‘win E. Aubrey
before the manuscripts were assembled for publication, ’

We agreed at the outset that the purpose of the serje
to be interpretive rather than polemic. The several Writers Were
seeking neither to convert nor to CODfOlJPd one another, or
was the purpose in any sense “syncretistic’—not an effort to
show the extent of “common ground” among ﬂ? several fajthg,
in order to prove “how much alike we all are.” Our aPproac,
was far removed from what is sometimes called religioyg “ine
differentism.” We have been as much concerned with differ.
ences as with common elements.

It may be remarked, in passing, that a grievous defect j, our
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8 / Introduction

pluralist culture is the tendency to reduce religious differences
to the category of individual idiosyncrasies, matters of no real
consequence. To minimize religious differences that are real
and important for the sake of reducing group tensions that
are largely artificial is an ill-conceived stratagem. In contrast,
this project is well characterized by Dr. Donahue in his chapter
—in words that Dr. Greenberg felt constrained to repeat: “a
sympathetic but noncommittal incursion into other people’s
patterns of conviction.” This seems to me an admirable formula.
Dr. Donahue also uses an apt term, one familiar to social psy-
chologists—"“empathy”—to define the attitude appropriate to
such an exercise.

We assumed that this kind of project in communication
would be worthwhile for its own sake. It was also hoped, how-
ever, that the interchange would contribute something to our
cooperative efforts to increase the impact of religion upon the
secular order in which we live. A pluralist culture like ours
presents a paradox in that it stresses both ind%viduz.ation—the
unhampered, spontaneous €xpression of what is unique—and
cooperation in pursuit of universal values. A difficult problem
in such a culture is to keep these reciprocal processes in bal-
ance. The attempt to do this presupposes that along with au-
thentic—even momentous—differences, our several “faith
groups” have in common certain overarching Fnd_s. For our
present purposes these comn_lon ends find expression in the great
basic concepts around which these lectgres v‘:‘ere organized.

We are fully aware, of course, that to discuss 00nte91p0rary
patterns of faith” in America under only five categories is to
invite the charge of unwar.ra.nted exclusiveness. Many clearly
distinct and significant religious groups and movements fg]]
outside this classification. For the most part, tp be sure, these
account for but small segmenm of.o-ur population, and Wwe are
here concerned chiefly with the religious elen.lents found in the
“main stream” of our culture. The fact remains, however, that
the omission of the Anglican and Eastern Orthodm.z t}'adiﬁODS,
on the one hand, and of ’some gf the. most ch.aractenstlc expres-
sions of the «dissenting’ trad.ltlon in American Protestantism,
on the other hand, leaves the picture far from complete.

There is, however the counterbalancing consideration that
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with respect to major concepts, concerns, and preoccupations
the chapters that follow actually cut across many confessional
boundaries and give a perspective on the principal patterns of
religious thought and belief in America. If it be objected that
Biblical literalism, or “fundamentalism,” has a much larger
following than this book takes account of, I can only say that
for the participants in this exercise in communication the only
possible frame of reference is one that embodies a scientific
outlook on life and a respect for historical scholarship.

The seemingly disproportionate amount of space given to
Protestantism will, I hope, be understood. For good or ill, the
religious bodies that claim to be Protestant present such sharply
contrasting theological outlooks that to bring them within a
single conspectus would be artificial in the extreme. The fact
that the contrast is almost as conspicuous within as between
many denominations only serves to accentuate it. On the other
hand, the reader can scarcely fail to be impressed with the
extent to which what we have called classical and liberal Prot-
estantism, as here expounded, actually interpenetrate. Indeed,
Dr. Brown expresses the opinion that the agreements among
Protestants are rather more extensive, on the whole, than the
disagreements. That depends, perhaps, upon what elements one
is most impressed by. In any case, our two Protestant categories
seem to be a minimum for significant classification.

Without doubt, many readers will cavil at the inclusion of
“paturalistic humanism” in an admittedly limited and selective
treatment of religious systems. Why go so far off the reserva-
tion? The answer is to be found in the actual situation that we
are seeking to portray and interpret. Nothing is to be gained for
religion by refusing to recognize that in our day some of the
most authentic expressions of religious feeling and aspiration
come from men and women who have great difficulty with the
forms and symbols of traditional religion. Indeed, Dr. Randall,
our chosen interpreter of naturalistic humanism, is the author
of one of the most perceptive and reverent interpretations of
the role of religion in human life of which I have any knowl-
edge.! And Dr. Randall, the reader will note, bears testimony

1 Part IV, “The Meaning of Religion for Man,” in Preface to Philosophy, Mac-
millan, New York, 1947. ’
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10 / Introduction

in his chapter to intellectual kinship with Paul Tillich, whose
contributions to philosophical theology are among the most in-
fluential writings of this generation in that field.

Obviously, our several writers would not fully agree as to
the precise value of the very enterprise in which they are here
engaged. For what is expected and hoped for in any such ex-
change depends upon the degree of finality that one attributes
to his own beliefs and his own heritage. However, I seem to
see running through all these chapters a remarkable combina-
tion of firm conviction and intellectual hospitality.

Specifically, in the chapter on Catholicism—a religious sys-
tem in which there is a high concentration of authority—many
readers will doubtless find an unexpected flexibility of thought
and a corresponding receptivity toward non-Catholic ways of
thinking and feeling, in which Dr. Donahue finds a certain sup-
port for his own position and enrichment of his own experience.

Close students of current Catholic thought are, to be sure,
quite prepared for such a disclosure. There is, for example,
the relatively recent repudiation by Rome .of the doctrine,
widely disseminated at lower levels of authonty,.that salvation
is only for those who are in actual communion with the Roman
Church. There is also the gradual formulation of 2 distinctively
American Catholic attitude toward relations between church
and state. Dr. Donahue’s categorical statement on this §ub]ect
brought to my mind a conversation many years ago with the
late Monsignor John A. Ryan. I asked him why American
Catholics could not immediately repel, by reference to un-
questioned authority, the charge that election of a Catholic to
high office would subject our political institutions to a danger-
ous degree of ecclesiastical intrusion. He replied Wltl}(;»ut hesi-
tation that the reason was simply that a Catholic position with
respect to the relation of the Church to a secular state had

never been formulated. .

There are two issues here, one theological and the other
political, on which Dr. Donahue’s chapter throws a welcome
llgEl[El'ae presentation of Judaism has startling features from a
conventional Christian viewpoint. Here again I have found my-
self assimilating the interpretation to personal experiences ref-




Introduction / 11

erence to which, by way of “pointing up,” may not be out of
order. As Dr. Greenberg explained the almost complete ab-
sence of theistic dogma in Judaism, I recalled my discomfiture
over the result of an assignment I once gave in a graduate course
in religion. It called for a paper setting forth the students’ basic
religious beliefs. The Catholics and Protestants had no trouble
with that, but I was gently reproved by a Jewish rabbi in the
class who said, “I never attempted such a thing. Judaism is not
a set of propositions beginning ‘I believe’; it is an entire way of
life.” This and subsequent similar experiences have greatly in-
fluenced my thinking. I would like to invite the readers of this
book to test my own impression that the symposium as a whole
indicates a trend away from rational verification to what one
may call experiential validation as an ultimate religious re-
source.

The occasional references to the “supernatural” may be in-
structive. I think it safe to say that this word, continually re-
curring in Catholic theology, has all but faded from Protestant
usage, because it seems to connote a “bifurcation” of reality.
But Dr. Donahue gives the word a different flavor. I hope I
am not forcing a comparison in suggesting that his interpreta-
tion has something in common with Dr. Randall’s concern to
find “a natural place for the supernatural in the universe that
men experience.” The root problem here, as Reinhold Nei-
buhr’s writings have shown, is the relative importance assigned
to cpntinuity and discontinuity, as complementary aspects of
reality and of experience. It is an interesting fact that theolo-
glan.s and physical scientists alike are currently—and incon-
clusively—wrestling with this problem. In Protestant theology
the crux of the matter seems to be the confrontation between
f‘“fo conceptions of history—the one, held by Dr. Aubrey’s

liberal” school, a developmental view; the other, to which the
classical Protestantism of Dr. Brown tends to hold, an eschato-
logical view.

. Part and parcel of this issue is the continually debated ques-
tion of “progress”’—whether we look for the achievement of
divine purpose, the fulfilment of man’s “hope,” within history,
or beyond history. Here, again, the reader may find rewarding
a careful pondering of these essays. By and large, Catholic
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thinking seems to be “above the battle” in this particular sector,
and Jewish thinking unperturbed by it. Moreover, Dr. Brown
strongly suggests that the negative attitude toward the idea of
progress, so much emphasized in “neo-orthodox” literature, ig
gradually abating. It seems to be characteristic of doctrinal con.
troversies that, as the late Dr. McGiffert said, they tend, not tg
be resolved, but to be relegated. This is presumably because
they serve their essential purpose in redressing the balance be.
tween neglected aspects and overemphasized aspects in human
life and human affairs.

In this connection Dr. Randall’s comment on the possible
relation between the theological vogue and the historical situa.
tion is in point. He notes that the realistic—and, in its view of
man, pessimistic—theology which has been highly influentia}
since the First World War may be a reaction to turmoil and
struggle, just as the “liberal” social gospel movement is said to
have reflected the peace, stability, and social promise of an
earlier period. The degree to which any cultural trend or domi-
Dant mood may be “situation-determined” can never be as-
sessed, but the existence of such a causative factor can hardly
be questioned,

The bearing of these essays on the nature of man himself is
instructive. Classical Protestantism clings to the conception of
original sin as a heritage of the individual, though without any
fringe of fable. Judaism will have none of it: each person starts
life with a clean moral slate. Catholicism accepts the historic
doctrine but is not depressed by it. Liberal Protestantism inter-
prets the idea of original sin to the point where Calvin would
bave thought it quite denatured. Naturalistic humanism, of
course, has no framework that could accommodate such g
concept. Yet all recognize sin as a fact, and none questions
the reality of guilt,

Here, it seems to me, something of especial significance
emerges. I refer particularly to the passage in Dr. Brown’s
chapter concerning “self-acceptance.” Implicitly, he indicates
the difference between the secular psychiatrist’s concept of self-
acceptance and that which inheres in the Biblical account of
human conduct. The former often seems to be saying, Accept
yourself, period. The Biblical view is that man’s fitness to ac~

o e e
L
O .




Introduction / 13

cept himself is conditioned upon Divine grace—upon Gsz”s
acceptance of him. The sense of guilt, like physiological pain,
has its uses. From both the individual and the societal view-
points the secular approach to the treatment of guilt needs a
religious corrective.

The same is true of current notions of freedom which make
it synonymous with the absence of restraint. There could hardly
be a greater error than to identify the Biblical conception of
spiritual freedom with the political ideal of immunity from
coercion or the economic ideal of free enterprise, however im-
portant they may be. I will confine myself here, however, to
pointing out that it happens to be Dr. Randall, not Dr. Dona-
hue, who writes: . . . The very essence of the moral life is
bondage, renunciation of certain ‘freedoms’ and possibilities.
- « - Obligation is a curtailment of the ‘freedom’ to do wrong.”

An urgent need, it seems to me, is shown in these pages for a
reexamination of the concept of immortality. The idea that
souls are inherently immortal is repudiated in the name of
Judaism and of liberal Protestantism, and replaced by the
concept of immortality as a moral and spiritual achievement.
f)lassical Protestantism seems to leave a place for individual
Immortality only in relation to the Pauline doctrine of the
Resurrection. It is hardly too much to say that in our time
most of the preaching and writing devoted to this theme is a
Strange mixture of ancient philosophy and rather ill-defined
Christian ideas,

One more suggestion to the reader who has borne with me
thus far. The idea of community, which is prominent in this
Symposium, and inevitably so, is suffering violence in our day.
Through a sort of “guilt by association” the words “commu-
nity,” “collective,” “corporate,” and even “social” seem to be
tainted, in many minds, with the evil genius of totalitarianism.
This is a grievous perversion, as is made abundantly clear by
all the contributors to this volume. The idea and the fact of
community are central in the Judeo-Christian tradition and in
the democratic movement which our religious institutions both
support and are supported by. Christian Church, Jewish Syna-
gogue, and Ethical Culture Society, sharply differing as they
do in ways that are fundamental to the faith of their members,
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share the basic purpose of actualizing community, in the sense
of creative fellowship. For those of us who are Christians, the
unique element of whose faith is the person and work of its
Founder, it is of profound significance that his ministry was
climaxed in observance of a communal institution, the Passover,
and the establishment of a new communal institution, the Holy
Communion.

It has often been pointed out that the menace of totalitarian-
ism is in its “demonic” character—not in its enshrinement of
what is wholly evil but in its perversion of what is essentially
good. The clear inference is that the most effective attack on
this common foe of all our faiths is to wrest the sacred prin-
ciple of community from bands that seek to pervert and des-
ecrate it and to build it into enduring structures that hold aloft
our ideal of the Kingdom of God.

THE EDITOR
April, 1957

V) ARERGRE ot
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Chapter 1

Classical Protestantism

By ROBERT McAFEE BROWN

Auburn Associate Professor
of Systematic Theology and Philosophy of Religion,
Union Theological Seminary

PROTESTANTISM 1S the religion of free grace.

Such a statement may not convey very much at the beginning
of a chapter. The purpose of the chapter, therefore, must be to
transform what sounds like a “simply incomprehensible” state-
ment into what actually is a simple descriptive statement.

What Is a “Classical Protestant”?

It will serve our purposes best to get down to fundamentals
right at the start. In briefest terms, the classical protestant sees
human life as a response—a response to a seeking God. He sees
this seeking and reconciling God most clearly present and most
healingly active in the events clustered around the life, death,
and resurrection of one Jesus, the son of Joseph the carpenter,
who lived at a specific time, “under Pontius Pilate.” He finds
that it is never enough just to describe Jesus in those terms, and
he also affirms (though nobody has ever put it very well or
very logically) that God himself was and is present and active
in this Jesus, seeking out, transforming and renewing men right
where they are, in their own situation of sin and despair and
death. Those who share such beliefs live in a community of
faith which is called the church.

Now that may sound vaguely reminiscent. It may sound like
“the faith of our fathers,” or more probably the faith of our
grandfathers, rather than the sort of thing that anyone would
believe today. But this faith is not merely a museum piece, and
the fact that people believed it in the past does not make it
irrelevant for the present. As a matter of fact, its historical

19
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rootage has been a source of its vigor, rather than a ball and
chain rendering it immobile.

Thus classical protestantism is a live option for people today,
with a heritage in the past which it must constantly reinterpret
in terms that speak to the needs of the present. It finds a signifi-
cant historical locus in the Protestant Reformation, and it
looks upon that movement as a genuine and significant re-
covery of the gospel. But it looks back behind the Reformation,
as the Reformers themselves did, to those events which are
constitutive of all true Christian faith, namely, the shattering
and renewing impact which Jesus Christ had upon the lives of
men and which he has continued to have in the church ever

since.

The Importance of the Reformation

It is important to see what this historic constellation of events
in the sixteenth century—the Protestant Reformation—was all
about, particularly since it is so easily misunderstood. It is a
perversion of the Reformers’ intent, for example, to charge
them with trying to invent a new religion, or to do away with
the need for authority, or to inaugurate an “era of private
judgment.” Their concern, on the contrary, was to purify and
Trevitalize an “old” religion, the old but ever living and ever new
gospel which they discovered at the heart and center of the
New Testament.

We have been told many times that the word “protestant”
means not “being against something,” such as the pope or paro-
chial schools; rather, “pro-testari” means to testify on behalf of
something, to assert positive convictions. And what the Re-
formers tried to testify on behalf of, to assert positively, was
the apostolic witness to Jesus Christ which they found in the
New Testament. This they tried to re-introduce into the church
of their own day, from which they felt it was tragically lack-
ing, so that they might bring all else into conformity with this
freshly rediscovered understanding of God’s dealings with men.
For this reason they did not look upon themselves as people
splitting off from the church, but as loyal sons of the true
church. Calvin, for example, spoke in tones of greatest abhor-
Tence of the notion of schism (“splits” in the church); he be-
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Classical Protestantism [/ 21

lieved that it was the late medieval church which was in schism
from Jesus Christ, and that Christ’s church in Geneva stood in
the true succession of the gospel, as measured by fidelity to the
apostolic witness. The significance of the Reformation, then,
was its rediscovery of the old faith, and its attempt to make
that faith speak with new power to men.

And it is thus clear that the Reformation, so conceived, has
not ended—since making the faith speak with new power to
men is the perennial task of the Christian—and it is indeed
the necessary cry of all true protestants that “the Reformation
must cox?tinue." The church must always be in the midst of
reformation, lest it substitute its own ways for the ways of
QOd, and fail to keep all that it does subject to the divine scru-
tiny, the divine judgment, and the divine renewal.

thThu? a “classical protestant” is one who aligns himself with
€ point of view that what happened at the Reformation was

fundamentally right—that is, that the essentials of the faith
were rediscovered and made normative once again in the life
gf ;he church. This does not mean that he flails himself until
Le ;’S had an “experience” identical with the anguish of Martin
Cu; er, or tl?at he checks every statement he makes against
ha vin's Insntzftes. It does mean that through Luther or Calvin

¢ may find himself once more inescapably confronted by the
8ospel and thereby quickened, renewed, and made whole once

;gea}?. The classical protestant thus has tremendous respect for
CTltage and tradition, not as ends in themselves, but as indica-
tions that there is

world, and th an on-goingness about God’s activity in the
full » and that men may understand that on-goingness more
dy as the){ are related to the ways in which other men have
ltm t;rStOOd 1t in the past. Protestants today are not committed
O the Reformers’ formulas and statements as final truth,? but
they do find that those things to which the Reformers’ formulas
and statements point coincide with something which they have
f.oupd true for themselves. The resurgence of Reformation stud-
1€s In contemporary theology is thus not a desperate harking for
a dead past, or a way of avoiding the issues of a live present,

It must be admitted that Presbyterians sometimes act as though Calvin's
Institutes were an extension of the canon of Holy Scripture, in much the same
way as Episcopalians occasionally give the impression that the prayer book is 3
more nearly adequate articulation of the Word of God than Scripture itself.

(7 s '33534
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but an attempt to see more clearly how the central experience
of Christian faith—the transformation of life by the very Son of
God himself—#has evoked a response of faith, and how it car
evoke a similar response in us.

Now the minute one is pressed for a more precise definition
of classical protestantism, he gets into difficulties. For it is a
atter of tragic fact, that there has not been one protestantism;
there have been many protestantisms, and the trick of sub-
Suming these varieties under an all-inclusive description would
would be a very neat trick indeec!. It peeds to be said, there-
fore, that while there are something like 272 protestant sects
and insects (as they have been called) in Ame'nc.a today, wel]
over eighty percent of protestants are founq wl¢m a dozen or
s0 denominations, and among th_ose denom.lnatlons the points
of agreement as to doctrine, belief, and witness far outweigh
the points of disagreement. There is a greater consensus, then,
than appears on the surface. The differences arise chiefly over
the significance of ordination to the ministry, an.d the resultant
meaning and significance of the sacraments whjch.are admin-
istered by those so ordained. The present chapter will not elab-
orate these difficulties, strong though the temptation is, but will
try rather to state the central positive convictions which classi-
cal protestants hold—recognizing that there may be occasional
agonizing wails from the Episcopalians on the right and the
Baptists on the left (or vice versa, depending on who is doing

the wailing and who is doing the evaluating).

The Place of Theology

Classical protestantism has had a lot of these convictiong,
It is long on theology, if the truth be told, and any discussiop,
of classical protestantism immediately involves us in theology,
But this formidable word should not become more formidable
than is absolutely Decessary. In simplest terms, theology in-
volves loving God with one’s mind, as well as with one’s heart,
soul, and strength. It is n?an’s attempt to think through the im-
plications of what he believes. Theolqu can thus !)e described
as both necessary and impOSSlb]e-.It Is necessa‘ry in the sense
that if there is to be any communication, any “passing on” or

proclaiming of the faith to others, then ope is forced to talk

PRE
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about and describe what he has experienced, or what his com-
Mmunity of faith (the church) has experienced. Words are nec-
essary and it is important to use them as clearly and articu-
lately and as systematically as possible. Thus the moment the
believer, whether layman or minister, starts to talk about his
belief, he is, for better or for worse, a theologian. The question
is never, “Will he be a theologian or not?” The question is
always, “Will he be a good theologian or a bad theologian?”
Theology is necessary.

But it is also true that theology is impossible, in the sense
that no attempt to describe God is ever adequate. To whatever
degree it is helpful, it will also be misleading; to whatever
degree it clarifies, it will also corrupt. This is inevitably so
simply because we are men and not God, and do not know
the God of whom we speak in all his fullness. If we “see
through a glass,” it is always “darkly.” If we “know,” it is
always “in part” (1 Corinthians, 13:12). All that we see We see
with fractured vision. All that we know we know with hearts
that are less than pure. Christian faith asserts that men are both
finite and sinful, and therefore their theology will also be finite
and sinful—and if it does not recognize this fact it will be a
poor theology. Thus we must never claim too much for theol-
Ogy, as many protestants have done, but at the same time we
must never give up the attempt to speak theologically, for in
that case our only option will be to remain mute.?

The Problem of Authority

) Perhaps the most vexing problem for the classical protestant
1s_the location of that which is ultimately authoritative for him.
Finally, of course, this is the authority of God. But how does
Qod’s authority over human life “come home,” or authenticate
itself, in the life of the believer? This is in some ways a pe-
culiarly “classical protestant” problem. The locus of authority
for the Roman Catholic, for example, is easily defined—it is
found in the authority of Christ’s vicar on earth, the pope, who
can speak infallibly on matters of faith and morals for the final

2 Anyone who feels that the theological task can be accomplished without diffi-
culty, or that final accuracy and coherence and precision are possible, is invited
to engage in a careful study of the Chalcedonian Creed, from which it is pre-
dicted he will emerge a chastened and a shaken man.
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assurance of the faithful. For many Jews, the locus is the law or
Torah, enshrined in the Old Testament. For many liberal prot-
estants, the final authority is located in personal experience.

What, then, is finally authoritative for the classical protes-
tant? The traditional answer to the question has been the Bible,
and “the final authority of Scripture” has stood as one of the
most distinctive Reformation principles. But there is need for
“a continuing Reformation” at this point, since most protes-
tants can no longer accept the rather mechanical view of Scrip-
tural inspiration on the basis of which the original Reformers
framed their answer. Furthermore, there is the problem of
discriminating between portions of the Bible itself, on the basis,
apparently, of a yet more ultimate authority. For how does
one decide that “Love your enemy” is more authoritative than
“Slay every man, woman and child of the Amalakites,” when
both are in the Bible?

We can work toward a reformulation of the classical protes-
tant answer by approaching the problem in a slightly different
perspective. Historically, Scripture and tradition have been the
two basic sources of final authority which have vied for suprem-
acy in Christendom.® The upholders of “tradition” argue that
the Holy Spirit did not cease to be active about 150 A.D. (the
probable date of Second Peter, the latest book in the New
Testament), and that therefore to place authority finally within
the Biblical writings is a quite arbitrary limiting of God’s activ-
ity. They claim that God continues to speak and act authori-
tatively in the life of the Spirit-filled community which is the
church.

No classical protestant would have difficulty at this point i
the formulation, His difficulty would begin at the point where
the formulation begins to be spelled out more specifically, ang
it becomes clear that the “tradition” has to be the “authentic”
tradition, as opposed to all the other traditions, presumably
not authentic. This authentic tradition is claimed by a bewil.
dering variety of groups. It is equated with certain marks of
the Spirit, in various sectarian groups; or with assent to cer-
tain dogmatic formulations, in Roman Catholic and certain

8 There has also been a third source, personal experience, which has been
normative for many of the sect groups.
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Lutheran and Reformed groups; or with beliefs which
are the property of a divinely instituted apostolic succes-
sion, in Anglo- and Roman Catholicism. Thus there are com-
peting traditions. Which one is really authoritative? In an-
swering this question, liberal protestants by and large have
tended to say, “We will appropriate those elements from any
tradition which strikes a responsive chord in our own experi-
ence.” There is an important truth enshrined in this answer,
namely, the repudiation of sterile protestant scholasticism, of
“wooden” orthodoxy, in favor of a faith which is warm and
alive and (if the liberals will permit a somewhat controversial
word) existential. But there is a danger in the answer, too,
in that the appeal to experience may be no more than an appeal
to experiences, experiences of such a diverse sort that Chris-
tian faith on these terms can scarcely be more than “what
makes an appeal to me.” And if something else makes an
ap.peatl to you, that is all there is to it; there is no more ultimate
criterion by which a further judgment can be made. To the clas-
sical Pf0}estant this misses (if another controversial word may
be permitted) the “objectivity,” or the givenness, of something
which has happened, and to which a response must be made.

The Centrality and Authority of Scripture

What, thc.m, does the classical protestant do with this dilem-
Fna? There is no “party line” answer to the question, but there
1s an aPPl:oach to an answer which can be sketched briefly.
The classical protestant takes his stand somewhere close, at
least, to the Bible. He can no longer, as has been suggested,
80 10 proof texts, or assume the verbal inerrancy and historical
accuracy of every single statement in the record. He must thus,
In a sense, not point to the Bible, as such, as his authority, but
iatl?er to that to which the Bible itself points, namely, the

mlgt{ty acts of God” which are transmitted to each age through
the Bible. Thus when one is faced with the familiar chicken-
a.nd-egg problem, “Which came first, the Bible or the tradi-
tion?” the reply must be, “Neither; both arose out of the gos-
pel.” And that which must be ultimately authoritative in the
life of the believer is the gospel itself, the good news, the central
claim of Scripture, which is a message about the living God

e
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making himself known to men in Jesus Christ. The classical
protestant thus affirms that rather than leaving a hierarchical
chain of spiritual descendants, the apostles of Jesus Christ left
us an account of the transforming, life-giving event which had
remade them, and that we find this account in Holy Scripture,
Thus it is through Scripture that we are confronted by the
God revealed in Jesus Christ, to whom ultimate authority must
be given.*

However, such a claim gives rise to a whole nest of problems,
Which picture of Jesus in the Scriptures is the right one, and
thus authoritative for us? Why are these events decisive for our
faith rather than those? What happens if the historicity of g
given event is quest@oned by the Biblical critics? To these anq
a host of other questions, the classical protestant must attempt
an answer along the following lines: As the believer tries to live
with his Bible, to study it honestly and critically, to use it de-
votionallys tries to feel himself a participant in the whole Biblical
drama of God’s concern for man, he discovers that a kind of
corporate testimony emerges, witnessing to the centrality for
faith of God’s redemptive activity in Jesus Christ. Somehow
this is what i crucial. The Old Testament is a necessary prep-
aration and forthtelling of what God is doing and will do; the
New Testament tells the story of what God in fact did and js
doing in Jesus Christ, and these Qecwlve events, clustered
around his Jife, death, and resurrection, assume final author.
ity over the life of the believer. .
1 yNotice how this approach to an answer is related to ¢

per answers suggested earlier. If our final authority is foung
9t e s rede mptive act in Christ, then the Bible is of Centr.
n gj(i)c ance since it witnesses to that act and tells us a]] ¢, 2l
sig w of it- The traditions and on-going life of the chy, al:
we KDOV' . to the extent that they, t0o, Witness to that ; :
are m“; - it, and sive it contemporary meaning. The Sac:at:
illu ¢ of the Lord’s Supper, for example, becomes a re-enact.-
men a “making alive” in our immediate experience, of what
.ment;ms ¢hat once and for all a body was broken and bloozl]
lvt, ansaes od on Calvary. And likewise, all of this must “come
e ensins, 7Aoo Tasion, 1s Chapir 1, “The Apesile $e
;’;Eion‘"

v
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home” to experience, as something which speaks to our experi-
ence, and as something to which we respond in our experi-
ence. Thus, Bible, tradition, and experience are all components
of a full answer to the problem of authority, but all are impor-
tant only as they witness to the good news of the gospel which
they exist to serve.

These comments should indicate why the Holy Scriptures
have been so central for classical protestantism, and also why
most contemporary classical protestants feel compelled to dis-
avow “fundamentalism” as an adequate understanding of how
God reveals himself in Scripture. Fundamentalism, as a matter
of fact, is a relatively recent phenomenon and not truly typical
of the classical approach. Luther, the first great Reformer, had
at most times a very free approach to Scripture. “Scripture,” he
said, “is the cradle in which Christ lies.” He would have been
quite willing to excise the book of Revelation from the New
Testament, and referred to the book of James as “an epistle
of straw.” But at the same time, Scripture was for him norma-
tive and central, for there he found the assurance of the “gra-
cious God,” coming to men in their need, with his forgiving
love, and Luther’s own experience of need and forgiveness was
reinforced and underlined by what he found in the Bible.t

The point to be made about contemporary protestant funda-
mentalism is that it must be rejected, not because it is too ortho-
dox, but because it is not orthodox enough, The fundamentalist
says, in the final analysis, that God reveals himself through
statements; these statements are recorded on the printed pages
of the Bible, and since God spoke them they cannot be tam-
pered with by us, without our being guilty of great impiety and
blasphemy. The classical protestant, on the contrary, would
affirm that God reveals himself in his acts, in what he does, and
that as we respond to his activity we enter into creative rela-
tionship with him. The Bible is the account of these acts. Now
one can have a personal relationship with a living, acting,
personal God, but scarcely with an impersonal statement. The
statements in the Bible are important only as they put the be-

& Not quite as much can be said for Calvin. He certainly approaches closer to
what we would call “fundamentalism” today, but even he is trying merely to be
faithful to the central Biblical witness, rather than lining up an impressive batch
of proof texts. Calvin is much maligned on this point.
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liever in touch with the One to whom they point, namely, the
living God himself. Fundamentalism errs in assuming that God
gives information about himself. The classical protestant count.
ers by asserting that God gives himself, and that this is precisely
what the Bible is trying to tell us. The point of the Bible is not
that we may believe in the Bible, but that we may believe in the
God to whom the Bible witnesses.

Perhaps an analogy can clarify this important distinction,
Imagine that you are standing in front of a brick wall. You
can see beyond it only if there is a window in it. But do you
look at the window? If you do, you may see the details of the
sash very clearly, and perhaps a few thumb prints on the panes
themselves, but as long as you look just at the window, the scene
beyond will be blurred and fuzzy. No, you must look through
the window, at what is going on outside. If you focus on the
activity beyond, an occasional thumb print on the pane isn’t
going to blur your vision too drastically. So with the Bible. Tq
look at it, at the statements, is to fail to perceive God’s activity
with clarity. But to look through it is to make use of it as g
“window” by means of which we can see God at work, and
make our active response to what he is doing.’

How Do We “Know God”?

These comments make possible a transition to the doctrine
of God, as this belief is formulated in classical protestantism,
First of all, how do we know God? It has already been sug-
gested that classical protestantism is best described as a religjon
of response to the prior activ1ty.of .God..God Seeksfn.len re.
spond, by accepting him, or rejecting h‘_m_’ Or remaining i,
different (which is probably the most. insidious form 9f Tejec-
tion). God seeks men in many places: in the events of history j,
which his hand can be discerned by eyes of faith; in the utter-
ances of those whom he calls fortl'l as his spokesmen, the
prophets; in the activity of J esus Christ; in the life of the com-
munity of faith which grew up in response to God’s activity in
Jesus Christ, the Christian church; in the Bible, which tells us
of God’s activity and becomes itself a further means of his

[} analogy is elaborated from a suggestion in Emil Brunner’s Revelas
R e vesminster Press, Philadelphia, 1946). on and
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reaching out toward us; and in numerous other ways. And it is
the witness of classical protestants that when they have gone
“seeking God” and have found him, they have had to revise
their estimate of the whole situation. For what they discover
afterwards is that it was God who was first of all seeking them,
and they have done no more than respond to his initiative.

This means that classical protestantism has by and large taken
a dim view of attempts to “prove the existence of God.” Not
only are the proofs usually suspect on grounds of logical or
philosophical analysis, but even if valid their cumulative effect
is no more than to suggest that the evidence points toward a
“Something Somewhere,” that appears to have a slightly better
than fifty-fifty chance of existing. This a far cry from the out-
going, seeking God of the Bible.

More significant, however, is a further fact about the ap-
proach to God through proofs. While not all classical protes-
tants are as vigorous in their denunciation of “natural the-
ology” as Karl Barth has been, many of them would agree with
him th_at if God has, in fact, sought us out in Jesus Christ, then
there is something almost perverse in our refusal to recognize
this fact, and to seek for him everywhere else but the very
Place in which he has sought us.

Le.:st this sound too obscurantist and stubborn, it must im-
mediately be said that one who does see God at work in Christ
finds that his whole vision, his whole mind, is liberated, so that
in the .light of that central conviction, he can indeed see God at
work in many other ways. Thus the approach which is being
Suggested here is close to the one historically developed by
Augustine and Anselm, of faith seeking understanding. “I be-
lieve in order that I may understand,” is not scholastic non-
sense, but a proper description of the situation which exists in
man’s relationship to God. It is not a denial of reason, but a

setting of reason in its proper context. For as one believes, as
one stands committed, he is then obliged to use his mind just
as honestly and rigorously as he possibly can, in clarifying his
understanding of what has happened and of the one in whom
he has come to believe. As Anselm himself put it, in full
recognition of this fact, “Just as the right order of going re-
quires that we should believe the deep things of God before we

o
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presume to discuss them by reason, so it seems to me negligence
if, after we have been confirmed in the faith, we do not study
to understand what we believe.”” Exactly.

To put the same point another way, where the Roman Cath-
olic Thomist and perhaps the liberal protestant would say,
“Start with reason and let that take you as far as it can, before
you rely on faith,” the classical protestant is more inclined to
say that the starting point is God’s revelation of himself, to
whom we respond by committing ourselves in trust. In this
situation, reason is liberated by faith to do its proper task, which
is “to think God’s thoughts after him.”*

The Doctrine of God: Affirmations and Problems

Many of the insights of classical protestan.tism about God are
shared with Roman Catholicism and Judaism. With Judaism
the stress is Biblical, as against what is usua.lly a more philosoph-
ically-oriented approach to God in Catholicism.® With Catholi-
cism, the affinities lie at the point of common allegiance to Jesus
Christ.

1t would be possible to write many pages about the God of
Biblical faith by whom the classical protestant c!aims tp have
been touched, in terms of his love, mercy, hoh.ness, justice,
grace, and so on. But among many things which gould be
singled out, two things have be.en particularly stressed in classi-
cal protestantism’s understanding qf God, and these are really
only two ways of saying the same thl.ng. ) .

The first is the acknowledgment 10 classical .pl:otestantlsm of
God as gracious. “Grace” is one of those (I:hnstlan words that
classical protestantism has red:scoverefi.h ;:1 stands for Gggrg
active, outgoing love, by means of vyl{lg be Feeks ‘men evep

men repudiate him, takes thq mm’atxve in trying to g
wheﬂba ck into fellowship with him, identifies himself with them
:Eetrt?eif sin, so that he can thereby redeem them from their sin.

Homo, Chapter IL. .
* cur D;u;iscussion of the relationship of faith and reason is contained in 4.
'Ahg;;,gsoﬂ" Christian Apologetics (Harpers, New York, 1947), Chapter 10,
Ric »
Ruch d Reason. . .
Faih a: Aquinas, the “official” Roman Catholic philosopher, proves “the
9 Thoma: God” on the basis of Greek philosophical categories, with no

existilzl‘::l cg upon Biblical faith until much later in the development of hig
depe

gystem-

- T




Classical Protestantism / 31

The initiative is his. And this is the “good news,” which remains
not merely a pious hope but a concrete fact, as it is enacted for
men (and not merely talked about) right where they are, in
human history, in the activity of Jesus Christ. To be sure, God is
a judge, who judges men and finds them wanting, and we shall
comment later on the “wrath” of God. But God does not for-
sake men at the point of condemnation. Rather than being
vindictive and making them pay to the last penny for their wrong-
doing, in Jesus Christ he takes the consequences of their wrong-
doing upon himself, suffers for them, and so redeems their
situation. The Christian sees this in forecast in the “Suffering
Servant” passages in Isaiah; the Christian sees this as con-
crete fact in the cross and resurrection of Jesus Christ. Here is
God in an act of outgoing, suffering love, identifying himself
with mankind.

The second distinctive emphasis in classical protestantism’s
doctrine of God is suggested by the phrase, the sovereignty of
God. This is a stress which is found in the Bible, in Augustine
in Aquinas, in Luther, but which is most forcefully associated’
historically, with the name of John Calvin. The significant thing’
about God, for Calvin, is that he is God—all-powerful, all-con.
trolling, all-knowing. All that happens is referable ultimate]
b?ck to him, for he is no second-rate deity trying to “l'ealizZ
himself” in the moral struggle. The notion of the sovereignty of
God .'-hUS safeguards all that has been stressed so far—the em-
phasis on God’s initiative, his capacity to redeem and save men
from lostness. All this is the work of God—the sovereign Gog
—and not of man. .

Now this is a majestic and powerful conception of Gog It
also, however, brings with it its own attendant problems, 1"or
wheq you press the logic of this position, as Augustine and
Calvin did, and as Aquinas did,* you arrive at a position usyaj]
kFl?WD as predestination, and usually referred to in tones of
biting sarcasm. It goes like this: Since God is sovereign, sinc
everything is ultimately to be referred back to his sovereig,:

10 Cf. especially Isaiah, 52:13-53:12,

1 Against the Roman Catholic polemicists who inveigh against Calvip’g “b

baric God” it needs to be said that Aquinas likewise has a very rigorous doct; iy
of predestination. See, for example, his Summa Contra Gentiles, Bogy 11
Chapter CLXIV. u,
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will, it is clear that he has ordained all that takes place, including
the way in which men respond to him. I accept him as the Lord
of my life, let us say. Why? Obviously because he willed that I
should. Suppose, however, that I reject him, and take the con-
sequence of being forever cut off from his love. Why did I do
this? Obviously because he willed that, too. So the outcome of
this line of reasoning seems MOoNstrous: God decides to save a
few people, but he also delit{erately decides to damn some
people (usually most PEoP le as it works out), and this is done to
show his sovereign majesty!

How does the contemporary classical protestant try to deal
with this difficult aspect of his heritage? The following com-
ments, at least ar¢ in order:

1. It is important to defend what the doctrine is trying to
safeguard oD the positive side, namely, the stress upon the ini-
tiatory activity of God, the recognition upon the part of the
believer that his salvation is a gift, and not something he has
procured through his own resources. We do not become “wor-
thy” of God’s love; he gives it to us precisely in the midst of our
unworthiness. Our salvation is his work, and not our own.

2. Also on the positive side, it is worth noting that the doctrine
was stressed by the Reformers not as a device for scaring people
with the threats of God’s vindictive justice; it was stressed as
an instance of God’s love and graciousness, as a reminder that
even though no man deserved salvation, God was pleased in
his infinite mercy to elect men to thgt status. The point of jt all
was to assure pelievers, not to terrify non-believers. This haq
important practical consequgnces. It meant that. the believer
did not need t© sit around in constant gloomy introspectigp,
His salvation was assured! And rather than taking his Own.
spiritual pulse continually, hc? (fould go out and live as one for
whom Christ had died. And his job asone of the elect was clear,
It was to help transform the world into the Kingdom of Christ,
Thus the doctrine of election led to strenuous activism rather
than (as might bave been supposed) to lassitude and passjvism,®
s Teostsch puts i 5 discussion of he Calvnist eihic “The Calvinis knows

is calling :
that his €8 107 "ogort to mould the world and sdciety according to the Will of

attention to ¢ h or]
" ial Teachings of the Christian Churches (Alle )
ﬁgﬁ}nuiﬁ New York, 1950), Volume II, p. 589. (Allen and Unwin, and
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3. It also needs to be pointed out that election is to be under-
stood in the sense of election to responsibility, and not election
to special privilege. In the Old Testament, for example, the
Israelite nation, in understanding itself as the “chosen people,”
came to realize that this did not mean having special privileges,
but rather having the special responsibility of being “a light
unto the Gentiles,” i.e., witnessing to the rest of the world of
God’s steadfast love. So, too, the individual, if he feels, for
example, that God has “called” him, or elected him, must not
allow this to produce a feeling of smugness and self-satisfaction
on his part over the fact that he has made the team while some-
body else is sure to fry in hell. It means, if he understands his
calling aright, that he now has a responsibility to the rest of
mankind, and must offer himself as a means through whom
God can call others.

4. With regard to the negative implications of the doctrine
(What about those who are not called, but arerejected, by God?)
it seems clear that the contemporary Christian must exercise a
greater degree of “reverent agnosticism” than has sometimes
characterized Christians in the past. He may feel sure of his
own ?aﬂiﬂg, but he has no right to be sure of anybody else’s
rejection. There is a frightful snobbery and pride in the outlook
of a person who has a very clear idea about who are the saved
and who are the damned. (Those who make the apportionment
always seem to end up on the side of the “saved.”) Furthermore,
the suggestions (a) that God’s resources are so limited that he
cannot win all men to him in his own good time, or (b) that he

would ever finally “give up” a child of his own creation, are
suggestions which cannot be lightly adopted. Is the implication,
then, that everyone is “saved”? There does not exist clear agree-
mer.lt among contemporary protestants on this point, though the
position is now more widely held than it once was.® On the
other hand, the integrity of human freedom must not be jeo-
pardized by an easy view that “everybody makes the team”
regardless. We must retain for the individual his right, if he so
chooses, to say “no” to God. But we must also allow for a
1A clear treatment of the pros and cons of this problem is found in H. H.

Farmer’s God and Man (Nisbet, London, 1946), pp. 143-151, and in his The
World and God (Nisbet, London, 1947), pp. 253-259.
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limitless love on God’s part which can reach out to those deso-
late of his love or even of the desire for his love, recognizing
the possibility that he may have ways beyond our understanding
for bringing men to free acceptance of him.

Thus it is only when the doctrine of predestination and elec.
tion is pushed in pitiless fgshion that it'bec.:omes the kind of
monstrous thing that its critics always claim it to be. It is essen-
tially a positive affirmation about_ God’s outgomg concern to
win men to himself, and as such is an absolutely integral part
of classical protestant faith. o

further attendant problem is rfalsed for those who affirm

But ical stress upon God’s sovereignty. Does not this make
the c1a§s ectly responsible for all evil? Some protestants have
God d'rled at answering this question in the affirmative, though
not bogt more it remains a real difficulty. Without launching
‘for manfzu-scale discussion of the problem of evil, we must
into & t to indicate how from a viewpoint which takes the
altt?IInDP of God’s sovereignty seriously, the problem of evil can
§: approached”™ o

the most rigorous predestinarian still stoutly affirms

Even are to be held responsible for their wrongdoing and

tl.mt men cannot escape from responsibility for this by blaming

God must be given the credit for whatever good man
God. ¢t man must take the blame for the evil which he per-
does, bU is may seem grossly unfair, but actually it is descrip-
Pet"ates"ﬂhat almost all Christians have found true when they
tive of W2 4 themselves with sensitive consciences. They
have exhold God responsible for their sin; nor have they the
cannot o attribute their goodness to anything but the grace

et X . o
This may be logically difficult, but it is descriptively

Til qu estion for the classical protestant thus becomes: Does
e

gtressed that the following paragraphs are not an attempt to treat
10 1¢ must P8 £ evil comprehensively, but only that aspect of it which is of
the p,oblen? pmcanoe for classical protestant faith. For a brief but rewarding
sticular Si&%,e problem in its entirety, see J. S. Whale, The Christian Answer
part ing Wit2 * s Evil (Abingdon Press, New York, 1936). Also, H. W. Robin-

gra R Proble™ Yuman and Divine (Macmillan, New York, 1939).

som, suffer ing; ussion of this fact in recent protestant writing is in D. M. Baillie,
15 The best S Christ (Scribners, New York, 1948), Chapter V, the sections on
God Wa’aégxes of Faith” and “The Central Paradox.”

«The Pa‘r
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God “do” anything about this situation of sin and evil in which
man has gotten himself involved? Does God have resources for
meeting man in this situation and transforming both man
and the situation? And the heart of the classical prot-
estant attempt to come to grips with the question would be
developed along these lines: God, rather than ignoring man
in his plight of evil and sin, has taken steps to cope with the
situation and meet it right where man is. The classical protestant
sees the cross of Christ not merely as a great martyrdom and
example of suffering love, which it is, but also as in a very
important sense the victory of God over evil. Here is God, in
Jesus Christ, coming to grips with evil at the point where it
makes its greatest challenge to God, in its attempt to annihilate
the very Son of God himself where he is most “exposed” and
yulnerab.le, which is in the humiliation and weakness of the
Incarnation. If evil can conquer at this point, then the battle
has been won and God has been defeated. But if God can
conquer at this point, then his victory over evil is assured, for
no greater challenge can ever be thrust at him than this one.
AI}d the Christian claim, of course, is that God did triumph
at this point. In the total event of crucifixion-resurrection the
Ct{IlStl?.n sees the power of sin at work, man’s sin against God,
epitomized in man’s crucifixion of Christ; and he also sees the
power of death at work, since Christ on the cross gives up his
very life. But more than that, he sees these powers overcome,
and God’s power vindicated, by the fact that God raised this
same Je§us from the dead. Without the resurrection, the cru-
cifixion Is, of course, stark tragedy. But with the resurrection,
fhe Christian sees the final verification of the fact that God
Is at work, wrestling with evil, and conquering it. And it is by
this faith that the Christian can live in a world which so often
seems devoid of God’s power and goodness. He knows that
the final victory is God’s and that it has already been won, and
that it is this fact which transforms the last word about life
from “despair” to “victory.”

Now this is heavy going. This is not a view that will easily
commend itself to those “on the outside” of faith, nor, for that
matter, is it one that is easy to grasp “from the inside” of faith.
But it is certainly clear that this is the point at which the

£ N
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Christian faith either b
ecomes th
owerfull e good
eringly.*

Th;hCentrality of Jesus Christ
L ese comments already
which we must now presuppose the convicti
held by classical pmtet;.:rn, namely, the comictio(:lt.:,v:;]t;f) ns to
1o the heart nd center a?ts about Jesus Christ. Her ich are
ered that what conte of all Christian faith. It will?)we Some
about Jesus Chist 1s shontler o classical protestantism damlscrmov;
what the earl h ar to what the New Test o
a y church affirmed, and what is f ament affirms,
mations of vt‘.,l}ehcreeds and councils of the ch?;-;ﬂg in the affir-
ithout pursuing the matter in detail (cwhti:?_ughout
1n itself

its history-
would take 2o entire book) it
| take an SR 7L can be noted tha i
estantism'S distinctive emphasis has been on :vtf;isszlcal prow
is usually

called the work of Christ (or the .
S s, BT
Christ ays, both nething, What he i an be deserived n
familiar formulation ional and nop-traditional. Th g
a " that “in Chz;’t‘ﬂ‘é perhaps be the Pauline éumn: R
@ Corinthians,’s :13? v;e;s.dreconciling the wor]daijn?f
be fjesf;ribe.d as an attempt to make nl:gtcez;a;‘ijsfn could almo.::
claim lmPlleS, and what they must do because ous of what that
the classncal protestapt affirms, in the life and : f it. Somehow,
rection of Jesu§ Christ, God achieved “the redeath fmd reSur:
world” anto himself—in Christ, God gave h.emptlon of the
g the .gulf between men and God whichlmself to men
oming to men right where they were oﬂf??n > Sin had,
‘Y[Pining:r;;‘i]:nw: sxel ecthed , continuing to il)[:i ttlli:s ove,
ees in thi ivi r
a pictur® of the_activity of God :bZ?;v;Zdof) dod in his?;gyh
throughout all history. This is what God is l.keyond and alsc;
God bas done and is always doing. This is ike. This is what
the matter: This is the work of Christ. the very heart of
aphs have covertly been stating a doctrine of ato
nement, that i s,

created; ©
a_nd even
s[ﬁfefing‘

10 The® ; a;‘:gz-one's" himself wi
poW ’;festated in the next Bezltljt: us and asserts his Lordshi
o itine is Aulen’s C’l'l._m another perspective, ship over life. Th
ristus Victor (Macmilla}kAlg important tre ge
ew York, 1951),
51).

them® .’ phis d
Lpent OL 10 e Coffin’s Th .
HenrY Sl?;n;pproach e Meaning of the Cross (Scri
simP e same problem, f cribners, New Y
rom a different viewpoi;trk, 1932)
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When this has been grasped, when the Christian has been
confronted by this kind of shattering love, which can (if he
will let it) break through his defenses and transform him, he
is then forced to ask some such question as, “What must I
affirm about the one who has done this for me?” The answer
to this question is treated systematically as a discussion of the
person of Christ (the doctrine of the incarnation, i.e., that God
was incarnate, or “in the flesh” in Jesus Christ). And it is in
trying to answer this question that the greatest theological
difficulties and perplexities (and therefore the greatest theologi-
cal fights) have been waged.” For what happens always turns
out to be something like this: it never does justice to the situation
to describe Jesus in terms which are merely human or merely
divine. Christian faith does not feel that it has exhausted the
meaning of Christ when it has said that he is the greatest moral
example, or the greatest teacher, or the greatest prophet. Such
answers do not take into account the full activity of God which
the believer finds confronting him in Jesus Christ. Nor, by the
same token, is it an adequate description merely to say that
Jesus was God, that he was divine—for this does not do justice
to the fact that God has related himself totally and fully to men,
that he has shared in, participated in, been a partner in, man’s
struggle.

So, confronted by this situation, the classical protestant has
discovered that no answer to the question “Who is Jesus
Christ?” has ever been adequate unless it has included both of
these elements. He is on the one hand “the Word made flesh,”
the creative power of God which has been at work from all
eternity, fully indwelling a life on earth; he is on the other hand
“tempted at all points like as we are,” not a pretend person or
a phantom, but a real human being who gets bungry, suffers,
cries, sleeps, and jokes. The identification is complete. So the
full affirmation must insist that Jesus Christ is both God and
man,

Now this is an accurate description of what the classical

17 This is the point of the ‘““creedal controversies” in the early centuries of the
Christian church, which were attempts to safeguard both the divinity and the
humanity of Jesus. A convenient brief treatment of this period is in A, Richarq.
son’s Creeds in the Making (S.C.M. Press, London, 1935). A fuller study jg
Bethune-Baker's An Introduction to the Early History of Christian Doctring
(Methuen, London, 1951).
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protestant finds to be true for him about Jesus Christ. But as for
reducing this statement to something which “makes sense,” and
is easily understood, there is simply no way in which it can be
done. How can one be both God and man? It is impossible to
give a cold logical answer to the question. (It is also, inciden-
tally, impossible to give a coldly logical answer to most other
important questions, such as, “What is it like to be in love?”
“Why would you be willing to die for your country?” “Why
would you bear pain for someone else?”) And all through the
centuries, Christian theology has struggled with attempts to find
more, rather than less, pearly adequate ways of making this
affirmation.”

In tztelolast analysis, the only language which wi]! do here is
liturgical language the language of faith at worship, the lan-
guage of the community of believers approp‘rlatmg the best
that it can from the past, seeking to make that its own, and yet
finally bowing down in adoration before a myster?' which defies
full rational explanation. This will always remain the central

paradox of the faith, both the glory of its profund.lty anfi Fhe
despair of its attempts to dispel the mystery. And if Chl"lSt.lan
faith has sometimes seemed to vacillate betv&.'een one .aﬂiljmatlon
and the other it bas never finally found a point at which it could

be satisfied without both.

“The Nature and Destiny of Man™1°

em that thus far we have been making a number of
illicit assumptions. We have talked about a ‘“gracious God,”
Hhet ?'ts man in his situation of despair and sin. We have
who visl ut the “work of Christ” as something which trans-

talked a';z,s situation and “saves” him., It is therefore time to
forms n']ttle more carefully at classical protestantism’s estimate
look a li man situation. Is it as desperate as the remedies it
of the bu 1d seem to indicate? Can’t man tidy up his own

th wou . -
calls for h exaggerated stress on God’s intervention?

life withOut suc
the best contemporary attempt is the book by D. M. Baillie pre-
18 Pcrhapsf ed t0, God Was In ?‘hrlst.
viously Tef€l" " " - consclously designed to draw attention to Reinhold Niebuhr’s
10 This hezu:llﬂogf e same title, which deals with the protestant doctrine of man
classic WOr* "¢ and profundity which the following pages will not even at-
relev@ yone Who wants to grapple with the Christian faith at this

with a T€ " o re. 3
tempt tO 1{"5“;2‘:“ or later expose himself to Dr. Niebuhr’s analysis.
s
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In the recent resurgence of interest in classical protestantism
there has been a tremendous emphasis on the doctrine of man.
In this whole discussion, classical protestantism is not saying
anything particularly new, but simply re-saying, in contem-
porary idiom, things which were prominent in the thought of
Luther, Calvin, Augustine, St. Paul, and Jesus himself—who,
incidentally, had a much more somber view of man than we
usually remember.®

Much of the recent discussion has centered around the notion
of sin, and it cannot be denied that classical protestantism has
been long on sin. But sin must be set in its proper context, and
this can best be done by making three affirmations which are
part of a total protestant doctrine of man.®

The first of these is that God has created us for fellowship
with him. This is our destiny. We were created that we might
give ourselves fully to God. As Augustine put it in words
addressed to God (which are so overly familiar as almost to
lose their significance) “Thou hast made us for thyself, and our
bearts are restless until they rest in thee” (Confessions 1:1).
This is what some writers would call our “essential” manhood,
our uncorrupted situation. This is also part of what classical
theology has meant by the “image of God” in man. God has
breathed his spirit into man, so that man is somehow a “reflec-
tion” of the divine. (The analogy of the mirror is often used
by the Reformers.) We are created, then, by God, with a very
high destiny, we are given the opportunity of freely choosing
to return God’s love toward us, “by giving up ourselves and
our lives to his service,” and it is as we thus love God that we
love our neighbors—two sides of the divine commandment
which Jesus reminded us were precisely the same thing.

That is the first affirmation. Unfortunately, it is not the whole
story. For we have immediately to go on to make a second
affirmation, which goes like this: we have spurned God's offer

of fellowship with him, and have rebelled against this destiny.
God creates us with freedom to give him our love—but this
very choice, if it is to be real, opens up the possibility that we

2 See, for example, his strictures on the Pharisees (Matthew 23), or the state-
ment in Mark, 7:21-22.

2 The following analysis has been developed more fully in the writer’s The Bible
Speaks to You (Westminster Press, Philadelphia, 1955), Chapters 13 and 14.

—
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may choose not to give him our love, since love, if it is to be real
must be freely given. We may rebel, we may separate ourselves
from God, we may choose to organize life around ourselves
instead of around him, and all of these statements are merely
circumlocutions for that crucial word “sin.” For sin is not ex-
hausted in describing individual acts which aren’t very nice.
“Sin” is fundamentally a description of our entire situation, one
of separation from God, alienation from him, arising out of our
rebellion, our refusal to do his will, our insistence upon follow-
ing our own wills. Sin, in short, involves trying to “play God"
ourselves, pretending that we are “the masters of our fates and
the captains of our souls,” and refusing to acknowledge that
there is a God who asks our allegiance. It involves succumbing
to the temptation to “be like god” (Genesis, 3:5).

Now this carries consequences with it. We are not, as g
matter of fact, God, and if we try to usurp his place this act of
rebellion cannot just be ignored. And it is at this point that we
can best refer to the notion of God’s judgment, or his “wrath,”
which has carried so much weight in classical protestantism,
As Luther and others have said, God’s “wrath” is the negative
side of his love. It is the way his love expresses itself toward
wrongdoing. When men refuse to live under the conditions God
offers, then life simply goes to pieces. When men do not love
God, and do not love their fellow men, but simply love them-
selves, then conflicts arise, clashes become inevitable, “nation
takes up sword against nation,” and we have a situation which
is adequately described on the front page of any morning news-
paper.® Thjs is, in a very real sense, God’s judgment upon our
sin. He cannot simply pass over, or “wink” at, our sin and
wrongdoing. If this is a moral universe, if God is a holy God,
there must be a divine reaction to sin.

But— 35 we find the Old Testament, the New Testament and

# Most ne lines are more effective examples of man’s sin writ large
than any ;‘;"53{2”3{, hz;igxogy can ever hope to be. D. R. Davies describes ufe
oecessity for, and the resistance to, the concept of sin, as follows:
Surveying the ruins of a house in a badly.-blitzed town in the west of England,
I remarked to the owner, who was a gracious lady of really fine character, that
here was original sin in operation. She turned to me with a look of pained
8Urprise and sajd: ‘“But surely, Mr. Davies, you don't believe in that dreadful
doctrine?”” To which I replied: “Such dreadful happenings as these”—-poiming
to the ruins—<«demand some sort of dreadful doctrine in explanation.” Down
Peacock’s Feathers (Macmillan, New York, 1946), pp. 45-46.
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the testimony of the church through the centuries insisting—
God’s judgment is not divine spitefulness, it is judgment to save.
His punishment is punishment not merely to punish, but to
redeem. It is a kind of divine “shock treatment” to bring us to
our senses, to help us see the folly of our ways, to enable us
to realize that life lived apart from God is hell, and that our
hope lies in repentance and turning once again to him. The
Bible abounds in illustrations of this. Take the Exile. The Israel-
ites (the “people of God,” no less!) are uprooted and dragged
out of their own land, to be slaves in faraway Babylon. Here
surely is an indication that God has forsaken them forever,
But no—certain of them bhave the insight to see that this, too,
is punishment to redeem; there can be a restoration; they can
interpret their exile as a means of bringing them to their senses;
they can see that even through this God is calling them back
to himself.

Another thing that classical protestantism has stressed is the
depth and pervasiveness of human sin. Sin is not, for example,
the drag of the physical upon the spiritual, as though there were
“lower” impulses in us—animal “instincts” such as the sexua]
urge—at war with our “bigher” impulses and corrupting the
“spiritual” side of us. On the contrary, the tragic thing about sin
is that it corrupts our highest impulses. It is precisely that which
sets us above the animals, our ability to live freely and respon-
sibly, to give ourselves in surrender to God, which is the source
of the trouble. Of course, our sin can express itself in many
“sins” of a physical, even animal, nature, but these are merely
symptoms of a more basic disorder. Sin is thus something which
extel-]dS throughout our whole being—in this sense, our “cor-
ruption” is “total,” that is, there is no part of us which is
exempt from this desire to put self before God, no part which
is “pure” and “undefiled.” Thus when protestants acknowledge
in the words of the General Confession, that “there is no healt]::
in us” (a phrase often omitted in the services of “libera]”
churches), they are not indulging in morbid gloom, but

ki . . : Simply
maXing an accurate appraisal of the situation. We #qye no
remalning center of total health—sin has vitiated and entereq

into every area of our life and experience, from the lowest to
the highest.
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This sounds pretty depressing. This doesn’t sound like t:
“gospel,” the good news, at all. This is bad news, if there e
was any. And, indeed, if this were the whole story, such :
appraisal would be exactly right. So we must go on to our thir
affirmation about man. This affirmation insists that althoug
we have been created for fellowship with God and have spurne
that offer, God has created conditions under which our fellov
ship with him can be restored. From our situation of disrupte!
ness and need, we can be restored to wholeness and heal
(which is what the word “salvation” originally meant).

How is this accomplished? It clearly cannot be done by ou
selves, for this would simply be a further feeding of our prid:
which is the root of all the trouble to start with. “Aha!” w
would say, “we’re not soO bad after all. We’ve saved ourselve
We’ve achieved our own salvation.”® No, it has been the ep
phasis of classical protestantism that our salvation is the gifz o
God. It is not our own doing; we are not saved by our “works'
but by God’s “grace.” That is to say, although we do not de
serve this gift of love, God gives it to us anyhow, not when w!
have finally made ourselves worthy, but in the very midst of
our unworthiness—this is what makes it such a tremendow
gift of love. We are never worthy, we never “do enough” to
earn God’s love, but God loves us anyhow, and continues to
love us, even if we do not love him in return. “While we wert
yet sinners,” Paul writes in amazement, “Christ died for us"

(Romans, 5:8). This is just what the Christian sees etched out
in bold relief in the event of the crucifixion. Here in Christ God
is dramatizing his love for us, coming to us in our sjtuation
of human sin and struggle, sharing in the struggle, loving us
when we do not love him, continuing to love even when we
put him to death. Here we are shown (and not merely told
about) the extent of God’s redeeming love. And We are asked
merely to believe that this is true. Two lines from Paul Tillich
sum up this side of the situation perfectly: “You are accepted.
All you need to do is to accept the fact that you are accepted.”
God accepts you now. He does not wait for you to “prove”
# For a telling description of ‘“Why We Cannot Put Ourselves Right,” see the

chapter with that title in John Baillie’s Invitation to Pilgrimage (Scribners, New
York, 1942).

e o
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yourself; he does not demand that you become good before he
will deign to love you. He accepts you right now. And what are
you to do? You are to accept his acceptance. And once you
know that you are accepted, you can accept yourself, and then
you can begin to accept other people, and thus a new situation
of health (salvation) has been created—not by you, but by
God.

This—expressed in language borrowed from psychoanalysis
—is very close to what the Reformers meant when they talked
about “justification by faith.” How are we “justified” (or set
right) with God? Once again, not by what we do—that could
never be enough, and even if it could be, it would make us
proud. No, we are justified by what God has done, in coming to
us in suffering love in the person of Jesus Christ. He has set us
right, he has restored the relationship, and we merely accept
this in faith, i.e., live in the conviction that this is so. We are
justified by faith in what God has done in Christ. This is what
the Reformers meant, too, when they stressed the term sola
gratia, by grace alone. This is God’s active, outgoing love, his
grace—Teaching us at the point of our need, without regard
for our merit, and redeeming our situation. This, and this alone,
can restore health, or salvation. It is by grace alone.

And tt.lis emphasis, of course, is not something that the Re-
formers invented. It is something they found throughout the
New Testament, from Jesus’ parable about the workers in the
vineyard (Matthew, 20:1-16) to Paul’s claim, “For by grace
you ha_Ve_ been saved through faith; and this is not your own
doing, it is the gift of God—not because of works, lest any man
should boast” (Ephesians, 2:8-9). It is a gift; here, more than
anywhere else perhaps, can be underlined the statement with

which this chapter began—Protestantism is the religion of
free grace.

The Inescapability of the Church

All _°f this sounds suspiciously like “individualistic religion,”
and thlS' charge has often been leveled at protestantism. But the
charge is a distortion which can best be corrected by looking
at the central place which the church occupies in classical prot-
estant thought. For it is basic to the Reformers, as it is cer-
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tainly basic to the Biblical writers, that man is not truly m:
in isolation, but only as man-in-community. There are no ‘i
dividual” Christians in the book of the Acts of the Apostl
for example. There are only Christians getting together, sh¥
ing, doing things in community. Their love of God impels the:
to love one another and to look out for one another. A lat
New Testament writer puts the same point the other wi
around when he says, “He who does not love his brother who:
he has seen, cannot love God whom he has not seen” (1 Joht
4:20). Exactly. Love of God and “love of the brethren,” cop
mitment and community, always go together.

From the perspective of classical protestantism where do w
find the origins of the church? One might be inclined to repls
“In the Reformation.” But this would be inaccurate. The Ref
ormation, as has been stressed repeatedly above, is not the is
vention of something new, but the rediscovery of something olé
a recapturing of the apostolic witness to Christ found in tht
New Testament. The classical protestant will thus affirm as hi
own those elements in the medieval heritage which are cop
sistent with the apostolic witness; he claims to stand in ¢
continuity with the whole of Christendom. St. Augustine, for ex'
ample, is at least as great a fountainhead of classical protes
tantism, as he is of Roman Catholicism. The protestant traces
his lineage back to the group of disciples gathered around
Jesus, and sees there the roots of the Christian community. But
he must push back even farther. The disciples all came out of
the Hebraic heritage, and with this heritage the Christian feels
a profound sense of continuity, so that he has to push back
through the history of the Jewish people in the Old Testament,
realizing that this is also his history, and he goes back at
least as far as the call of Abraham (Genesis, 12), and in that
event sees the real beginning of the “people of God.” And
everything subsequent to that event is part of his own heritage.

In many ways the most normative event in this heritage is
the establishment of the covenant (or agreement) by which God
enters into special relationship with his chosen people, and
maintains that relationship even when the chosen people for-
sake him. This is perhaps the main theme of the Bible: the faith-
fulness of God in spite of the faithlessness of his people. It is

L 2R
[ ' 1




Classical Protestantism / 45

the “steadfast love” of God, God’s covenant love, of which. the
Old Testament sings, and which the New Testament describes
by pointing to the person who incarnates it. This is the very
charter of the church. For the church is the community of
those who are “called out,” as the people of God, and to whom
God’s “steadfast love” is ever offered. When Jeremiah described
the possibility of a “new covenant,” written not on tablets of
Stone but within the hearts of men (Jeremiah, 31:31-34), he
based this hope on the possibility of God’s forgiveness. And
Wwhen, at the last supper, Jesus said to his disciples, “This cup
is the new covenant in my blood” (1 Corinthians, 12:25), he
Wwas, so protestants feel, re-establishing the people of God on the
basis of a new covenant which was no longer a hope for the
future, but a reality for the present. And the little band of people
Who became the Christian church felt that their whole existence
Wwas tied to this fact, that in Jesus Christ the decisive thing had
been done which sealed the old promises and brought the new
covenant into being.

Another event impelled them to their witness. This was the
event of Christ’s resurrection. It is clear that the early followers
of Jesus were really “thrown” by his death, and that, as a
matter of historic fact, what actually got them started as pro-
claimers of the “good news” was their fajth that God had
triumphed over sin and death jn raising Christ from the dead.
Their testimony was the positive testimony that they were once
again in fellowship and communion with Jesus Christ, and that
they must now go forth and proclaim this world-shattering fact
‘-whjch is precisely what they did. So the early Christians were

‘the community of the Tresurrection,” and they were the “new
Israel,” or, as they sometimes called themselves, “the true Israel
of God,” witnessing to God’s ongoing activity and mighty
acts through the history of the old Israel, and now through
them, as they went forth to proclaim the fulness of the gospel
as it had come alive in Jesus Christ.

What was it that sustajned and empowered them in this
undertaking? To be sure, Jesus had risen from the dead and
they were conscious of his presence, but soon he no longer
appeared with the directness that the apostles felt a while after
the resurrection. Shortly thereafter, however, they begin to

A /
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talk about a mysterious power which they call “holy,” &
they demonstrate an unfaltering assurance that God is u
working through them in a new way, undergirding them, ¢
powering them, in all that they do. This they call the Hq
Spirit—Geod in action, God present with them, God as pow:
filling them in such a way that they are vessels of his will. And
is this that the classical protestant claims has sustaix.ned t
church ever since—the power of the Holy Spirit. In this sen
at least, the church is never just “another group,” but
channel for the creative, active energy of God as it is unleash:
in the world. . . )

This, then, is the community 01':' ffuth to which the cl::iss'la
protestant belongs. It is a description that many Christie
would be willing to acknowledge as close to what they, tx
believe about the church. What, then, is the particu}ar contt
bution of classical protestantism to an understanding of .tb
church? The two distinctive marks of the church in classi
Protestantism have been the Word and, the Sacraments. Ci
vin’s statement is typical:

y ely preached and heard, ay

the Saeraments i oL o el B e oF i

;ht?n;, it is not to be doubted, is a Church of God (Institutes, I’
e l-x .

This means, first, that where there is a sense of responsiblf
fidelity to the Biblical witness, where the word is read an
shared, where an attempt is made to understand it and mal¢
it relevant through preaching, there is fulfilled one of the cor
ditions which make the church really the churcl?. The church i
to be a group of people who live close to the Bible and seek 1t
make jts message their message. Everyone has a responsibility
for this, not just the minister. The true meaning of the Ref
Ormation phrase, “the priesthood of all believers,’.’ is Dot thal
€verybody is his own priest, so that no community is neces
sary, but rather that everybody must be a priest to everybody
else, so that community is a necessity.” As Luther put it in 8
24 . .
poine: Seners O S0 o erated o s toat we are. able spitiomally to s amp oo
on behalf of one another, just as the priest acts and prays bodily on behalf of

the people,” Cited in Rupp, The Righteousness of God (Hodder and Stoughton,
ndon, 1953), p. 316. This is the best recent book on Luther’s thought.

W--z-«wﬁ‘
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bold phrase, “You must be a Christ to your neighbor.” This is
all part of what it means that the Word of God is preached—
and heard.

But there is a second emphasis—the sacramental life of the
church, in the acts of baptism and the Lord’s Supper. This is
central to all the Reformers, and it is due to a perverse mis-
reading of their concerns that so many later generations of
protestants have minimized this emphasis, and tended quite
wrongly to equate sacramentalism with “rags of popery.” For
it is the classical protestant witness that the gospel is not just
words; it is a drama which is enacted, with Christ as the chief
actor. And in the Reformation period, the high point of worship
together was always the enactment of the gospel, the drama-
tization of God’s infinite love for man, as bread was broken
and wine was poured, and worshippers were visibly reminded
that Christ gave his body to be broken, and his blood to be
shed, on behalf of them and of all men.

It was the intention of Calvin and Knox, for example, that
this drama should be enacted every Sunday at morning wor-
ship. Thus all present could participate in the fact that Christ
had died for them, and they could also, by taking the elements
into their very bodies, dramatize publicly their desire that
Christ should “dwell in their hearts by faith with thanksgiving,”
Thus the sacrament should always be a public re-affirmation
of the central meaning for the Christian community, of the
drama of Calvary. Here, at this point, classical protestants
believe, Christ is truly present in their midst, with all of his for-
giving and healing power.®

We can thus say that the life of the church is centered
around the Word of God—the Word of God made flesh in
Jesus Christ, who is the very head and cornerstone of the
church; the Word of God in the Bible, as the Bible witnesses to
God’s redemptive activity in Christ; the preached Word, by
= It is a canard to say, as certain polemicists have said, that Roman Catholics
believe in the ‘“real presence” of Christ in the sacrament, while protestants be-
lieve in the ‘“real absence.” A perusal of almost any writings of Luther on the
subject, or Calvin’s treatment of the Lord’s Supper in Book IV of the Institutes,
should effectively dispel this notion. There is this difference, that while Roman

Catholic apologists “spell out” the presence of Christ by means of Aristotelian

metaphysics, protestants have been more content to leave the matter ultimately
a mystery.
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which the church attempts to keep the Word always relevs
and alive and present, and not merely a Word from the ps
and the enacted Word, in which the drama of God’s encount
with men is re-lived so that men at all times may be participas
in God’s saving acts, and not merely view them at am
length.

These elements all come together in the worshipping life
the community, as the “people of God” gather together i
praise of him. The proper place for the conduct of worshi
in the Reformed tradition, for example, is behind the cop
munion table, so that all the people, minister and laymen, ar
thus gathered together around the table of their Lord. :l‘he fa:
of congregational singing—mejoggztf; t}lf;rt?::?on inz
worship which has not been ymns ¢
the nineteenth century—likewise stresses the communal g
of the faith. The recitation by all of the c.ree.ds Or confesgjq,
of the particular denominations, the open invitation to al] v,
“put their trust in Christ,” and do “truly and eal:nes:tly Tepe:
of their sins” to partake at the Lord’s Table, the significance o
the open Bible—all of these things are visible and tangip)
reminders of God’s gift of love and salvation to al! men, and j
is to proclaim this, and witness to this, and invite others t
share in this, that the protestant church finds the reason for
existence.

In the twentieth century, the most significant fact in the
protestant understanding of the church has been the rise of the
ecumenical movement,” called by William Temple “the great
new fact of our time.” Rather than remaining fissiparous, prot-
estant churches in the past fifty years have shown a determina-
tion to come closer to one another. This has resulted in a signi-
ficant number of mergers between specific denominational
groups, but more significant perhaps even than that has been
the emergence of the World Council of Churches. This is
not a new “super-church,” but a means through which churches
can meet together for discussion and worship, for considera
tion of their common problems and common failings, for 8
chance to explore more fully than has ever been possible

2 Erom the Greek oikumene, meaning “the inhabited world,” hence, the church
throughout the world.

T
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before the things which keep them apart. It is recognized now
that “our unhappy divisions,” as the phrase goes, stand clearly
contrary to the expressed will of Christ for his children, “that
they may be one” (John, 17:11). In the ecumenical movement
lies one sign of potential bope for the future of Christendom.™

The Ultimate Dimension of Life

One of the values of the use of creeds in worship is their
constant reminder of emphases which are otherwise likely to
be forgotten. Such a phrase as, “I believe in . . . the communion
of saints,” is a reminder that the church is not merely a temporal
institution; those who die do not leave it but in some very real
sense live in it more fully than ever before. And when protes-
tants pray that they may live “in fellowship with the faithful
both in heaven and on earth,”® they are reminding them-
selves, and being reminded, that the meaning of life is not ex-
hausted by a few decades of life on earth, but that there is a
more ultimate dimension to life, and that in some sense this
dimension is experienced within the corporate life of the fellow-
ship of believers, the “communion of saints,” which is not only
in time but also transcends time. And it is to this dimension of
classical protestantism’s understanding of life that we must
now turn. It is summed up in such phrases as “the meaning of
history,” “the life everlasting,” “eternal life,” and more recently
(and more difficultly) “eschatology,” or the “last things.”

The whole discussion of “eschatology” which preceded and
has followed the 1954 conference of the World Council of
Churches at Evanston, Illinois, has served to point up some
very important things about Christian faith, even though much
of the discussion has seemed strange to American protestants.
In negative terms first, this whole dimension of Christian faith
serves as a reminder that history does not complete itself, that

21 Literature on the ecumenical movement is rapidly becoming inexhaustible.
lé‘ullest and most authoritative is Rouse and Neill, editors, A History of the

al Mo 1, 1517-1948 (Westminster Press, Philadelphia, 1954).
Popular presentations include Horton, Toward 4 Reborn Church (Harpers,

New York, 1949), Van Dusen, World Christianity (Abingdon, Nashville,
Tennessee, 1947), and Bell, The Kingship of Christ (Penguin, Harmonsworth,
Middlesex, England, 1954).

28 A phrase from the prayer of consecration in the service of Holy Communion
in The Book of Common Worship of the Presbyterian Church.
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life on earth is always fragmentary and unfulfilled, and thz
never in itself does it contain final meaning. For example
human sin always defeats the possibility for final fulfilment
a human life, and human death seems to witness that every life
no matter how splendid, is being swept toward nothingness. Ot
these terms alone, if there is a final word to be written abow
the human scene, it must be such a word as death, annihilatios
or extinction.

This is one reason why classical protestantism has been s
cool to theories of progress. For although there can be genuint
“progressions,” and areas of life can be made better and better.
the facts of sin and death stand over the whole enterprise
placing it in constant jeopardy. Things can afet better, but the
very things which make them l?etter can tsg be the meams
for making them worse. The airplane, to take ; hackneye
example, can rid a fever-infested area qf dlsgase y dthering
serum, but it can also destroy a whole city with a.x single bomb
And no matter how much we may improve things, the final
fact of death stands as an ultimate negative over all our strjy-
ings. In the inelegant but apt language of James T hurb.er, “The
claw of the sea-puss gets us all in the end.” "' So all this appar-
ently confusing “eschatological emphasis” is pretty much to
the point after all, and drives home the desperateness of our
situation if our whole story is told in terms of the “three score
years and ten” allotted to us. )

But there are positive things to be said as well. Surely the
Biblical witness, and the witness that classical protestantism
has tried to bear, is that God is able to complete our incom-
pleteness, and that the hope of the world is not our own striving,
but that Christ is the hope of the world; that we are strangers
and pilgrims on earth, who seek another better country, that is
an heavenly, a city which hath foundations, whose builder and
maker is God (see Hebrews, 11), All the symbols we use to
characterize this dimension are inadequate, because they de-
scribe things which transcend the bounds of time, and events
in time are all we know how to describe. But this does not ex-
cuse us from making an attempt. When the classical protestant
talks about the “second coming of Christ,” for example, he is

® Thurber, My Life and Hard Times (Harpers, New York, 1933), preface.
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Dot usually, in our day, setting a date when the skies will open
and a man on a white horse will descend; rather, he is saying
that just as history has its beginning in God, so it has its end in
Chl‘ist; that history is moving in a direction, that it does have
Meaning and purpose, and that its meaning and purpose are not
found merely in human striving, but in all that Christ means
and is. He stands at the end—not confusion or chaos or the
devil,

All this eschatological emphasis means, then, that God has
Ways and means, past our imagining or understanding, of pick-
ing up, transforming, renewing, refashioning, what we have
done with our lives. The classical protestant, trying to apply
this to the destiny of the individual, for example, does not talk
about immortality of the soul, as though somehow an indestruc-
tible part of the individual had the right to some kind of
€ternal bliss; no, he talks about the resurrection of the body
(the body standing for the “total personality” of the individ-
ual) which is raised up, not by its own inherent worth but by
the power of God. A4ll of the individual, in other words, is of
concern to God—not just a part of him, his soul, while all that
pertained to his body is thrown on a celestial scrapheap and
junked. The classical protestant thus claims that all of life, as
represented by the roral person, can be redeemed and used by
God for his eternal purposes, and that the project which God
has started in man’s lifetime, namely, the reclaiming of man
for himself, is something that God can continue and complete
beyond the boundaries of time and space.

This is clearly an affirmation of faith, and there is absolutely
Do way in which it can be “proved” to the skeptic. But notice at
least that it is an affirmation of faith in God and his power,
rather than an affirmation of faith in man and his power. Here
again, the note of free grace enters in—our ultimate salvation,
eternal fellowship withh God, is not earned or deserved; it is
the gift of God’s gracious love, and it is because the classical
protestant believes in a God of gracious love that he can
make positive affirmations about the life everlasting.

Human history (returning now to man’s collective situation)
will presumably continue for a long time, unless we blow the
whole business to bits ourselves. But history will continue to
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have its ups and downs, to remain precarious, and no “utopiz’
at the end of this historical chain of events can ever “justify
the suffering of the thousands of generations who died befor
its arrival and would thus be denied participation in it. To pla
ultimate meaning and fulfilment there would be a decideds
“immoral” resolution of the problem.™ The ultimate fulfilmes
must thus be “beyond history,” rather than at some dateabl
point in the future. This does not, however, negate the signif
cance of historical striving. Everything we do in history ca
have an ultimate significance, because at any point in histon
we can be as close to God as at any other point, and also be
cause the historical scene has been invested with ultimate sig
nificance due to the fact that God in Christ has deigned to Jiwt
within it, to participate in it, and to conquer Within jt, Thy
history is filled with meaning, Dot just in IFSEIf,.but Precisely
because it is related to that which is beyond it. It is for this res
son that the Christian can never turn his back on history ap¢
refuse to be concerned with the state of the world. He myg
always live out his faith right where he is.

The Heart of Protestant Ethics

It is only from this perspective that we can engage in 8
proper and fruitful discussion of the place of ethical concern in
classical protestantism. Protestant ethics can best be described
by some such term as “gratitude ethics” or “response ethics.” It
is because God has been pleased to grant new life to the be-
liever when there was no reason for him to do so, because God
has visited man in his need, that man must respond in acts of
love and gratitude. Thus “trying to live the good life” is not for
the protestant an attempt to earn God’s love; it is a response
given in gratitude for God’s love. This is beautifully expressed
in a statement in the Heidelberg Catechism, in answer to the
question, “Why must we do good works?”

Because Christ, having redeemed us by his blood, renews us also
by his Holy Spirit after his own image, that with our whole life we
may show ourselves thankful to God for his blessing, and that he

% On this point see Berdyaev, The Meaning of History (Scribners, New York,
1936), Chapter X, “The Doctrine of Progress and the Goal of History.”
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may be glorified through us; then, also, that we ourselves may be
assured of our faith by the fruits thereof, and by our godly walk
may win our neighbors also to Christ.™

Significantly, this approach to ethics comes under that part of
the catechism called “On Gratitude.”

To whatever extent, then, “justification by faith,” or “salva-
tion by grace alone,” is real for the believer, and not just a
string of words, the believer out of thankfulness and gratitude
to God must try to live out this life of response. This means that
religion and ethics can never be separated; it is always because
of God that man must be concerned for man. Calvin makes
the point in stately fashion in the Institutes:

This is a very important consideration, that we are consecrated and
dedicated to God; that we may not hereafter think, speak, meditate,
or do anything but with a view to his glory . .. If we are not our own,
but the Lord’s, it is manifest both what error we must avoid, and
to what end all the actions of our lives are to be directed. We are
not our own; therefore neither our reason nor our will should pre-
dominate in our deliberations and actions. We are not our own;
therefore let us not propose it as our end, to seek what may be
expedient for us according to the flesh. We are not our own; there-
fore let us, as far as possible, forget ourselves and all things that are
ours. On the contrary, we are God’s; to him, therefore, let us live
and die. We are God’s; therefore let his wisdom and will preside in
all our actions. We are God’s; towards him, therefore, as our only
legitimate end, let every part of our lives be directed (111, VII, 1).

And Luther, with typical spontaneity and enthusiasm, makes the
same point. Describing the way in which the Christian man has
been freed from bondage, and can now serve his neighbor,
Luther comments:

“Well now! my God has given to me, unworthy and lost man, with-
out any merit, absolutely for nothing and out of pure mercy, through
and in Christ, the full riches of all godliness and blessedness, so that
I henceforth need nothing more than to believe it is so. Well, then,
for such a Father, who has so prodigally lavished upon me His bless-
ings, 1 will in return freely, joyously and for nothing do what is
well-pleasing to Him, and also be a Christian towards my neighbor,
as Christ has been to me; and I will do nothing except only what I

% Answer to Question 86, cited in Schaff, Creeds of Christendom (Harpers,
New York, 1931), Volume III, p. 338.
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see to be needful, useful and blessed for him, because I inde®
through my faith have enough of everything in Christ. See, k>
there flows from faith love and delight in God, and from love a £fr¢:
willing, joyous life to serve our neighbor for nothing. For just 2
our neighbor suffers want and is in need of our superabundance, $
have we suffered want before God and been in need of His gra<
Therefore, as God through Christ has helped us for nothing, *
ought we through the body and its works to do nothing but he.

our neighbor.”

How does this tie in with the eschatological stress which w3
described in the preceding section? In this sense, that the ir®
pelling motive for ethics is the doing of God’s will, whether th:
has “results” or not. The fact that there may not be an unlimite

future on earth for men does not mean that the whole ente:
but rather that one tries to fulfil] God’s wi

and in a very real sense leaves the Outcom
to God, confident that he can make use of our successes gp
even of our failures in the fulfilment of his ultimate purpose s. 1
one is sure that the future is safe in God’s hands, that histor

moves toward Christ rather than chaos, then he can, if p
chooses, live in a more daring fashion than would otherwise B¢

prise is hopeless,
right where he is,

possible. .
This is the faith, for example, which undergirded the early

Calvinists. They were sure that the ultimate issues were in God's
hands, and that they were God’s instruments. Of what then was
there to be afraid? Kings? Soldiers? Magistrates? No. And the
result: as one seventeenth century writer put it, “I had rather
see coming toward me a whole regiment with drawn swords,
than one lone Calvinist, convinced that he is doing the will of
God.”™

Let us conclude by looking at two typical areas of classical
protestant ethical concern. One of the most distinctive protes-
tant emphases has been in the area of vocation. During the
medieval period a distinction had grown up between “sacred
and “secular” callings. The highest calling, the greatest service
to God, was to be a monk, to give oneself totally to God, and

2 Cited in Nygren, Agape andedErax (Macmillan, New York, 1939), Part IT,

Volume II, p. 509, italics added. .
% This attitude is clearly open to abuse: it is far too casy to be sure that what

1 want to do is also God’s will. With all of its c}angers, however, the attitude
Tepresents a real source of power for ethical action.
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to the life of prayer and devotion, withdrawn from the evil
and seductjve world of men (and women) . Ordinary run-of-the-
mill Christians might remain within the common, sinful world,
and work as butchers, bakers, and candlestick makers, but this
Was a distinctly second-rate kind of Christian calling.

What the Reformers did was to cut through that distinction
and assert that one’s calling could be fulfilled in any kind of oc-
Cupation, and not just in a specifically “sacred” one. As Luther
Put it, the shoemaker can serve God at his bench just as fully
as the priest does at the altar. Calvin’s way of putting it was
that instead of retiring to the monastery to serve God, the
Christian should see the whole world as God’s monastery, and
serve God right where he was in the midst of the life of men.*
Thus the “sacredness of the secular,” if the phrase may be
allowed, was reaffirmed. One’s response to God in love could
be carried out wherever one was. All of life was invested with
meaning, and all work was invested with dignity.

This view has had a long and complex history. It has raised
difficulties; sometimes all kinds of work have been too un-
critically sanctified, and sometimes protestantism has become
a little too chummy with the worst forms of capitalist ex-
pansion. But as a general principle, granted the need for con-
stant redefinition in the light of differing cultural situations,
the emphasis on Christian vocation is an important contribution
to the ordering of man’s total life under God.

Another dimension of protestant ethics can be subsumed
under the phrase “the protestant principle.” * The “protestant
principle” is an insistence that no partial object of loyalty may
be made into an ultimate object of loyalty; that is, nothing
which is manmade, or less than divine, may be treated as
though it were divine, and thus beyond the necessity of crit-
icism. This is really another way of stating the first command-
3 Troeltsch describes this attitude as “intramundane asceticism” (op. cit.,
p. 607). His exhaustive work, previously referred to, The Social Teachings of
the Christian Churches, 2 volumes, should be consulted in this regard. A cor-
rective to some of the ‘“‘dated” material in Troeltsch is provided in Bainton,

“Ernst Troeltsch—Thirty Years Later,” “Theology Today,” Volume VII, Num- r}
ber 1 (April, 1951), pp. 70-96.

8 Paul Tillich has been particularly responsible for stressing this point in recent
Protestant thought. See his The Protestant Era (University of Chicago Press,

Chicago, 1953), Chapter XI, “The Protestant Principle and the Proletarian
Situation.” ’
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ment, “You shall have no other gods before me” (Exc’d‘ls
20:3). It is a way of underlining the Biblical stress upod ",
dangers of idolatry—for we are always tempted to wors™
false gods, to give our allegiance to something less than
true god. I
This means, for example, that the protestant must never g )
his final allegiance to the state. Nothing a nation does ca‘:
rightly receive uncritical and absolute loyalty, but must alW8”
stand under the judgment of a higher loyalty. Nor may ﬁn?‘_
allegiance be given to a church, since a church is composed ©
human beings who err and whose judgments are always somé
thing less than divine truth.” ) )
One may never say, “My country, may She"‘?e right, but rlgli
or wrong, my country.” Nor m.ay or}e say, “My la?ol- uniod
right or wrong,” “My corporation, right or wrong,” or eves
“My theology, right or wrong.” It is only to God himself thd
the protestant may commit himself with total and absolute (Ele
votion. As Reinhold Nijebuhr admirably puts it, summariZ{nl
the task of the protestant, “We must fight their falsehood with
our truth, but we must also fight the falsehood in our truth.” .
It is both the glory and the problem of the protestant et.hl.c
that it is, in effect, an ethic without rules—anti-legalism. It I
the result of an attempt to take seriously the statement, “Stand
fast therefore in the liberty wherewith Christ hath made US
free” (Galatians, 5:1). But to be honest, one must immediately
acknowledge that historically protestantism is shot full of de
nials of this fact. There is scarcely anything less lovely thab
self-righteous protestant moralism, displayed under a set of
rules by which everybody is condemned except the self-
appointed enunciator of the rules. And yet it is a further part of
the glory of the protestant position that it has correctives within
itself. There are few things more glorious than the way in
which the protestant principle can assert itself even in this kind
of situation, and insist that it is not in allegiance to rules that
God is served, but in allegiance to God—and that the love
% One of the basic differences between protestantism and Roman Catholicism

can be located right at this point, since Roman Catholicism exempts the ex
cathedra statements of the pope from this kind of criticism.
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Which “seeks the good of the neighbor” cannot always be neatly

Own, or derived from a series of general principles.”

he classical protestant, when he is true to his heritage, is

thus not entitled to sit on the sidelines contemplating heaven.
Pre'::ise:ly because he feels himself to be the object of God’s
uﬁceasing love he must respond to that love by living out a life
of love right where God has placed him, in immediate involve-
ment with his fellow men in time and history.

And so it is true in the end, as in the beginning, that protes-
tantism js the religion of free grace.

Biblio graphy

Note: Numerous books have been mentioned in footnotes, to give
the reader direction for further illumination on matters which the

present chapter may leave obscure. The following list is meant to

supplement books already referred to, although a few titles are
repeated.

Historical materials: The writings of Luther best exemplify the
protestant spirit in the first flush of its new discovery of the gospel. A
convenient English edition is Works of Martin Luther, 6 volumes
(Muhlenberg Press, Philadelphia, 1936-1943). See especially
Volume 2, with the well-known tracts of 1520, especially “The
Liberty of the Christian Man.” Bainton’s Here I Stand (Abingdon,
New York, 1950) is a fascinating account of Luther’s life, times and
thought. In addition to Rupp, The Righteousness of God, cited
above, Watson’s Let God Be God! (Muhlenberg, Philadelphia,
1949) is a good treatment of Luther’s theology. The most system-
atic statement of classical protestant theology remains John Calvin’s

37 This is one of the reasons why protestantism has always had a lesser place in
its ethics for the appeal to “natural law,” which is so prominent in Roman
Catholic ethics. The protestant feels that a natural law ethic, which claims that
reason can discover self-evident truths of conduct to apply to specific situations,
is suspect on at least two counts. (1) It claims too much for man’s reason,
which has a greater ability to corrupt the understanding of what is the “self-
evident good” than most natural law theories recognize. (2) The protestant
feels that contingent elements in man’s situation tend to be elevated in natural
theories to a place of absolute value in the ethical hierarchy.

Such conclusions have the disadvantage for the protestant that he cannot
speak so confidently as can the Roman Catholic about ‘“what the Christian
should do” in a given situation. But the protestant would also insist that this
may be a very necessary part of the total protestant principle, which must never
claim too much for any human judgment in any given situation. See further on
this point Niebuhr, Faith and History (Scribners, New York, 1949), Chapter
11, “Beyond Law and Relativity,” from which the above comments have in
part been drawn. There is also helpful material in Bennett, Christian Ethics and
Social Policy (Scribners, New York, 1946), pp. 116-124.
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Inst:tutes,. 2 volumes .(Westminster Press, Philadelphia, 1936). TE:
fortpc?mmg translation by John T. McNeill, in the Library <
Christian C{ass{cs (Westminster Press), will surely supersede &—
others. A brief introduction to the essentials of Calvin’s position &
his own Instruction in Faith (Westminster Press, Philadelphiz
1947). On these and other protestant writings see also, McNei
Books of Faith and Power (Harpers, New York, 1949).

For a readable introduction to the events of the Reformaticz
itself, see Bainton, The Reformation of the Sixteenth Centur:
(Beacon Press, Boston, 1942), H. T. Kerr, Jr., Positive Proteslantis';
(Westminster Press, Philadelphia, 1950), gives an interpretation c:
what was at stake in the Reformation.

An able history and interpretation of protestantism from tk:
Reformation to the present is Dillenberger and Welch, Protestcr.
Christianity (Scribners, New York, 1954).

The best expositions of contemporary classical protestantism w<

be found in such works as the followingf )
in Outline (Philosophical Library, New

Karl Barth, Dogmatics in 2 1
yYork, 1954) for a brief introduction to Barth’s thought, Barth=
h Dogmatics (Scribners, New York, 1936.19561

major work, Churc ; ;
now eight volumes strong with several still to be written, js graa
wally being translated into English by a team of Scottish translato;—s

(T. & T. Clark).

Emil Brunner, Our Faith (Scribners, New York, 1936) is a brief
and moving statement of his own faith. Two volumes of his “dog-
matics” have been published, The Christian Doctrine of God ans

The Christian Doctrine of Creation and Redemption (Westminster

Press, Philadelphia, 1950, 1952).
d Niebuhr, Beyond Tragedy (Scribners, New York, 1937)

Reinhol
is a series of “sermonic essays” which introduce his thought as s
whole. His major work is The Nature and Destiny of Man, 2 volumes
(Scribners, New York, 1943). See also Faith and History, and Tke
Self and the Dramas of History (Scribners, New York, 1955)

Paul Tillich, The Shaking of the Foundations (Scribners. New
vyork, 1948), is a collection of sermons. The volumes of his ’deﬁni-
tive Systematic Theology are being gradually published by the Uni-
versity of Chicago Press. An important book of essays is The
Protestant Era (University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1948). His
little book Dynamics of Faith (Harpers, New York, 1957) is very
readable.

Volumes on the thought of the four theologians note
planned by Macmillan, in the series “The Lib%'ary of Li(\i'ii]gjo'l‘:leleif
ogy,” edited by Kegley and Bretall. The volumes on Tillich and
Niebuhr have already appeared.

Good books on the contemporary protestant attit
Scripture are B. Anderson, Rediscovering the Bible (l::]:sof:ci):,t?c:g
Press, New York, 1951); C. H. Dodd, The Bible Today (Cam-
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bridge University Press, Cambridge, England, 1956); A. Richard-
son, editor, A Theological Word Book of the Bible (Macmillan,
New York, 1953). See also the Introductory Articles in The Inter-
preters Bible, Volumes 1 and 7 (Abingdon, New York, 1951-1956).
This twelve-volume work stands as a testimony to the centrality of
the Bible in contemporary protestant thought.

_ Probably the best brief book on the classical protestant heritage
is J. S. Whale, Christian Doctrine (Macmillan, New York, 1947).
His later work, The Protestant Tradition (Macmillan, New York
1955), contains valuable historical material. W. M. Horton, Christ:
ian Thgology: An Ecumenical Approach (Harpers, New York
195{5) is a treatment of the various types of theological though{
which are being articulated at the present time in Christendom. “The
Layman's_ Theological I:ibrary,” a series of twelve small books
(ninety-six pages), published by Westminster Press, indicates the
1m%onance of thlfology to protestant laymen.

or a comprehensive view of the protestant approa i

today, see Hutchison, editor, Christian Faith aﬁg So(i:t;agergt'g:s
(Scribners, New York, 1953). Still widely used is Brunner T]n
Divine Imperative (Westminster Press, Philadelphia, 1947) e
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Inge of St. Paul’stagheldral once said that ¢

ibels, and this is true of theological tags. In )
:;S;IISS :;ﬁl hthe term “liberal” has.become almost an e;?f;:
associated with an outmoded nmete'en.th century ougiok
characterized by an unwarranted optimism and Py a najw
faith in inevitable human progress, cut.(?ﬁ from its roots i
biblical faith, and too confident of its ability to solve all prob
Jems by reason- I do not propose to del:tate tl:.aese characteriza-
tions, but I hope that the ensuing discussion will serve to clarify

position, and to show that the agreements with what

the liberal . .
1led “classical Protestantism” are such that a fruitful

has been ¢2 .
interchange ¢an be continued.

Certainly liberal Protestant thought has benefited from some
of the corrections o‘ﬁered. by “neo-qrthodox” theology. But this
is just the point. Liberalism has tried tp remain open to light
from any quarter, and can thus share sincerely in such a sym-
posium as this volume r.epresents. At tl.ue same time, I must make
clear that, since tht?re is no one official liberal theology, but 8
great diversity 9f views among liberals on particular doctrines,
Isp eak as one l{beral Protestant; and while I think that most of
my © olleagues in the field would agree with most of what I
have to Sa¥s 1 woqld not want them tc? be convicted of guilt
by association. This should be borne in mind in connection
with the pibliographical notes attached to this chapter.

inary editing of this chapter was done by Professor Aubrey, but he

iminary
:11 (I;r:g:"‘ll;e to see the final version.
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I. The Starting Point

The liberal starts with the proposition that experience pre-
cedes theological formulas. In other words, religious exper-
ience is more fundamental than theology. Therefore, in order
to understand the theology we must go to the experience behind
it.

Now, there is a great variety of forms of the religious exper-
ience, and the liberal’s attitude toward all of them is one of
respect and of willingness to investigate. Some years ago William
Ernest Hocking defined the liberal attitude as one of reverence
for reverence, and in a very deep sense this is a fair statement
of the fundamental attitude which the liberal takes in his think-
ing in the field of religion. And so, in encountering a number
of faiths, he tries to understand them.

A person’s religious experience may be the experience of a
fellowship of faith, in a church or synagogue, and the sense of
belonging to a group which has given him a recognition of his
own meaning and worth, a group which seems to him to be
guided by an attitude toward life and one’s fellow men that
gives him greater security and confidence. This may be the
kind' of religious experience to which he refers when he tries
to explain what it is that he believes, theologically speaking.

Or it may be that one’s religious faith has come to him
through a personal struggle with frustration and despair. At
the end of his wits, in the exhaustion of his own resources, con-
fr?nted by an insoluble problem, a person has very often been
driven to a sense of the need for something beyond himself to
lift him out of his desperate condition. And testifying to such
an experience he may say that he was driven to God.

Again it may be that a person comes to his religious experi-
ence through the striving for wholeness of life and for some
organization of life’s meaning. There is nothing necessarily very
exciting about this. He may just be trying to “figure it all out.”
And in this effort he may, therefore, be drawing together all
the various kinds of experience he has had in order to make
some sort of coherent interpretation of them. And yet there
is also along with this a feeling that he does belong, as an
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integral part, to something much greater than himself, ¢
what this whole is to which he belongs he tries to state for h-
self as best he may.

There are other people who come to this conviction throu
some overwhelming experience of the nearness of God. Tk
cannot describe it for you too well. They halt and stutter wh
they make the effort, and yet to them it is a quite clear and viv
experience which they not only can never forget but will nev
give up.

I recall a passage in Horace Bridges’ essay in My Ideat
God, a symposium published a number of years ago, in whi
he told of being a boy in London and feeling, in a vague way/
which children will sense it, a great oppressive cloud hang!
over the home. He didn’t know vyhat it was, whether somew
had died or someone was VEry ill, but.he. went out jng b
backyard. Seeing a glorious s'unse‘t, he sald{ it seemed to pims
though some voice said to him, “Never mind! Underneayp, g
the everlasting arms.” And Bridges went on to say that he ¢
not care how the psychologists might pigeonhole this, or whs
questions the philosophers might ask about it, for he was wijlis
to think further about it; but that ever since then he had pev
doubted the reality of God.

Yet again, a person might come to his experience of religio
through the pursuit of ethical values—the dedication of h¥
own life to the best he knows, breeding thereby a sense of duff
and a dogged determination to do his duty. This may hav
brought to him a sense of contact somehow or other with th
deep stream of existence which for his present activity is bes
expressed in the form of a moral enterprise.

When the theologian tries to determine what is meant by
religious faith he continually reminds himself that people, whe!
they talk about religious faith, may be talking of any one of
more of all these things; and with his reverence for the spiritual
experience of other people, he tries to keep all of these in mind.

He is, therefore, somewhat distrustful of glib theological for-
mulas that rest upon one of these experiences to the exclusion
of the others. And he would insist also that this penetration
through theological formulas to the experience behind them
is relevant not merely to the religion of individual persons, but
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also to our understanding of the creeds and of the Bible. Only
as we go back into the tense situation where Christianity faced
the threat of reabsorption into Roman polytheism, shall we
understand the true significance of the Nicene Creed. Whether
we can accept all of its propositions or not, we shall never be
able to laugh it off when we realize what a serious crisis created
it.

Any formulation of the meaning of religious experience is
in terms of the age and the culture in which the believer finds
himself, and the vocabulary of one’s experience or culture may
not convey the experience adequately to another age or another
culture. This is one of our great problems today. The traditional
theological formulas do not seem to be vital, at least to the
younger generation. We cannot count on any comprehension
of what they stand for, and the language in them, like the
language of the Scripture, and the language of our hymns, is
very often simply unintelligible to young people.

']: he language of one culture may fail to express adequately
a gl\feﬂ meaning to persons reared in another. I remember |
hearing about a Christian missionary to the Eskimos who ’
e?cplammg the Christian doctrine of salvation, spoke of the sac: '
flﬁce of “the Lamb of God.” Then he caught himself and real-
ized that t}:ese people had never seen any sheep and, therefore
the term “the Lamb of God” simply would mean nothing tc.; |
tpem. It wasn’t a word in their vocabulary. And so like a sen- |
sxblef fnan'—though it may sound shocking to those of us more
familiar with the traditional terminology—he spoke about Jesus |
as the Seal of .G‘od. Eskimos do sacrifice seals and for the pur-
pose of explaining the significance of Jesus for the religious
experience of men the change in language was essential.

We should therefore take for granted a perpetual process of
trying to find new and more nearly adequate vehicles in our
language for conveying the essentials of the experience con-
noted by the h.istorical and biblical formulations. But if we are
_going to do this, then it means that the scholar is also required,
in any study of the Bible or of the creeds, to use a historical
method coupled with imaginative insight in order to get behind "
the great theological affirmations of the past. This is why the
liberal insists upon the historical criticism of the Bible and of
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the creeds, not in order to establish their relativity, but rathet
to establish their relation to fundamental and dynamic humas
€xperience, so that we may get a fresh sense of their relevance
and of their vitality. And at the same time the scholar wil
recognize that in other religions expression is also given to th
fundamental human spiritual quest.

I Authority in Religion?

If we 20 on from this to the problem of authority in religion:
We may say that the seat of authority is found not in a book &
In a creed or in an organized religious institution, but in &
experiences behind these. This is in part individual persons
experience. And in so far as the individual looking at the exper
ience of the members of a group cab say, “I know; I have bee
through it, too,” then he is willing to hs_ten to what these gthd
individuals have to offer by way of insights and possible Jine
of solution which have come to them as a result of that exper
ience.

But it is also in part corporate experience. Judaism has at
ways held that these two are inseparable. The individual Jev

Is unidentifiable apart from the Jewish community and th¢
Jewish community came to see during the biblical period th
fact that the responsibility of the community is shared also by
all its members. And so the use of experience in both its indi
Vidual and jts corporate sense is stressed.

. 2Uur experience, however, does presuppose some objective
Stimulys, if we may speak in psychological terms for the
i‘;‘;meﬂf~some objective stimulus that arouses the response.
to Sy.thls bef:ause liberalism has often been criticiged for seeking
libeful] O}It its religious faith from its own experiences. But the
Spin al, like any other sensible person, realfzes that we do not
COCOC?‘-“' €Xperience from inside. ourselyes in t!:le manner qf a
tive r;;r\Ve develop experience in our interactions with objec-
depth 1ty. It comes from beyond us and touches us at the

S of our own selves. And so the liberal is willing to accept

* For fu
FOsdi:g‘ eilreadiﬂg on this section the reader is referred to the following:
ork, 193g).Fy 4 Guide to the Understanding of the Bible (Harper, New
I-Ondc,n 19)» Leonard Hodgson, Towards a Christian Philosophy (Nisbet,
the Dirig 43); Auguste Sabatier, Religions of Authority and the Religion of
A"‘horuy o(w‘lhams & Norgate, London, 1910); Strachan, R. H., The
f Christign Experience (Cokesbury, Nashville, Tennessee, 1931).
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the neo-orthodox insistence on what is called “the divine initia-
tive.” It is God who stimulates man through various media to
respond to him, and in this response and this search man comes
to the formulation of his religious experience.

The test of the validity of this experience is its coherence
with the general body of human experience. This may be e~
flected in the corporate life of the religious community, which
g:; corrective values. And in this Sense we may speak of the yu-

Tity of the church as the authority of a Precipitate of
ra}e experience down through the ages. And the indivi‘; C;)l'Pt?‘
tries to set this aside and say it has no value for himuzrvz o
I_>a§s no judgment upon him, is becoming dan gerously inc;ividuéxllIri
Istic, to the point where there is no way of validating or testin
his experience at all. &

But this is not only a matter of the church
of biblical experience as it is found in a
thousand years during which the Bible
also conveys a sense of comprehensive h
to the extent that we can read the Bible
said, “It finds me,” we are suggesting that what the Bible has

to say comports with general human experj R
level in such fashion that we say, “This 1i)s tlfulchoaé xlts {leepes’f
At the same time the generality of humap eXperia lfenf:nce.
Tepresented to us in the modern world by science an dCe ];S best
phy. It is the task of science to subject to the bar of ¢ philoso-
Judgment the experiences of the many members of the ;{Por?ée
f}'aternity, and it is the task of philosophy to prov; dea. u:nt: c
tized body of experience or of formulations based uYg e;g:-
experience of mankind. And by these general pr. °P08iuP n the
claims of the individuals are tested. ons the
This is where theology plays its role in religion, It is trv;
to inquire whether a given religious experience ig Simplytgziﬁg
vagary or personal oddity, or whether it can truly be saig th :
this person has had an authentic human experience. [p ord a
answer this question one is bound to bring to the test 4 ber ;o
9f conclusions about general human experience, 5o that 1 ody
identify this particular individual experience ag Prope ]e can
longing to it and being coherent with it. Tly be-
But this presents us with a difficult problem becayg e we can

- The wide range
period of about a
Was being written,
uman experience, and

and say, g Coleridge
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never fully accommodate the unique within the general cate
gories of history or of language. Historical explanation, for
example, is based upon the notion that human beings at al
times and places behave according to certain fundamental pat
terns—certain laws, if you like—of human behavior. But laws
can be formulated only on the basis of repetitious behavior.
They cannot be generalized from the single case. We often say
that we can generalize only from repeated instances, but if an
experience is unique, then bow can we apply to it a standard

of judgment that has been framed on the basis of repeated
occurrences? The distinctively un‘q"e.s{mlily cannot be tested
R i t it just zs.
A ou can say istha
* ;’C:ai'iso‘llla:;lllldgzl.)gizce furthermore can be expressed only
b h 1 ape, including communication throu.gh art or
through language, a distillation of general experience, T,

i i in is
music, but this again are general concepts. If I were gq

he languageé I
O o ot my mother, 1 would have {0 speak in terpy

of the general idea of I:rlotherhood, and tofthat exten} I col.ﬂd
convey to you certain important aspects 0 ;’ny relations with
my mother, the one who bore me, who cared for me, who loved
me, who had faith in me, and so on. But'the peculiar nature of
my relation to my mother is.extremely difficult to convey. This
uniqueness of the relationship baffles us at the pognt. where we
try to express it, because W€ must always express it in the gen-
eralized concepts derived from human experience as a whole,

But the trouble here again is that religion as represented by
the Western religions has the character of a fellowship—in the
Judeo-Christian tradition. We sometimes forget that one of the
striking features of Western rehgjon is its corporate worship,
in which the group participates in public prayers, in hymns,
and perhaps even in common affirmations of faith. This is not
found in Hinduism or in Confucianism or, except in limited
degree, in Buddhism, though the latter is introducing some
reforms in this direction. But with us communication is essential,
and we therefore face a baffling problem.

At this point the liberal would say that we have to do the
best we can to communicate the faith in order first to share it and
secondly to validate it. But we are also keenly aware of the
inadequacy of words in which it is communicated and therefore
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we refuse to be bulldozed by anyone whq tc?lls us we must
accept any one particular formulation. We insist that this par-
ticular formulation has limitations, and that thc?re may be other
ways of formulating it more effectively in relation to our exper-
ience. ]

I am saying, then, that no human authority can be absolute',
that intimate private experience cannot of itself become a.reh-
gious law; yet the individual has a right to cling to his anate
experience. But since Judaism and Christianity are religions of
fellowship, corporate experience can be both suggestive and
corrective, and this rests upon the assumption of some common
humanity found in all men.

1. Man?

This brings us at once to our conception of man. When we
talk about man from the standpoint of religion, we are asking
some rather definite questions. We are glad to hear from the
physiological psychologists about the mechanisms of human
bebavior, and we want to acquire all the information we can
about the neuro-muscular-glandular organism. On the other
hand, we may listen with interest to the philosophers’ dis-
cussions of the body-mind problem. But these are not the ques-
tions that religion raises. Religion poses the question: Where
did I come from and whither am I going? Am I to live pur-
posefully beyond the present moment? How much freedom
have I to decide my fate and fortune? How much responsibility
do I bear for what I do? Am I simply part of nature, or is
there some factor in my experience that transcends it perpetu-
ally and lures me on beyond the natural world in which I find
myself? What is there about me that creates tensions between
my aspirations and my lower inclinations? And why am I
doomed to this incessant inner strife? And at the last, will all
there is of me go down in death or have I some hope of eternal
life? If so, what is the basis of that hope?

These are not simply questions about man. They are ques-
3 For further reading see:

Aubrey, E. E., Man’s Search for Himself (Abingdon-Cokesbury, Nashville,

Tennessee, 1940); Calhoun, R. L., What is Man? (Association Press, New

York, 1939); Robinson, H. W., The Christian Doctrine of Man (Clark, Edin-
burgh, 1911).
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tions the asking of which makes man. Man is, to be sure, a pz
of nature. He is subject to the same physical laws of gravitatic
and motion as other physical bodies. If you have any unce
tainty about this, step out of a tenth floor window and see. W
know also that man is responsive in chemical fashion to sy
thetic drugs, and this would not be possible unless he were i
one aspect at least a chemical phenomenon. His digestive pr
cesses are largely vegetative in character. He shares the reflex:
and many of his other physiological functions with the animak
Man unquestionably is a part of nature. God, we are told, mad

him “of the dust of the earth.” )
But we are also told that God breathed into man the breat

that made him a living soul. He has am?ther, a spiritual dimep
sion. And if man is a part of nature, he is .alsq a unique form ¢
nature. In him the higher levels of organization exert an jnfir
ence upon the lower. He can worry so much tha.t he gets jng
gestion. Or he can by resolute u.nll overcome fatigue ang pat
and get on with his work. His vision of thg ideal may determip:
his response to the actual situation about him.

When my daughter was about twelve years old she cqme
home from Sunday School one day, and while we were sittips
around the table, said, “We had a funny man there today. H;
tried to tell us that God made man out of some dirt,” She had
been educated in a progressive school and this was rank heresy
to her. I asked “What did you say?” She said, “We tried to tell
him that man came from the lower animals, but he wouldn't
believe it. In fact, he wouldn’t believe that man was an animal.”
So I said, “Well, does it matter so much whether man is an
animal or not as it matters what Kind of an animal he is?” And
I went on to suggest to her that man is the kind of animal who
can think about things that aren’t there, and govern his present
behavior in terms of them. And as children sometimes will,
she picked this up and said, “Oh, what you mean is that man
is the only animal that has ‘i’ in his vocabulary.” And speaking
as a theologian I do not know a better definition of man. He
is the animal that has “if” in his vocabulary.

It is from this bifurcation represented by the word “if” that
man comes to his religious experience. He is aware of a dis-
tinction between what is in front of him and what might be
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there. He can think about the invisible, and this faith in the
invisible enables him to act beyond the present and in that
sense gives him freedom. He is aware that the contrast between
what actually is and what might be, “if”—the contrast between
the actual and the ideal—gives rise to conscience, by which he
compares his actual conduct unfavorably with what it might
and should be.

When man does this, there are two possible lines of response
for him. He can either escape the ideal and immerse himself
in the immediate, which in the last analysis is sensualism; or he
can evade the actual and live in his daydreams of the ideal,
pretending to live as though he had achieved the ideal. This
is what we call the sin of pride.

He can accept these antipodes of human experience and
have his free‘dom, because he is aware that in every situation
anothf:r po§sxl?le situation is implicit. The man in the lynching
mob is a victim of the mob violence and excitement until he
asks hlmse}f, still in the midst of the mob, “What will my col-
leagues thlg}c ’of me when they hear about this tomorrow?”
This is an “if,” and he considers another possible eventuality,

At the moment when he asks hi i
imself such a question h i
to be free from the mob hysteria. ? © begins

IV. Natural Religion and Faith?

Natural rf:l.igion is not to be understood as a set of self-evi-
dent propositions. This was the meaning attached to it by the
seventeenth and eighteenth century thinkers. They listed fiv,
suc.:h p‘l:opositions which came to be known as “the pillars 0;
deism. i Interestingly enough, every one of these self-evident
truths is questioned today, and this is the fate of such “fipa]»
pl'.OPOSltIODS in human life. But natural religion is not identical
with these propositions. It is, rather, the basic fact that m
struggles to be safe in the present while he is aware that Zn
canl}ot live in the present alone; so he is searching for gq .
reality behind what is seen to bind the seen and unseep rtn:
3 For further reading see:

Cotton, J. H., Christian Knowledge of God (Macmillan, New Y,

Ferré, N. F. S., Faith and Reason (Harper, New York, 1946); JO(::' 11{951);
Pathways to the Reality of God (Macmillan, New York, 1931); Tfl;ebi M,
D. B., The Logic of Bellef (Harper, New York, 1942). ood,
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gether, so that in this sense faith is living beyond the present

There are two aspects of faith which are not always distin-
guished. One is that by virtue of which, having reached the
best possible conclusion for our thinking, we are ready and
have the courage to act upon that conclusion for the future.
The other aspect of faith is evidenced when we embark upoa
our examination of life, having already taken something for
granted, and going on this basic assumption we proceed to the
business of living and thinking.

Natural religion is therefore that which arises out of man’s
sense of insecurity and leads him to look for that which holds
together the actual and the possible. This gives rise to faith.

At the same time the one inevitable common lot of all men is
death. This raises for me—it seems t?‘ have been raised for man
from the beginning——the qyestlon, .Is this brief span of life
the whole story of my meaning, and is what Koheleth saiq true,
that ‘the days of darkness are many, and that everything there-
after is nothingness’ ”?

To answer that question we shall have to make clear our
conception of God, because the idea of immortality is insep-

arable from the conception of God.

V. God*
What then do we mean by God? One of the most striking

facts is that there is no argument in the Bible for the existence
of God. The only reference to atheism is to a different kind of
atheism such as we sometimes find in the Christian churches
themselves, that is, man acts as though God weren’t “on the
job.”

! «“The fool has said in his heart, There is no God.” In the
Jewish context this does not mean a theoretical proposition, it
means that the godless man tries to live as though he were not
answerable to God. Many theologians and atheists alike believe
that unless you start with belief in God’s existence, you will

4 For further reading see:
Baillie, J., Our Knowledge of God (Scribners, New York, 1939); Brightman,

E. S., A Philosophy of Religion (Prentice-Hall, New York, 1940); Ferré,
N. F. S., The Christian Understanding of God (Harper, New York, 1951);
Hartshorne, C. S., Beyond Humanism (Willet, Clarke, New York, 1937);
Hocking, W. E., The Meaning of God in Human Experience (Yale, New

Haven, Connecticut, 1912).
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never attain it by rationalization. It is a curious thing that. t.tfe
two extremes of theological conservatism and humanistic
atheism will very often meet here.

The Roman Catholic Church declared very Yigorously
against this in the Vatican Council of 1870, by saying that if
any man believes that it is not possible by natural reason to
arrive at the existence of God, he shall be anathema. But we
must be clear when we question this, in the light of what I
have just said, that God’s existence does not depend upon our
proving it.

The existence of God may be argued from the natural world

itself. This is one of the most familiar lines of argument. We
look about us and we see order, order combined with com-
plexity, order combined with complexity and development. If
you have something wrong with one of the organs of the
body you very quickly discover how poor a substitute some
mechanical device is for doing the things that organ does.
Consider the delicate structure of the eye, its adjustability for
bifocal depth-perception, for near and far vision. We have no
substitute for it if a person has something radically wrong with
his vision.

Evolution shows us order not merely in the static, geometric
pattern, but in the time sequence, the fact of many events flow-
ing into a single event which they “cause.” When we ask how
we can explain that, then we have to look around for an analogy
in human experience. Our best apalogy seems to be found in
our own purposeful activity. We set in motion a variety of
trains of activity that conspire to produce a given result at a
given time. For example, I have a lecture engagement. I pre-
pare my notes. I get a train schedule. I order a taxi. I send
my laundry to be washed and have it returned, and pack it.
All of these different kinds of activity, with all of the people in-
volved in them, are here coordinated in terms of conspiring for
the event of my getting my foot on the right train at the right
time.

Human purpose provides us with an analogy, but it is not
merely an analogy. Such purpose is also an intrinsic part of the
patural world. And this is important. We are mot construct.
ing an analogy from man’s experience in the spiritual world, to

-
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apply to nature. This purposeful activity of man is expresg
within nature, and that fact raises questions for us about
relation of theism to humanism. Why should a human bej,
assume that the ideals can be realized, unless he is assumj;
that they fit somewhere into the structure of reality which ;
independent of his own projection? This purpose is both iy
manent and transcendent. It acts within us as a guiding ligh
1t is also something which is not yet realized and, therefor
transcends the present.

I have spoken of four approaches to belief in God. Sop,
come to it by observing with wonder the order in the world ay,
seeking some adequate explanation of it. Some gain an awar,
ness of God through their sense of wholeness, of being part of
something greater than themselves. Others re'flch out for Gy
at the point of their own extremity and feel His hand touching
theirs in the dark. And some are led by their owp mory
struggles or their strenuous efforts in pursuit of the good of g4
ciety to an awareness of a transcendent element active withj,
themselves—a “power not ourselves that makes for righteous.
ness.”

These four approaches tend to bring into relief their own sev.
eral interpretations of the nature of God. If God is seen through
the order of events in causal sequences in a time series, stress
is apt to be placed on the creative activity of God—not only
at the beginning, as the purpose in terms of which the uni-
verse was brought into being, but also as continuing creatijvity
in the realization of that purpose in nature and in history.
The mystic finds God all about him as the embracing unity
within which every man stands—the God whose greatness
“flows around our incompleteness,” and whose splendor shines
“deep below the deeps of conscious being.” This sense of the
mystical presence is, despite recent attacks upon it, a part of
religious testimony—a part that is far from dead, and points
to the immanence of God within His world. And again, when
a man walks out to the circumference of the circle of life and,
facing away from his fellow men toward the eternities, en-
counters God; or when, driven into the solitude of his own

soul, he wrestles with his own insufficiency and need, and
feels a sudden certitude of power from beyond, it is the love
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and mercy of God of which he will speak. But when the man
of acute conscience and moral earnestness devotes himself to
his fellow men, whether in prophetic criticism or in redemptive
social work, it is the judgment of God as the ultimate guaranty
of life’s values in divine purpose that comes to the fore.

In all of these experiences God is the beyond that is within.
And the manifold working of God is expressed in the doctrine
of the Trinity: the creation and control of the world by the
Father, the entrance of the divine into human life in the Son,
and the abiding activity of God in the soul of man and in the
Christian community through the Holy Spirit. But this is a trin-
ity in unity, for God is one. This unity of God is essential to the
creative activity in the universe, working through many causes
toward the realization of any new event; to the integrity of
the human personality as an expression of the divine purpose;
and to the communion of human beings at their deepest levels,
;1:;;:%)1; :lcignzozrr;ﬁ: presence of the Spirit. These are three

part of the same One, three masks (per-

sonae) worn by the same actor; and they are all true and per-
petual expressions of the same God.

VI. Christ5

) To thc? Christian, God is manifest, not exclusively but most
vividly, in Jesus Christ. The Christian Church has never said
that God is found solely in the Son; but it has tried, under the
limitations of language, to express its conviction ti:at God is
revealed under the aspect of human life itself in Jesus of
Naz.areth. My own feeling is that the first disciples saw in Jesus
Cl?r1§t the concrete, living embodiment of the divine purpose
within the dynamic process of a personal life. P

) To the Jew—and we must remember that the earliest Chris-
tians were Jews—the power of God in man is found through
obedlenc.e ?o, and ardent pursuit of, God’s purpose for the
world within a historical process that is full of significance as
the drama of the redemptive activity of God.

But the Greeks, perplexed by the metaphysics of history
S For further reading see:
evaillie, D. M., God Was in Christ (Scribners, New York, 1948); Horton,

. M., Our Eternal Contemporary (Harper, New York, 1942); Temple, W.,
Christ the Truth (Macmillan, New York, 1924).
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andﬁnever able to develop a philosophy of history, despite t
genius in other philosophic matters, did not “have a word:
it.” Limited by their insistence that the divine dwelt beyond.
the vicissitudes and imperfections of the historical scene, t-
bad no way of expressing what men found in Jesus Christ

The result was an effort to accommodate the dynamic pr
ence of God in Christ within the category of being, or,:
they said, ousia. But ousia was a term for something beyc
the process of becoming; and this led to the debates aboutt
unity of the substance, or being, of Christ with that of G:
himself. But Greek philosophy had another term through wh:
it tried to conserve the truth that there is something const
within the process of change: the term logos. With sound insi¢
the Greeks within the Christian fellowship used this word to
scribe Christ: he was the Logos, the Word, the cosmj¢ priss
ple of order and dependability. But this left in the backgrou:
the earlier idea of a consonance of the human purpose of Jes
with the divine purpose of God.

The difficulty grew when the question arose as to how Jes:
could be at one and the same time human and djvine. Tt
problem of the “two natures in Christ” was insoluble in ter
of the Greek concepts, and the church simply grasped bot
horns of the dilemma. Had the category of purpose been er
ployed, the problem might not have been so difficult; for thel
the oneness of the purpose of Jesus’ life with that of God tb!
creator and redeemer would have been asserted in a form ths!
we could better comprehend. For the key to the personality o
anyone is the purpose that dominates his life and lends cor
sistency and power to it. By living out the purpose of Goé
within the limits of his own life, Jesus bodied forth the meaning
of that purpose. By virtue of the power that is resident in the
purpose of God, Jesus—if one may use the expression—
tapped the resources of God and impressed men with his pe
culiar powers, since the power of God was now able to flow
through him. By the identification of his own life with the
purpose of God, Jesus apprehended immediately the direction
of that purpose and went behind the Law of Judaism to the
basic intent of that Law, so that he is said to have spoken “as
one having authority and not as the Scribes”—that is, out of
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the depth of his identification with God and not through the
secondary medium of the legal teachings which sought to con-
vey and interpret that purpose.

In this sense Jesus was a living revelation of the purpose of
God. He and the Father were at one. Through him God spoke
for the instruction and redemption of men. 1t was as though
one might say, “If God were here in this situation this is what
God himself would have done.” From this, men learned what
God means in terms of human life, and what human life
means in relation to God. The term Christ, “the anointed one,”
connotes this metaphysical relation of the historical Jesus {o
God; and since every historical happening occurs in a meta-
physical frame of reference, there is a two-way flow of mean-
ing; %he hn.storical points to metaphysical reality, and the meta-
physn:al gives meaning to the historical. The Greeks understood
the latter, but they failed to grasp the full implications of his
tory as an avenue to the understanding of the metaphysical.

J dalSln had seen thls and Chl‘ y ted its cas
> 1stia

But tl'fe purgose of God does not move merely toward th

redemption 9f individual lives. It seeks also the redempti p
the whole historical process of the human race, and Ie)v: n ot
the New Testament puts it, of “the whole creation.” In sn’fas
asJ fasus caught and embodied that aim of God, he becamo he
Savior: the one who showed the way in his teaching an?] t‘he
tfoduceti the power through his own life, which Chris:tians llyn.
lieve to be the way and the power of salvation. Because thj .
power that transcends the historical scene, his followe s
s?r.ted that Christ bad triumphed over death and btazcors -
living p.re’sence and power in his church. Whether the nl:e 2
was 1.-e.v1v1ﬁed in the resurrection, or whether we are talkin oy
a spiritual resurrection, is to me a secondary matter; f S o.f
the core of personality is purpose, then the ongoing ;’u oy
and power of Christ in his community are the reality with “rrll)x?csli

we gre dealing, and which was stated in the form of the res
rection stories. ur-

characterize the purpose of God. Paul made it the key to the

Through Jesus we see the meaning of the unity and love that
life of what he called “the spiritual man”

: not a disembodijeq

I
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soul, but a life in the body shaped and directed by the spisit ot
Christ. And Paul saw this, t0o, as the secret of the fehowsmip &
the Christian church, the koinonia, the shared life of very
human folk who found in their community a level and power .
life they had never experienced before. Hence he called e‘i’
the Corinthians, with whom he had so much trouble be¢3"’i
of dissension and immorality, “the body of Christ.” EveD °
such as they, the spirit of Christ was at work to elevate m;
redeem human existence. But this was not merely a promiss -
was also a challenge, and he laid ethical obligations upon the

VIL. Human Destiny?

It ia in the light of these considerations that we must undes”
stand the Christian view of human destiny. First, let me retor®
to the problem of the destiny of the individual which was pos~
poned when I was dealing with the doctrine of man. If the cl*®
to the nature of personality is found in the purposs thar inte
orates and puides the gy of the individual, then the pﬂ:?ﬁ"

fem of immortality is one of the relation between that individ-
ual purpose and the purpose of God. We have seen how the
consonance of Jesus’ purpose With God’s meant that the powet
of God flowed through his life and made that life a part of the
eternal life and purpose of God himself. If the future of the
universe is directed by that purpose, then the life of obediencé
is caught up into God’s eternal activity and persists eterpaﬂ)’-
But that divine purpose also transcends each moment of history
(as we sought to show in discussing the transcendence of God),
and is in principle a transcendence of history as such. Accord:
ingly, the immortality of man is a conditional immortality de-
pendent on one’s participation in, and subordination to, that
transcendent purpose. The fact of sin is the turning away from
that purpose and the alienation from God, so that the activity of
man passes out of relevance to the eternal into what the Bible
calls “outer darkness.” Alienated from God in this fashion man

cannot think in terms of God’s purpose, or he rebels against
¢ For further reading see:
Aubrey, E. E., “Immortality and Purpose,” Harvard Divinity School Register,
April, 1950, pp. 5.21; Baillie, J., And the Life Everlasting (Scribners, New
ggsfgici93§£; Baillie, J., The Bellef in Progress (Scribners, New York, 1951);

R . E., Christianity and Progress (Macmillan, New York, 1920);
obinson, H. W., Redemption and Revelation (Harper, New York, 1942).
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this does not require us to abandon the idea of progress al-
together. Progress can be understood to refer to the fact that
In some areas of the human adventure real gains have been
made in the realization of God’s will among men. Without
spiritual pride we may point to the fact that in our day,
for the first time in history, the victorious nation has
used jts power and wealth to lift up the defeated, without seek-
ing new territory for itself. Even the cynics at home and abroad,
Wwho claim that this was all due to our self-interest, have served
to remind us of a new sense of mutual dependence abroad
in the world, and of a new awareness of international public
opinion as a bar of moral judgment. These may be only relative
gains, but they are gains. To say that the final realization of that
will of God is to be beyond history, does not nullify the genuine-
ness of relative gains, nor does it deprive of all real significance
the human effort to seek and do God’s will. If there is any one
belief that may be called the outstanding contribution of the
Judeo-Christian tradition to human thought, it is the insistence
that history is real and that God acts in history and not simply
above it.

The so-called eschatological view of history, which stresses
the Kingdom of God as beyond history, is a valuable corrective
to pride in human achievement and it can be a source of assur-
ance in the face of cynical despair; but it should not blind us to
the reality of progress in human affairs, not should it be used
to undermine the sense of personal and social responsibility
which we all share for the improvement of the human lot. The
Practical, ethical strand in Christian thought is too firmly in-
woven to be thus disentangled, as the vigorous moral concern
of most of the eschatological theologians clearly shows.

VIII. Ethics and Corporate Religion?
Christianity inherited from Judaism a powerful ethical
thrust, along with its eschatological hope. Whether we start

7 For further reading see: .
Bennett, J. C., Social Salvation (Scribners, New York, 1935); Rauschenbusch,

W., A4 Theology for the Soclal Gospel (Macmillan, New York, 1918); Raven,
C. E., The Church and the Kingdom (Scribners, New York, 1940); Temple,
., Christianity and the Social Order (Penguin, Harmonsworth, Middlesex,

England, 1942).




Liberal Protestantiim / 79

from the idea of God as Lord of history or from the Christian
doctrine of the Incarnation, we are still faced with the responsi-
bility for bringing our personal and social life more into line
with God’s purpose. The Hebrew prophets taught us that justice
and loving-kindness and humility are parts of the worship of
God, and the early Christian writer who said that anyone who
claimed to know God and yet hated his brother was a liar,
confirmed this. And it is no accident that the doctrine of the
Incarnation has led to the moral demand that the outward
life of the individual and of society be a worthy vehicle of the
inward, invisible grace of God. This is what Archbishop Tem-
ple called the sacramental principle in ethics, and it has led
to quite radical social teachings in Anglican thought about so-
cial reform.

In so far as man can grasp anything of the eternal law of God
by reason, we have what the classical discussions have called
“natural law.” This is not to be confused, of course, with the
scientific concept of natural laws like those of thermo-dynam.-
ics; yet it refers to conditions that are basic to all effective
buman action. Thus whatever we can learn of the rational
structure of our world is a contribution to Christian ethijcg and
SO.Cial policy. In this way ethics has need for all the knowledge
science can give us. Sometimes science disposes of old ethical
reql{lrements by disclosing misunderstandings of causa] con-
Dections on which they rested. At the same time science is ¢y
tinually Creating new ethical obligations—based’ for €xam
on knowledge of bacteriology which shows threats to py,
welfare from milking cows with dirty bands. Hence the j
Christian welcomes science as an ally.

I have repeatedly spoken of individual and social lige_ and
the social gospel of liberalism is based on the essentia] Unity of
the person and society. Not only must the fundamentaj attituge
of the individual be redeemed if society is t.o.be Tescueq frorrf
the morass that threatens it, but social conditions must a1 be
reconstructed if the individual is to have a chan'ce to be hjg best
possible self. There is therefore no real conflict betweey, th
individual and the social gospel, so-called. And the £ °

. act of
community requires that our ethics should provide Maximyp,

ple,
man
bera]

/
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freedom, both for the moral salvation of the individual himself
and for the creative growth of society itself.

Freedom is not a privilege extended by society to the individ-
val and subject to recall at any moment. It is an obligatio
which society owes to itself, for we live in a world in which
novelty is real. This is a corollary of the Judeo-Christian in-
sistence on the real significance of history, for without novelty
there would be no history to record. But since we are con~
tinually faced with novelty and with genuinely individual €X-
perience, it behooves society to encourage its individual
members to bring to the common fund of experience thelf
special insights. In order to make available- this variety of €x-
perience, by which the common store is enriched and 8
broader and firmer base of judgmenF secured, freedom must beé
allowed to the individual to reach his own conclusions and tes-

tify to his own experience. Freedom is thus the very basis of

security. .
0 hat is the nature and role of churches in relationl

to tl'llzal‘lgi’gr)us life? A church is a worshipping community. Its
group of sinners before the Most High

members gather as 2 .
& d rededication, and there become more

God in penitence and *= : ! ’ .
keenly aware of their failures as their consciences are sensl-

: also standing in God’s presence as men and
:vlf::éf 2: vtzfgn? l;aIe has promisec.l good things. The reminc.ler ?f
the Gospel (i.c., the good Dews) is elevating a‘nd encouraging 10
the midst of the stresses a{ld strains (?f daily life. :The beauty of
holiness, whether in MUsic or a'I'ChlteCt.llI'e, or in the spoken
word of the Bible or of the MInister, raises us above the level
of our ordipary life. The trag?dy In much contemporary wor-
ship is its tawdriness and mediocrity, whu;h belie its h:gl? aim.
But whether in the sublime beauty of a rich liturgy or in the
equally sublime simplicity of a Friends’ meetmg', there is made
accessible to men the Presence of God. And in the p ersonal
solicitude of church members for each other is conveyed 2

of each individual person.

: ypificance
Selgstotfl:: i;fr[::lh must also crusade. It is God’s harbinger of

rophetic in its denunciation of the

A It must be p.

;1373 ngd}c))'mh our society is prone, and must encourage the

forzet0 ‘f”glgod in its jmmediate environment even at great
S o
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sacrifice. To do less is to forsake its task as an instrument of
divine grace. But while it may thunder forth its condemnatit?ns
of evil, it must also be a seedbed of Christian motives, seekfng
in the intimate fellowship of its members the actual expression
of those attitudes and sensitivities which cleanse and ennoble the
life of man.

This, then, is the liberal Protestant faith. It shares most of its
convictions with other branches of Christianity and many with
Judaism; and it welcomes further fellowship with them all.
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Chapter 3

Roman Catholicism

By CHARLES DONAHUE

Professor of English,
Fordham University

IN PRESENTING Roman Catholicism as a contemporary pattern
of faith, I cannot let myself forget that my professional interest
in theology is only incidental and accounted for by the fact that
I deal with literature. There are points where the matter of
literature is so closely bound up with the development of re-
ligious thought and sensibility that a serious interest in the one
demands some acquaintance with the other. No doubt my pro-
fessional interests and habits color my notion of the purpose
of such a book as this and of my own function as a contributor.
Part of the professional equipment of any literary scholar is an
ability to make sympathetic but uncommitted incursions into
other people’s patterns of conviction. Such a sympathetic incur-
sion demands not only an understanding of the logical coher-
ence of the foreign pattern but the power to feel without com-
mitment the attitudes and affective values the pattern contains.

The power to feel without commitment, to see as amiable
things other people love even though one may not love them
himself, I shall call, with some straining of a psychological
term, the power of empathy. Empathy is, in a way, a cognitive
power. The literary scholar who really knows his Virgil has a
knowledge of the mind of the pagan and imperial Roman, how
he thought and felt when he was at his best, such as the historian
of social, political, or economic institutions cannot attain to.
Let us note that this knowledge of the literary man has no
direct connection with his convictions about the value of pagan-
ism or of Rome.

All this supplies, I hope, a vocabulary in terms of which I

83
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can define the purpose of the present paper. I am interested
h.ere neither in apologetics nor in polemics. My purpose is
simply to offer a few hints for the guidance of fellow citizens
Who would like to develop some empathetic understanding of
Roman Catholicism. To serious people this approach may seem
dilettante. I hope that is not the case. On whatever terms we
accept it and whether we like it or not, we live in a pluralist
society. The common temporal good of that society depends on
our ability to make pluralism work. We have no real choice.
The better we understand each others’ convictions, the better
chance we have of attaining that civic fraternity necessary
for our common temporal good. .

At what point, then, should one break in if he wants to arrive
at an empathetic appreciation of Roman Catholicism?

America was once, Burke thought, characterized by “the
Protest of Protestantism and the dissidence of dissent.” Th.e
opinion that Roman Catholicism is a sinister and alien force is
still fairly widespread in the United States and by no means
wholly among the uneducated and the illiberal. The first signs
of a willingness to move from suspicion to understanding are
likely to take the form of questions about the relation of the
Church to the political order. Do you propose, if you could
muster a majority, to establish the Roman Catholic Church?
Where do you really stand on the First Amendment? I shall
Teturn to these genuinely important questions at the end of my
paper. Very briefly, we think we can be good Americans and
good Roman Catholics at the same time, and to be a good
American, I take it, means to give wholehearted support to the
present Constitution, including the Bill of Rights. But we are
not Catholics because we can combine Catholicism with the
Wholehearted acceptance of American methods. Such ap-
proaches do not lead to the heart of the matter, which is the
interior life of the Church.

Many Catholics would recommend neo-Thomism as an ideal
study for one who wanted to get an understanding of the
Catholic way. Doubtless, the neo-Thomists can be studied to
advantage, but a warning is perhaps necessary. The Catholic
Church is not a philosophers’ association. It is, we hold, a super-
Datural society professing a supernatural wisdom. Philosophy
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by definition is a purely human search for wisdom, and its
function within the Church is to assist man in understanding
revelation. It is the ancilla theologiae, in the well-known phrase,
“the handmaiden of theology.” Neo-Thomism and Roman
Catholicism are by no means convertible terms. Any philosophy
is at most a threshold to an understanding of the Church.

A second possible approach would be by way of Catholic
dogma and doctrine as officially explicated. It can be found
stated in very precise formulas and systematically presented
in a number of handbooks of theology and advanced cate-
chisrqs. Unlike philosophy, which is a threshold, dogma and
df)ctrme are indubitably intrinsic and essential, but too exclu-
sive a consideration of systems of abstract statements may
very well prove a barrier to a just grasp of the life of the Church.
Th? skeleton is doubtless essential to the human form, but the
artist vyho studied only X-ray photographs of his subject would
end With a very odd portrait. What is in catechisms and hand-
books is fully meaningful only as it comes to life in persons, in
their meditations and prayers, their speculations and their
actions,

- Perhaps it is fair to say that what is in the handbooks is essen-
tial but not central. If one begins there, one is in danger of miss-
ing the typical Catholic situation. Our handbooks, whether
PhﬂOSOPI_:lical or theological, can easily lead the reader
unacquainted with the lived religious life behind them to the
lmpression that the assent of the individual to abstract propo-
sitions is the primary Catholic fact. Were this true, my task in
Ehxs Paper would be much easier, since it would consist merel
in outlining doctrinal differences between Roman Catholicis
and the other patterns of faith we are considering. Whatevm
impression our handbooks may convey, however, our °r
makes one important fact abundantly clear: the Ecclesiqg
herself as the descendant of Israel. Roman Catholicism j
religion, and Judaic religion cannot begin with abst
for Judaic religion is a religion of existence: “I am wh am.»
The God of Israel is not an idea. :

Nor can He be worshipped by abstractions, and “indjyj
human beings considered merely as separate instances
species homo sapiens are abstractions. In Martin Bube,

liturgy
regardg
s Judajc
T actiohs’

duals”:
’Of the
S Very
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helpful language, the individual belongs to the world of “it”
not to the. world of “thou.” He can be regarded entirely apart
from somefy, arfd if we confuse the abstract individual so
regarded with existent man, we are in danger of developing an
inhuman “laissez-faire” ideal of man and society. Or, if one
remembers with the Greeks that homo sapiens is a political
animal, one can regard the human individual as solely a mem-
ber of society, 2 cog in a social machine whose whole value
and meaning are e:fhausted by his function within the machine.
Such a way of thinking can bring us very close to Orwell’s
7984. 1n place of the abstract individual, the Judaic tradition
places before our consciousness the concrete existent, the his-
torical and unique human person, hic homo. The person is
social. Indeed, the human infant, the potential person, comes
into act only by relation with other persons, considered pre-
cisely as persons through what Buber calls the “I-thou” rela-
tionship. But, necessary as society is to the life of the person,
he has a value Vb:hlch can never be exhausted by his function
within society- I"I‘IS value is unique as a conscious created being
capable of an .I-Thou” relationship with his Creator. The
person needs society but he does not exist for society. He exists
for his relatIODShIP .tO QOd and society exists for him.
personaliSt ?ODVlCtIOD is not uniquely Roman Catholic. It is
Jewish in origi? and characteristic of all Judaic religions in s0
far as they have been true to their traditions. But, as we trace
the emergence of the perso;:alist sense into religious praxis and
 onsciousnesss We do arrive at a point where the Roman
Catholic method and tone diverges from that of at least some
forms of protestantism. The phrase gratia supponit naturam
isa commonplace of Roman Catholic Theology. It is sometimes
translated “gracebbuﬂds: upon (or supposes) nature,” and may
be para hrased by saying that one cannot divide the human
into relfgfous and secular compartments. The person
his living, has a family, and is a citizen is the same

on .
Z::isvities of th: pe; §°n’l{t is necessary also, so Catholics feel and
very stI‘ODg]y' or 1; r(e:lglou.s, ac‘tlvxties. The “I-Thou” relation-
ship at the basis of Catholic life is, like the relationship in

inseparable from a “we-Thou” relationship in which
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the sacral society, Israel or the Ecclesia, confronts God. In this
view, human religion cannot be a flight of the alone to the Alone.
For one seeking an understanding of Roman Catholicism,
therefore, the approach through the sacral society, the Ecclesia,
leads perhaps closer to the heart of the matter than any of the
approaches so far considered. Yet an approach by way of
ecclesiology can be as misleading as approaches by way of
politics, philosophy, or dogma. The Visible Church with her
hierarchy and her juridical structure is a perfectly apparent fact
wherever there are a considerable number of Catholics. Many
non:Catholics viewing this juridical structure from the outside
see it pot only as a path to the meaning of Catholicism but as the
meaning itself. Of those who make this mistake, some are ap-
palled at .what they regard as an authoritarian system and never
try to arrive at an empathetic understanding of the Church and
herlife. Others are charmed by what seems a notable example of
a successful and long-lived organization which has in the main
kept up standards of popular morality. With the first group I
feel some sympathy. If I saw in the Church only what they see,
I suspect I should feel as they do. From the second group,
those who mistake the juridical structure of the Church for
her essence, some of the maddest notions of what the Church
means h.ave emerged. It is noteworthy that Pius XII at the out-
set of his great ecclesiological encyclical, that on the Mystical
!30dy, warns against the error of those who see and want to see
11'1 the Church nothing but a juridical structure. That structure,
like the doctrinal structure, is essential but not central. What is
central, from a theological point of view, the same Encyclical
explains at length and in theological terms. Perhaps if one had
to suggest to a theologically schooled person the one document
which would bring him closest to the core of contemporary
Roman Catholic thinking, one would suggest the Mystici Cor-
poris. Here, where we are trying to approach Roman
Catholicism from a cultural and personal, rather than an ab-
stractly doctrinal point of view, it may be mentioned that the
Holy Father lays considerable emphasis on the relation between
the person and the supernatural Society which is the Church.
Like a just natural society, the Church exists to help persons
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bring their personalities more fully into act. “That they may
have life and have it more abundantly.”

The Catholic attitude is personalist, and perhaps the best way
to make the acquaintance of a personalist way of life is to come
to know persons at least as the historian and the literary scholar
come to know them. Come in, at least by way of documents,
and meet the family. It is an old family and a large one. One
who comes looking for skeletons can be promised in advance
a choice collection. The stern moralist who comes looking fqr
pious mediocrity, or imperfection, or sin, will find what he is
looking for. (The German theologian Karl Rahner has pub-
lished a widely quoted article which he called “The Church
of Sinners.”) But it is only fair, too, to get acquainted with t!le
persons whom the family itself regards as embodiments of. its
ideals, the persons we call saints. It is not besidg tt}e point,
either, to look at the poets, because the ideal the saint 18 attan.l-
ing in fact the poet often seizes imaginatively and presents In

more readily comprehensible form. Nor spould the gulfstf:;t:i-‘ll"
ested in getting an empathetic understanding neglect t ’ee . Z
prayers, the liturgy of the Church. There is our doctrine,

: oks or
more concrete and more nuanced form than in handbo

catechisms. - ar

If one adopts the approach by way of persons, it wil .appfhe
immediately that Catholic life is very far from showu.ltg ihe
kind of monolithic uniformity one associates with authorlI tar ;
Tegimes. Catholic sanctity is not a cutting to a pattern. 61;11‘1
braces a wide variety, from avid scholars like the Veﬂﬁf‘i he
Bede to St. Francis, who neglected to become learned s0 t al'ke
might be more like the poor, from notable intellectual.S- 1ke
St. Thomas More to St. Bernadette, part of whose notability is
precisely that she was in no sense an intellectual. And 2 similar
diversity exists among Catholic thinkers. If one approaches St
Thomas as a person rather than as a philosophical sy§tem,
one gets a view of Catholic thinking in action. One sees a highly
gifted human being wrestling with the problem of the relation
of his religious convictions to the intellectual ferment of his
time. He is in company with a large number of other persons
who faced similar problems and often with somewhat different
strategies. One cannot forget Thomas’s predecessors, the

g
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Fathers of the Church and particularly St. Augustine; nor his
contemporaries, the great Franciscans such as St. Bonaventure
and the Blessed Duns Scotus; nor followers in different climates
of opinion, the Renaissance Scholastics, such as St. Robert
Bellarmine and Suarez; nor non-scholastic thinkers such as the
author of the Imitation or Pascal or Newman or any of a num-
ber of contemporaries. These differ in weight, in auctoritas,
but they are all clearly within the family, within the Roman
Catholic tradition. They serve to remind us that the intellectual
life of the Church is, like her spiritual life, protean. Doctrine
and dogma assign certain limits, but within these limits there is
possibility for an almost infinite variation, a whole spectrum
of attitude and opinion between impossible divergences in the

one direction or the other, between infra-red, as it were, and
ultra-violet.

This is admittedly a long prologue to a tale. I am supposed
to deal with a number of most weighty topics in the light of
tpe Roman Catholic faith. These topics can, I believe, be con-
sidered l{nder three main heads: God; man, considered as a
moral l?emg in relation to God; and the world of time, history,
inrelation to both God and man. Undoubtedly Catholic doctrine
and dogma supply material which bears on these topics, but
what the long prologue means is this: the Roman Catholic has
no ready, “canned” answers to the many problems which a
Symposium like the present one raises. If he did it would mean
th?.t Catholic theology and Catholic religious life were static
things, museum pieces incapable of development. On the con-
trary, the Roman Catholic Church presents herself precisely
as a living Society, developing the revealed truths entrusted
to her (the depositum fidei) , developing the application of those
truths to constantly changing historical situations, arriving at
deeper understanding of them as human consciousness is en-
riched by human experience, including, of course, intellectual
experience, in time. The present volume deals, as I understand
it, not so much with patterns of faith, doctrinal structures, as
with living patterns of faith, doctrinal structures in movement,
in action. When the problem is thus posed, the personalist
and dynamic character of Roman Catholicism makes the pre-
sentation of the Catholic point of view a difficult matter. At
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any period of time, such as the present, there is inevitably a
IE%r.ge variety of opinions and attitudes to be found within the
visible unity of the Church and within the bounds of the strictest
og't‘hodoxy. If one extends his view to include the whole tra-
dition, past as well as present, the variety within the still visible
unity becomes bewildering. Yet any presentation must some-
how keep in view not only present complexities but the past
complexities with which the present ones are organically bound
up in the unity of the Church’s life in time.

L. The Approach to God: a Poet’s View

The primary concern of Roman Catholicism is a confronta-
tion of the human person with God. This confrontation is
derived, as I have said, from Judaism, and here Catholicism
does not differ from the other faiths of the J udeo-Christian tra-
dition. But there are differences in the shade of meaning one
gives to the phrase “to confront God.” The Judeo-Christian
tradition is a tradition of revelation. The ground of all being,
the force that makes the universe which man faces 2 mystery
and not a muddle, is beyond all human concept. He is a Name
which cannot be named. But He has spoken to our fathers, to
Abraham and the prophets. He has revealed Himself and His
law and thus established in the contemplation of the msPu'eg

records of that revelation a basis for familiarity i the “I-Thou
relationship which, in the absence of revelation, would be utterly
l_mpossible. To accept that, in one form OT another, I take it,
is to belong to the Judeo-Christian tradition.
But it remains true that without revelation, without a sacral
tradition or its inspired books, the sages of the Gentiles, con-
fronted with the same mysterious universe, had seen at least
that a ground of being was there and that man could and should
admire it. Plato and the poets speak of «God” as well as of
“the gods.” Aristotle reasons up to an Unmoved Mover. The
Stoics knew of a Supreme Reason, Deus Optimus Maximus,
Yvhich man approached by means of rational conduct, a follow-

ing of what they called the law of nature, lex naturae.

Pascal insists that he wishes to know the God of Abraham,

of Isaac, and of Jacob, not the God of the philosophers. I am
not sure Pascal’s insistence expresses the most typical and gen-
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eral Catholic attitude. Perhaps it should be regarded as an
example of an atypical approach still clearly within the tradition,
but it does state the terms of the problem. The relation between
the two ways of knowing about God, between what school
theology calls natural knowledge, that of the Gentiles, and super-
natural knowledge by way of revelation accepted by faith,
seems to be a crux in all the religions of the Judeo-Christian
tradition. The problem engaged Maimonides; it engaged the
Christian Fathers and is central to Thomas’s handling of the-
ology. It seems to be one of the problems dividing the neo-ortho-
dox, or conservative, and liberal wings of Protestantism today.
The difference between a typically Catholic way of working and
atypically Protestant one can perhaps be illustrated bya contrast
between the imaginative presentation of divinity in two great
poets, one of them, Milton, a Protestant; the other, Dante, a
Catholic.

It will be recalled that after his magnificent invocation to
Holy Light in the third book of Paradise Lost, Milton presents
his first theophany in the following words:

Now had the Almighty Father from above,
Fl:Om the pure empyrean where he sits
High throned above all highth, bent down his eye,
His own works and their works at once to view.
About him all the sanctities of Heaven
Stood thick as stars, and from his sight received
Beatitude past utterance; on his right
Tlge radiant image of his glory sat,
His only Son (ll. 56-64).

In presenting God to the imagination, Milton uses anthropomor-
phic imagery with some support from the imagery of light. The
Father and the Son appear in human form. They talk to one an-
other and to the angels. Milton’s poetic tact in using this method
has been questioned, but the poetic effectiveness of the scenes in
heaven—it could certainly be defended—need not concern us.
Milton knew exactly what he was doing and why. He kpew
enough surely, about the God of the philosophers to have made
poetic use of that approach if he wished. But he felt, as did his
contemporary Pascal, that the God of the philosophers and the
God of Abraham were the poles of a dichotomy. They excluded

v
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one another. It wag necessary to choose, either the one or the
other. Milton agreed with Pascal that God speaks well of God,
Consequenﬂy, he felt bound to use not only the ideals and atti-
tudes but the very imagery of the sacred writings. Outside the
hgl}t of revelation there was only darkness, paganism, idolatry,
This way of working by means of dichotomy and exclusive

choice of one alternative, I call the univocal way. I believe it is

Dot unjust to suggest that this way, while not universal, is fairly
general among thinkers in the Protestant tradition. I find it at
least Significant that one of the most notable of modern Prot-
estant thinkers should call one of his works, Either/Or. The
Univocal min js precisely the mind that says, “either . . .or.”
aced with the same problem, that of presentiqg Goq to the
Bumap imagination, the Catholic Dante works in a C!lﬁ'e.l‘ent
fashion, The thirty-third and last canto of his Paradiso is given
OVEr to the theophany which brings the Divine Comedy to a
close. Shortly before, in Canto XXXI, St. Bernard, the repre-
“Cntative of the myst’ical way to God, the approach by direct
S18ht,” has replaced Beatrice as Dante’s guide. Canto XXXIII
Opens witp Bernard’s prayer to the Blessed Virgin. He asks that
she obtain go Dante the grace of a direct glimpse of God, the
Beatifjo Vision (1l. 1-39). Mary turns her eyes from Bernard to
the “Bter nal Light,” “And I,” Dante writes, “who was approach-
108 the goa] of 41 desires, arrived, as was right, at the pmnaclfe
fhf ™Y Yearning” (11, 46-48). Dante is speaking the laﬂg"agel°
fe philP Sophers. The God of Israel is at the same time t.h.e ée 01;
gre Christianizeq Aristotelianism, the goal towards Wl;l::hina
andatl:on Yearns, blindly and unconsciously in the cas; o asoﬁs
or faj ;}ute » Consciously in man when he has come— y reason,
St. Be OF both—to an awareness of God’s existence. o
but b °Inard nods to Dante that his prayer has be?‘?\d gran ht,’
ecom?ﬂte§ eyes are already turned to the Light. “My i‘gﬂ) :
high L~ng limpid, entered more and more into tbfe ray o
is eont 18ht whose truth js in itself” (1. 52-54). T!le light u'nage(rjy
ded alPtu_ral~we recall Milton’s use of jt—and is firmly imbed-
the G SO 1n ecclesiastical tradition, but the symbol st;}l p01.nt.s .to
; od of the philosophers, God as the principle of intelligibil-
]t.y’_ —~/Dcreated Being and hence the only Being whose intelli-
8ibility, whose truth, is wholly within Himeelf,

e e s
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What he saw in the light, Dante does not really tell us. Hert?,
he is following St. Bernard and the language of Western mysti-
cism. The Beatific Vision, God viewed in Himself, is strictly
ineffable. Language is wholly inadequate to describe what one
sees who sees God (ll. 55-56). Memory is inadequate and retains
Do images. All that remains is the recollection of the affective
overtones of an unspeakable experience. “As one who sees while
asleep, and after his dream the emotion it evoked remains but
what he saw does not return, such am I” (ll. 58-61).

After warning the reader that both the language and the
Symbols offered are wholly inadequate to the vision itself, Dante
Temarks that in the profundity of the Eternal Light he seemed
to see “substances and accidents and their modes of operation”
(. 88) not separated, however, as we see them in the world but
united in a perfect unity. This, of course, is philosphy in the
very language of philosophy. But then, after another warning
as to the almost total disparity between what he has seen and
w.hat he is able to remember and describe, Dante, launching
his last image, enters the realm of theology, hence of faith and
Tevelation. But there is no discontinuity: the same light which
Wwas the God of the philosophers is the God of faith, of the
theologians, of Christian tradition. “In the profound and radiant
Subsistence of the high Light appeared to me three circles, of
three colors and of one extent, and one seemed reflected from
the other, as rainbow from rainbow; and the third seemed fire,
breathed equally from the one and the other” (1l. 115-120). In
our three-dimensional universe we cannot imagine three co-
extensive circles which are yet separately visible. Dante is
reminding us that we are in the realm of theology, of mysteries
which the human mind cannot completely grasp. But a greater
mystery remained; the second circle seemed stamped with a
human image (I1. 127-133). The ardent desire of the poet for
a full intellectual understanding of the mystery of the Incarna-
tion was attained, he tells us, in a flash of lightning. At this point
the divinely given power to sustain the Beatific Vision ended,
and with it the poem. “To the high vision here power failed,
but already my impulses and my will were revolved, even as
parts of a wheel move together, by Love that moves the sun and
the other stars” (1. 142-145).
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Dante’s last canto has been handled at some length because

a great deal in it throws light on what is to be said in this section.
Our immediate concern, however, is the difference between the
working of Dante’s imagination and Milton’s. Milton excludes
and simplifies. He returns, even in his imagery, to revelation in
what he regarded as its pure and original form. For Dante,
revelation is something in a constant process of unfolding and
development. The Trinitarian and Christological definitions,
notable moments in that development, have obviously affected
his whole imaginative presentation. Further, Dante brings to
bear on his understanding of revelation the records of the per-
sonal religious experiences of mystics such as St. Bernard. He
has brought to bear, too, in a very decisive manner, the intellec-
tual experiences of his own period, a period of intellectual fer-
ment when the new Aristotelianism came into contact with the
older Platonism of the Fathers and the interpretation of Chris-
tian doctrine was shifted from a Platonic to an Aristotelian key.
Dante’s imagination is synthetic, combining in a single image
the God of the philosophers, the God of the Christian mystics,
and the God of Revelation and of ecclesiastical tradition. The
single image symbolizes Dante’s conviction that in the approach
to the ineffable Reality which is God, no path can be neglected.
His imagination rejects dichotomies and prefers “both . . . and”
to “either . . . or.” The result is complex, but it is an ordered
complexity, not a hodgepodge. The ordering element in Dante’s
complexity is indubitably religious faith, revelation, which is
decisive but not exclusive. In Milton’s presentation of God,
revelation, as Milton understood it, tends to be exclusive.

The “both . . . and” approach to reality, which I shall call the
analogical as contrasted to the univocal approach is, 1 believe,
typical of the Roman Catholic tradition. Most of us today, 1
believe, dislike dichotomies as much as Dante did. For example,
the opposition which is being set up today in the English-speak-
ing world between “humanism” and “theism” is almost incom-
prehensible from the point of view of the Roman Catholic. Of
course, the Catholic rejects any so-called humanism which
excludes God. But he rejects also a theism which attempts—
most mistakenly, we hold—to give glory to God by debasing
man. The pre-Christian classical humanist said, “Know thyself.”
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St. Augustine supplies a necessary supplement but does not con-
tradict him when he writes, “Noverim me, noverim Te—that
I may know muyself, that I may know Thee.” The Roman
Catholic tradition insists that man understands himself only
when he knows God and, conversely, that his knowledge of
God must, in general, be based upon an understanding and just
appreciation of the human. Gratia supponit naturam. It rejects
emphatically any dichotomy between humanism and theism and
proposes what we can call a humanistic theism or a theistic
humanism. In short, both . . . and.

Il. Mystic, Philosopher, and Theologian

Despite the humanist character of Catholic theism, most
Catholic thinkers dealing with “approaches to God” would
speak, in an eminent place, either first or last, of mystical ex-
perience. Roman Catholics hold that some persons have in this
life known God directly, by an immediate intuition, which is
quite a different experience from knowing about God by means
of concepts, St. Bernard is one of the great teachers of this
way to God. Others are St. John of the Cross and St. Teresa
of Avila, The experience of the mystic is, as Dante saw, ineffa-
ble. He can only convey indirectly and analogically by means of
poetic symbols something of what he has “seen.” Dante’s last
canto gives as clear an idea as a brief space will permit of
what the Catholjc understands by a “mystical experience.” But
it should be recalled that to this experience Dante devotes only
half a canto of the thirty-three cantos of the Paradiso. The rest
is devoted to encounters with human beings. St. Bernard, rep-
resentative of the mystical way, figures only at the end of the
poem. Throughout the rest of the Paradiso Beatrice, who sym-
bolizes among other things the human way to God, but the
human way touched by grace, is Dante’s guide. But the Purgq- |
torio, too, is part of Dante’s way to God and there the guide is
Virgil, representative of purely human reason and moral in-
sight. This apportionment of poetic space is significant. Cath-
olic theologians differ as to how frequent genuine mystical
experiences are. They are, I believe, unanimous in holding that
they do not constitute the normal Catholic way of knowing
and confronting God in this world. They come as special gifts
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revelation, as Milton understood it, tends to be exclusive.

The “both ... and” approach to reality, which I shall caJ'l the
analogical as contrasted to the univocal approach is, 1 believe,
typical of the Roman Catholic tradition. Most of us today, I
believe, dislike dichotomies as much as Dante did. For example,
the opposition which is being set up today in the English-speak-
ing world between “humanism” and “theism” is almost incom-
prehensible from the point of view of the Roman Catholic. Of
course, the Catholic rejects any so-called humanism which
excludes God. But he rejects also a theism which attempts—
most mistakenly, we hold—to give glory to God by debasing
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St. Augustine supplies a necessary supplement but does not con-
tradict him when he writes, “Noverim me, noverim Te—that
I may know myself, that I may know Thee.” The Roman
Catholic tradition insists that man understands himself only
When he knows God and, conversely, that his knowledge of
God must, in general, be based upon an understanding and just
appreciation of the human. Gratia supponit naturam. It rejects
emphatically any dichotomy between humanism and theism and

propos?s what we can call a humanistic theism or a theistic
humanism. In short, both . . . and.

1. Mystic, Philosopher, and Theologian

DeSpite the humanist character of Catholic theism, most
Cathoh? thinkers dealing with “approaches to God” would
Speflk, 0 an eminent place, either first or last, of mystical ex-
perience. Roman Catholics hold that some persons have in this
hf? knovyn God directly, by an immediate intuition, which is
quite a different experience from knowing about God by means
of concepts. St. Bernard is one of the great teachers of this
way t? God. Others are St. John of the Cross and St. Teresa
of Avila. The experience of the mystic is, as Dante saw, ineffa-
ble. I.-Ie can only convey indirectly and analogically by means of
poetic S}'mbols something of what he has “seen.” Dante’s last
canto gives as clear an idea as a brief space will permit of
.what the Catholic understands by a “mystical experience.” But
it should be recalled that to this experience Dante devotes only
!Jalf a canto of the thirty-three cantos of the Paradiso. The rest
18 deVOt?d to encounters with human beings. St. Bernard, rep-
Tesentative of the mystical way, figures only at the end of the
poem. Throughout the rest of the Paradiso Beatrice, who sym-
bolizes among other things the human way to God, but the
hurpan way touched by grace, is Dante’s guide. But the Purga-
lorio, t0o, is part of Dante’s way to God and there the guide is
Virgil, representative of purely human reason and moral in-
sight. This apportionment of poetic space is significant. Cath-
olic theologians differ as to how frequent genuine mystical
experiences are. They are, I believe, unanimous in holding that
they do not constitute the normal Catholic way of knowing
and confronting God in this world. They come as special gifts
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to special persons and usually only to those who have prepared
themselves by particularly strenuous exercise in the ordinary
humfln means of approaching God, by sacrament, by prayer, by
meditation on revealed truth in Scripture and in spiritud
Writers, by methodical self-denial and loving regard for others,
1n short, by the approach to God through creatures, particularly
human beings.
. Some Catholic thinkers would say that apart from the rela-
tively rare cases of genuine mysticism there is no such tbing as
a “pure” religious experience. We are humans and our sight
and sense of the divine must be achieved in and through the
human. Since man is a rational being—the most human tbmg
about him being his mind—it would seem, from the Catholic
Point of view, that there should be an approach to God through
the human mind and through the human mind unaided by any
Special divine intervention. The attempt to approach God in
this fashion, Catholics, like some Protestants, call natural the-
ology. The thinkers of classical antiquity, quite apart from
Tevelation, did arrive at the conviction that a Supreme .Bemg
EXists. And what are we to say of the religious speculauog of
the East, Indja particularly, but also China, Tibet, Japan: In
general, the Catholic tradition has been inclined to take such
SPeculation seriously. We do not view religious s.pecu'latxon u;
terms of 5 complete dichotomy between Christian 1{ght an
Pagan darkness. Apart from Judeo-Christian revelation, hu-
1anity can know some truth about God. Apart from that reve-
latx_o,_-,, it is possible to demonstrate the existence of 2 Supreme
Deing, author of man and of the moral order, who can then,
"1 the light of revelation, be identified with the God of Isracl.
Strft‘;f: 1n the modern climate of opinion, the term “to di(nl];)ll’ls:
encyli c:leeds €Xamination. Since the appearance of Le.o pron)
three ge On the restoration of Christian philosophy in 9,
hil generations have given serious attention to the Scholastic
ph'IOSOP hers ang particularly to St. Thomas. At first, these
gfltzﬁzi?ers were necessarily read in terms of modern ways
scendin ng’ dominated by a love of mathematical. .c]anty dc?-
vocal Vfay?? thl?es_cal'tes. It was an uncon::promlsmgly. uni-
that Thomas ; inking, Most modern Thomists are convinced
IS misread if he is read through Cartesian spec-
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tacles. Thomas’s is not a univocal but an analogical way of
thinking. This distinction can be briefly illustrated somewhat
as follows: If I say, “Peter exists,” and Peter is in the room, I
have made a meaningful statement. I can point to him. He is a
person and I know by experience what it means to exist as a
person. If I say, “Peter exists; John exists,” I have made a
Meaningful pair of statements even though John is not present
in the room. Peter and John are both human persons; both
exist as human persons exist. If the existence of the absent
John is questioned, it can be demonstrated either by producing
John or by showing, let us say, a document with his signature.
The statement “John exists” can be discussed, because it is
Ieaningful. But suppose I say, “Peter exists; God exists.” By
hypothesis, God does not exist in the way in which Peter exists.
He is infinite; Peter is finite. He is the Creator; Peter, a creature.
He is pure spirit; Peter is perceptible to the senses. At this
Point the univocal mind insists that things are either the same
or different, either . . . or. If God’s existence is different from
Peter’s, the “exists” in the pair “God exists; Peter exists” means
two different things. We learn nothing about God’s existence
from our admitted knowledge of Peter's existence. The predi-
cation is equivocal.

Pushing the unjvocal approach to its limits, some contem-
porary philosophers insist that the statement “God exists” is
Wholly meaningless, so that it is senseless to discuss whether it
is true or not. If we are committed to this way of thinking, we
ust say that God must be known directly in a kind of mystical
experience or He is not known at all. It is significant, perhaps,
that the spread of the uncompromising univocity of the “ana-
lytical” philosophies in the English-speaking world has been
accompanied by an increased interest in mystical experience,
“Pure” religion, in short, such as has nothing to do with phil-
osophy or reason is set up as the opposite pole to a philosophy
Wwhich has nothing to do with religion. Thus we arrive at the
kind of dichotomy which the typical Catholic thinker almost
instinctively avoids.

The neo-Thomists deny that a predication must be either
univocal or equivocal. That is true in mathematics, but in math-
ematics the mind works by means of a purely methodological
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over-simplification in order to get results that are perfectly
clear, that is, univocal. This is of course a legitimate procedure,
but the methods of mathematics cannot be extended to meta-
physics where an attempt is being made to deal not only with
mathematical reality but with reality in general. If one tries to
approach metaphysical questions with mathematical methods
one will inevitably draw a blank. A science of God, or of moral
values, for that matter, becomes impossible. To re-establish
that science, one must sacrifice the perfect univocal clarity of
mathematics and admit the possibility of a predication which is
neither univocal nor equivocal but analogical, 2 predication
where one thing is understood in and through another which is
dissimilar but proportionate. The mode of Peter’s existence 15,
indeed, different from God’s, but the one existencg 18 ‘an
analogue of the other, related to it as the finite to the mﬁmt?,
and one can come to some knowledge of the second by' one’s
knowledge of the first. “God exists,” is therefore a mgamngful
statement. It can be discussed and, the neo-Thomists hold,
rationally demonstrated. Once demonstrated, i.t becortes
knowledge, but a kind of knowledge in which tl?e higher reahtg
is seen in and through the lower—God’s existence thrﬁulgl
Peter’s. But analogical knowledge, while certain, 15 not w (l)ﬂly
clear. God remains a hidden God, even after the Thomist phi-
osopher has had his say. He is both known and unknown. o
I shall not rehearse the classical Thomistic ways to ot
through the intellect. Discussion of them usually cen‘fers g
on the arguments themselves but on the framework of reah§t
criteriology in terms of which they have their demonstratwi
force. Such discussion leads into the apparently bo.ttomle.ss pi
of modern criteriological dispute. In short, W€ live in a climate
of opinion where, before we can discuss Phﬂos‘c’phlcal demon-
strations of God’s existence, we must confront such quesnon.s
as “What is philosophy?” or “Is philosopby possible?” Obvi-
ously, in a bricf treatment of the Catholic faith, to which the
philosophy of Catholics is, after all, only a threshold, 2 “‘propae-
deutic,” such questions cannot be aired at length. Some Cath-
olics feel that modern thinking has inverted an error of
medieval thinking. Many medieval thinkers indubitably tended
to absorb the separate sciences into philosophy and to handle
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questions which we would regard today as belonging to chem-
istry, physics, or biology, as though they were philosophical
questions. Thus handled, such questions were badly handled.
A Catholic specialist in the late medieval period has recently
written that much of what passed for philosophy in the late
Middle Ages was merely bad science.

The establishment of the physical sciences as separate dis-
ciplines was indubitably a great and liberating advance in
Puman thinking. Their achievement is so impressive that there
is a danger that the human mind may be hypnotized by them
into the conviction that human knowledge is limited to what can
be known by the method of controlled experiment. Obvi-
ously, if we work in a climate of opinion where “to demon-
strate” means “to demonstrate by controlled experiment,” we
shall have to say that the existence of God cannot be “demon-
strated.” An unseen being whose existence could be demon-
strated by controlled experiment could not be identified with the
God of Israel. Such a being would not be free; he would not be
hidden; he would be mocked.

Neo-Thomists question the necessity of holding that the
methodological assumptions of the natural sciences, necessary
as th?y are for the appropriate areas of human knowledge, set
the limits of the human mind’s capacity for attaining demon-
§Uable truth. Is. it not possible that a discipline can be estab-
ished based on a broader view of human intellectual experi-
ence, a view that will include the scientist’s laboratory (and the
!nathematician’s desk) without excluding other ways of know-
ing? If one is ready to answer ‘“yes” or even “perhaps” to
that question, one is ready to follow the neo-Thomist in his
critical examination of human intellectual experience and his
development from that experience of a purely human study of
God and moral values, in which he rises from knowledge of
what is seen to knowledge of things unseen. If one answers
“no,” perhaps one must accept the conclusion that a certain
human knowledge of God and of moral values is impossible.
Catholic thinkers accept, not grudgingly but enthusiastically,
the methods and conclusions of the physical sciences. Most
Catholic thinkers—perhaps I should say all—do feel, however,
that attempts to base conclusions about human and moral

£
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values solely on the methods and data of the physical sciences
simply inverts the medieval error. It absorbs philosophy into
fhe Separate sciences, so that what is really bad philosophy
I promulgated in the name of science—ordinarily not by sci-
entists. Both science and philosophy, by all means, but let us
beware of harming either by trying to make the one do the work
of the other.

On such a matter as this, the private conviction of one whose
studies are mainly literary and not philosophical are of no
public importance. Personally, I am convinced that the neo-
Thomists are right and that anyone who can free himself from
the prejudices he absorbs, unconsciously perhaps, from the
€xtremely nominalistic contemporary climate of opinion, can
follow their demonstration of the existence of God and the
Objectivity of moral values. But no Roman Catholic, and, ‘I
think, no adherent of the Judeo-Christian tradition, could possi-
bly question Edwin E. Aubrey’s perfectly just observation that
God’s existence does not depend upon our proving it. If f)ne
does not go along even with the modest analogical rationahsr'n
of the neo-Thomists, however, how does he know of God’s
existence? The answer can only be “by faith.”

Here we come to another approach to God, and in a rather
thorny area. The relation of faith both to reason and to works
Was one of the principal issues between the Church and the
Reformers. The resulting polemics have sometimes tended fo
obscure the fact that the basis of the Christian religious life, in
Roman Catholic teaching also, is faith. Even though the exist-
ence of God is metaphysically demonstrable jt is, at the same
time, St. Thomas insists, 2 matter of faith, and in the case of
many people it may be solely a matter of fajth. The private
Catholic need not be able to demonstrate the existence of God
nor need he be impressed by the demonstrative force of any
arguments he may know. Some people, says St. Thomas, are
too lazy to follow the arguments of metaphysicians; some are
too stupid; some are too busy; and some, we may add, get
caught in climates of opinion where it is very difficult to come
to an understanding of what metaphysicians are talking about.
But a Catholic holds a great deal more than the existence of
God and the objectivity of a moral law. Such central doctrines
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as the Trinity and the Incarnation are not metaphysically
demonstrable. They are matters of faith, not only for the meta-
physically underprivileged Catholic, but for all.

The Catholic faith, however, does not necessarily or perhaps
usually manifest itself in consciousness in the first place as
assent to doctrinal formulations. Its primary manifestation 1S
Tather a personal commitment in depth, the object of the com-
mitment being not an abstraction or a formula but a Person.
The personal object of the Catholic commitment can best be
described in the Patristic phrase as the Totus Christus, the
“whole Christ”: the Teacher in Galilee in the reign of Tiberius,
the risen and glorified Lord at the right hand of the Fathe'r.
and the Christ who, as Head of the Mystical Body, dwells 1n
the Visible Church as it journeys through time. One fully and
consciously committed to the Totus Christus will, of course,
accept the doctrinal formulations of the Church but as a result
Of his commitment as person to Person rather than by way of
direct assent to formulas. (St. Thomas taught that doctrinal
formulations, in any case, since they are attempts to put super-
humal.:l truth into human language, do not exhaust the truths
to which they point.) In short, if we look at Roman Catholic
.falth from the point of view of consciousness, it obviously
mvolves a personal relation, something of what Buber calls
emunah, personal trust, as well as pistis, assent to doctrinal
fOY}TIUIation. Even those most concerned to present a solid
Iathnal case for Roman Catholicism are perfectly ready to
admit that reason alone will never bring one to a Catholic
commitment. However that commitment manifests itself in
cpnsciousness, whether as personal loyalty or rational convic-
tion (and typically both elements are present), its ultimate basis
is a power given by God to the person, the gift of faith in the
strict sense. That power cannot be obtained by syllogisms.

Granted all this, there are still considerable differences
between typical Catholic attitudes toward faith and reason and
typical non-Catholic ones. The concept of the act of faith as a
dramatic plunge into the abyss of the apparently absurd, popu-
lar today in some circles, is not typically Catholic. At most, it
could be regarded as a description of how faith works in some
persons and in a philosophic climate where no other working is
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possible. Typically, the Roman Catholic thinks of reason as a
Gf)d-given natural power which may lead a man to the act of
.falth, although it can never, in itself, cause that act; or, to put it
In another way, it may remove impediments which prevent an
implicit faith from becoming explicit, exact, and fully con-
scious. In any case, the life of faith does not blot out the life of
reason. In theology human reason is brought to bear directly
upon the data of faith for clarification, development, more pro-
found understanding. In the human sciences, the data of faith
are not directly relevant. The biologist who is a Catholic, for
example, has no concern qua biologist with the Book of Gene-

sis. He uses the methods and data agreed upon by the com-
munity of biologists, which are, presumably, purely rational.
lics feel, faith should serve

But even in the human sciences, Catho )
as a stimulus to the use of reason. The abstractions of the

mathematician, the physical scientist, and the philosopher con-
prematurely con-

tain truth, and all truth is of God. Without .
fusing the data of faith with the data of reason, the mind
enlightened by faith can, nevertheless, confront analogues 'of
the divine in any rational activity. Finally, the truths of faith
are of God, and so are the truths discovered by human reason.
In the last analysis, therefore, the truths of faith and the truths
discovered by reason, while they may supplement each other,
clarify each other, can never be, once both aré Properl_y under-
stood, contradictory. The typical Catholic attitude, in short,
says both faith and reason.

There are, then, in the Roman Catholic ViéW, approaches to
God through the human intelligence, some less and some more
direct. All intellectual activity, which is 2 search 'for truth, is
di.rected, whether consciously or not, to God Who is Tru'th and
discovers analogues of Him in the particular arts and sciences.
Still working entirely by its own light, the human intellect can
discover at least one important truth about God, His existence.
Using the data of faith as well as his reason, the theologian
can arrive by intellectual means at further knowledge about
God. But even when he approaches God through the intellect
and hen.ce by way of abstraction, the theologian uses a crea-
turely. kind of knowledge. Man is a creature living among crea-
tures in a spatio-temporal world. His intellectual knowledge is
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primarily of creatures. The human intellect cannot speculate
about God directly, but can see Him only in the analogical
mirror of creation—per speculum in aenigmate, as St. Paul says,
and Paul doubtless had in mind the polished metal mirror of

classical antiquity, not the clear image of a modern crystal
mirror,

II. “Existential” Ways

St. Thomas and those who think as he did recognize two kinds
of knowledge. One knows a thing when the mind has grasped
its essence and can classify it in a species. In this sense, one
knows a man when one knows he is a rational animal. This kind
of knowledge is theoretical, philosophic, or scientific. Since it
is a knowledge through essences, it might be called essentialist.
But there is another kind of knowledge, darker, less purely
intellectual, but more intense and mixed with the affections. A
theologian, for example, might make many useful observations
about sorrow for sins, defining and evaluating different kinds.
His knowledge about the subject, useful as it is, does not have
the directness, the intensity, of the experience of one who has
actually felt sorrow for his sins. The physician, surely, knows
about human pain, and that knowledge is both scientific and use-
ful. But it is not the same thing as the knowledge of pain his
patient has. Even those who never speculate about what man is
and never think of him as a rational animal still know man, in
a different sense of the word “know,” simply because they are
men. They have the experience of being human beings. Simi-
larly, it would be nonsense to say that all we know of those we
love, our parents and friends, wives and children, is that they
are rational animals. Through love and intimate association,
we know them in their individual being, concretely, as persons,
as existences, in addition to knowing them as essences. We know
them, we say, as well as we know ourselves. This is not the knowl-
edge of the theologian or the philosopher, the mathematician or
the scientist, but of the lover and the poet. St. Thomas recognizes
it as knowledge and calls it “knowledge by connaturality.” Inac-
curately but more briefly, we may call it existential knowledge.

Existential knowledge is, of course, a very different thing
from mystical knowledge. It is knowledge of creatures, not of
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God. But like mystical knowledge, it is knowledge of not knowl-
edge a{)out. The ordinary person’s direct experience of crea-
tures', like the mystic’s knowledge of God, is inexpressible in its
total.lty. It can only be hinted at, more or less inadequately, by
poetic expression or expression in the other arts. Unlike intel-
lectual experience, it is not manageable in ordinary rational dis-
course. It cannot be used for purposes of demonstration. A view
of human experience based solely on existential knowledge
would necessarily be a radically anti-rationalist view. Roman
Catholic tradition has consistently rejected such a view and
rejects today existentialist philosophies which dogmatically
exclude the possibility of demonstrable rational knowledge
through essences. On the other hand, a purely rationalist view of
human experience, one which regarded existential knowledge as
unimportant, chimerical, or even subhuman, would result in an
arid academic rationalism which had no place for vast expanses
of human experience. Roman Catholic tradition rejects equally
such exclusive rationalist essentialism. That rejection has been
consistently evident in Roman Catholic pastoral theology, 10 th.e
central place which the liturgy, a more poetic approach to rel;
gion and to God, has always held in the life of the Chu.rch, an
in the high esteem traditionally accorded the ecclesiastical afrts'
It is worth noting that the present Pope, who has Wal:ned ?ga!DSt
the anti-intellectualist tendencies of some existentialist t.hlnkl.ngl’
has given the most vigorous support to the modern ht.urglc
movement. The Roman Catholic tradition has con51'steﬂﬂy
searched for a balance which will include both essentialist ar
existentialist approaches to God. .
In the lives of most people, people who are not philosophers
or mathematicians or scientists, existential knowledge doubtless
plays a larger role than essentialist knowledge- It plays some
part in the life of everyone who has solid relationships ™
other persons. Only a pathologically academic recluse coul
spend his entire life in 2 world of ideas. Existentialist knowledge
can be used as well as essentialist knowledge for an approac
to God through creatures. A basic text for the approach thr ough
existential human experience is in the First Epistle of St. John
where the Evangelist asks with devastating simplicity, “He that
loveth not his brother whom he seeth, how can he love God
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Whom he seeth not?” In short, if one does not know the human
experience of loving, how can he attach a concrete meaning to
the first and greatest commandment? On the basis of human
experience, one can attain by a kind of existential analogy
something more than a merely intellectual understanding of
what that commandment means. That is enough, for a start at
least.

Dante, we recall, chose St. Bernard as the symbol of the direct
confrontation of God in mystical experience. St. Bernard is the
great master of the Cistercian way, and the Cistercians are one
of the most austere orders in the Church. Those who speak
of the world-scorning, anti-humanistic medieval monk, if they
have anything concrete in mind, are likely to be thinking of St.
Bernard. And there is no doubt that in the Catholic spectrum
he belongs far over toward the other-worldly, ultra-violet side.
Yet this same St. Bernard begins his search for God—a search
which interests us here because existential knowledge plays so
large a part in it—on an even more modestly human level than
that suggested by St. John. At the start, one may not even love
other people. But one has an awareness of his own existence
and, presumably, a regard for himself. That, at least, is an
experience, and one can begin with it. Add to that experience
the knowledge of faith that God exists and that He commands
us to love our neighbor as ourselves, and self-regard can be
guided to self-abnegation and regard for others and hence to
love for them. The searcher begins to learn in experience the
meaning of unselfish love and to understand on a deeper level
what St. Augustine meant when he said that the City of God is
characterized by the love of God, “even to contempt of self.”
Beyond the unselfish and hence Christlike love of others, there is
still the possibility that God will grant the searcher on this path
while still in this world the privilege of knowing and loving Him
directly, as He ought to be loved—"“beyond measure.” But the
conclusion in divinity would be very unlikely without the start
in humanity. St. Bernard is a theist, “Gottbetrunken,” if ever
theist was. Yet his theism is still humanist and firmly grounded
in ordinary human experience. A modern disciple of Bernard
has written that before we can believe God exists, we must
believe we exist ourselves. Through abstractions we learn only

L
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our essence. Our existence we must catch in more concrete and
total experiences, in “I-thou” relationships. Basically, I think,
Dante is on the side of St. Bernard. He had indubitably read St.
Thomas, and he makes extensive use of that reading in his
work. Yet, we do not read Dante correctly, I think, if we read
him as though his poem were an allegorical description of the
philosopher’s way to God through intellectual knowledge of
creatures. He is rather talking about the way through direct
experience, through what we have called existential knowledge,
that kind of dark knowledge which is mixed with love.

The Commedia does not begin when Dante awoke in his
thirty-fifth year to find himself in the dark wood confronted
with the lion, the leopard, and the wolf. The Vita Nuova is a
necessary prelude. Things began much earlier, in Florence,
with a very human episode which, like many human episodes,
was more than a little silly. When he was near the end of his
ninth year, the boy Dante saw in Florence a girl just
turned nine, “decently and humbly” dressed in a red dress. It
was Beatrice, she who makes blessed. The boy trembled; his
pulse beat “horribly”; the god of love had come to dominate
him. It was a ridiculous episode, the pre-adolescent love of an
oversensitive nine-year-old. But, at the same time, it was exper-
ience, very real and very human. Dante had struck one note,
the highest, the tinniest C on the keyboard, if you will; but when
one strikes that C, the other C’s on the instrument, even the
most profound, vibrate. One can hear them, if he listens care-
fully. .

Dante did not actually strike the deepest and richest note
until the end of the Commedia, and that note was, as we h.ave
seen, the love that moves the sun and the other stars. But, 1n a
sense, he had known it all along, ever since he had first seen
Beatr’ice in Florence. He had known it because, despite the
infinite difference between the ridiculous love of the nine-year-
old Florentine and the sublime love the mature poet experienced
in the Empyrean, they were both in a sense the same. The note
is the same, though the difference in pitch is infinite. The first
love is an analogue Of the second, and, in a sense, one begins
to know the second in the first. That is why only half a canto
of the Paradiso is directly devoted to God. The rest of the poem
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deals with human beings and human love directed to God, from
the imperfect charity of Piccarda dei Donati to the perfect
charity of the Mother of God. It is only after passing through
the analogues of human love that Dante confronts God.

When it is abstracted from Medieval poetry and stated in the
broadest terms, theistic humanism can, I believe, be seen to
consist in a sanctification of the human consciousness so that it
becomes aware of the sacral overtones of all human experience,
Whether intellectual or what we have called existential. Even the
humblest things exist. They stand outside of nothingness, and
that existence is an analogue of the divine existence. Properly
seen and properly used they point to God. In esthetic experience
We meet not the Divine Beauty directly but an analogue of It,
something like It through which we can understand It. Through
human mercy and justice, we get some dim apprehension of
God’s mercy and justice. Above all, in the Catholic view, all
human acts—sin is an inhuman act and that is precisely why it
is sin—have been divinized in a special way by the Incarnation,
To live humanly, to be implicated in the human situation, is to
be Christlike, The awareness of this is a Christian humanist
consciousness,

Obviously, if all positive human experience is part of man’s
approach to God, there can be no dichotomy between the secu-
lar and the religious elements in the life of the human person,
They are inextricably involved with one another, separable in
idea but not in fact. The health of secular activity is reflected in
the religious consciousness, and the religious consciousness in
turn affects secular activity. Dante’s conscious relationship tq
God is involved with his relationship to Beatrice. Even the reli-
gious life of a mystic like St. Bernard is inseparable from hjg
love for the monks of his community.

The same principle underlies the contemporary socia] think.
ing of Catholics and the best in contemporary Catholic Pastora)
practice. Only persons can approach God. To be a person Meapg
to enter into relationships of intimacy, love, and friendship with
other persons, to be a member of society. It means to eXercisq
responsibility, to have some meaningful relationship tq that
society. When the development of modern industry threatene q

the economy of the most basic of human societies, the fami)y,
3
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Roman Catholic social theory insisted on a just wage for work-
ers. It did so in the name of human justice, but also becaus® a
healthy family life is, normally, the basis for a healthy religiots
life. Starved and overworked parents cannot make of ﬂ?eu
homes a community of persons which will become for the cbli™*
ren educated there the symbol, the analogue, of all other cO
munities, the Church included. ore

At the present moment—and if we look only to th? o 1

advanced industrial societies—the problem of disu}bungn
seems to be, at least here and there and for the tim? bemgl’o o
the way to solution. It is perhaps possible for mankmt.i to se
forward to a time when modern techniques of p 1-Oducnon’teri
with intelligence and goodwill, can assure a sound m? oic
basis for human existence. In the few Spots where the eco?:atest
problem is, for the time being at least, 1O Jonger of the gll; ® man
urgency, it is becoming increasingly apparent that the jety do
and religious problems arising in modern industrial so<1:( e an
not end when goods are justly distl’ibUted .and t]:!e wor a fully
his family possess the necessary economic ba_sx s fo}' tends
human existence. A great deal in modern jndustrial SOf:ile]?"-l man-
to restrict the activity of man as a person and h?nge o ee all too
ize him. Big government, big industry, big unionism 2* mass-
big to be human. Workers, on all levels, ar¢ nee‘.ied a]: ? roper
They are not needed as persons. If one is ill of dies, the P
punches are made on the proper cards, 2
anyway. The canned joviality and afterwor. .
“good personnel relationship” may increase Pdeucuon’
hardly restore a sense of personality which is a buroa ercial
times a tragic sense. Nor can it be said that the com’ alive
mass entertainment of industrial societies helps to KeP '
a tragic sense of human dignity.

Modern Roman Catholic pastoral practice 2
ing the family as the society which affords the surest
personalist life in the modern world. There human pe
still act as persons, related not by abstract functions but by
love and obvious responsibilities, The society is small. The need
for personal contribution is apparent. There, absence, illness,
death, are not holes punched on cards. They are human facts,
dignified and tragic. Granted a firm juridical and economic

ims at strengthen-
basis for @

rsons can

P
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basis for the life of the family, that life can be used for the de-
Vvelopment of a personalist consciousness which will enable mod-
€ man to resist the depersonalizing tendencies of industrial
Society, The home, in the Roman Catholic view, is a religious
fact, an ecclesiola, a little church. In their love for one another
husband and wife re-enact analogously the love of Christ for
the Church and the Church for Christ. In their care for the
§Pi1'itual and material needs of their children, parents are bring-
Ing into being an analogue of the priesthood and kingship of
Christ,

A consciousness of the sacral overtones of personal exper-
ience is, obviously, not an easy thing to develop or maintain in
a climate of opinion committed in general to an uncompromis-
ingly univocal way of thinking. As an aid to the formation of a
Catholic consciousness, the teaching Church has consistently
during the present century urged lay people to a more active in-
t.erest in the liturgy and a more active and conscious participation
In liturgical worship. In this body of prayer centering on the
daily Eucharistic Sacrifice, communal in its very essence, full of
Teminders of the sacral character of ordinary things and ordi-
Dary exprience, the Church is finding her surest means of
holding alive the personalist consciousness among forces that
threaten it. Modern Roman Catholic pastoral practice, when
it most consciously follows the recommendations of recent
Popes, particularly St. Pius X, Pius XI, and Pius XII centers
upon Eucharist and liturgy.

The whole Catholic tendency to approach God in and through
Creatures, the analogical or symbolic tendency, has its primary
doctrinal basis in the Judeo-Christian view of creation and in
the Christological definitions. These definitions, however, are
accepted wholly or in part by many Protestants, so that one
seeking a more distinctive expression of the analogical attitude
at the heart of Roman Catholic theistic humanism might look
rather to Mariological doctrine. Dante, we recall, devoting the
final canto of his Paradiso to the Beatific Vision, begins that
canto with St. Bernard’s prayer to the Theotokos. Dante’s
arrangement of his material reflects accurately the eminent
position which Mary occupies in Catholic meditation, devotion,
and doctrine.
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Catholics do not worship Mary. She is a creature, and like
all other creatures would be nothing without God. Like all
creatures, she is a symbol of God, a mirror in which the divine
is reflected. Of all material creatures, human persons are of the
highest values since they are made in the image and likeness of
God and hence eminently suited to reflect the divine. Qf persons,
some are dimmer and some brighter mirrors according to the
zeal with which they participate in the I-Thou relations.hlP Whlcg
God offers to all rational creatures. (That felaﬁons_hlp’ L neeu
hardly add, includes not only prayer and meditation but 2
moral and hence human action.) Roman Catholic.s -hold lt]hat au:
the case of Mary the divine initiative was most decisive. S e"i‘vbe
chosen to become the mother of the Incarnate wOrcz‘.B it
human response to that initiative Was wholehearted. «t liof
done unto me according to Thy word.” Hence, Mary, ﬂuted
grace,” is the brightest mirror in which the divine is r¢ ecThé
the summit of the human path to God through cre.atures.f e
Tecent Marian definitions are emphatic re-assertions o
humanist element in Roman Catholic bumanistic theist-

IV. Man

lf’rom the point of view of theistic humanism, one has n‘s«l:] o~
Sarily handled the main points of the problem of man e
he has touched upon the question of Ways to God. Whenh u
Psalmist asks, “What js man?” he adds immediately, “that;T 0
art mindful of him.” Man grasps himself, becomes interesting to

elf, as one term of an I-Thou relationship of which ﬂ?e
Other term is God, This personalist intuition, obvjously Judai¢
In origin, is basic to the Roman Catholic view of man.

In keeping witn the “both . . . and” tendency, the specu-
lation of Romap Catholics about man has centered on the
problem of Telating the basic Judaic intuition to theories ab9ut
man developeq outside Judeo-Christianity. Viewed from a Ph}l°'
an9p°im, man, as the Roman Catholic sees him, 15'3
the unit animal, the animality and rationality being ufnted Ln
animalig, ‘Zhlch is the human person, per se una. .If, in I]T;aer’n
stamped wij el_‘:omes rational, it can do so because it has be
the ass 1th the light of the divine countenance. That stamp

Hrance of mans immortality, manifests itself empirically
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in human consciousness as the power of thought and the power
of free moral choice. It is man’s “pature” to be a speculative
and moral being. There is no human society which does not
show at least the rudiments of speculative thought in the form
of myths about the universe and which does not hold that some
actions are evil and to be avoided and others good and to be
performed. Thinkers in more advanced societies, but quite
apart from the Judeo-Christian tradition, Greco-Roman, Indian,
Chinese, for example, have arrived at the idea of a transcendent
Good, the God of what we call “natural religion”—“natural”
because man attains to it by the use of his innate power of
Teason. Further—and again without Judeo-Christian aid—
Gentile thinkers saw that the traditional mores of their societies
could be purified and what we can call a higher conscience
formed by rational reflection. The mores thus purified by reflec-
tion—a reflection unaided by revelation—is what the Catholic
means when he talks about the “natural moral law.”
But the moral and religious discoveries of the Gentiles, even
in the developed form in which we find them in the Hindu
sages, in Plato, or in the Stoics, are radically different from
the religion of Israel. Judeo-Christianity, as both Christians and
Jews understand it, is a religion of revelation, and revelation,
if I may again borrow Buber’s words, is precisely that I-thou
relationship in which God is the “I” speaking and the sacral
community, the “thou.” Judaic religion offers to man the possi-
bility of a personal relationship to God such as Aristotle with
his Unmoved Mover could never have envisaged. A personal
relationship is a particular relationship and involves free acts.
God chose to speak to Israel through Moses and the prophets,
to Israel, not to Greece or to China. Acting freely through the
persons constituting the community, Israel chose to hear. Unlike
the Gentiles, Israel did not discover God as a necessary hypothe-
sis by using natural human speculative powers. Judaic religion
involves the divine initjative and the free response to that initia-
tive by the human person. The initiative comes from God, not
from man’s nature. The free human response is possible, in
Roman Catholic doctrine, not by virtue of the natural freedom
of man but because the person responding has been touched,
as a person, by the hand of God. He has been given, in theologi-

re
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cal language, the grace to respond freely. In contrast to the
natural religion of the Gentiles, Catholics speak of Judaic reli-
gion, founded upon the divine initiative and the divinely motiva-
ted but still free human response as “supernatural.” It is above
the grasp of unaided human nature.

In popular speech, the word “supernatural” has come to
have quite a different meaning. It means the miFaculous', the
obviously astonishing. According to Catholic teaching that is :lo'f
the usual way in which the divine initiative, the “supernatura,
manifests itself in human affairs. It works rather t.hl‘OUBhsFi’&:
sons strengthening their faith and at times making P OZ the
heroic and selfless moral action which g0€s far beyon.d.ous
demands of the natural law. Perhaps without seerplr{g mVlt lthat
I can illustrate the Catholic use of the word by pom'tmgo(;umany
most Catholic theologians hold that the Protestantlsn; ?oh 85
of the Reformers and of some modern Protestal ed with
Kierkegaard and Karl Barth is to0 exclusively °°nce1r: is pre-
the supernatural. When the act of faith, for exa?tll)lré man’s
sented as a blind leap into the abyss, a fo;' grace,
rational powers, are annihilated to prepare the ¥ tynts on the
the supernatural, Latitudinarian and Liberal Pr 9te18 athe, purely
other hand, appear to us to stress t00 exduswehif'stiam tradi-
human and rational, the “natural” side of the Chrl

i . i osition between
tion. We like to think of our own as 2 middle P d.” both the

tWo extremes. We say, as usual, “both - - - ane

. f > the grace
natural and the supergatural, both human nature and 126 &
of God.

In the Roman Catholic view, them;
complex being in whose unity three WOr 1ds Qeet. d as such
ial, Specifically, moving material, an ammal,' anMan’s con-
be}ongs to the world investigated by the biologist- bring
sclousness, reason, and power of moral choice, however, ey
his animality ontq a different plane of being: In the exac -
guage of the schools, man js “virtually” an animal He ca? .
What other animals do but because of his mind and mora} ree
dom, he can do much more. The rational animal, c<?n51dered
purely in himself, js a magnificent creature. The humanist enthu-
Siasm of periods like the Renaissance—for understandable
reasons very much out of fashion today—owes much to Roman

the human person is 2
Man is mater-

—
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Catholic tradition. Affected as he may be by contemporary
pessimism, the modern Roman Catholic is protected by the
same tradition against complete despair of man’s natural posst-
bilities. Increasingly, man controls matter. Within limits, he
has some control of himself and of his own destiny. His thoughts
do “wander through eternity.” There is something godlike about
him.

Yet, as man becomes more conscious of his godlike qualities,
his moral freedom, and his reason, he tends to become dis-
satisfied with himself. It was a pagan poet who wrote, “I see
the better and approve it; I follow the worse.” The avowedly
positivist ethics of Irving Babbitt were based on an empirically
observed duality in man. There is something in man which
both needs and resists restraint and something else which wants
?o restrain and direct. Whether we look at man’s history or
Into ourselves we notice a tendency in man to use his moral free-
dom in a way which his reason does not approve. Magnificent
creature that he is, the rational animal seems often divided
against himself. Traditionally, Roman Catholic theologians have
explained the gap between “is” and “ought” in human affairs
as the result of the fall of man. On this point, however, they have
tended to take a middle position between what we regard as
the extreme pessimism of some classical Protestantism and
the extreme optimism of some liberal Protestants. Within the
Catholic tradition itself, there have been considerable differences
in emphasis. The tone, if not the doctrine, of St. Thomas is
here, perhaps, somewhat different from that of St. Augustine.

In general, Roman Catholics do not interpret the doctrine of
the fall as an @ priori excuse for taking an extremely pessi-
mistic view of human possibilities. Wounded as he may be by
the fall, man is still rather splendid. We entertain a sober hope
that the human lot in this world can be steadily improved by the
constant and determined effort of the human intelligence. For
this purpose, full use should obviously be made of the new
knowledge of human behavior now being accumulated by the
human sciences such as sociology, economics, experimental
and analytical psychology. On the other hand, while it may be
of the greatest assistance in helping man attain morally desir-
able goals, scientific knowledge can never envisage or define
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ttl}::sif;e:;' g?:nzhwges of human rights do not derive from
sense for the san tfets ut fl‘-on? philosophic speculation. Qu:
from the Jude E?ll]y and dignity of the human person derives
are. the huma o-Christian religious tradition. Useful as they
or } man sciences are not substitutes for moral philosopby
ftor religion. Scientific knowledge, whether of man or of
things, brings power which may be used for good of for ill.
That fact is sufficiently demonstrated by experience. Bub if
exper.lence is insufficient, the Roman Catholic can find in the
doctrine of the fall theological grounds for suspicion of any
Wway of thinking which holds forth a cheap and easy hope for
attaining a brave new world in a hurry by abandoning mOr
philosophy and religion and attempting to create 8 ne¥ society
solely on the basis of data furnished by the human SCIEDCEs
In the typical Roman Catholic view, however, the fall is 0%t
Primarily a principle of judgment (of pre-judgment) of human
Potentialities. It figures rather as a theme of meditation. It 18
one moment in the development of man’s I-Thou relationsiltllp;

With God, a moment to be followed by the Incarnation an
all, for the fall involves

1%edemption. One cannot rejoice in the f
oy but without the fall it might not have been made known that
God s0 loved the world that He sent His only-begotten SO
and in the liturgy for the Easter Vigil the Church does exclaim,
O felix culpa—“O happy fault that deserved to have suqh a
Redeemer.” The doctrine of the fall, then, gives an add‘ed poign-
?ncy to the Roman Catholic’s apprehension O the third worlfj
ﬁc-) which man belongs, a world which he may enter by his
u:;reSP onse to the divine initiative, OF, i terms commfcfmlgr
To t]?‘y Catholics, by the acceptance of the grace .God‘o e;i X
Cre is world, the world of personal relationship w1tl? ;
sornzttzl:’ the rational animal, as such, has Bo right. Itis a gifto
of the fm g above the requirements of his nature. But, because
a coursall, man has need of this gift even to follow consistently
cooper i. of c‘?nd{mt worthy of a rational animal. BY f'uller
moral 12\:01':l ;v ith it, some persons can rise to 2 much higher
ing s el, the level of the self-sacrificing devotion of the suffer-
gI'h ervant, the Ieyel of heroic charity.

abstraecl;?:,l:.naé::u mal, in short, “natural man,” isa philosopher’s
ry human existent, every person, is offered
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God’s grace, the opportunity for a life above nature, supernat-
ural. In the light of Roman Catholic doctrine, then, the most
important fact about existent man is that he is invited to enter
an I-thou relationship with God and to become, by God’s help,
Something more than his natural self. The supernatural, there-
fore, the religious in the biblical sense, is the determining
element in the lives of human persons and human societies.
Contemporary Jewish and Protestant exponents of “biblical
faith” have a strong hold of this point.

But the Roman Catholic insists that, while the supernatural
is the most important element in human affairs, it is not the only
element which need be considered. “Grace supposes nature.”
If man is more than an automaton—and we hold he is—there
must be something of his own with which he can respond to the
divine initiative, and that something is his free and rational
nature. Further, the acceptance of grace surely does not make
man less human, less free, or less rational. “Grace,” in the phrase
of the schools, “does not take nature away.” The determina-
tion to live well makes more urgent the problem of what “to
live well” means in the case of a rational being or a society of
rational beings. On such points, the Roman Catholic is ready to
enter into a colloquy with those outside the Judeo-Christian tra-

dition who think only in terms of natural man, the rational
animal,

V. History and Now

Nice theological points such as the distinction between nat-
ural and supernatural would be out of place in an exposition
of this sort were it not for the fact that they are decisive in
developing Roman Catholic attitudes toward human history
and toward present realities, including the realities of our own
pluralistic society. In the Judaic view, human history is a line
which does not return upon itself. Change is real and time
meaningful. This view contrasts markedly with that of the
Greco-Roman world which saw life as cyclic, repetitive, and
hence essentially meaningless. Abraham’s I-Thou relationship
with God, for example, moves history forward to a new posi-
tion, the history of Abraham as a person, of his descendants,
and ultimately of all mankind. The crossing of the Red Sea,
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the revelation of the Law are unique events in a we-Thou
relationship. They change decisively the course of a society
and of human history.

The Fathers of the Church saw in the Incarnation the arche-
type of the decisive historical event, one foreshadowed by the
decisive historical events of the Old Testament. Eternity had
intersected time, and time could not be regarded as meaning-
less. The patristic sense for history, for the meaningfulness
of time, has remained very strong in thinkers of the Roman
Catholic tradition. Discussion has gained complexity and flex-
ibility because the problem of history, like problems about mar,
can be considered from both the natural and the Supfmaf"‘ral
point of view. The Fathers saw in human events prlmarllyha
Supernatural progress. Throughout the old Testament, to;
I-Thou relationship gained in intensity until, “in th.e fullnessthe
time,” the Word became Flesh. Further progress involved
SPread to all mankind of the good news that a supernaturte
Telationship to the divine was possible through the Incamaht
Word. Op this point, contemporary Roman.Cathth thox{ﬁ ‘
has not departed from the Fathers. Human history 1s mean:iogn

| primarily because it is the matrix in which the Redemp
WOrks itself out in time. .

But what of natural man, the rational animal, and his el;focl';j
to establish g juster society here and now, in hoc m‘{”fio', o
this point, one can easily divide thinkers within the tradition 1}‘; °
& Pessimistic and an optimistic group. Pascal, for example, 1
SPokesman for the pessimistic party. Typical contemp ora?;
altitudes are more optimistic, deriving from St. Thomas all;
OWi.ng much to the Jesuit theologians of the Renaissance. T-e
opt.lmistic View starts with the unity of the humap persox?, n
which the supernatural life and the life of the rational animal
are Inextricably bound up together. If there has been decisive
Progress in the supernatural order, it is only reasonable .tO
SUPPOSe that there can be improvement in man’s natural life
also. Man’s secylar hopes for a juster society in this world
fr€ DOt necessarily fatuous. The religiously committed person
;Z’ lfndeed, Obliged, according to his capacity and opportunities,
diﬂi::;l‘:ard these tfopes. The Roman Catholic, then, finds it

to see a dichotomy between “the social Gospel” and
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“Eschatological Christianity.” With differences in emphasis,
most Catholic thinkers will say “both. .. and.”

Man moves through time, then, on two planes, the natural
and the supernatural. The planes are interlocked, and in the
lives of both persons and societies the development of one
necessarily affects the development of the other. To speak
strictly, there is no such thing as a person who is just a Catholic
and nothing else. The Catholic person is always, at the same
time and in the same act, a natural man, and natural man exists
at a particular time, in a particular place, and as a member of
a particular civil society. The formation of his character and
attitudes is, in part, the result of that time, place, and society.
The human person is composite, idem civis et Catholicus, the
same person, citizen and Catholic. There are consequently
many ways of being Catholic. In a real sense, every person has
to find his own way, since no person is exactly like any other
person. Societies of persons, too, develop their own modes of
being Catholic. This is, in a way, true even of small societies
like families. It is also true of nations where various cultural
and political traditions develop different points of view. It
makes very good sense to speak of an Italian, French, or Irish
mode of Catholicism. Or of a Greek, Russian, Syriac, Chi-
nese, Japanese, Indian, or American mode. (It may be noted
in passing that some of these modes, such as the Greek, Rus-
sian, Syriac, and, in part, the Indian, have their own rites.)
Thinking as he does analogically rather than univocally, the
Roman Catholic does not see this very real diversity of mode
as compromising in any way the spiritual, doctrinal, or juridical
unity of the Church. Rather, unity is enriched by variety, by
diverse actualizations of the same ideal.

We are now in a position to return to the question I raised
and brushed aside at the very outset of this paper, the question
of the First Amendment, of Church and State. Behind this
question is the broader one of Roman Catholic attitudes
toward pluralistic societies such as our own. Obviously, these
are questions to which civil and political tradition is relevant
as well as ecclesiastical tradition and doctrine. They are then
questions with which only the person, idem civis et Catholicus,
can deal in depth. And the answer may well differ according
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Jority of erican Catholics think and feel on the subject. T
. by. N0 means sure that Catholics of different political
formatiopg Would agree with me at all points.

In the first Place, like all Roman Catholics and many who
ore not CathOﬁCS, I reject the easy and, in my opinion, flabby
ay of adjusting Oneself to a pluralist society by holding that
Snyone’s Particular religious commitment is of no importance,
wiovided he js 2 good fellow and behaves himself. In common
i 2ll Romap Catholics, I hold that the right religious com-
homent js What T have called faith in the Whole Ch.rist., and
glat, fof its integl’it}’, this faith demands membership in an

o olic Church in fyy) communion with the See of Peter.
a s:)s membetship is open to all mankind, and it can only be
not ;J;'ce ©f profoung regret to a Catholic that all mankind are
PIUral’emb-ers' Neither I nor any other Catholic can regard a

P o Sltuation as an ideal situation. We share t.bg concern

"otestan €Cumenijcists that all of the Judeo-Christian tradi-
accepteq In communjon and that all fhe v.vorld has nc?tt
does irrecq, ¢ Gospel. Our pluralistic situatwt.l, implying as i

ut perhlgcd’?ted religious diversity, is a tragic fact. .
living ccnsistpss-lt can be said that an important Ra{t of Fbe art o
one can confr, 2 finding civilized and ethical pohc.zes with wpxch
23 well ag of OOt tragic facts. This is true of the lives of n.at.xons
disunity, ", P‘If}'Son.s. With regard to the tragic fact of religious
agree, jg nei?h?cy, 'Dvolving coercion, I am sure we will all
religion Is ap o : nor ethical. That is true not because
it j umdlﬁerent Or unimportant matter but precisely

Temely important, It demands nothing less than
€ Coerceq, Here, | € human person, and that assent cannot
* 7 @M not stating the private opinion of ap
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American Catholic. This is Catholic doctrine, vigorously
restated by Pius XII:

Whenever it happens despite the invariable teaching of this Apostolic
See, that anyone against his will is compelled to embrace the
Catholic Faith, Our sense of duty demands that We condemn the act.

The Roman Catholic Church, in short, while it is doubtless
authoritative is not authoritarian. That term implies coer-
cion, and the Church cannot accept coerced assent. If, in a
country with a large Catholic majority, a regime of authoritar-
ian tendencies attempted to solidify national unity by compell-
ing a non-Catholic minority to enter the Church, the regime
would not be acting in a commendably zealous Catholic fash-
ion. It would be acting in direct opposition to the express injunc-
tion of the Holy See.

Papal teaching on coercion clearly implies that where relig-
ious diversity exists within a nation, some form of toleration is
absolutely imperative. In countries Catholic by tradition and
where a large majority of the population is Catholic, Leo XIII
beld that the Catholic Church should be recognized by the
State. Leo, however, had in mind not an authoritarian but a
tolerant establishment where dissenting minorities enjoyed civil
rights, Wworshiped unmolested, and were free to educate their
children in the family faith. The Pope was writing in late
nineteenth-century Europe where, as a result of Renaissance
political developments, it was taken for granted that nations
would look to their states for ideological guidance. Establish-
ment of a religion was an accepted fact. Where separation of
Church and State was introduced, it tended to result in an
anti-religious state. The state remained the ideological guide,
now leading the people away from traditional religious affilia-
tions toward some kind of state philosophy more or less overtly
proposed as a substitute for religion. The choice was between
established religion with toleration of dissent and established
state ideology. One development of the second choice can be
observed today in the Soviet Union.

Meanwhile, in the United States, a new way of relating the
national religious life to the power of the state was being de-

v
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Veloped under the First Amendment, The authors of the devel-
Opment were, many of them, descendants of those who had fled

in the higheg; Matters—its teacher. The First Amendment L;Uts
the state jp an attitude of humble and f“e"c_ﬂy .Deu%:g
toward the free religious life of the nation. thtlst ltogg’s o
all Teligions, jt recommends no parnf:ular one. thdrawing
ideology 55 5 substitute for religion e'thel:’-and’leependence
from the Sacral order, places itself in a position ‘; developing
UPon the mory) dynamism provided by the freiy d State in
Teligioyg life of the nation. Separation of Cl.nurc al;ﬂ”ect anti-
its Americap form has been neither in inteﬂuongt?rrisﬁan tradi-
Teligioys, The organijzeq religions of the Judeo;] zeal of their
tions haye flourisheq among us according to :he unchurched
adherents, Tpqq, adherents together with B ?n which our
theistg have kept alive that faijth in a Supreme Being
msﬁtutions r'e-suppose. . : atten-
The Amefican ap;s-a_ngement has received cons;ﬂzlr’ th)iljn- We
tion from Catholic thinkers during the p aStfg nders of our
Catholics like ¢o Temind ourselves that the 91;1 the English
constitutions Were, many of them, formed LenCe Catholic
Commop 1, Which embodied medieval andh were famil-
attitudeg towarg Political questions and that they on the anti-
13r with Bpeps ig thinkers who had drawn up In general,
absolutig Politica] theory of Renaissance Thomxsltf.ious e
PGy of gy Present way of conducting our re 151,1 e s
o e 35 American wameer duetig our el the First
olic thinke g accept oyr present arrangements un‘.‘erl solution
Sndment 4 least a5 the most civilized and ethica
Possible at Present and for the foreseeable future.
Father

- Courtpey Murray, S.J., whose stud{es .havefcfli:
lbuted SO much to erican Catholics’ appreC:latlon [0}

Telatiop be een thej, political and religious traditions, goes

Somewh¢ °I. He suggests that no one arrangement of
State‘Church relationships need be regarded as ideal from a

Catholjc Point of iy, Pope Leo’s directives may not have been

\1\‘*:\
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intended to set up an ideal. They may apply directly only to a
particular kind of state (that familiar to nineteenth century
Europe) and a particular climate of opinion. Given our kind of
state and our climate of opinion, the arrangement under the
First Amendment can perhaps be regarded as an equally satis-
factory alternative. It meets, Father Murray suggests, the gen-
eral requirements for sound Church-State relationships found
in official doctrine from Pope Gelasius to the present.

Father Murray’s suggestions have met with opposition on the
part of some American theologians who suggest an interpreta-
tion of Catholic doctrine on the subject similar to the one asso-
ciated with the name of the late Monsignor George Ryan.
The crux of the discussion is the interpretation of Pope Leo’s
doctrine of tolerant establishment. Father Murray’s opponents
hold that this doctrine is to be taken as something more than a
recommendation for a particular time and place. It sets forth
the ideal situation, the “thesis.” Other arrangements, even our
own, while they may be the best under particular circumstances
and eminently satisfactory for indefinite periods of time, can,
nevertheless, not be absolutely and abstractly regarded as al-
ternatives having equal status with the thesis. They are “hy-
potheses,” arrangements something short of the ideal.

This interpretation of Catholic doctrine has provided am.
munition to some who have felt moved to warn the American
public that the existence of a large Catholic body here is g
danger to our institutions. What is more important, it has causeg
serious concern to some pluralistically minded Protestants who
do not want to regard their Catholic fellow citizens as poten-
tially subversive. Non-Catholic Americans of goodwill can, |
believe, be asked to consider that this interpretation is an effort
to describe Catholic doctrine on a very high level of abstraction,
It is not, and is not intended to be, a program of action for the
American Catholic body. The practical consequences for
American Catholic policy are by no means what they might
seem to be to one accustomed to a more univocal way of
thinking than ours. To call an arrangement an “hypothesis» is
not to say that it is an evil which must be eliminated at a]] costs
at the earliest possible moment. The Ryan view does not Mmean
that if Roman Catholics became a small or even a substantja)
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flazjt;);lzltmt mtajonty would be obligfed to form a political

g a modlficatlon of the First Amendment. Such
a mov.e would jeopardize civic peace, which is a very great
good; it would arouse b.itter hostility against the Church on the
part of. the non-.Cathohc minority; it would perplex Catholics
taught in Catholic schools, as well as by their pluralistic experi-
ence as Amenc?ms, ‘o value our institutions. Fears that a future
Catholic majority, if there should ever be one, would conduct
itself with such colossal imprudence seem to me, frankly, to
be based in nightmares rather than in a sober sense of practi-
cal possibilities.

However great the theoretical differences between Father
Murray’s view and that of his opponents may seem to be at the
moment, they are not relevant for American Catholic policy
at present, nor, as far as I can see, could they be relevant at
any time except perhaps in a future which is, in present seem-
ing, so remote that to discuss it would be fantastic. My strictly
amateur opinion of the theological value of Father Murray’s
formulations is not worth stating. But any literary student can
see behind Father Murray’s efforts at formulation his basic
conviction, as citizen and Catholic, that the historical drive
toward the free integrity of the human person exemplified on
the natural level in our civil institutions and incorporated ona
supernatural level in the Mystical Body is, in a way, a single
drive and that the two levels cannot really be at variance. With
this basic conviction, I am in enthusiastic agreement. My
énthusiasm, I believe, is shared by the vast majon.ty of Ameri-
can Catholics. We can spare ourselves speculation about a
remote future where we can foresee neither the Problems nor
the theological formulations and, perhaps, doctrinal develop-
ments in terms of which those problems will be faced. It is
better to conclude with a word on the attitudes of at least one
Catholic toward the pluralistic world and the pluralistic Amer-
jcan society under the First Amendment which, whether as
legitimate and necessary “hypothesis” or appropriate alterna-

tive solution to the problem of Church and State, all American

Catholics accept. L
The Roman Catholic is necessarily an ecumenicist, a one-

worlder. He is member of a Church which he firmly holds is

M\_‘



Roman Catholicism / 123

the Father’s House, the spiritual home of all mankind. If the
Catholic prays—and he does—that all mankind may be
together in that House, he does not do so because he holds that
all those not visibly and formally joined to the Church are in
complete darkness, either religious or moral or intellectual. An
“either/or” contrast between light within and darkness with-
out is precisely such a harsh dichotomy as Catholic thinkers
avoid. When the Catholic prays for unity, he prays that the light
of those without may lead them to their home where, surely,
their light will not be extinguished.

Consequently, while the Catholic is acutely conscious of the
tragedy of religious disunity, Catholic doctrine holds forth the
Possibility of mitigating that tragedy somewhat through per-
sonal cooperation between Catholics and non-Catholics,
between, let us say, the light within and the light without. Men,
in Catholic doctrine, are brothers in a twofold fashion: super-
Daturally, since all are members, actual or potential, of the
Mystical Body; naturally, since all are rational animals, the
noblest beings of the material creation. An ecumenicism of
Dature is possible and worth striving for. We share all the
Datural things that bring men together: the arts and the sci-
ences, all good social enterprises from the amenities of neigh-
borhoods to affairs of state. The Catholic should not act as
though the Mystical Body were an in-group in the sociological
Sense, something to keep men apart in natural human concerns.
That would be to misrepresent the spirit of the Church. And
what is true of the unity of fellow citizens within a nation such
as ours is equally true internationally. The tragic fact of world
religious disunity is no excuse for standing cynically aside
from efforts to bring international peace and well-being by
natural means and by cooperation on a natural level. ,

But natural man, we have said, is a philosopher’s abstraction. it
Interpersonal relationships, even though they may be con-
cerned exclusively with natural things, necessarily have a super-
natural, a religious, dimension. In his relationships with non-
Catholic fellow citizens, neighbors, and friends, the Catholic
is, of course, aware of this dimension. Agreement to disagree
is the basis of any pluralist arrangement, and disagreement,
even on the highest matters, need be no barrier to civic cooper-

e
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ation or deep friendship. Yet even cooperation and certainly
friendship would be difficult if one party viewed the religious
life of the other, the most profound stratum of his personality,
with loathing and contempt. No such attitude toward religion
outside the Church is suggested to the Catholic by Catholic
doctrine. The Church teaches authoritatively that the incidence
of God’s grace is not confined to those within the Church. The
supernatural life is, at least to a degree, open to all mankind.
Catholic theologians hold that those who through no fault of
their own cannot see the Church as Catholics see hef may
nevertheless lead valid religious lives by sincere .followmg ?f
the truth they do see. They are men of goodwill a'“d_thetl;
resolute pursuit of the good they see relates them in desire

the Church, a supernatural good which, though ViSi'bllge’ etw?;‘}-,
cannot see. The Catholic, therefore, can only 19°k with

ence on the religious lives of his non-Catholic fn]e:tl;isn ;’lg
neighbors. They, too, are working out their I-Thou.f rfe atio P
with God. He sees their truth as uncompleted, b'ft it lshljlolfihey
less truth, and he may often admire the zeal with Whie

live by it. . i
OnZ could almost speak of an ecurnelli‘”sm_o.f goofd:::?&:
Supernatural fact, which unites with the ecu'mer:ucwltrllJ eO Lesent,
to mitigate the tragic fact of religious disunity. For o possible
the ecumenicism of goodwill serves principally to m - cI:n on 2
the sound personal fellowship necessary for coonera example,
Datural level. Cooperation on a religious level., as Ior ossible
by participation in non-Catholic religious services o un(l:f‘ tholic
for a Catholic. This does not mean, however, that thf st:nts of
Tegards the prayers of non-Catholics as valueless- Prote loofness
8oodwill who are pained by what they I egard as our a.o' ted

in this matter should consider that a Catholic who participate

in a non-Catholic service would be violating his prof'ounde'st
convictions on the Visible Church. He would be enactm.g a lie
and mocking his sincere Protestant friends with the simula-

crum of a religious communion.*
* I speak here of Protestants rather than of Protestants and Jews because, a3
far as I can judge from my own experience, Jews understand our attitude on

this matter better than Protestants. Perhaps the reason for this is, in part, the
fact that for Jews as for Roman Catholics the visible and juridically organized
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Nevertheless, the ecumenicism of goodwill can sometimes
express itself on a religious level. As an archetype of the fruitful
cooperation possible between branches of the Judeo-Christian
tradition, I like to think of St. Thomas’s respectful reading of
Moses Maimonides and of the fruitfulness of that reading to
St. Thomas’s intellectual life as a Catholic. This kind of coop-
eration seems to be increasing today. Interested and equipped
Catholics are reading Jewish and Protestant thinkers such as
Buber, Barth, Tillich, and Niebuhr, and reading them with
profit to their Catholicism. Jews and Protestants know the work
of Maritain and Courtney Murray. They read Papal statements
with respect, often with admiration. On a more strictly per-
sonal level, there are Catholics—experto crede—who have
been edified as Catholics by the character of Protestant and
Jewish friends and enlightened as Catholics by their learning.
I hope there have been cases where Catholics have been able to
reciprocate.

Under our institutions, the least fruit one can expect from
this activity is an increase of mutual empathetic understanding
and consequently a more enthusiastic personal cooperation in
all good natural works. The sectarian fierceness which harmed
the cause of all religion is abating. This is happening without
loss of intense religious conviction, without blurring of doctrinal
differences at present irreconcilable, and without appeals to
Caesar to give us a substitute for religion which will unite us.
That is a considerable accomplishment. The rest can only be left
to goodwill, prayer, and the grace of the God of Israel.

Bibliographical Notes

Perhaps the best way for the interested non-Catholic to make the
acquaintance of living Catholic thought is through following periodi-
cal literature. The following are likely to prove helpful: “The Catho-
lic Mind,” a monthly which prints regularly official statements of
the American Hierarchy and translations of Roman statements;
“Cross Currents,” a quarterly survey of religious and philosophical

community is an important religious fact. It is perhaps needless to add that
Catholics may and sometimes do attend non-Catholic services where the cir-
cumstances make it clear that attendance does not imply participation.
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literature of interest to Catholics, with reprints and translations of
a;ticles of particular importance; “Theology Digest,” issued three
times yearly and presenting condensations of articles from theologi-
cal journals; “America” and “Commonweal,” the first a Jesuit, the
second a lay publication, with weekly comments on current affairs.

The works cited below may be helpful to the reader who wishes
to pursue further topics suggested in the text:

For the Introductory Remarks

Thomism: Perhaps the best introduction to St. Thomas for English
speaking and hence presumably nominalistic students is F. C.
Copleston, Aquinas (Penguin Books, Harmonsworth, Middlesex,
England, 1955). The book contains a useful brief bibliography.

Dogma: Francis J. Sheed, Theology and Sanity (Sheed and Ward,
New York, 1946) offers a readable introduction to the central
Catholic dogmatic positions.

Mystici Corporis may be conveniently consulted in trans lation in
Anton C. Pegis, The Wisdom of Catholicism (Random House, New
York, 1949), pp. 767-815.

Liturgy: The monthly, “Worship,” 2 publication addressed prin-
cipally to lay readers, is the best introduction to the liturgical move-
ment in the United States.

For Section 11

The work of Thomas Merton, a Trappist prie
duction to Catholic ascetic theology and its relati
f} Merton bibliography by Frank dell'Isola wi

Thought,” XXTX (1955), 574-596.

i {..eo ?{IH’s Encyclical on Christian Pll:‘jlosophy
ranslated in Pegis, op. cit., pp. 694-714. .
On the Thomistigc wags to G%I::l see Jacques Maritain, 4pP ’O:gh;s

10 God (Harper & Brothers, New York, 1954. Also published B

Collier Books, AS154V).

st, is a good intro-
tion to mysticism.
11 be found in

(Aeterni Patris)

F For Section 111 4 hat T am
‘or a Catholic philosopher’s speculations based on W -
calling “existentia] Il)mowle%g ¢ see the Gifford Lectures of Gabriel
Marcel, The Mystery of Being, 1, Reflection and Mystery (Regnelr}’,
Chicago, 1950) and 11, Faith and Reality (Regnery, Chicago, 1951).
19';22;150 James Collins, The Existentialists (Regnery, Chicago,
Pius. XII's warnin i i-i i i tialism is to
, g against anti-intellectualist existentiaL Is 10
?gLfound in the Encyclical Humani Generis, “The Catholic Mind,
VIII (1950), 688-700. His most notable statement in support

ST (aurgical mo i i Jiator Dei, ibid.,
XLVI (1948), 321-3?381:1‘1&11& is the Encyclical Media

- P
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On St. Bernard, see Etienne Gilson, The Mystical Theology of St.
Bernard (Sheed and Ward, New York, 1940) and Thomas Merton,
The Last of the Fathers (Harcourt, Brace, New York, 1954).

My remarks on the Christological basis of Catholic humanism
owe a great deal to the articles of William F. Lynch, “Theology and
the Imagination,” “Thought,” XXIX (1945), 59-86, 529-554, XXX
(1955), 18-36.

For Section V

History: See Charles P. Loughran, “Theology and History, a Bibliog-
raphy,” “Thought,” XXIX (1954), 101-115.

On Catholic influences on the American Constitution see Moor-
house F. X. Millar’s chapters (IV, VI, VII) in the first edition of
{ggg)A. Ryan’s The State and the Church (Macmillan, New York,

A convenient survey of Father John Courtney Murray’s views
'v‘nll be found in Victor R. Yanitelli, “A Church-State Anthology,”

Thought,” XXVII (1952), 6-42. For the Ryan view, see John A.
Ryan and Francis J. Boland, Catholic Principles of Politics (Mac-
m}llam New York, 1940). The issues between Father Murray and
his opponents are discussed by Gustave Weigel, “The Church and
the Democratic State,” “Thought,” XXVII (1952), 165-184.

_Authoritative statements on the incidence of grace to those not
visibly within the Church are cited and discussed in Henri de Lubac,
Catholicism (Longmans, Green, New York, 1950).

For recent Catholic works on Protestantism see George Henri
Tavard, The Catholic Approach to Protestantism (Harper &
B_rothers. New York, 1955), in which the Ecumenical Movement is
discussed, and Louis Bouyer, The Spirit and Forms of Protestantism
(Newman Press, Westminster, Maryland, 1956).
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Chapter 4

Judaism

By SIMON GREENBERG

Vice-Chancellor and Professor
of Homiletics and Education
The Jewish Theological Seminary of America

I conspegr ita privilege to participate in this series which Prg-
fessor Donahue has so aptly characterized as a “sympathetic
but Uncommitted incursion into other people’s convictions.” I
have benefited 8reatly by the lucid and informative papers pre-
Sented by the other participants. I hope that I shall be as helpf'ul
to them apng others as they have been to me. I join them in
thanking py, Johnson for outlining our assignments so clearly.
Obviously, our answers cannot match his questions in com-
preheDSiVeness. The title of this series refers to “patterns of
faith,» Understand “pattern” in this context to denote the
dominang characteristics or the main strands, ratbef than the
fine details, of the total tradition. Faith, as used in this .cf)ntext,
I understapg to refer to those aspects of the total .tradmon re-
8arding Which one would be inclined to say, “I believe,” rather

than “I know” or uI dO."

Ind.etel'minacy and Conscious Ambiguity in Judaism

i Since the days of Moses Mendelssohn, there has been con-
Slder?ble controversy over whether one could rightly refer to
?Udansm as a faith, It was Mendelssohn’s contention that Juda-
;Sll:lli wfs 3 System of revealed law. Observance of the law was
as ttias oY, but one yag free to believe almost agytihmg. Ex.tren'ze
the facl:c’:l;t“m °bV§ous1y is, it had some historic Jqstlﬁca.tlon in
words, 1 stﬁJuda;Sm Dever had a creed beginning with the
iDCllm,bent ue cve Tecitation and acceptance of which was

H Pon the pious Jew.
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Judaism at a comparatively early period in its history obligated
its followers to recite twice daily a number of Biblical passages
which together constitute the Shema. There are three such pas-
sages. The first opens with the well-known “Hear O Israel: the
Lord our God, the Lord is one” (Deuteronomy, 6:4). The
second passage begins with the words, “And it shall come to
pass if you shall hearken diligently unto my commandments”
(Deuteronomy, 11:13). The third passage contains the law
Tegarding the fringes to be placed on the four corners of the
garments, and includes a reference to the emancipation from
Egyptian slavery (Numbers, 15:37-41).

As we read these passages, we are inclined to interpret them
as confessions of faith—the first, in the unity of God, the second,
in the doctrine of reward and punishment. In the third, we find
no reference to any doctrine requiring faith.

But the Rabbis do not speak of these passages as confessions
of faith. Nor, in explaining the selection of them, do the Rabbis
refer to what we would consider to be their doctrinal content,
They designate the recitation of the first of these passages as
“Kabalat Ol Malchut Shamayim,” “the acceptance of the yoke
of the Kingdom of Heaven.” It is not a confession of belief in
God’s existence, His unity, or His incorporeality, but rather an
expression of our allegiance to God and our readiness to obey
Him.

The recitation of the second paragraph the Rabbis designate
as “Kabalat Ol Mitzvot,” “the acceptance of the yoke of the
commandments.” The Jew must declare daily his readiness to
assume the obligation to observe the commandments of the
Torah.

The third paragraph, which refers to the emancipation from
Egypt, serves to remind us that, as a people, we owe our exis-
tence to God’s mercy in redeeming us. Therefore we are espe-
cially obligated to accept His sovereignty and obey His laws,
The Rabbis thus studiously or intuitively avoid the introduction
into their discussion of the Shema of the concept of dogma or
belief.

Equally striking and instructive is the fact that in the best
known passage in the Mishna, in which anything that can be
clearly identified as dogma is discussed, the statements are cast

™
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in the negative rather than in the affirmative. The first Mishna
of the tenth chapter of the tractate Sanhedrin, after declaring
that “All Israelites have a share in the world to come,” goes on
to say: “And these are they who have no share in the world to
come: he that says that there is no resurrection of the dead
prescribed in the Law,' and he that says that the Law is not
from Heaven, and an Epicurean.” One may of course infer
the positive from the negative and thus draw the conclusion that
it is incumbent upon a Jew to believe that the Pentateuch does
contain references to the resurrection of the dead, and thfxt the
Torah is from Heaven. These are not, however, lognc.ally
necessary inferences. At any rate, at no time is a Jew requn-red
to confess faith in these or in any other doctrines by the recita-
tion of any such affirmatively formulated'st_aterflents.. .
The specific forms in which the Rabbmu.: dxscussnoz% of the
Shema, and the statements in the Mishna in Sanhedrin were
cast, reflect a pattern of thinking characteristic of the gteatasé’mtf’
ual founders of Judaism. Thus Dr. Max Kadl{sk.xm spel s of
“indeterminacy” as “a characteristic . - - Of r?bbxnlc the; Ogyti]
and Dr. Louis Finkelstein has in conversation referred to .e
« i . o9 that is often encountered in
apparently “conscious ambiguity

Rabbinic thought. L. ioat

There is significant difference betwgen makmf ;t: ggsiaf f:hrz

to state categorically that one believes 10 tthenfss?oi tidding him
fers to i, a

dead, or that the Pentateuch re Jlieve either the one

: t b
to declare categorically that he does DO :
or the other to be true. In between these two opposite poles

i i i tual maneuverability,
t a considerable area for intellec : it
Ay aracteristic of Rabbinic

.. : this ch ..
It is interesting to note how We meet it in

thought persists down through the generations.

1Some texts omit “prescribed in the Law.” .
2 A frequent epithet applied to both Gentiles and Jews opposedd!% m&:a?gvns‘cfg
teachings. It is in no way associated with teachings supposed by the semse of
emanate from the philosopher Epicurus; to Jewish ears it conveyg teal. CThn
the root pakar, ‘“be free from restraint,” and so licentious and skep o
quotation from the Miskna and the two comments upon it in this and ; pre-
ceding note are from The Mishna, by Herbert Danby, Oxford University Press,
New York, 1933, p. 397.) A

3 Kadushin, Max, Organic Thinking, The Yewish Theological Seminary o mer-
iCl:- New York, 1938, p. 13, angq g'he )ezabbln!c Mind, The Jewish Theological
Seminary of America, New York, 1952, pp. 131-138, etc.
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one of the essays of Solomon Schechter on the dogmas of
Judaism:

The Bible itself hardly contains a command bidding us to believe.
We are bardly ordered, e.g., to believe in the existence of God. I say
bardly, but I do not altogether deny the existence of such a com-
mand. It is true that we do not find in the Scripture such words as:
“You are commanded to believe in the existence of God.” Nor is any
punishment assigned as awaiting him who denies it. Notwithstanding
these facts, many Jewish authorities—among them such important
men as Maimonides, R. Judah Hallevi, Nachmanides—perceive, in
the first words of the Ten Commandments, “I am the Lord thy God,”
the command to believe in His existence.” ¢

Much of the intellectual freedom enjoyed within the frame-
work of Judaism is due to this “indeterminacy” and “ambiguity.”

The absence of affirmative formulations of doctrine is
responsible also for the failure of all attempts to fit Rabbinic
Judaism into the strait-jacket of the syllogism, the form of
thought which has proved so great a boon to science and
philosophy and so barren in all areas touching upon ethical or
esthetic values.

But if stubborn resistance to the syllogism, indeterminacy
of belief, and conscious ambiguity are among the fundamental
characteristics of Judaism, what has held the tradition together
and succeeded in giving to it distinctive character and form?
The fullest, and to my mind the most persuasive, answer given
to that question is found in Dr. Kadushin’s volumes to which
I have already referred. While formal confession of faith is
not indigenous to Judaism and never became an important
aspect of its practice, value concepts implying faith are of its
very essence and substance. They permeate the whole body of
its authoritative literature, and give it an identifiable organijc
unity, despite the inconsistencies and the oft-bewildering var-
iety of opinions which inevitably abound in a literature that
stretches over so long a period of time and reflects so many
different historic circumstances and cultural settings.

The number of such concepts is large, but there are three
which are the most nearly ubiquitous, and constitute the maijn

4 Schechter, Solomon, Studies in Judaism, First Series, Jewish Publication So-
ciety of America, Philadelphia, 1911, pp. 151-152.
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Sects, schools of thought
€nces in emphasis or mea
three concepts in the we
Or sect remains within the

aving of the overall design. No party
pattern of traditional Judaism at all if
it excludes any one of these three concepts or introduces into
the overall design another concept as equal in impo"?ncfht(:
any of these three, or gives to any one of them a meaning af
Is in essence at variance with that given to it in the ma,‘n.bod)’ od
the authoritative literature of Judaism—namely, the Bible an
the Talmud. . - these
This discussion will be limited to a brief exposition of what
three concepts. I hope it may be a helpful introduction tco;eorge
America’s greatest non-Jewish student of the .sub)“ect, J thus
Foote Moore, has called Normative Judaism,® an day
also aid us in understanding the basis for the many presen

divisions within Judaism.

The Concept of God i
. ft to
It is unversally acknowledged that Judaism’s greatest g1

istence
Civilization was its concept of God. The proble{ll of the eF;Stlater
of God is never seriously discussed in the Blbh;’ 312; theolo-
Rabbinic literature up to the tenth century. The te to its solu-
8ians who discussed the question did not COPm?u ?ewish. The
tion anything which was significant or uniguie Yte ory of the
existence of God was, if you will, an a prior CE;I \iithout the
ewish mind, That mind could not function at a If-evident to
concept of God. His objective existence was as'::e was to pre-
the Jew as the objective existence of space and It : f antiquity.
ntian philosophy. This was true of all peoples o thar the
As Schechter so well puts it, “It is as absurd to say ssert
ancient world believed in God as for a future historian to a 1
Of the nineteenth century that it believed in the effects of eec
tricity.” But this remained true in Judaism long after the‘ems.t.
ence of God became a very important theological questx(?n mn
Christianity and Mohammedanism, Hence Jewish medieval
eologians felt the need to defend their activity by adducing

¥Moore, George F., Judaism, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, 1927,

3 volumes.

—
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Biblical and Rabbinic statements that would indicate one’s obli-
gation “to know” God, that is, to be able to prove His existence
logically and to grasp His essence intellectually. But the pursuit
of anything approaching systematic theology did not, until very
Tecent times, become an integral part of the curriculum of
any school of higher Jewish learning. Indeed, to this day the
more traditional Rabbinic academies do not include such a study
in their curricula. None of them, not even the most modern,
gives central or even major prominence to it.

While the existence of God was not a crucial problem to the
Jewish religious mind, His relationship to the world and man
Was. On that subject Biblical and Rabbinic literature is prolific
and clear and undisturbed by logical inconsistencies. Judaism
apprehended the relationship of God to the world and man in
terms of three basic concepts—Creation, Justice, and Mercy.

Until comparatively recently the uniqueness and the signifi-
cance of Judaism’s God concept were associated with the doc-
trine of ethical monotheism. Students of the Bible, particularly
since the middle of the nineteenth century, applying the prin-
ciples of evolution to their account of the history of the God idea
in Israel, believed that they found in the Bible evidence of a de-
velopment starting with a parochial, whimsical, desert war God
and ending with the universal God of Justice and of Love,

More recent studies have suggested a radically different point
of view. Ezekiel Kaufman in his monumental eight-volume
Hebrew work on the history of the religion of Israel, summar.
izes his findings on the nature of the God concept in Israe]
during the Biblical period as follows:

The Biblical religion even of the earliest period, reflects a concept
of God as supreme above all laws, fate, and events. He carries on no
wars for supremacy with other divine powers. I-!e.has. absolutely no
association with evil spirits. He practices no divination, brings no
offerings. He neither sins nor repents, nor does He celebrate any
events in His own life. A divine will absolutely supreme above ajj
other phenomena, that is the essence of Biblical religion, and jn
that it differs from all other religions upon the earth.®

¢ Kaufman, Ezekiel, Toldot Haemunah Ha Yisraelit, Duir, Jerusalem, 1956,
Volume I, Book II, p. 588.
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The definitjve formulation of the concept of God as the sole
and unchallenged Creator of all that exists, is found in the
majestic cadences of the first chapter of the Book of Genesjs
and in the impassioned pronouncements of Deutero-Isaiah,
The Bible Opens with the unequivocal statement: “In the begin-
ning God createq heaven and earth. . . . And the heavens and
the earth ang all their hosts having been created . . . God rested
on the seventh day” (Genesis, Chapters 1-2). And Peutero-
Isaiah, undoubtedly having Zoroastrian dualism in mind, pro-
Claims: “T o the Lord, and there is none else; I fqrm the light
and create darkness; I make peace and create evil; I am the
Lord, that doeth all those things” (Isaiah, 45:5-7).

€ God of Judaism is not the unmoved mover, but the uncre-
ated creator of everything and so there is absolutely notll:nf
independent of His will. Hence any belief or pracgcz ?Z zlc]e
would imply that there is anything independent of or i;revo-
Universe, Whether it be Satan or fate, or eterna‘l matter, o
cable eternal nagura laws, is foreign to Judaism. nd eve

Equaily foreign to Normative Judaism is -amt,ba univer:z;
form of Monistic thought. There is nothing in de iniverse
:WhiCh we can identify with God or His essence. Go a:n thmg
S absolutely transcendent, differing in essence from s :rk of
Which He has createq Thé human soul is no more a 51, God
the divipe in us, Whicl; upon death returns to reugxtg wHe o

the origina source of its being, than is the to }llc.now the
Createq all oyt of nothing, and all our efforts Oknow that
SSsence of gp;q creative act will be of no avaﬂ,“for too now that
;Z:‘;wknow God. And man cannot know God, “For o

€ and Jjye» (Exodus, 33:20). ted creator

Nt While the it lutely supreme, uncrea
of the 4, iVerse ?;r';l;:i at?)ioGody"f Judaism throughout the

o i nd the
ingtin-,naltie 7Ould not have pecome the God of h‘lsziqrydﬁal A :d

e beey o0, Shepherd, and comforter of the indivi
Judaisn?tl; CLVisaged mel"ely in these transcendental terms,
tor ang thndge.d the chasm between God the tra'n.scerfdent crea-
Place ¢, € Universe which He created, by positing in the first
its Creator Te cre?ted universe never became mdepe?‘dent f)f
is gOOdn.esS daily morning service reminds us that ' God in
Tehews every day continuously His creative act.”
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Bearing in mind the inadequacies and dangers of all analogies,
one might venture to suggest that God is immanent in the uni-
verse as the poet in his poem while the poem is being composed,
the artist in his painting while the picture is being painted. But
the poem eventually becomes independent of the poet. The
world never becomes independent of God. God is constantly
sustaining, indeed constantly recreating it.

God’s transcendence is further counterpoised by His aware-
ness of and concern for what goes on in the universe. “For
though the Lord be high, yet regardeth He the lowly. And the
haughty He knoweth from afar” (Psalms, 138:6). The wicked
are not those who deny the existence of God. They may very
well affirm His existence. They deny, however, that He is aware
of their acts or that He is in any way concerned with them. The
Psalmist repeatedly gives expression to this attitude of the wicked
and reacts to jt with what only the believer would consider to be
an irrefutable argument. He says, “All the workers of iniquity
bear themselves haughtily. . . . They slay the widow and the
Stranger, and murder the fatherless.” And they say: “The Lord
doth not see, neither doth the God of Jacob give heed. . . . He
that planteth the ear, shall He not hear? He that formed the eye,
shall He not see?” And having seen and having heard, God
gives heed. For He is the Just and the Merciful Ruler of all that
He created (Psalms, 94:3-10, 16-23).

By conceiving of God as both just and merciful, Judaism
posits a logically unresolved and unresolvable paradox at the
very core of God’s relationship to the world. For justice and
mercy are themselves inherently incompatible; yet Judaism finds
both of them indispensable to the existence of the universe.
The Midrash relates that originally it was God’s purpose to
create the world with His attribute of justice only. But He real-
ized that the world could not endure upon justice alone. Hence
“in creating, He rose from the Throne of Justice and sat upon
the Throne of Mercy.”

This paradox is “the way of the Lord in which the just walk
and the transgressors stumble” (Hosea, 14:10). For out of this
paradox arises the most troublesome of all religious problems
stated so poignantly by Jeremiah. “Right wouldst Thou be, O
Lord, were I to contend with Thee. Yet will I reason with Thee.

e
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aVlVlhti?yfzzz udrc;t}tlhthe way of the wicked prosper? Wherefore are
L ey s at deal.very.treacherously?” (Jeremiah, 12:1).
e St llllot behevc? in God’s justice and mercy is not
ground for h)(: :Se questions. Bl:lt neither does he have any
P pe for the future. It is this paradox which enabled

aism to ook.to the future with an unwavering but sober
optimism, shunning both the pit of despair and a Pollyannish
confidence.

Judaism’s Unwavering but Sober Optimism

The world was created as an act of Divine Love. God was
not compelled to create it, nor was there any one whom He was
obligated to reward. He can destroy it in toto oOr annihilate
every living creature upon it. It was Divine Love which after the
flood moved God to “say in His heart that He would not again
destroy every living thing” (Genesis, 8:22). The 'prophet reas-
sures his despairing generation that GOd in creating the world
did not create it to be “Tohu,” a Wast® put He formed it
“I oshever’—that it may be inhabited (Isaiah, 45: 1'8)- ) )

Judaism’s optimistic faith in the future reaches its climax in
the ecstatic prophetic visions of the wend of days” when Nation
shall not lift up sword against pation, Neither shall they learn
war any more” (Isaiah, 2:4), when DOD€ shall burt or destroy
... for the earth shall be full of the knowledge of the Lord, as
the waters cover the sea” (Isaiah, 11:9)- w

Judaism has never faltered in its conviction that the “end of
days” is destined to arrive and that mankind will be here to
experience its bliss. But it is a tempered optimi§m. Except d.ur-
ing periods of great suffering wher sanguine expectation
offered some immediate surcease from pain and despair, no
authoritative teacher of Judaism would venture t0 predict the
coming of the end of days. That coming was neither auton'{atlc
por predetermined for some fixed moment in history. §1nce
that coming is not altogether dependent upon man, but ultimate
upon God’s love for His creation, man need not despair of the
future altogether, because of his s’ense

of his own inadequacies.
He may, however, find courage and hope in the faith that he

can hasten that coming, Therein lies his privilege, opportunity,
and duty.
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This sober but confident optimism is reflected in a Rabbinic
comment on the last two (Hebrew) words of the sixtieth chapter
of Isaiah. The prophet, speaking on behalf of God, promises:
“The small shall be as a thousand, and the youngest as a mighty
people. I am the Lord. B’itah, in its time, Achishena, will I
hasten it.” Understood literally, these two words, B'itah, “in
its ‘time,” and Achishena, “I will hasten it,” are contradictory.
If it is to come in its due time, what can God’s promise to
hasten it mean? The Rabbis interpret the verse, therefore, as
fo}lows: “God said to the people of Israel, if you are worthy, I
will hasten it—if not, it will come in its time.” Judaism posits a
world that was created perfect, that therefore has the potential-
lties of perfection within it. These potentialities will “in the end
f{f days” become realities. The “end of days” will surely come
‘in its time.” But man has the power through his acts to hasten
fhe coming of “the end of days,” or to postpone it, to “itah”—to
its time.

The nature of “the end of days” has always been a matter of
legitimate difference of opinion among the interpreters of
Judaism. For some, “the end of days” is to be identified with the
“yemot hamashiach”—the coming of the Messiah—when men
will continue to be essentially human, will eat, drink, reproduce,
and die, except that they will have complete control over all of
their evil inclinations so that none will harm or hurt anyone
else. The “end of days” will be wholly within history.

Others identify the “end of days” with the “Olam Habah,”
“the world to come,” which is beyond history. About its nature
the tradition speaks in most restrained terms applying to it the
words of the prophet (Midrashically interpreted) “No eye but
Thine, O Lord, hath seen it” (Isaiah, 64:3).

Are all men destined to a share in the world to come? To
that question also Judaism responds with a qualified optimism.
Judaism’s faith that man is destined to partake of life in “the
world to come” is not rooted primarily in its conception of the
nature of the human soul, but rather in its conception of the
relationship of God to His creatures.

Divine goodness creates the good. Scripture identifies the
good with life, and the evil with death (Deuteronomy, 30:15),
7 Babylonian Talmud Shabbat, 63a.
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God, being merciful, is the God of life Who does not desire the
death of any of His creatures (Ezekiel, 18:23,32). Hence man
can have a portion in the world to come, not because his soul
per se is immortal any more than his body is immortal, but
rather because God’s justice and His mercy permit human
beings to achieve immortality. Not every one achieves it. The
tenth chapter of the Mishna of Sanhedrin, from which I pre-
viously quoted, lists a goodly number who will ot have 2 share
in the world to come, nor even be permitted “to stand in judg-
ment.” Among them are three kings, Jeroboam, Ahab, and
Menasseh; four commoners, Balaam, Doeg, Abhitophel, a{1d
Gehazi, the generation of the Flood, the generation of the Dis-
persion—the men of Sodom, and others. Immortality 1S 2 bless-
ing to be earned and the only place one ¢an earn it is in this
world. Hence Rabbi Jacob, one of the great teachers of the
second century, makes what at first sight seems to be @ rathe;
startling statement, namely, that “one hour of repentance atxl:l
good deeds in this world is better than the whole life of e
world to come.” Neither the nature Of the soul norllG(;)::l s
mercy make immortality an automatic eventuality for 2% o y
God is inherently immortal. God’s mercy sets. ln?mortl ty
within the reach of every one of His children. His justice relates
immortality to the conduct of the jndividual. | petween

Nor does He in bestowing i mmortality distmg}llSh et
Jew and non-Jew. Each is judged on the basis of his OWht. i
Rabbi Eliezer (first half of second centuly C.E.) taué L iten
Gentiles have no share in the world to €om¢€ for it i8 e
“The wicked shall return to the n other-world, Even o
pations’ (Psalms, 9:18) The words ‘the wicked’ refer to the
wicked Israelites (who also have no share il the world t0 come).
Whereupon, Rabbi Joshua said to him. ‘Had the verse ended
with the WOrds “all the patjong» | would have agreed WIt’h you,
but sinf:e it CODtiDUQS with the WOl‘dS «that forget God,’ obvi-
ously’ it means to say tha.¢ there are righteous among the
Gentﬂes'who have 3 share jn the world t0 come’” (Tosefta
Sanhedrin, Chapfer 13, in th;nbe ?nning).

Because Gf’d 1s juSt and there%ore also punishes, and is not
merely merciful, Judaism goes not conceive of man’s Progress

. Fat
8 Ethics of the hers, Chapter 4, Paragraph 22.




Judaism / 139

toward his ultimate destiny, whether that destiny be identified
with the “Days of the Messiah” or the “Olam Habah,” as moving
forward uninterruptedly in a straight line.

Sin and Evil

From time to time man loses his grip, so to speak, and inevit-
ably brings God’s judgment upon himself. Why that happens is
one of the eternal mysteries, for surely God does notdemand too
much from man. Judaism constantly stresses the thought that
obedience to God does not require a superhuman effort. In the
Garden of Eden all was permitted to man except the fruit “of the
tree of the knowledge of good and evil” (Genesis, 2:17). Of the
Law later revealed to Israel, Scripture says: “For this com-
mandment which I command thee this day, it is not too hard
for thee, neither is it far off. It is not in heaven, that thou
shouldest say: ‘Who shall go up for us to heaven and bring it
unto us, and make us to hear it, that we may do it?’ Neither is
it beyond the sea, that thou shouldest say: ‘Who shall go over
the sea for us, and bring it unto us, and make us hear it, that
We may do jt?” But the word is very nigh unto thee, in thy
mouth, and in thy heart, that thou mayest do it” (Deuteronomy,
30:11-14).

Judaism does not attribute man’s constant backsliding to
original sin. Every child is born completely untainted. Every
morning we say in our prayers: “O Lord, the soul Thou gavest
me is pure. Thou didst create it. Thou didst form it. Thou didst
bestow it upon me. Thou dost preserve it within me. Thou wilt
take it from me, and return it again to me in days to come.”
Adam was certainly created pure. But he was endowed with
the power to choose between alternatives. That power made
him uniquely man, set him above all other creatures and made
him, as the psalmist puts it “me-at me-elohim,” only a little
lower than the angels (Psalms, 8:6). Man fails, not because he
is born tainted, but because he is a little lower than the angels.

I often think—what may be a heretical thought—that God’s
infinite power has but one limitation. He cannot create another
God, and only in God are free will, power, and knowledge so
related that the free choice always produces the good. Since
man is not God, his freedom of choice is not determined by
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either adequate knowledge or adequate power to result always
in the right choice and the good act. He therefore enjoys his
freedom at the price of making mistakes and committing faults.

But while man, not being God, cannot possibly progress
Uninterruptedly toward his highest attainable goal, God in His
mercy sustains him in his efforts to achieve his ultimate destiny.
For “Midah Tovah meruba mimidat hapuranut”—God’s gener-
Osity in rewarding far exceeds His severity in punishment. The
Rabbis find this principle clearly enunciated in the very passage
which is so often quoted to prove the severity and harshness of
God’s justice. The second commandment which describes God
as a “jealous God,” Who visits the iniquities of the fathers upon
the children unto the third and fourth generations, also assures
us that God rewards those that love Him and obey His com-
mandments unto the thousandth generation. The accur‘nulatl(.)n
of the good in the world thus proceeds in geometric ratio, .whnle
evil grows only arithmetically. God has so ordered the universe
that it favors the right and the good.” "

Moreover, man who was created “in the image of qod
been endowed with the capacity “to know the. dlfferenlce
between good and evil.” Man’s intellectual capacity enables
him not only to be conscious of his experiences but al§o to retain
them in memory, to classify them in different categories, and :c[:
the basis of these remembered experiences to draw cf)rrhis
conclusions regarding the actions most likely to ;esunelr}laave
highest welfare and happiness. It is this capacity t tat wn with
0 mind when we pray thrice daily: “Thou fa.vores0 ma -
knowledge, and teachest mortals understanding. g:lan o
knowledge, understanding, and insight. Blessed art T Ol.lt'. es
Lorq, gracious Giver of knowledge.” Man’s mental capaciti d’
themselves 5 gift of God, never become independent of GI?I"
eir Proper function.ing is dependent continuously upon ; 18
favor. Hence whatever blessings come to us through the medium
of our menta] endowments are blessings that are Very directly
beSt.owed upon us by God. Just as man is repeatedly warped
against the temptation to say, “my Strength’" so also must he be
©On guard against the temptation to say, “my wisdom, my reason

and insight have themselves discovered this truth for me.”
® Tosefta, Sota,

has

Chapter 4. See also Sota 1la, Sanhedrin 100b.
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In addition, God in His goodness has through the Torah
revealed to man, directly and without the mediation of reason,
other truths which are indispensable to his welfare. These truths
man could not have arrived at by the powers inherent in his
mind.

The Torah

What is the Torah? The best brief, authoritative answer to
this question is found in a Rabbinic comment on the Biblical
passage which states that God renewed with Isaac the Covenant
He had made with Abraham: “because Abraham hearkened
unto My voice, and kept My charge; Mitzvotai—My com-
mandments, Hukotai—My statutes, and Torotai—My laws.”

Mitzvotai (My commandments) is interpreted as referring to
those laws of the Torah which, even had they not been directly
revealed at Sinai, reason would have enjoined upon us, such as
the laws against theft and murder.

Hukotai (My statutes) is interpreted as referring to laws in
the Torah which cannot be adequately explained by reason,
such as the dietary laws.

Torotai (My laws) is interpreted as referring to the two
main divisions of the Torah, the written Torah and the oral
Torah.*®

The written Torah is very easily identified. It is the Hebrew
Bible. The oral Torah cannot so easily be identified because it
is the living, growing tradition. Originally it was forbidden to
commit the oral law to writing. But it could not continue in that
state indefinitely. At the end of the second century, the vast
amount of material accumulated in the oral tradition was for
the first time officially codified and became known as the
Mishna. Whether or not it was actually put into writing at the
time is still one of the debatable questions. But there can be no
doubt that it was memorized as codified under the editorship

of Judah the Prince (c. 135-200), so that even if it were not
commited to writing, it was to all intents and purposes equiv-
alent to a written text.”™ The study of the Mishna during

10 Rashi, ad loc.

1 Lieberman, Saul, Hellenism in Jewish Palestine, The Jewish Theological Semi-
pary of America, New York, 1950, pp. 83-100.

/,




142 / Patterns of Faith

the ensuing centuries in the schools of Babylonia resulted in
the Talmud of Babylon, and study of the Mishna in the schools
of Palestine resulted in the Talmud of Jerusalem. It was the
Babylonian Talmud that was destined to become authorita-
tive among Jews.

But Judaism did not end its development with the Babylonian
Talmud. The schools of Spain, Northern Africa, Germany,
and Eastern Europe, the needs of new situations, the contacts
with new cultures, all left their marks in the commentaries
upon the Talmud, in the new codes that were formulated, and
in the new legal, theological, moralistic, and liturgical literature
that developed. This process, which has continued down
through the ages with varying degrees of vitality in different
countries and eras, is still functioning within Judaism. The oral
Torah thus continues to grow and within limits to change.

While the tradition unequivocally declares the truths revealed
in the Torah to be far more precious than, and superior to, the
truths arrived at by the human mind, the relationship betwee_n
reason and revelation in Judaism is not as unequivocal as it
may at first appear to be. It partakes somewhat of the paradoxi-
cal character which we noted in the relationship between justice
and mercy. At times the one seems to dominate,.a.ud at tn.me.s
the other. The two are constantly interpenetrating and it is
impossible to draw a sharp line between them.

Thus in addition to the division between the oral and the
written Torah to which we shall have occasion to r'efc?r again,
the teachings of the Torah are divided by the Rabbis into two
main categories, Mitzvot Shebain Adam le-Chavero—teach-
ings that concern man’s relations with his fellowman; and
Mitzvot Shebain Adam la-makom—teachings that concern
man’s relation to God.”

It is ordinarily assumed, both in Rabbinic and in medieval
Jewish thought, that the first of these two categories, namely,
the laws referring to man’s relations with his fellows, could
have been arrived at by man through the exercise of his reason.
This assumption on the part of those who like Saadia Gaon

(d. 942) believed that the whole of both the written and the
oral Torah was revealed at Sinai, I have always found strange,

18 Mishna Of Tractate Yoma, Chapter g, Paragraph 9, Danby, op. cit.,, p. 172.
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for it implies that in so far as half or more of the Sinaitic
revelations is concerned, God was, as it were, bringing coals
to Newcastle. He was telling man what he could have found
out for himself through his mental endowments. Jewish medie-
val philosophers were rather hard put to it to explain why it
should have been necessary for the Lord at Sinai to waste
those precious moments of self-revelation by commanding the
assembled multitude not to kill, or commit adultery, or steal,
or bear false witness, as if He had not already equipped them
with the mental powers necessary to formulate these laws.

To me it has always seemed that our theologians were
crediting human reason with more than it deserved, because
they were overly impressed by the achievements of philoso-
phy in general and of Aristotle in particular. They had surren-
dered altogether too much to reason when they assumed that
by itself it could give us our moral and ethical values. All
morality, it seems to me, is ultimately dependent upon the
concept of the sacredness and inviolability of the life of
the individual. That basic premise reason alone cannot
arrive at or establish. It is a historical fact that none of the
ancient philosophers arrived at the conviction that war—the
quintessence of all human evil—should and would eventually
be abolished. Nor is there anything in reason per se that could
validate beyond reasonable doubt the proposition that theft or
adultery are intrinsically evil.

Plato tried valiantly in his Republic to establish logically the
nature of justice and then to prove its superiority over injus-
tice. But interesting as his effort is, few would call it successful.

Hence it seems to me that Jewish tradition, in including such
prohibitions as those against killing, adultery, and stealing in
the Ten Commandments revealed at Sinai, is essentially correct.
For it implies that ethical values are not the product of human
reason, that they are not deducible from observable facts nor
from intellectually demonstrable first principles. Moral values
are, and can only be, in their essence, revealed.

The Seven Noahide Laws

The Jewish tradition does not assume that God withheld the
revelation of these fundamental moral laws until He spoke to
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Israel at Mt. Sinai. Man had not been left completely to his
own resources during the long period preceding Sinai. The
Torah relates that after Noah and his family had left the Ark,
God blessed them and enjoined them to obey a number of laws.
Jewish tradition usually speaks of them as being seven in num-
ber, namely: prohibition of (1) idolatry, (2) adultery, (3) mur-
der, (4) theft, (5) cruelty, (6) blasphemy, and the establishment
of (7) courts of justice.” These seven laws represetnt wh.at was
probably the first attempt to formulate a code wh'lch might l?e
regarded as universally applicable and as including the basic
components of a civilized society.

They are sufficient to enable those who observe them to be
called righteous, and to deserve a share in the world to come.
But if the observance of these laws is sufficient to make (l)]ne
righteous and deserving of a share in the erld to come, Wi at
need was there for the later Sinaitic revel'atlm.l? This vguestg:ﬁ
involves the conception of Israel’s role 10 history. W€ S
return to it later.

Reason and Revelation

Let us, however, now return to the q T ’
in regard to the relationship of reason and revelatxog.m -Irl:rj:d
ism. If we assume that reason alone could have l?l;)some
many of the laws now included in the Torah we may w11 ws? Is
justification ask what is the ultimate sanc;tlon for these la
it human reason, or is it Divine revelation . .

In regard to the laws found in the Pentateuch, Jevlzlsztg:j;
tion is unanimous and unequivocal. They are autho ason
not because they conform to the requirements of human re t
but because they are revealed. Hence even though 1]1; mOSt
instances reason can justify the law, and even thoug gre:l
teachers of Judaism in all generations did not hesitate to
rationalize a given law, by and large there was a tendency to
discourage preoccupation with the rational basis of the I_daw.
It was not that the Rabbis feared that reason would invalidate
it. They feared the use of reason even when reason would seem
to support the Law. They were wary of the natural tendency

uestion we raised before,

13 Tosefta Avodah Zarah, end. See also the article ‘“Noahide Laws” in The
Universal Jewish Encyclopedia.
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of man to say, “If I am to observe ‘A’ because of ‘B,’” then
it stands to reason that if ‘B’ is not valid at least as far as I am
concerned, I need not observe ‘A.” ”

The spiritual corruption of King Solomon, despite his great
wisdom, is attributed by the Rabbis to his having made
this mistake. The Rabbis note that in the law governing the
behavior of the king, Scripture forbids him to marry too many
wives and to acquire too many horses. Contrary to its usual
Practice, Scripture in both these instances states its reasons:
“He shall not multiply horses unto himself,” lest he “cause the
people to return to Egypt.” “Neither shall he multiply wives
unto himself, that his heart turn not away” to idolatry (Deu-
teronomy, 17:16-17). Solomon, the Rabbis say, noting the
Teasons for the prohibitions, was quite sure that they would
Dot apply to him. He, therefore, proceeded to violate both
laws. The consequences are well known. Scripture relates that
the many wives that he married caused him to introduce idol-
atry into Jerusalem, while his interest in horses led him back
to Egypt ending in his marriage to an Egyptian princess and in
%1111 alliance between the two countries (I Kings, 9:16, 28-29,

1:1-11).

The debate between those who would seek to validate the
law by reason and those who oppose or strongly discour-
age all such attempts has continued down the ages. There are
by now ample precedents in the tradition to justify either the
one or the other attitude. There is general agreement, how-
ever, that whether one observes the Law because he can validate
it by his reason or because he believes it is revealed truth, is not
nearly as important as the fact of his observing it. One of the
most remarkable passages in all Rabbinic literature is that in
which the Rabbis attribute to God the statement, “Would that
they would leave Me but observe My Torah,”*

Human experience has taught us that when one is armed
with reason only, his chance of victory over his passions is none
too bright. Nor is faith alone an adequate guide to life. It should
be obvious to every one that, just as human life is not livable
without a proper mixture of justice and mercy, though the
two are in themselves irreconcilable, so are we as human beings
1 Jerusalem Talmud, Hagigah, Chapter 1, Paragraph 7.

o
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lost, if our lives are not proper ly related to both faith and rea-
son. Judaism is as much beset by this problem as are all great
patterns of faith.
At no time would a pious traditional Jew venture to ques-

tion a law of the Pentateuch because it seemed to him to be
contrary to reason. However, when a question arose regarding
the application of any of its laws to a given situation, human
reason was final and determinative. The circumstances under
which this principle was established are related in one of the
most dramatic and imaginative passages in the Talmud. The
matter in dispute between Rabbi Eleazar and his colleagues was
in itself of comparatively little moment. It involved {he laws o{f
purity as they affected a stove built in a given fashion. .R&bbl
Eleazar presented all his arguments. But his colleagu?s did not
find them convincing. Whereupon he said: “If I am right, then
let this carob tree testify to it.” We are told that the carob tree
was uprooted and carried away some hu‘:‘xdred yards. But h;JS
opponents were not convinced. They said: “One does not appe
to a carob tree in an argument.” .

“If I am right,” said Rabbi Eleazar, “then let this ShtFeam of
water testify to it.” The stream reversed its cou;se, but his OI?PO'
nents said, “The action of a stream of water is not xon;xnc-
ing argument.” Rabbi Eleazar then called upon the wfal ls o hthe
house of study to testify. The walls were abo;.‘x‘t to - ai'fw e.n
Rabbi Joshua rebuked them with the words, XVE‘;; altrlg
it of yours if scholars dispute a matter of law?d : fi:‘lt]% ];) X
that out of respect for Rabbi Joshua the- walls d“ nc:h .l u
out of respect for Rabbi Eleazar they did not right themselves
completely and remained in their inclined P?Smon' - .

Finally Rabbi Eleazar called upon a voice from eaven to
testify in his behalf. The Voice responded that he was right.
Whereupon Rabbi Joshua arose and quoted the Scriptural
verse, “It [the Torah] is not in heaven (Deuteronomy, 30:12).

We pay no heed to heavenly vojces.”
The Talmud then goes on to relate how some time thereafter
Rabbi Nathan when visited by the prophet Elijah asked him,
“What did the Lord do at the time when the Rabbis refused to
accept the testimony of the heavenly voice?” Elijah answered,

—_—
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“The Lord smiled and said, ‘My children have prevailed over
me. My children have prevailed over me.’ ” *

Unity and Diversity

This extraordinary Talmudic passage requires no elabora-
tion. The great Rabbis throughout the centuries continued their
disputations, as have all great interpreters of laws and tradi-
tions among all peoples. Some among them appealed primarily
to precedent and faith. Others were bolder in their dependence
upon their own opinions. Liberal and conservative schools of
thought abound, so that today when one who is a stranger to
this universe of discourse reads their conflicting opinions, he
wonders how he can arrive at any conclusion.

A Rabbinic homily on a verse in Ecclesiastes reflects this
mood: “ ‘The words of the wise are as goads, and as nails well
fastened (lit., planted) are those that are composed in collec-
tions; they are given from one shepherd.” Why are the words
of the Torah compared to a goad? To teach that just as the
goad directs the cow into the proper furrow so that the world
may have food, thus do the words of the Torah guide their stu-
dents away from the paths of death into the paths of life. But
lest you think that just as the goad is movable (and can be
carried wherever one wishes) thus also the words of the Torah
(can be made to mean whatever one wishes them to mean)
the verse says of them that they are (fixed) like nails. But you
might think that just as a nail diminishes the space it occupies
(i.e., it forms a hole in the area into which it is fixed) so do
the words of the Torah diminish without adding. Therefore the
verse says of them that they are ‘netuim’—planted. Just as a
plant grows and increases, thus do the words of the Torah
multiply. ‘Composed in collections’ (baaley asufot) refers to the
scholars that study in groups. Some declare a thing impure,
others pure. Some declare a thing forbidden, others declare it
permissible. Some declare a thing unfit, others fit. If then one
says, ‘How can one then study Torah? (Who can decide what
is and what is not Torah?) The verse tells us that ‘They are
given from one shepherd’ The one God has given all of
them, one leader taught them at the behest of the Lord of al]
15 Babylonian Talmud, Baba Meitzia 59b.
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Creation, as it is written ‘and the Lord spoke all these words’
(Exodus, 20:1). Therefore set thine ear as a funnel and acquire
thou an understanding heart to weigh the words of those who
declare a thing impure and those who declare it pure, of those
who forbid and those who permit, of those who declare a thing
unfit and those who declare it fit.”

The homily seems to end in mid-air as if to imply that one
can then make up his own mind. In the early, formative
days of the tradition undoubtedly much more leeway was given
to personal opinions. Unfortunately, the latitude for personal
decision has narrowed with the passing of the centuries. But
there is at present a great ferment both in the State of Israel a:nd
in America for the opening of new avenues of interpretation
within the Law. There have always been those who rejected
the authority either of the oral Torah or of both Torahs. But
even within the ranks of those who accepted the authority of
both the oral and the written Torah the differences between
liberal and conservative interpretation were many and sharp,
as they are today.

The Study of Torah, the Greatest of Mitzvohs .
However, I would be giving an altogether wrong impression
of the place of Torah in Judaism, if I were tO conclude my
remarks on the concept of Torah at this point, for Torah is tfa.l":
more than Law or ritual. Its study is declared to !Je tl?e grea e::s
of all the mitzvot, the good deeds; and the joY. it bnn'gls btlo 1t
Students has been described by every superlative ;Waihae si ulo
Speech. The psalmist declares that the Torah 1:efres e:he ? S0 L
bestows wisdom, gladdens the heart, and enlightens e ysa..
Rabbi Meir, a master of the second century, was won 0h Y;
“He who studies Torah lishma—for its own sake, WlthOl{: ’?’er
of winning gain or fame thereby—acquires g.reat rll;leln . The
whole world is indebted to him; he is called fl"lend, eloved,
lover of the All-Present, a lover of mankind; it clofhes h‘f“ in
meekness and reverence, it fits him to become !ust, pious,
upright, faithful; it keeps him far from sin and_brlngs hl.m to
virtue. He is made like a never-failing fountain, and like a

18 Babylonian Talmud, Hagigah 3b.
n Psal);ns, 19:8-11. The whole of Psalm 119 is a paean to the Torah.
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river that flows on with ever-sustained vigor; he becomes mod-
est, patient and forgiving of insults; and it magnifies him and
exalts him above all things.” * Without an understanding of
the passionate love and joy that the Torah, both written and
oral, roused in the hearts of its students and followers, all of
Jewish life is deprived of meaning.

A generation before the Christian era, Hillel summarized
this vast literature for the would-be proselyte who wanted to
learn the whole of it while standing upon one foot, by saying,
“That which is hateful to you do not unto others. This is the
whole of the Torah, all the rest is commentary, go and learn
g.”” Akiba pronounced its core to be the commandment,

love they neighbor as thyself,” ® while his younger contem-
porary, Ben Azzai, saw the Torah’s message epitomized in the
verse: “This is the book of the generations of man.” ®

Never before had a whole people set its heart and hand
with such exclusive, passionate devotion to applying the com-
Mandment, “Be ye holy, for I the Lord your God am holy”
(Ievlt}cus, 19:2), to every conceivable human act. Like the
Psalmist, every Jew was “to set the Lord always before him”
(Psalms, 16:8), and at all times to act as if he were in the very
presence of God so that every deed might be permeated with
divine sanctity. For the Torah, both written and oral, was that
body of instruction that would bring every Jew into proper
personal relationshp to God and would enable the whole peo-

ple of Israel to fulfil its role in the unfolding drama of human
history,

Israel

We turn now to a consideration of “Israel,” the third of the
concepts which are indispensable to any “pattern of faith” that
could be included under the designation of Judaism. If the
dynamic quality of Judaism’s God-concept is imbedded in the
paradox of His being both just and merciful, and that of the
Torah-concept in the paradox of its being both reason and rev-
18 The Ethics of the Fathers, Chapter 6, Paragraph 1.

19 Shabbat 31a.

20 Jerusalem Talmud, Nedarim, Chapter 7, Paragraph 4,
= Ibid,
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elation, the dynamism of the concept of Israel may be said to
reside in the paradox of Israel’s being, as it were, both “prince”
and “whipping boy,” as being both “the beloved chosen” and
“the suffering servant” of the Lord. Had Israel conceived of
itself as being merely the one or the other, it would have long
since disappeared from the annals of history. Had it conceived
of itself only as “whipping boy,” it might have lost the desire
to live. Had it conceived of itself only as a “prince,” it might
have lost hope and heart in the face of the apparently endless
unequal struggle. But through God’s messengers, the“prc{phc.ets,
Israel learned to think of itself as both “prince” ar}d wh1ppm§
boy,” both the “beloved chosen” and the «suffering servant,
and in that paradox it could maintain both hqpe_@q self-respect
in the midst of unprecedented suffering and himiliation.

How did Israel become the “chosen” of the Lord? Ott!er
peoples who viewed themselves as the favoritt?s of a deity
usually had some myth in which the people or its ruler we{;
described as the actual progeny of the god. Still othe_rs wou
see themselves in the favored position because they inhabited
the area over which the god was believed to rule. Gods had
favorite cities, or countries, as well as favorite tribes or P?Oples'
But nothing in the known tradition of Judaism even hints at
such a relationship between God and Israel. Israel becomes a
“chosen people” because of the merits of its ancestors, Abra-
ham, Tsaac, and Jacob (Deuteronomy, 4:37, 7:7-8)-

The Covenant People

The relationship between Israel and God is based on a cov-
enant, a covenant that is entered into between them.and God as
a reward for the righteous and self-sacrificial action of t!neu'
ancestor Abraham. “And it came to pass after theS? thmgs
that God tried Abraham . . .” When Abraham proved his readi-
ness to sacrifice his own son, the Lord said, “I swear by My-
self since you have done this, since you have not withheld your
son, your only son, that I will indeed bless you, I will indeed
make your descendants as numerous as the stars in the sky and
the sand on the seashore. . . . And in your descendants shall all
the pations of the earth be blessed, because you have obeyed
My word” (Genesis, 22:1-18).
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To follow this covenant concept down the corridors of his-
tory, to note how it steadily broadens and deepens in meaning,
to observe how it decides the destiny of the people who live
by it, is in itself spiritually and intellectually among the most
fascinating of experiences. Obviously we cannot do more than
glimpse some of the most decisive turning points in this long
history. Let us start by inquiring who was to be included under
the terms of this covenant.

There can be little doubt that in the beginning the covenant
Was understood to refer exclusively to the physical descendants
of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. The sense of blood kinship was,
however, not equally strong in all periods of Jewish history.
It reached its highest pitch apparently in the middle of the fifth
century B.C.E. when Ezra, the scribe, arrived in Jerusalem
and found the small Jewish community on the verge of extinc-
tion because of physical and religious assimilation (Ezra, Chap-
ters 9-10). But the very man who laid the greatest stress upon
the racial purity of the group also laid the foundation for the
ultimate subordination of what he appeared to prize so highly.
For he, more than any other individual, was responsible for
making the Torah the distinguishing mark of the people of
Israel and thus made possible the implementation of the prin-
ciple announced by Deutero-Isaiah. “Neither let the alien, that
hath joined himself to the Lord, speak, saying: ‘The Lord will
Surely separate me from His people’; Neither let the eunuch
say: ‘Behold, I am a dry tree!’ For thus saith the Lord concern-
ing the eunuchs that keep My Sabbaths, and choose the things
that please Me, and hold fast by My covenant: Even unto them
will I give in My house and within My walls a monument
and memorial, better than sons and daughters; I will give them
an everlasting memorial, that shall not be cut off. Also the
aliens, that join themselves to the Lord, to minister unto Him
and to love the name of the Lord to be His servants, every one
that keepeth the Sabbath from profaning it, and holdeth fast
by My Covenant, even them will I bring to My holy mountain
and make them joyful in My house of Prayer; their offerings
and their sacrifices shall be acceptable upon Mine altar, for

My house shall be called a house of prayer for all peoples™
(Isaiah, 56:3-7).

L
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Thus through the Torah the covenant was transformed from
a covenant with an ethnic group into a covenant with servants
of the Lord. Israel was transformed from a racial group into
a spiritual fellowship. Because Ruth, the Moabite woman, had
said, “Thy God shall be my God” (Ruth, 1:16), she became
Wworthy of being the ancestress of David (Ruth, 4:22) and hence
u.ltimately the ancestress of the Messiah.

The two strains that underlie the composition of the group
Called Israel, the ethnic and the spiritual, have not as yet com-
Pletely made peace with each other. In particular instances
the conflict between them is sharp and tragic. But the number
Of proselytes has been so great and many among them h;]"e

€en so distinguished, that none can any longer maintain that
Lstael is a racial fellowship only. . -
Or varjous historical lzeasons Judaism during the.C'hnstl:la.n
€Ia has not been and is not today an actively PT?Sell}f’ tizing flfh“
gion. It has never sought to make conversion to itse e:{SY- on?
Rabbijs give specific instruction to point out to a prospec ‘t:,er(s:hi
Vert all the difficulties and disadvantages fhat m?“} 3 o rrl:
Within the Jewish fellowship entails. The attltudzczsan% nas o
toward Proselytism has often subjected Jews tbO] a the. coume
¢lannishpess and parochialism. Unquc?stxona ’b?' for Tuduiom
jances which made active prosely tism £mpos Slll :ould well be

SO at times created a frame of mind -Whlcare - ised within

CSignated as clannish. Now and then voices ivity. But no

€ Jewish fold urging positive proselytizing acuch };rganized

Tesponsible group or individual has sponsored IfI et
activity jn more than eighteen hundred years. a thl,n'c
IS true that the Israel of the Covenant is no longer an e
8TOup, ejther in theory.

Pe m:r?: :Jr; ft?)?lgzratriarchs which made them worthy of the
ovenant and made of their descendants a chosen PeOPIZ:
bestoweq Precious privileges upon them. To be chosen by Go
23 Abraham was chosen—"to the end that he may command
his childrep and his household after him, that they may ket?P
the way of the Lord, to do righteousness and justice” (Genesis,
18:19)—is indeed a privilege. To be chosen as the medium
thmu&h whom God revealed the Torah to mankind, is to be

Privileged indeed.

————
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But unfortunately not all the descendants of Abraham con-
sidered these to be the privileges they desired for themselves
as the chosen of the Lord. They thought of privileges far more
tangible and mundane. Not many pray to be “on God’s side.”
Most of us, I am afraid, pray with the hope that God may be
on our side. And while there have always been Jews who
feared lest God would repudiate His covenant with them for
their failure to fulfil their task in the world, there also always
were others who of their own will repudiated it. They did not
Wwant to be “God’s witnesses” upon this earth, nor to be charged
With a responsibility greater than that of any other people “to
keep the way of the Lord, to do righteousness and justice.”

Since the days of the prophet Ezekiel it has been the firm con-
viction of Judaism that not only will God keep His covenant
with Israel; He will not permit Israel to repudiate it. Individual
Jews or even groups of them may successfully reject their
divinely ordained destiny. The people as a whole never can or
will. More than twenty-five hundred years ago, Ezekiel told the
recalcitrant generation that was exiled to Babylonia, “And that
which cometh into your mind shall not be at all; in that ye say
‘we will be as the nations, as the families of the countries, to
serve wood and stone.” ‘As I live,” saith the Lord God, ‘surely
with a mighty hand and with an outstretched arm and with
wrath poured out, will I be king over you’” (Ezekiel, 20:32-
33). The covenant thus becomes the source of both eternal,
unwavering hope, and of untold, unparalleled suffering. Israel
cannot look to extinction as an escape from its suffering.

The Servant of the Lord

Nor can even obedience to God’s law and complete selfless
devotion redeem Israel from martyrdom. The conception of
the suffering “eved hashem”—servant of the Lord—as por-
trayed in the matchless fifty-third chapter of Isaiah, and the
conception of Israel as the “heart” among the nations suffering
for the evil that infects any segment of mankind, as formulated
by Yehuda Halevi in his philosophic work The Kuzari, raised
the concept of the chosen people to the highest level of spiritual
insight. To Amos, chosenness made punishment for transgres-
sion all the more certain (Amos, 3:2). To Isaiah, it came to
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mean that the highest point of suffering comes precisely at the
point of the noblest fulfilment of the mission. One suffers most
when he is most obedient to the will of God. The suffering of
Israel, the true “servant of God,” will not cease until Israel
fulfils its historic role of being the prime mover in bringing
all of mankind to the service of the Lord.

The great physical tragedies that have repeatedly overtaken
the Jewish people have frequently resulted in an intensiﬁc?tion
of the desire on the part of many “to be like all the. na'tlons”
and to repudiate the special covenant with God. Nothing is fur-
ther from the truth than the oft-repeated opinion that perse-
cution has kept Israel alive. Every wave of persecution, includ-
ing the one we have witnessed in our day, is followed by a wave
of rejection of the covenant and the tradition. But in some
mysterious manner not all are overwhelmed by the traged.y,
and many are made stronger in their determination to remain
within the covenant. They find hope and refassurance in it. Chox}-
sciously or subconsciously they recall that in Egypt, whzn ttzxr
forefathers were on the verge of utter an{nhllatlo.ﬂ - ngog
yoke of Egyptian bondage, “God heard their moamngdal} b”
remembered His covenant with Abraham, Isa‘a}c, an thacor
(Exodus, 2:24-25). They recall God’s promise: Whe? .;Y a (ta
in the land of their enemies, I will not spurn them,b Wlk ll\]/Io
abhor them, so as to destroy them entirely and so Breal l}ll
Covenant with them; for I am the Lord the.lr God. Dut hwl
for their sakes remember the covenant of thc.axr ancfe:;ors, v:ioir:l
I brought out of the land of Egypt in the flght or tae n2a6.44-,
that I might be their God: I am the Lord (Leviticus, 26:
45).

The miraculous manner in which the Jewish people has been
able to arise again and again out of its ruins, is climaxed in our
day—after the loss of the most vigorous and devoted third of
its members, and in the face of well-nigh universal opposition
—by the establishment of an independent Jewish state. This
achievement gives renewed courage to the believer and
strengthens his faith that Israel is not merely an ethnic group,
a racial entity, or some historically conditioned society, but is
indeed a servant of God—destined, it may be, to much more
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suffering, but destined also to live so that it may play its ap-
pointed role in establishing God’s Kingdom upon this earth.

Bibliography

Agus, J., Modern Philosophies of Judaism, Behrman’s Jewish Book
House, New York, 1941.

Baeck, Leo, The Essence of Judaism, Macmillan, London, 1936.

Finkelstein, L., The Briefs and Practices of Judaism, Devin-Adair,
New York, 1941.

Kadushin, Max, The Rabbinic Mind, The Jewish Theological Semi-
nary of America, New York, 1952.

Kohler, K., Jewish Theology, Macmillan, New York, 1918.

Levinthal, Israel, Judaism, Funk & Wagnalls Company, New York,
1935,

Moore, G. F., Judaism, three volumes, Harvard University Press,
Cambridge, 1927.

Schechter, S., Aspects of Rabbinic Theology, Macmillan, New York,
1910.

Silver, A. H., Where Judaism Differed, Macmillan, New York, 1957.




Chapter 5
Naturalistic Humanism

By JOHN HERMAN RANDALL, JR.

F. J E. Woodbridge Professor of Philosophy,
Columbia University

1

AT THE outset I owe the reader an explanation. I am afraid that
I am here in thjs galley under false pretenses. My colleagues in
1S Series can a]| claim to “represent” something—a great‘ tra-
d‘-non’ a living fajth with a discoverable “pattern of belief,”
with a Tecognized “system of thought.” But I cannot myself
Slaim to Tepresent anything—except, I hope, the Tl.'ut_h, which
Tsee in MY way, while my colleagues, I gather, see it in Godss,
Dr. Johnson has said that I at least represent a pqsmon. I'sup-
pose that g true, though I hope it is not a fixed point. I have of
2te been leamjng a great deal about religion, and I trust I can
<ontinue g learn. This position Dr. Johnson wants to call
al, ralistic humanjsm.” Many thoughtful men are today
salled by Be or the other of those two terms. A rather. smaller
Dumber ,pe Willing to apply both to themselves. This latter
8TOUp I feur I cannot jn any sense claim to “represent.” I am
bglti:fur ?‘ anybody could, for it is very difficult to find out what
yearss N turalistic humanists” possess in common. Some ten
sOphica;g](:‘I tried to discover what ideas are shared by all philo-
have bnaturalists,” and I found that a terrible job. Re.ce.ntly
umaniste °R making inquiries as to what tenets religious
making Ves 1y agree upon, and I must confess I have been
Ty little headway.

dislilcc); 122151 It.eamn\among others—I have come myself to
are sadly vy, erms, especially the second—*“humanism.” They
Students of o < 28 lacking in that precision which all good

156 Philosophy e today bidden to cherish. My only
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consolation in being called upon to speak in some sense for
so ambiguous a position is this. If “naturalism” and “humanism”
both cover a multitude of sins—and a considerable diversity
of very different sinners—I am sometimes led to suspect that
so do such terms as “Christianity,” or “Judaism,” or “Liberal
Protestantism,” or even “Roman Catholicism.”

In any event, if I have a religious “position,” and if that
position may be said to be “naturalistic humanism,” it remains
true that in trying to reflect on the many very fundamental and
central themes we have all been asked to consider here—the
nature and destiny of man, the concept of God, the meaning of
human history, and the rest—I do not think I ever myself start
out from this “position.” I doubt whether I have ever asked
myself, “Now, what would a naturalistic humanist think about
this problem?” This means, I suppose, that my controlling
assumptions are all implicit. But I hope it means also that I try
never to limit myself by them, that I try to use them for what
they are worth, and am always seeking to enlarge them. In the
light of this situation, however, it should be clear why the pat-
tern of my remarks here is very difficult to fit in exactly with the
Pattern of what those representing the tenets of definite religious
groups can state.

One further preliminary may be helpful. In these days of
guilt by association, when a man is judged by the company he
keeps, it would be wise to make clear my own religious affilia-
tions. After growing up in a liberal Baptist church of which my
father was minister—he had reacted strongly against the Cal-
vinistic theology of his mother, who had married a Unitarian
to rescue him from error—with my father I joined the Com-
munity Church of New York, and remained a member for
some years. I am at present [1957] a member of the Society
for Ethical Culture—Felix Adler taught me all there is to know
about sin long before its recent rediscovery. I am a supporter
of the Congregational Church of Peacham, Vermont, and of the
Wider Quaker Fellowship. I was an original if very reluctant
signer of the Humanist Manifesto, which I have since criticized
in print. My theological position, I should say, after conducting
a number of joint seminars with him for Columbia and Union
Seminary students, is quite close to that of Paul Tillich. I cannot
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claim to have his rooting in German Romanticism, to be sure,
and I should of course like to subtract the Kierkegaardian’
strain from his thought. I am afraid that we don’t sound too
much alike, though. As Theodore M. Greene has pointed out,
I'seem to be, like the Apostle Paul, all things to all men.

This multiplicity and diversity of affiliations is on principle.
For I am a religious pluralist. Metaphysical, philosophical,
social, institutional and cultural pluralism is one of my strongest
intellectual convictions. I judge that a man ought to be a prac-
ticing member of as many different religious institutions as he
can possibly find time for. My own heritage of Christianity I
have found far too narrow. And the exclusive claims of such reli-
gions as Roman Catholicism, or some forms of Judaism, are just
what I find about them most uncongenial. In this respect Hindu-
ism seems far closer to religious wisdom than have been most
of the Western religions. )

This religious pluralism can be stated briefly. Men. need imag-
inative visions, such as the prophets and the poets in the great
religious traditions have provided. It is to be hoped that men
can realize what these visions are, and understand how they can
clarify human experience, and hence not be bound by any
exclusive vision. The more visions of God men can behold, the
better, Above all, it is to be hoped that men will not be tempted
to have “faith” in vision. God is something to be seen and
known, but, to put it emphatically, God is the Ias't .thmg in the
world to have faith in. Such “faith” in one’s own vision of God,
to the exclusion of all others, is, it seems clear, the source of
all the fapaticisms, of all the so-called “crimes of re.llgi?n —
which we now know, alas! can be committed as easily in the
name of some social vision or ideal as in the name of God. I.t
is not “God,” but the exclusive faith, that is the root of all reli-

glo;i;‘i,gtelligent criticism of religion today—eitl?er of its tradi-
tional techniques and arts, or of their modern social and secular
forms—would recognize that faith in the adequacy of one’s own
vision and ideals is the chief obstacle to their performing their
very necessary function, and would demand a religion without
such faith in one’s OWn vision of God or in ideals. By “faith” I
mean here an exclusive reliance upon, or confidence in; I am
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not ruling out devotion to, or commitment to. For as we all
know, faith is a complex matter, and other problems would
make further distinctions necessary. Such “faith” and reliance
belong not to visions—of God, of ends, of ideals—but to human
methods and instrumentalities—to means rather than to ends, or
to things considered as means, methods, and ways of doing
things. They belong above all to the chief means known to
man—to man’s intelligence, to human knowledge or “science,”
and to what human wisdom man has achieved.

Men sorely need visions of God—as many as they can possibly
share. But their faith they should place in man himself—in man’s
infinite possibilities. This faith should of course be coupled with
realistic recognition of man’s finite limitations—of man’s capaci-
ties for “sin,” for falling short of the glory of God, whom he has
seen. To put this emphatically and paradoxically: the true reli-
gious—and categorical—imperative would run: “Treat man
Dever as an end merely”—that is the religious heresy of “perfec-
tionism,” and the metaphysical error of “fixed ends,” castigated
Tespectively by Reinhold Niebuhr and John Dewey, who as
Daturalists are usually in essential accord—*Treat man never as
an end merely, but always as a means also.” In other words, have
visions of God, but have faith in human intelligence and human
Dature, as the indispensable means to every human goal.

This contrast has been dwelt upon, this double emphasis on
vision and intelligence, to bring out the two strains that go to
make up “paturalistic humanism.” The visions of God are the
religious implication of “paturalism”; the faith in intelligence
and in man is the “humanism” of the position. To put it this way
suggests at the outset that any adequate naturalism must find
a natural place for what in the past men have called “the super-
natural”—what might better be called, as my colleague Herbert
W. Schneider has expressed it, “the superhuman,” that in the
world which man finds lies beyond man himself, which both
inspires man and condemns his inadequacies. And likewise, any
adequate humanism must have a place for what if not, alas! “the

inhuman,” is at least “the inhumane”—the evil that men do.

Of the two components of “npaturalistic humanism,” the
“humanism” is a certain religious temper, a certain set of values
to be consecrated and clarified by the techniques of religion,
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involving an appraisal of, and an attitude toward, the nature
and possibilities of man and his essential needs—what he requires
to be saved. In Western religions it has involved also an attituqe
toward the significance of human history. In our tradition .thls
humanistic temper has been normally expressed in religlotl’f
form: in Christianity it is familiar ag “Christian humanism.
Thus it is the fashion today to call Thomas Aquinas, with some
appropriateness, a “Christian humanist.” There have also b?en,
of course, especially since the beginning of the modern period,
many secular forms of expression of this temper and set of
values.

In our Western tradition this temper of humanism has !J?ten
opposed to another religious temper—a temper of hu‘ml.lln!]/:
often called by those who do not share it a temper of pessu}izs :
Etienne Gilson, the great medievalist, indeed views the his 03
of Western religion as a kind of alternation between the 'ten;l;_
of humanism and the temper of humility. This is far too simp ~
M. Gilson has a fondness for these pendulum ,'merpretatloiliis
but his view is nevertheless suggestive. This temper of h.um. atg
Or pessimism can also of course receive secular eXpression;
outstanding instance today is Heidegger. .

In the sexgase of sharing to the full the humanistic temper, }3 a:;'
Dot at all sure whether I am myself a “humani.st” or notl.] ’I;hzir
Values are certainly fundamental and ess:entle.ll, thougd ntel-
€Xpression in the past has always been hlstonc'aﬂ.)’ snand all
lectually, to say nothing of religiously, far too limited, -
Past “humanisms” seem clearly inadequate for OI'J; pre -
experience. The humanistic values, it mig?nf be said, ';13 P,
essential component of any acceptable position today. o
are quite different values as well. The fact that our contemhp;) ;’z
world displays these competing values, that on the who. ethat
adequate adjustment has as yet been made between them, .
indeed there has been recently a tendency to react rather vio-
lently against the humanistic values toward what seems to lf)e
an emotional expression of the values of the temper' cff humil-
ity—this is all notoriously a part of our cultural crisis togay.
But before pursuing the values of humanism, and the questions
bound up with them as to the nature of man and of his relations
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?0 his fellows, it will be well to examine first the other strain
‘Naturalistic humanism,” the “naturalism” that provides the
tellectyal framework within which religious values are set.

2

In contrast to “humanism,” which is here taken to be a certain
rel_igiouS temper and set of values, “naturalism” is something
'flulte different. It is a philosophy—strictly speaking, a metaphys-
lca] Position. It is focused on the status of man and all human
e’_‘pel‘ience in the universe. It recognizes that the world gave

ITth to man, a being subject to the conditions and limitations of
o.thel‘ living beings, yet capable of acting in ways that are dis-
'DCtive and unique. These ways—that distinctive human experi-
®Oce—are a response of the powers of this being, man, to the
POWers of the world in which he finds himself. Hence human
®XPerience is equally a revelation of the powers of man, and a
Tevelation of the powers of the world he discovers himself in.

In giving human experience such a “natural” status, we open
.. '€ Way to all the illumination that can come from exploring
s causes and conditions and its relations to the rest of the
WOrld, But we also open the way to all the illumination which
2Uman experience can bring to the nature of the world in which
f‘t takes place, to what that world contains, to the many different

dimensijons” it discloses to man. The world and human exper-
_ience mutually illuminate each other—our knowledge of both
1S of ope piece. Hence the method of naturalism, since it is a way
of understanding all human experience, is a way of understand-
ing religion, and equally, a way of using man’s religious exper-
ience, in a concrete and evident sense, to understand the nature
of the universe.

Naturalism, that is, is a way of understanding, and hence it
appeals to those whose interests are intellectual and philosophi-
cal. It belongs to the department of understatement to say that
such men do not today form the majority. But they are important
for they include many of the reflective and sensitive who are at
Present alienated unnecessarily from religion, and who might
be effective agents in carrying it forward and in criticizing it,
We all know how widespread such alienation is today. I might
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Sa)f that in those young people I come in contact with myself—
university students—I have found no recent evidence of any
lessening of the failure to understand and sympathize with
the enterprise of religion.

All the religions in America need the assistance of such sen-
sitive men, in intellectual and moral leadership and criticism.
This means that there is needed a way of understanding religion,
as well as the world, that will permit them to grasp its signifi-
cance, and to see how it fits in with men’s other fundamental
activities. Of course, a way of understanding—a philosophy—
won’t “convert” them to anything. Only experience can do that.
As theology puts it, grace must be prevenient. But a way of
understanding can remove obstacles; above all, it can show the
reflective how the enjoyment of religious experience need not
conflict with the intellectual integrity they prize. w )

This suggests that naturalism—at least the kind of {Jatura i
ism” I should be willing to represent—is not interestgd in com-
bating “supernaturalism,” but rather in underftandmg }t—m
finding a npatural place for “the superpatural” In the universe
that men experience. I sometimes think we might get 00 better
if the so-called “supernaturalists” would reciprocate, if they f"eie
all as wise as Mr. Johnson, in trying to understand tl.'xe genum«; y
religious values these men cherish who set such high store 5y
Intellectual integrity.

. For both grmgxps the real problem is posed by those who tm";
Indifferent to what religion is and does, Who have Do u?tere; ; lh
the religious dimension of experience Or of the v.vqud in gl'lfi
men enjoy that experience—those who are l'ehg‘f)usw uzﬂ;
But their indifference is not only a blindness, shutting '-hel.nhl

from so much that could enrich their lives. It IS also highly
dangerous. It used to be said that men could easily get along
Without any religion. That rather complacent attitude 1s now
Impossible for any intelligent man to take. Recent experience
bas made it clear that a society can hardly exist with a religious
Vacuum. If the familiar traditional religion breaks down, as for
complicated reasons it has done in various lands across the
seas, men will not merely continue to live without any religion.
They will create for themselves a new one. And it will be much
Wworse than the one they have abandoned, with all the worst
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faults ever imputed to religion—fanaticism, intolerance, dogma-
tism, persecution, and a low moral ideal.

Religion, we have learned, is necessary. It is not necessary
for every individual—multitudes have always managed to live
without it. The indifferent are probably no more numerous today
than they were when the pressure for social conformity con-
cealed their existence. If there be a real change, it is that the
indifferent now include so many of the best and most sensitive
members of our society.

But religion is necessary for a society. It performs a socially
indispensable function. Since it seems clear, therefore, that we
can not escape having religions in our society, it is the respon-
sibility of men of intelligence and moral sensitivity—to say
nothing of whatever religious insight they may possess—to see
to it that we have the best religion possible, and not one less
800od—to understand and interpret the ones we have inherited,
and if possible to make them still better. Judged by any standard,
a traditional religion is far better than a wholly new one that has
broken continuity with the past. This is not to rule out reforma-
tions—a religion notoriously always stands in need of reform-
ing. But a traditional religion is superior to a new one, because
it is the heir to centuries of criticism through the insights of a
long line of prophets and teachers, who have pruned away its
early excesses, have enriched and deepened its sensitivity and
significance, and have again and again recalled it from the letter
to the spirit—always an unending task.

This criticism has been of two quite different kinds, moral
and intellectual. The two can be well illustrated in the history of
the concept of God, so central in the Western religious tradition.

Whatever else the idea of God has meant in the religious life,
it has embodied and enshrined the highest moral ideals of men.
It has stood for a system of values, the best good that men could
conceive. The long history of the idea of God has been a slow
achievement of growth in moral sensitivity and insight, from
its beginnings in primitive religion, through the insights of the
great prophets and the revelations of the saints, down to the
prophets of our own industrial age. There has been in our time
a genuine progress in insight and revelation, if scarcely in
achievement. This moral deepening and enrichment of the way

—
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in which men have conceived God has been due to a succession
of religious geniuses who have brought to a focus the moral
experience of their people through the lens of their own vision
and receptivity, and thus revealed the possibility of a higher
good.

Most of those who would today call themselves religious
“humanists” would probably stop at this point. They would
hold that the idea of God has been a symbol for men’s moral
ideals. They might say with John Dewey, for example, that the
concept of God is the symbol for “inclusive ideal ‘ends capal?le
of a religious unification of the self.” Or they might say with
Paul Tillich, speaking from a very different bacl‘(‘grounc} and
philosophical position, that God is the symbol for “an ultimate
concern that can grasp men.” Back in the .18903 my father
studied under Dewey, and as a young theological student 'aske.d
him what was his conception of God. Dewey sat back in his
chair, my father told me, looked thoughtfully up at the ceiling,
and answered, “God is an equation of values.” They taught a
funny theology at Chicago, even in 1895. s

This mightgzveu be thf point at which the ““humanist _m"the
narrower sense would stop. But the philosophical "natur al;ﬁt -
and both Dewey and Tillich would of course agree with him—
cannot identify God with a “mere ideal,” in a0y sense that “mere
ideal” might possess. For the naturalist sees religion as a coop-
eration of natural powers with human powers. F‘C.’r him, it is not
merely men who carry on and sustain religious activities.
Religious powers, that is, are not merely and exclusively human;

in the religious life other powers in the world must cooperate
s symbols

Wwith man’s powers. Hence for the naturalist religiou
must serve to evoke and organize these non-human or natural,
or, as I have called them in Mr. Schneider’s term, “superbuman”
Powers in the world, and not merely the powers of man. They
must involve, that is, a “theology,” or symbols for these extra-
human and superhuman powers, and not merely an “anthro-
pology,” or symbols for human nature. A “humanism” that
confines itself narrowly to man’s activities and the human scene
alone, without taking into account the broader context of the
great universe with its challenges and its resources, is both philo-
sophically and religiously truncated and inadequate.

——




Naturalistic Humanism / 165

The second type of criticism of the concept of God that has
been worked out over the centuries, the intellectual rather than
the moral, has come, not in the light of men’s developing moral
experience, but in the light of their growing knowledge and
understanding of themselves and their world. It has been carried
on not by prophets but by philosophers. Very early in every
great religious tradition, reflective men have come to realize
that the idea of God entertained by the unreflective, and used in
the actual practice of the religious arts, in worship and prayer
and communion, could not be “literally” true. God could not
be “really” the jmaginative image in which the average man
conceived the Djvine—not even the highest human image, the
“Father,” or the kind of “person” who in the present fashion is
appropriately approached in terms of the “I-Thou” experience.
Important and indeed indispensable in religious practice as
were these ways of imagining the Divine, they were all, men
came to realize, not adequate definitions or descriptions, but
religious “symbols.” They could not be taken as literal accounts.
They were imaginative and symbolic ways of conceiving the
relations of men and their ideals to the nature of things and its
religious dimension—to the Divine.

The outcome of this long process of intellectual criticism, as
¢xpressed in the “paturalistic” way of understanding religion,
is that all ideas of God without exception are religious symbols.
This means that such ideas, like all religious beliefs, perform
what is primarily a religious function. They are employed in
religious experience, and serve to carry on the religious life. It
Wwas not without significance that a group of men teaching the
philosophy of religion in our colleges—that is, concerned to
interpret the meaning and value of religion to intelligent young
people—who spoke recently in a symposium on “The Cognitive
Status of Religious Doctrines,” should have come almost with-
out exception to take this position.

Not all conceptions of God are imaginative images drawn
from men’s experience of their fellows. There is a notorious
difference between ideas of God whose primary function is to
serve in religious practice, and which are employed in the actual
conduct of religious techniques, worship, prayer and the rest—
God as a loving Father, as a stern Judge, as the “Thou” of the
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“I-Thou” relationship—and a quite different set of ideas of God

worked out for very different purposes by philosophic theolo-
gians. The function of these latter ideas is not so much to serve
in the practical living of the relicious life as to introduce intel-
lectual consistency between the different areas of men’s exper-
ience. This philosophical enterprise has been a long history in
the religious tradition. Men have tried to elaborate notions of
God that would fit in with their own reflective understanding
of the world and of their experience. They have tried to find
conceptions of the Divine that would construe and interpret
religious insight in terms of their particular philosophy and
science, and adjust it to the rest of their experience in ways that
would be consistent with their other beliefs. The intellectual
record of the West reveals repeated attempts to work out such
a rational or philosophical theology.

In this endeavor God has been conceived in terms of the

ultimate intellectual ideal enshrined in the successive schemes
of understanding, the changing philosophies, which our Western
culture has developed. The highest object of knowledge in each
scheme has been identified with the highest good; and thus has
been achieved, for that philosophy, a harmony between men’s
moral and religious faith and (heir way of understanding the
world, between “faj(h” ypd “reason.” God has been thus iden-

tified successively with the ultimate conception of the PlaFon:lcl:
science of the Hellenistic age, the Logos Of objective ra.noti g
structure of the cosmos; with the first principle of the AriStore
liap science of the Mic;dle Ages, the ultimate Final Cause Of
Prime Mover; with the mathematical order of nature of Carte-
Sian science; with the original Force or Creator of Newtoriah
science, with the Absolute or Unconditioned of idealistic philos-

Zﬁgg;:’.i.ﬂf the first principle of creative evolution, Wlith fAle:
nisus tow el © » “principle of con-
cretion. The in ard Deity,” or Whitehead’s “P p tional

telle igi f these ra

tht;ologies h?‘s dePc::?e; ngpf)e;l g:]:: Spsgvcvceisig the particular

:;delt?iz 3f SCIence employed to understand and illuminate man

arlous activities and values. The attempts have been

leasxt'sugcessml When, as with Newtonian science, there was
prc;Blllt ebrggc;dequate Way of understanding human lifg.

¥» eXperience makes clear that any philosopher
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worth his salt can find an intellectual symbol for the Divine.

Or rather, any philosophy that has not found such an intellectual
$ymbol for the religious dimension of the world, is a truncated
Pbﬂosopb y—and what such a philosophy is like can be observed
0 many widely professed at the present time. But with our
deepened knowledge of how beliefs function in religion, we
have come to realize today that these successive philosophical
ideas of God, though they have all managed to play a useful
and indeed an essential part in the different schemes of under-
Standing by which men have organized their intellectual exper-
ience, are themselves all symbols, too. They are quite different
from the images that have been employed in the religious arts,
and would hardly serve in the actual practice of worship or
Prayer. They are intellectual symbols, rather than symbols of
Teligious practice.

All ideas of God, indeed, are religious symbols. This is as
tTue of the subtle and intellectualized conceptions of the philoso-
Phers as of the simple, concrete and familiar images the unre-

€ctive man borrows from his experience with his human fel-
}ows. Itis not that the philosopher is right while the average man

1S . .
WIong, that the former’s conceptions are true whilg the \28ers

are false, 1t .
* 11 1S Dot even that the thinker’s ide
a as are m arlv
de(lllate than the images of the practical Mman. ; oore neaﬂ}

Concepts of God we have been distinguishing 06132112:30 sets of

.mental and necessary religious functions. Hor wie in.g Zerme
tions are very different, and they do Dot compate. The concrete
Iages of religious practice are nowise discredited by the refined
Concepts of the philosophical theologian. They are indeed more
fundamental in the religious life. For men could harary worship
or pray without them, while the great nl)]a}] ority could—and do—
easily dispense with the concepts W. ich reflective men find
Decessary in the interest of intellectual Consistency,

But different as their functions are, both. Sets of ideas serve as
religious symbols. What this means negatively is clear: pejther
set is literally “true,” neither gives €Xact knowledge, pejiher is
“correct.” To think that either set of ideas does function to pro-
duce knowledge and literal truth leads tq muddles, mistakes, and
confusion; above all, it generates that intolerance wp;iop leads
men to judge that all ideas of God save their owp are false and

. )
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blasphemous. But what religious symbols do not do is after all
not so important as the functions they do perform; and that is
a complex matter difficult to formulate and state satisfactorily.
Since the naturalistic way of understanding religion holds that
not only ideas of God but all religious ideas and beliefs are
religious symbols, in clarifying this position it is important to
dwell for a little on the positive functions of religious symbols. -
In this attempt to elucidate a very complicated matter, I shall
state some of the conclusions to which I have been led as a
result of the various seminars I have been privileged to conduct
with Paul Tillich. .

Just what is it that a religious symbol does? At the outset it 1_s
important to make a fundamental distinction. I shall make it
between a “symbol” and a “sign.” A “sign” I take to be alw.;lys
a sign of something: it represents or stands for somet‘t‘nng e sti,
for which it serves as a kind of substitute. In contrast,a Symgfl
is in no sense representative: it does not stand for anytth.ng
other than itself. A symbol does not take the place of some hmg
else, it does something in its own right. The terrmnololgy hg;e
is not yet settled: it is the distinction that is fundam'erfta » V;'t alni
the particular way of expressing it is arbitrary. Whatis l:.nf.z and
is to recognize that religious symbols belong Wltlil artis (; 2nd
social symbols, in the group of non-representative ?;lbolize"
cogunitive symbols. Such symbols can be said to ‘s}flunctions
not some external thing, but rather what they do, their rative

What, then, are the functions of such Don.reprf::: it:e
symbols, including religious symbols? In the first i z;ct 0[31,
evoke an emotional response: in traditional terms, t eyk .
the will rather than on the intellect. Secondly, they evoke in a
group of men a common or shared response, although they
would receive a different intellectual interpr etati9n from dlﬁef.
ent members of the group. They unite and organize the group's
actions and commitments. Thirdly, they are able to cqmmul?l-
cate non-cognitive or “shared” experience, as is clear with artis-
tic symbols. And, fourthly, religious symbols in particular can be
said to disclose or “reveal” something about the world in which
they function.

If we ask what it is that such symbols “reveal” or disclose
about the world, it is clear that it is not what we should in the
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ordinary sense call “knowledge.” This revelation can be styled
“knowledge” only equivocally or metaphorically. What such a
symbol does disclose can be best approached by asking how we
gain “insight” into the character and nature of another person,
as contrasted with the “knowledge” we can learn by external
observation of his behavior. When certain of his acts and
words “reveal” to us what he really is, we often say that they
are “symbols” of his true nature. If we ask just what this means,
it seems, first, that they concentrate and sum up and unify a
long experience we have enjoyed of him; and secondly, that they
Teveal his possibilities and powers. For what a man “really is”
is not what he has done, his past behavior, but what he can do,
the powers he has in him. 4

Generalizing from this example of human personality, which
has always seemed the best clue to conceiving the Divine in the
world, we may say that religious symbols, by unifying and bring-
ing to a focus men’s long experience of their universe, seem to
reveal powers and possibilities inherent in the nature of things.
They serve, not as instruments of knowledge of what the world
has done, of the resources it has provided for men, but rather as
instruments of vision, of what it could do, of what it might offer.
Like Platonic ideas, they enable men to discern possibilities
beyond the actual, powers not fully realized—they disclose
Wwhat the nature of things “really is.” That is why symbols are
50 closely connected with the power of imagination—if that be
the organ of vision.

And so religious symbols, through concentrating the experi-
ence of mankind, seem to serve as an instrument of revelation—
of vision—of powers and possibilities in the world. They lead
to a vision of man in the world, of the human situation in jtg
cosmic setting—to use Mr. Tillich’s term, of man’s “ultimate
concern.” Speaking most generally, they lead to a vision of the
Divine.

It might be better to say that a symbol is functioning rel;-
giously, and the vision is genuinely religious, if the symbo] does
reveal man’s ultimate concern, does disclose the Divine,

These powers and possibilities are very complex. In the vision
they become unified—in a sense the disclosure is the revelatiop
of their unification. Hence religious symbols serve as instry.

L
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mel.Jti of unﬁcatlon. They unify men’s experience in terms of
their organizing concern”; they unify the world in men’s vision
?f the DlYlne. To reveal and unify the powers and possibilities
inherent in the religious dimension man’s experience of the
world discloses—this seems to be the distinctive function of reli-
gious symbols.

We set out by distinguishing vision of ends and faith in means
as the two fundamental poles of religion. On the one hand,
there is the practical commitment to certain methods, reliance
upon certain “ideals” of conduct. Religious symbols serve to
strengthen that kind of religious commitment—to intensify and
enhance and clarify a practical commitment to act in certain
ways. On the other hand, there is the vision of the Divine such
symbols also bring. Practical commitment and vision are in Do
sense to be divided or divorced from each other. But there does
seem to be a kind of ultimacy and inclusiveness about the
vision, entailing as it does also the commitment, which the
practical commitment without the vision lacks. It is just this
added penetration into a broader dimension that a naturalistic
perspective brings to a commitment to the values of humanism.

3

I have been trying to speak her
called the “fellow-travelers of religion.’
g:l‘;‘;ghtf.ul men share a concern with the part
Withan life, a .devotlon to what at its best it can
th most of its forms they can not do more th

ey cannot participate actively and whole-heartedly themselves
ﬁ_tl;l;l?:i:lhey can find a way of understanding religion that will
life andl their way of understanding the world and buman
in it th 2: way of understanding the world and man’s experience
dimensiaon \tn]';]_l provide an intelligible place for the religious
Test content at can be dlscqvered in both. That is, thex cannot
integrity m WIfthout a consistent philosophy; for them intellect

faith.” }I, h::t gfm an essential part of any “pattern of religious
been called eb 1;(1 t'o suggest how the position that ‘has here
philosophi Y the fﬂa?equate and perhaps misleading term

phic “naturalism” can provide for many who are thus

e for those who might be
> These sensitive and
religion plays in
do for men. But
an cooperate—

T
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incapable of sacrificing intellectual integrity just such ways of
understanding the world that challenges men to practice and
enjoy it. . . )

This naturalistic way of understanding is a genuinely religi.
ous philosophy. For it finds in the world a “religious dimension”
—what we have been calling “the Divine.” It finds a greatness
beyond man, powers and possibilities in tl?e. nature of things
that are revealed and unified in religious vision. It finds what
in the Western tradition men have called “visions of God.»

Philosophic naturalism holds that all fgr‘mulations'of these
Visions, all ways of imagining and conceiving the Divine, 4
“ideas of God,” whether those employed in the practice of the
religious arts, like worship or prayer, or the_reﬁned and subte
concepts of the great philosophic 'theolognans, are religjoyg
Symbols. We can approach the Divine only. tt}rough Symbols;
Wwe cannot see God face to face. This latter is itself g Symbolic
Statement.

It has been suggested also that there seem to be two Poles of
religious experience, practical commitment and vision of the
Divine, poles which are intimately b_Ouﬂd up with each othey in
mutual cooperation and interaction in the reh_glpus life, My own
temper and experience lead me to take the vision ag more ;.
mate than the practical commitment. I should pe willin g to
say, again in terms of religious syn.lbols, that the chief e d of
man is to glorify God and enjoy him forever. I fing g not
descended from a long line of Calvinists in vain, Men are saveq
by vision rather than by works—althoug!l'WOrks are the on
test of vision, and for most men .the Vision seems ¢, COmZ
only through works and in the midst of Worksxonce More
employing traditional symbols.

It should therefore be clear why I have doubts Whethe,
can accurately be said to "‘representj' _aﬂythlng that Coulg bI
called “humanism” in the present rellglous sense, I cert oe
I could not represent it in any excluSl}’e way that Wou] d ain
other values, the values associated with what we ve tale{ny
as one fundamental pole of the religious llfe—th.e Pole of isi en

But in considering “humanism,” we are turning to, o Otl(;n.
pole of religious experience. We have pointed out tha¢ h an.el'
is a certain religious temper, a certain set of valueg, ¢, be colty

~
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secrated and clarified through the techniques of religion. It
involves an attitude toward and an appraisal of the nature and
possibilities of man, and of his essential needs. This temper of
humanism is in a sense opposed to, though certainly not wholly
incompatible with, another religious temper—the temper of
humility—the sense of unworthiness and impotence.

The humanist temper is very difficult to define satisfactorily.
Let us start with a preliminary statement that would appear
acceptable to many who are willing to call themselves religious
“humanists” today. It would hardly, however, apply to other
forms in which the humanist temper has expressed itself in
earlier cultures, like that of the Greeks, or like certain strain.s
of the Renaissance. For the humanism of the present is inevi-
tably a “scientific’ and a “democratic” humanism, because the
humanist temper has felt so deeply the impact of those great
spiritual movements in modern times. The first attempt at char-
acterization runs: those sharing the humanist temper would
view religion as primarily devotion to the ideals discoverable
in human experience, and would rely on man’s efforts, in coop-
eration with the natural resources he finds in his world, to bring
them measurably into existence.

Such a statement would probably be accepted by most con-
temporary religious “humanists.” But it is scarcely very satis-
factory, since it hardly serves to distinguish the humanist t‘?m-
per from other tempers in the religious life. For among the
ideals discoverable in human experience” are surely th.ose
“revelations” of the Divine to the many prophets and saints
in all the great cultures, who have brought them into human
experience and embedded them there for us lesser mortals to
“discover” afresh in our own lives. And among the “patural
resources” man finds in his world—a world that displays a
religious dimension—are the powers of religious vision, tra-
ditionally symbolized as “grace”—to say nothing of all the
manifestations of what has been called “natural grace,” and
companionship and human institutions. Moreover, the humanist
temper does indeed emphasize man’s efforts, as opposed to the
temper of impotence, which often holds that man can do nothing
alone. But no man is alone; he cannot, even if he would, escape
the support of his fellows. And mankind is in no si gnificant sense
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“alone”; man lives in a world which contains everything that
human efforts can find to help and sustain his various enterprises.

Since this first attempt to delimit humanism, stated in the
words of some of its contemporary adherents, turns out to be
not too helpful, let us try again on a deeper and more universal
level. Let us consider a very thoughtful and reflective statement
made recently. This runs: “The humanist temper is man’s aware-
ness of a sense of human dignity and power, and of a sense of
responsibility for cultivating and maintaining it, and for achiev-
ing an integrity and wholeness of human life.” This definition
has been summed up in slightly different terms as “man’s need
and power of self-control.”

I take this statement as a text because I want to comment on
f:ertain of its aspects, to bring out the major factors in the human-
Ist temper, the chief values involved, and the conception of
the nature of man it implies. There is, in the first place, an
emphasis on the power and dignity of man, on the worth of
human personality. There is, secondly, an emphasis on the
obligation to respect and cultivate that dignity and worth in
oneself and in others. And, thirdly, there is an emphasis on
responsibility, on self-control, on self-direction toward integrity
and wholeness as the foundation on which the others rest.

Of these three factors, the underlying one, responsibility,
implies that in some meaningful human sense man is “free.”
Man is not a slave to something outside himself. He is neither,
as he has often been taken to be in the long tradition of religion,
a slave to something “above” him, to a God conceived as wholly
“other” and as inscrutable to man; nor, as he has frequently
been portrayed in modern times, a slave to something “below”
him, to a purely “mechanistic” order. The humanist temper
has always protested against such “heteronomy,” such subser-
viency to some law, whether religious or mechanical, imposed
upon man from without.

But at the same time, “obligation” means that in so far as
man recognizes that obligation, he is not wholly free. The very
essence of the moral life is bondage, renunciation of certain
“freedoms” and possibilities—certainly the renunciation of
any “absolute” freedom—whatever that could mean. Obligation
is a curtailment of the “freedom” to do wrong.

——
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Both “freedom” and “obligation” are united in the notion of
self-control. This idea has been the very core of the humanist
temper from the Greeks down. It has always been conceived
as something to be aimed at but as something man can never
hope wholly to achieve. This tension between the aim and the
failure to achieve complete success is the root of the “tragzic
sense of life,” which has been associated with the l?urnamst
temper since the days of the Greeks and their tragic poets.
Without the sense of human dignity and human greatness—
without both freedom and obligation—there can be no genuine
tragedy. Where human freedom is lacking—where a sense of
unworthiness and impotence is very strong, and, again, WI?ere
God’s providence is felt to be all-controlling—there is little
tragic sense of life, and little tragic poetry. Only becau.se tt{e
awareness of human greatness is rarely wholly lt_)Sf 1s t_hls
tragic sense kept alive in periods of despair and cypicism, like
our own Age of Anxiety, or in periods of great religious con-
fidence, like those two Ages of Reason in our Western tradition,
the thirteenth and eighteenth centuries. .

The reconciliation of “freedom” and “obligation,” b?fh mtel,:
lectual and practical, is a complex, ever-shifting, never- solve:u
Problem, for it involves all that men have experifanced and]
that they have come to know about their life in the world.
Since the intellectual reconciliation demands a way Qf under-
Standing, since it is a philosophic task, it belongs to the Dat‘{f"{l'
Istic” rather than to the “humanistic” aspect of naturalistic
humanism, To be very brief, I judge a naturalist toda):’ V‘f°“1d
Say that the old question, “Is the ‘will’ of man fr‘ee? ”13 no
longer meaningful. It is indeed essential to hold that “man’ 18 1?’
a humanly significant sense not wholly “unfree” or “enslaved.
But “man” is free only in so far as what used to be calleg
“reason” ang has now been reconstructed into “intelligence
is free to discover truth—especially truth about what is good.
In the measure that intelligence is “free”—and how small .that
measure js, historically, socially, and institutionally, is notorious
~—Man can hope to determine his “will” by knowledge rather
th:.m by ignorance. The practical human problem is to increase
thl$_ “freedom of reason” or of “intelligence”—the determination
of intelligence by truth and good—and by so increasing it to
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minimize “freedom of the will,” the freedom to choose the
wrong and the bad—what St. Augustine called the posse
Peccare.

The second factor in the humanist temper is the obligation
to respect and cultivate the dignity and worth of human per-
sonality, in oneself and in others. This, too, has been a funda-
mental humanist value since Greek times. It is central in Greek
humanism, in the poets, in Plato and in Aristotle, though it was
Dot universalized, not made, as we say “egalitarian,” till the
days of the Stoics. Before then, such a universalizing insistence
on the equality of man appears only in the Cynics, those heirs
of the cosmopolitan thought of the Sophistic movement.

Men have always asked, “Why should we hold that human
Personality is inviolable?” We Westerners have come in fact to
share this moral commitment, whatever the reasons we may
assign for it, and whatever our actual practice may have been or
ay continue to be. Every great moral and social movement
in the West has been inspired by some form of this conviction.
It is a conviction deeply embedded in the Hebrew ethic of non-
Violation: men must not violate the holy thing in every man.
It was reinforced by the Stoic teaching that all men are embodi-
ents or instances of “reason.” As Cicero put it, reason is what

all men share with the gods. The Stoics held that in every man
there is a divine spark of reason, which he must preserve intact |
and unsullied and carry back at death to the great ocean of 1
fire which is the Divine in the world.

It is held by many today, Christians and Jews alike, that the
inviolability of human personality is dependent on seeing all
men as “children” of the same God. And certainly these two
great religious traditions have come to consecrate and celebrate
this fundamental conviction of value through religious sym-
bols—the “Fatherhood” of God and the “brotherhood” of man.
The humanist temper has always welcomed such symbols, and
in its religious expression has always held that the Divine must

be conceived in such a way as to make them seem appropriate.

But neither such religious symbols nor the many more intel-
lectual and philosophical attempts to understand man and his
relations to his fellow man and to the nature of things seem
to have furnished the real ground for this abiding conviction.

o
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None o'f the many “arguments” that have been variously ad-
vanced in support of it, though they have all seemed in a more
or less adequate way to fit it in with men’s other knowledge
and beliefs, has ever carried the force of the conviction itself.
The philosophic formulations of man’s moral experience in the
Western tradition have usually, like those of the Stoics or of
Kant, emphasized the common possession by all men of at least
the potentialities of “reason”—more recently, of “intelligence”
—while other less intellectual views of human nature have
turned rather to all men’s common capacity for suffering, or
to their common confrontation of “the human situation.”

Such philosophic formulations, and still more such religious
symbols as the universal Fatherhood of God, may well serve
to strengthen this basic conviction. But alas! they are also quite
compatible with its practical violation. And it would be hard
indeed to show that that conviction is today any stronger in those
who give it a religious expression and consecration, and support
it by a theological “reason,” than in many of those whc? do not.

Such a basic moral conviction seems to be rooted in man’s
long ethical experience. That experience is.ve.ry comP]ex. It
certainly includes the deepening of moral insight .wlflch.the
Hebrews both owed to and expressed through th.elr inspired
prophets. If the prophet indeed speak with authqnty, .he finds
an awakened response in the hearts of men. His voice may
be the voice of God; but if he be a true prophet he also speaks
in the accents of a deepened experience. But ethical experience
includes also the way in which that long emboc.hment of men’s
past encounters with life comes home to us—in that profund
revulsion that occurs when we confront what comes to us as
an instance of injustice and violation, when we cry out in vivid
realization, “But that is wrong!”

The humanist temper tends to take such moral experience
as primary and basic, and t.o see its religious expression and
consecration as in some fashion derivative. It tends to conceive
the Divine in terms imposed by moral experience, and to behold
its visions of God largely as the fruit of such experience. The

temper of humi.lity, of self-abnegation, inclines to do the reverse.
It takes the vision of God as primary, and moral conviction as
an outcome and consequence of religious faith. It is indeed

————



Naturalistic Humanism / 177

not wholly without justification in thus claiming a religious
source for moral wisdom. For if ethical experience be taken in
an exclusive and self-sufficient sense, if all validity be denied
to what is felt and expressed in the other pole of the religious
life, in the temper of humility, then clearly such a complacent
moralism is not adequate to men’s deepest insights—it is lacking
in a certain religious dimension.

But the humanist temper, while recognizing the intimate
connections between ethical experience and religious vision,
would insist on the autonomy of the moral life. That life is
not “founded” on “faith in God,” in the sense that it would be
quite impossible without such faith. The moral life may involve,
and it usually has involved, some vision of the Divine, conceived
in ethical terms—the right, the just, the good. And such vision
may well be the choicest fruit of ethical experience; my own
judgment inclines that way. But the moral life is certainly not
“founded” on any particular vision of God, or mediated by
any particular set of religious symbols. Such visions and symbols
may at their best strengthen ethical conviction. But equally, as
history sadly records, they may blunt and obscure moral insight.

d the course of religions does reveal a never-ending tension
and recurrent conflicts between a deepened ethical sensitivity
and older religious symbols.

There remains the factor in the humanist temper we listed
first, “a sense of human dignity and power.” Of the many
powers of man exercised in cooperation with those of the
world in which man finds himself, including all those Baconian
powers of control over natural forces of which we Americans
are so aware, I should like to make central here the power of
self-criticism—a power equally exercised in cooperation with
the powers of man’s world, that is, of a world that displays
to man an ethical and religious dimension.

Thinking of the patron saint of reason and philosophy, we
might call this human power of self-criticism the Socratic power.
It is man’s power to examine his life in the light of those ideals
which, as Socrates put it, are “deathless and divine.” It is the
power of using what the Greeks called “nous,” and what we
today should call a combination of imagination, vision, and
intelligence, to increase man’s moral wisdom to deal with the
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facts of wrong, injustice, and evil in his life. Thinking of the
great religious geniuses of the Hebrew people, we might call
this human power of self-criticism the prophetic power. It is
man’s power to use the vision of a God who condemns man’s
unrighteousness to achieve a moral perspective that will enable
him to deal with and rise above the facts of evil and sin,

In this Age of Anxiety, evil has acquired, as Whitehead puts
it, “great perceptive insistence.” And our sensitive theologians
have rehabilitated “sin,” with telling effect in the religious life,
if not in the affairs of men. It is doubtless true that the temper
and the buffets of our age have made us realize more clearly
certain of the less rosy aspects of moral experience—its enor-
mous difficulties and complexities, its ultimately insoluble prob-
lems and its genuinely tragic choices. But after all, “sin” was
not invented with the atomic bomb, nor did evil makes its entry
into the world with the First World War. o

The humanist temper has never been blind to th?se insistent
facts of life; the bitter contrast between what gt his best man
might be and the spotted actuality has al_ways impressed upon
the humanist temper a tragic sense of m.Fe. Human nature is
finite and limited, and these limits may indeed be viewed as
“sin,” For religious purposes, for the purposes of repentance,
contrition, vision, perhap.s above all for self—cntlc.lsm, tl;;s is an
excellent thing t;) dlo_- .It is in fact one of the major techniques

orms of religion.

Of’?h?l}nllfmanist temper is not againsf f‘sin,” though some ;f the
stern prophets of the temper of humfhty often speak as t :)uih
humanists bad never heard of it. I!: is well t? remember, to be
sure, that useful as may be the conviction of sin for .the PUli poses
of ﬂ;e preacher, it. is after all only the first sfage in the. arger

my of salvation. To stimulate the conviction of sin .wuh
econ(;omise of saving grace, surely raises serious questions.
gﬁt%undamental as is “sin” as a religious symbol, without fur-

analysis it still remains a mere label. And as for under-
ther 2 and perhaps even doing something about these clear
o agdu;i to human nature, to stop with a label is to take the
gg;—iﬁnate’outwme of a very complex cooperation of human
and ;nstitutional factors as an unanalyzable and brute force.
Even our Very adolescent science of man has already taught us
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much about the causes of various forms of sin, enough to sug-
gest the possibility at least of an art of healing. Indeed there
is at present a very real danger that many religious leaders
may be tempted to reduce religion itself to the narrow com-
pass of an art of amateur psychotherapy.

But it is clear that there will always be some limits to what
human nature can become. There will always be “sin”—enough
sin to satisfy any prophet or preacher to use for his very impor-
tant religious purposes. At the same time, it is likewise clear
that no specific limit can be found in human nature that is
immutable and cannot be pushed back. So the prospect seems
to be for bigger and better sins—or rather, if we are very opti-
mistic, for more refined and, perhaps for that very reason,
more corrosive sins. For the increasing complexity of our social
organization involves multiplying opportunities for twisted and
tangled relations between men.

Much that has been said here about the humanist temper
has been close to Mr. Aubrey and the “Liberal Protestantism”
for which he has spoken as a representative. On the matter of
“sin,” naturalistic humanism, I think—and certainly my own
feelings—stand closer to the “Classical Protestantism” for which
Mr. Brown speaks. It may be only the Calvinistic naturalism
in me coming out, but I confess I have always felt Reinhold
Niebuhr’s profoundly moving vision of human life, in its aspir-
ations for truth and goodness as well as in its bitter failures
and self-frustrations, to be essentially just. This attitude belongs,
I judge, to the “naturalism” rather than to the “humanism” of
naturalistic humanism. I have always taken Mr. Niebuhr ag a
Christian naturalist—a “naturalist with vision,” as he himself
once put it. For he is surely naturalistic in emphasizing the
double aspect of human nature: that aspect in which like other
natural beings man is “limited” and “finite” and forever con-
fined to the perspectives which his particular station makeg pos-
sible; and that aspect in which man is distinguished from all
other natural beings by capacities both for envisaging idea) pos-

sibilities beyond the actual, and for using those capacitieg in
a fashion to shame the beasts. Above all, in his sterp drive
against all pretended absolutes, all “absolutizing of the rela-
tive,” which he uses with consummate skill as a technique of
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self-criticism—a criticism of our own so-called “Christian” and
American shortcomings and sins—Mr. Niebuhr is the comrade
of every naturalistic critic of ethical experience. He is a cardinal
present-day example of the humanist power of self-criticism—
self-criticism through prophetic vision.

I could only wish that Mr. Niebuhr would place his vision
of “the persistence of sin in the lives of the redeemed”—which
has always seemed to the unregenerate rather obvious, and
at this late date is scarcely news—in a more balanced perspec-
tive. This vision claims to be “realistic.” But it may well be as
much the emotional expression of a current te.n.lper' as was
the earlier faith in man’s potential “divinity.” Disillusionment
bred of revulsion from former “illusions” hardly aﬁord§ a bal-
anced judgment and appraisal of human nature, both its pos-
sibilities of greatness and its finite limitations—-—'llmltaUODS Whlf:h
Mr. Niebuhr rightly points out are very active and dynamic.
Theologically speaking, Mr. Niebuhr has always found the in-
carnation a hard doctrine to stomach. L. .

Man’s power of self-criticism, his power of seeing hll1{self in
a broader perspective, enables him to go beyond the Stoic atti-
tude of sheer endurance in meeting and dealing with inevitable
evil. It makes it possible for him to take that evil as a challenge
to reveal his stature as a man, as a moral personality capable
of using evil as an instrument to further growth of character
and of insight and vision. Of the many forms of erl, fhe l?ardest
for a sensitive man to bear are those he finds within his own
breast. The most tragic problem of all is, how can a man 1“’:?
with himself? Only by achieving a “beatitude” or blessedness
of soul, a serenity of spirit that has faced evil and risen above
it, that has found deliverance from evil in the vision of a good
that places evil—even the evil in one’s own heart, the evil of

Sin”—in a pr ive.

Men neecrl’ :11:;1' f ?;Ifgf,uof a “spiritual” ideal th.at will tran-
scend their finite ends. They need an end for living that can
stand against outward frustration and failure, and serve as an
mcent'ive toward striving on to victory against insuperable odds
——a Victory that will not, like merely finite and temporal goals,
turn to ‘.:lust and ashes in the grasp. With such a vision, men can
WIest victory out of the very jaws of defeat. For in disaster

T T
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finite ends are revealed as finite, and man sees himself in his
true stature as what we call a “spiritual” being. Living as he must
within the narrow limits of time and space, he can yet behold
avision that raises him above those limits, and above the petty
conditions of existence, and reveals at once his weakness and
his greatness. That revelation is the very essence of tragedy.
Tragedy has always appeared as the supreme creative achieve-
ent of the human spirit, the supreme illustration of the human
power of self-criticism.

I have been speaking of “the nature and destiny of man,”
of human freedom and human obligation and self-control, of
ethical experience and spiritual vision—themes I was asked
to touch upon. I have scarcely managed to “cover” them. But
T'hope I have at least suggested how men can give religious
expression and consecration to these fundamental human con-
Cerns without sacrificing intellectual integrity.

I wish I could pursue these themes further, where they lead
into other fundamental religious problems. But there is one
final point I must make. It is the social necessity of an institu-
tional embodiment of the humanist function of self-criticism
in the religious organization, the church. The church can and
Must exercise this self-criticism as a “spiritual power,” with
both the right and the duty to criticize all “temporal” powers.

There has been here no attempt to state the social functions of
religion; they are many and complex, and very difficult to sum
up in any Kind of brief description. But it has been pointed out
that experience has now made it clear that a society cannot
exist without religions, and without an institutional embodi-
ment of these religions in churches. In our day and generation,
it is of primary importance for a society to possess recognized
organs of social self-criticism. On this point the American tra.
dition is fortunately clear. American thought has always sup-
ported the contention that religious leaders have the right ang
the duty to criticize other institutions, including the acts of the
political establishment, in the name of a higher spiritual insight,
No American preacher—and all have on occasion fancied
themselves prophets—has ever felt himself inhibited in hijg
God-given right to tell the powers that be where to get off,
This notion of an independent spiritual power—an independent
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vantage-point immune to secular control—has always been
central in the American religious tradition. It has been kept
from the familiar historic dangers associated with the notion
of a single and established “spiritual power,” partly by the
American principle of the separation of church and state, Per-
haps still more deeply by its roots in the fundamental religious
pluralism of our country. In America “spiritual powers” must
be plural; there can and must be no perilous monopoly. L

But the churches, conceiving themselves in the historic .role
of independent spiritual powers, have served to keep American
governments within bounds, to preserve them from t!ne occupa-
tional disease of pretending to an absolute and sovereign authpr-
ity. This recognized function has made possible .the expression
of a spiritual self-criticism, which has never hesitated to assert
its independence of a reigning and often complacent secular
opinion. This has increasingly come to appear as a very pre-
cious part of the American heritage, one of the most -powerful
factors in the American ethos. It is perbaps the basic reasog
behind our American conviction that “it can’t bappen here,
that the American tradition will be strong enough .to resist the
tendencies making for a totalitarian state, and to .Wlthstand.the
insidious blandishments of the contemporary religion of pation-
alism. L eres

But that power of self-criticism needs strong institutions,
strong churches. On this point naturalistic humanism can Cogp-
erate wholeheartedly with all the forces in all the churches
devoted to establishing conditions that will foster hl{maﬂ c'hgmty,
and maintain the opportunities for achieving an integrity and
wholeness of human life.
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