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This book is a symposium based on lectures given at
The Institute for Religious and Social Studies of The
Jewish Theological 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,
Columbia University, generously gave a lecture on
Eastern Orthodoxy in the series, but unfortunately the
manuscript is not available for publication here.

Each chapter represents solely the individual opinions
of the writer. Neither the Institute nor the editor as-
sumes responsibility for the views expressed. The con-
tributors were invited 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.
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INTRODUCTION

This volume is in some respects unique among publications of
the Institute. The course of lectures which it embodies was under-
taken 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 undertaking 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 does it hold? Does it foster a belief in progress? How
does it conceive authority and freedom?

The several carefully chosen writers accepted this general frame-
work, but enjoyed entire freedom as to organization of subject
matter, emphasis, and manner of treatment. Each writer was ac-
corded two successive lecture periods, but the two presentations
have been combined here. Care has been taken to preserve individual
style. We have even avoided “standardizing” in the matter of cap-
italization—which obviously has 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 Edwin E. Aubrey, before the
manuscripts were assembled for publication.

We agreed at the outset that the purpose of the series was to be
interpretive rather than polemic. The several writers were secking
neither to convert nor to confound one another. Nor was the pur-
pose in any sense “syncretistic’—not an effort to show the extent of
“common ground” among the several faiths, in order to prove “how

I



2 Patterns of Faith in America Today

much alike we all are.” Our approach was far removed from what is
sometimes called religious “indifferentism.” We have been as much
concerned with differences as with common elements.

It may be remarked, in passing, that a grievous defect in our
pluralist culture is the tendency to reduce religious differences to
the category of individual idiosyncrasies, matters of no real conse-
quence. To minimize religious differences that are real and im-
portant for the sake of reducing group tensions that are largely arti-
ficial 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 noncom-
mittal 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 psychologists—“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, however, that the in-
terchange would contribute something to our cooperative efforts to in-
crease 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
individuation—the unhampered, spontaneous expression 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
balance. The attempt to do this presupposes that along with authen-
tic—even momentous—differences, our several “faith groups” have
in common certain overarching ends. For our present purposes these
common ends find expression in the great basic concepts around
which these lectures were organized.

We are fully aware, of course, that to discuss “contemporary pat-
terns of faith” in America under only five categories is to invite
the charge of unwarranted exclusiveness. Many clearly distinct and
significant religious groups and movements fall outside this classifi-
cation. For the most part, to be sure, these account for but small
segments of our population, and we are here concerned chiefly with
the religious elements found in the “main stream” of our culture.
The fact remains, however, that the omission of the Anglican and
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Eastern Orthodox traditions, on the one hand, and of some of the
most characteristic expressions of the “dissenting” tradition in
American Protestantism, on the other hand, leaves the picture far
from complete.

There is, however, the counterbalancing consideration that 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 “fun-
damentalism,” 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 Prot-
estantism 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 Protestantism, 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
“naturalistic humanism” in an admittedly limited and selective
treatment of religious systems. Why go so far off the reservation?
The answer is to be found in the actual situation that we are seek-
ing 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
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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 1 have any knowledge! And Dr. Randall, the reader will
note, bears testimony in his chapter to intellectual kinship with
Paul Tillich, whose contributions to philosophical theology are
among the most influential 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 exchange 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 combination of firm conviction and intel-
lectual hospitality.
Specifically, in the chapter on Catholicism—a religious system in
which there is a high concentration of authority—many readers
will doubtless find an unexpected flexibility of thought and a cor-
responding receptivity toward non-Catholic ways of thinking and
feeling, in which Dr. Donahue finds a certain support 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
authority, that salvation is only for those who are in actual com-
munion with the Roman Church. There is also the gradual formu-
lation of a distinctively American Catholic attitude toward relations
between church and state. Dr. Donahue’s categorical statement on
this subject 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 unquestioned
authority, the charge that election of a Catholic to high office would
subject our political institutions to a dangerous degree of eccle-
siastical intrusion. He replied without hesitation that the reason
was simply that a Catholic position with respect to the relation

1 Part IV, “The Meaning of Religion for Man,” in Preface to Philosophy, Macmillan,
New York, 1947.
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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 light.

The presentation of Judaism has startling features from a conven-
tional Christian viewpoint. Here again I have found myself assimi-
lating the interpretation to personal experiences reference to which,
by way of “pointing up,” may not be out of order. As Dr. Green-
berg explained the almost complete absence of theistic dogma in
Judaism, I recalled my discomfiture over the result of an assign-
ment 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 influenced 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 resource.

The occasional references to the “supernatural” may be instructive.
I think it safe to say that this word, continually recurring 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 com-
parison in suggesting that his interpretation has something in com-
mon with Dr. Randall’s concern to find “a natural place for the
supernatural in the universe that men experience.” The root prob-
lem here, as Reinhold Niebuhr’s writings have shown, is the relative
importance assigned to continuity and discontinuity, as comple-
mentary aspects of reality and of experience. It is an interesting fact
that theologians and physical scientists alike are currently—and
inconclusively—wrestling with this problem. In Protestant theology
the crux of the matter seems to be the confrontation between two
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 eschatological view.
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Part and parcel of this issue is the continually debated question

of “progress”"—whether we look for the achievement of divine pur-
pose, the fulfilment of man’s “hope,” within history, or beyond
history. Here, again, the reader may find rewarding a careful pon-
dering of these essays. By and large, Catholic 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, is gradually abating. It seems to be
characteristic of doctrinal controversies that, as the late Dr. Mc-
Giffert said, they tend, not to be resolved, but to be relegated. This
is presumably because they serve their essential purpose in re-
dressing the balance between 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 situation is in point.
He notes that the realistic—and, in its view of man, pessimistic—
theology which has been highly influential 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 dominant mood may be “situation-determined”
can never be assessed, but the existence of such a causative factor
can hardly be questioned.

The bearing of these essays on the nature of man himself is in-
structive. 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 interprets the idea of original
sin to the point where Calvin would have thought it quite de-

natured. Naturalistic humanism, of course, has no framework that
could accommodate such a 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
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“self-acceptance.” Implicitly, he indicates the difference between the
secular psychiatrist’s concept of self-acceptance and that which in-
heres 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 accept himself is conditioned upon Divine
grace—upon God’s acceptance of him. The sense of guilt, like
physiological pain, has its uses. From both the individual and the
societal viewpoints 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 important they may be. I
will confine myself here, however, to pointing out that it happens to
be Dr. Randall, not Dr. Donahue, who writes: “. .. The very
essence of the moral life is bondage, renunciation of certain ‘free-
doms’ 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 re-
examination 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. Classical 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 “community,” “collective,” “cor-
porate,” 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
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‘dea and the Szcx of community are central in the ]udeo-Chr_is‘tlan
e and wn ¥ne democratic movement which our religious
Institutions both support and are supported by. Christian Church,
Jewish Synagogue, and Ethical Culture Society, sharply differing as
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CLASSICAL PROTESTANTISM

BY
ROBERT McAFEE BROWN

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

Protestantism is 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 trans-
form what sounds like a “simply incomprehensible” statement 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 de-
scribe 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 re-
newing 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.

9
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re-introduce into the church of their own day, from which they felt
it was tragically lacking, 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 them-
selves as people splitting off from the church, but as loyal sons of the
true church. Calvin, for example, spoke in tones of greatest abhor-
rence of the notion of schism (“splits” in the church); he believed
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 redis-
covery of the old faith, and its attempt to make that faith speak with
Dew 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 continue.” The
church must always be in the midst of reformation, lest it substitute
its own ways for the ways of God, and fail to keep all that it does
subject to the divine scrutiny, the divine judgment, and the divine
renewal,

Thus a “classical protestant” is one who aligns himself with the
Point of view that what happened at the Reformation was fun-
damcntally right—that is, that the essentials of the faith were re-

iscovered and made normative once again in the life of the church.
This does not mean that he flails himself until he has had an “ex-
Perience” identical with the anguish of Martin Luther, or that he
checks every statement he makes against Calvin’s Institutes. It does
Mean that through Luther or Calvin he may find himself once more
Inescapably confronted by the gospel and thereby quickened, re-
Newed, and made whole once again. The classical protestant thus
has tremendoug respect for heritage and tradition, not as ends in
themselves, but as jndications that there is an on-goingness about
Gt‘fd’s activity in the world, and that men may understand that on-
8oingness more fully as they are related to the ways in which other
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men have understood it in the past. Protestants today are not con
mitted to the Reformers’ formulas and statements as final truth
but they do find that those things to which the Reformers’ formul:
and statements point coincide with something which they has
found true for themselves. The resurgence of Reformation studies i
contemporary theology is thus not a desperate harking for a dea
past, or a way of avoiding the issues of a live present, but an attem,
to see more clearly how the central experience of Christian faith-
the transformation of life by the very Son of God himself—2.
evoked a response of faith, and how it can evoke a similar respon
in us.

Now the minute one is pressed for a more precise definition «
classical protestantism, he gets into difficulties. For it is a matter
tragic fact, that there has not been one protestantism; there ha
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The Place of Theology

Classical protestantism has had a lot of these convictions. It is long
on theology, if the truth be told, and any discussion of classical
Protestantism immediately involves us in theology. But this formi-
dable word should not become more formidable than is absolutely
Necessary. In simplest terms, theology involves loving God with
one’s mind, as well as with one’s heart, soul, and strength. It is man’s
attempt to think through the implications of what he believes. The-
ology can thus be described as both necessary and impossible. It is
necessary in the sense that if there is to be any communication, any
“passing on” or proclaiming of the faith to others, then one is forced
to talk about and describe what he has experienced, or what his
community of faith (the church) has experienced. Words are
Necessary, and it is important to use them as clearly and articulately
and as systematically as possible. Thus the moment the believer,
whether layman or minister, starts to talk about his belief, he i,
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
‘}‘lls 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
earts 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 theology, as
many protestants have done, but at the same time we must never
8ive up the attempt to speak theologically, for in that case our only
option will be to remain mute2

? Anyone who feels that the theological task can be accomplished without difficulty,
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men have understood it in the past. Protestants today are Dot cop,
mitted to the Reformers’ formulas and statements as final truh 2
but they do find that those things to which the Reformers’ formu1as
and statements point coincide with something which they haye
found true for themselves. The resurgence of Reformation studies j,
contemporary theology is thus not a desperate harking for a deaq
past, or a way of avoiding the issues of a live present, but an attemp,
to see more clearly how the central experience of Christian faith—_
the transformation of life by the very Son of God himself—z,
evoked a response of faith, and how it can evoke a similar responge
in us.

Now the minute one is pressed for a more precise definition of
classical protestantism, he gets into difficulties. For it is 2 matter of
tragic fact, that there has not been one protestantism; there have
been many protestantisms, and the trick of subsuming these
varieties under an all-inclusive description would be a very neat
trick indeed. It needs to be said, therefore, that while there are some-
thing like 272 protestant sects and insects (as they have been called)
in America today, well over eighty percent of protestants are found
within a dozen or so denominations, and among those denomina-
tions 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, and the resultant
meaning and significance of the sacraments which are administered
by those so ordained. The present chapter will not elaborate these
difficulties, strong though the temptation is, but will try rather to
state the central positive convictions which classical protestants hold
—Trecognizing that there may be occasional agonizing wails from t.he
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).

It must be admitted that Presbyterians sometimes act as though Calvin’s In:ti{ufﬂ’
Were an extension of the canon of Holy Scripture, in much the same way as Episco-
Paliang occasionally give the impression that the prayer book is a more nearly
adequate articulation of the Word of God than Scripture itself.



Classical Protestantism 13
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Classical protestantism has had a lot of these convictions. It is long
on theology, if the truth be told, and any discussion of classical
protestantism immediately involves us in theology. But this formi-
dable word should not become more formidable than is absolutely
necessary. In simplest terms, theology involves loving God with
one’s mind, as well as with one’s heart, soul, and strength. It is man’s
attempt to think through the implications of what he believes. The-
ology can thus be described as both necessary and impossible. It is
necessary in the sense that if there is to be any communication, any
“passing on” or proclaiming of the faith to others, then one is forced
to talk about and describe what he has experienced, or what his
community of faith (the church) has experienced. Words are
necessary, and it is important to use them as clearly and articulately
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 theology, 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?

? Anyone who feels that the theological task can be accomplished without difficulty,
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The Problem of Authority

Perhaps the most vexing problem for the classical protestant 1
the location of that which is ultimately authoritative for hlﬂj
Finally, of course, this is the authority of God. But how does GOC!
authority over human life “come home,” or authenticate itself, 1t
the life of the believer? This is in some ways a peculiarly “classica
protestant” problem. The locus of authority for the Romal
Catholic, for example, is easily defined—it is found in the authorit:
of Christ’s vicar on earth, the pope, who can speak infallibly of
matters of faith and morals for the final assurance of the faithful
For many Jews, the locus is the law or Torah, enshrined in the Ol
Testament. For many liberal protestants, the final authority 1
located in personal experience.

What, then, is finally authoritative for the classical protestant
The tradmopal answer to the question has been the Bible, and “th
final authPrlty o.f S'cnpture” has stood as one of the most distinctiv
Reformation principles. But there is need for “a continuing Refor

—_— SE I
mation” at this point, since most protestants can no longer accep

the'rather mc'ch.amcal view of Scriptural inspiration on the basis ©
which the original Reformers framed thejr answer

' €
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Spirit did not cease to be active about 150 .. (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 activity. They claim that God con-
tinues to speak and act authoritatively in the life of the Spirit-
filled community which is the church.

No classical protestant would have difficulty at this point in the
formulation. His difficulty would begin at the point where the for-
mulation begins to be spelled out more specifically, and it becomes
clear that the “tradition” has to be the “authentic” tradition, as op-
Posed to all the other traditions, presumably not authentic. This
authentic tradition is claimed by a bewildering variety of groups. It
1 equated with certain marks of the Spirit, in various sectarian
groups; or with assent to certain dogmatic formulations, in Roman
Catholic and certain Lutheran and Reformed groups; or with be-
liefs which are the property of a divinely instituted apostolic suc-
cession, in Anglo- and Roman Catholicism. Thus there are com-
Peting traditions. Which one is really authoritative? In answering
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 experience.” There is an important
truth enshrined in this answer, namely, the repudiation of sterile
Protestant scholasticism, of “wooden” orthodoxy, in favor of a faith
Wwhich is warm and alive and (if the liberals will permit a some-
what controversial word) existential. But there is a danger in the
answer, too, in that the appeal to experience may be no more than an
ppeal to experiences, experiences of such a diverse sort that
Christian faith on these terms can scarcely be more than “what
Makes ap appeal to me.” And if something else makes an appeal to
You, that is a]] there is to it; there is no more ultimate criterion by
W}.lich a further judgment can be made. To the classical protestant
‘t‘hls. misses (if another controversial word may be permitted) the

objectivity,” or the givenness, of something which has Aappened,
and to which 5 response must be made.
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The Centrality and Authority of Scripture

What, then, does the classical protestant do with this dilemma?
There is no “party line” answer to the question, but there is an
approach 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, go to proof texts, or assume
the verbal inerrancy and historical accuracy of every single state-
ment in the record. He must thus, in a sense, not point to the Bible,
as such, as his authority, but rather to that to which the Bible itself
points, namely, the “mighty acts of God” which are transmitted to
each age through the Bible. Thus when one is faced with the
familiar chicken-and-egg problem, “Which came first, the Bible or
the tradition?” the reply must be, “Neither; both arose out of the
gospel.” 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 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.

HOWCVCY, 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 shese events decisive for our faith
rather than those? What happens if the historicity of a given event
1s questioned by the Biblical critics? To these and a host of other
questions, the classical protestant must attempt an answer along
the fol.lowing lines: As the believer tries to live with his Bible, to
;lt}ldy it honestly and critically, to use it devotionally, tries to feel

imself a Participant in the whole Biblical drama of God’s concern
©f man, he discovers that a kind of corporate testimony emerges,

“Jenkins,

portant po_mTlxe Nature of Catholicity (Faber, London, 1942) elaborates this very im-

% in convincing fashion, in Chapter II, “The Apostolic Succession.”
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witnessing to the centrality for faith of God’s redemptive activity in
Jesus Christ. Somehow this is what is crucial. The Old Testament
is a necessary preparation and forthtelling of what God is doing and
will do; the New Testament tells the story of what God in fact did
and is doing in Jesus Christ, and these decisive events, clustered
around his life, death, and resurrection, assume final authority over
the life of the believer.

Notice how this approach to an answer is related to the other
answers suggested earlier. If our final authority is found in God’s
redemptive act in Christ, then the Bible is of central significance
since it witnesses to that act and tells us all that we know of it. The
traditions and on-going life of the church are important to the ex-
tent that they, too, witness to that act, illumine it, and give it con-
temporary meaning. The sacrament of the Lord’s Supper, for ex-
ample, becomes a re-enactment, a “making alive” in our immediate
experience, of what it means that once and for all a body was
broken and blood was shed on Calvary. And likewise, all of this
must “come home” to experience, as something which speaks zo our
experience, 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 important 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 disavow “funda-
mentalism” as an adequate understanding of how God reveals him-
self in Scripture. Fundamentalism, as a matter of fact, is a relatively
recent phenomenon and not truly typical of the classical ap-
proach. 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 normative and central, for there he found
the assurance of the “gracious God,” coming to men in their need,
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with his forgiving love, and Luther’s own experience of need and
forgiveness was reinforced and underlined by what he found in the
Bible.®

The point to be made about contemporary protestant funda-
mentalism is that it must be rejected, not because it is too orthodox,
but because it is not orthodox enough. The fundamentalist says, in
the final analysis, that God reveals himself through statements;
tbcse statements are recorded on the printed pages of the Bible, and
since God spoke them they cannot be tampered with by us, with-
out our being guilty of great impiety and blasphemy. The classical
protestant, on the contrary, would affirm that God reveals himself in
his aczs, in what he does, and that as we respond to his activity we
enter into creative relationship with him, The Bible is the account
().f.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 t.he believer in touch with the One to whom they point, namely,
tl.le living God himself. Fundamentalism errs in assuming that God
8ives information about himself. The classical protestant counters
by asserting that God gives Aimself, 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
!:hat 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 ¢ 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
z::: look just gz the window, the scene beyond will be blurred a.nd
on zy- ?:;0, you must look through the window, at wl.lat: is going
printuts1 e. If you focus on the activity beyond, an occasional thumb
iy on th'e Pane isn’t going to blur your vision too drastically. .So

the Bible. To look a it, at the statements, is to fail to perceive

B
N, ; .
Ot quite as much can be said for Calvin. He certainly approaches closer to what

we w « . i i

Iy thcotld call .fundamcntahsm" today, but even he is trying merely to be faithful

texts, C catral Biblical witness, rather than lining up an impressive batch of proof
Vi is much maligned on this point.
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God’s activity with clarity. But to look through it is to make use of
it as a “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 suggested that
classical protestantism is best described as a religion of response to
the prior activity of God. God seeks—men respond, by accepting
him, or rejecting him, or remaining indifferent (which is probably
the most insidious form of rejection). God seeks men in many
places: in the events of history in which his hand can be discerned
by eyes of faith; in the utterances of those whom he calls forth as
his spokesmen, the prophets; in the activity of Jesus Christ; in the
life of the community 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
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 Some-
where,” that appears to have a slightly better than fifty-fifty chance
of existing. This is a far cry from the outgoing, seeking God of the
Bible.

More significant, however, is a further fact about the approach
to God through proofs. While not all classical protestants are as

®This analogy is elaborated from+a suggestion in Emil Brunner’s Revelation and
Reason (Westminster Press, Philadelphia, 1946).
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vigorous in their denunciation of “natural theology” as Karl Barth
has been, many of them would agree with him that 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.

Lest 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 believe in order that I may
understand,” is not scholastic nonsense, 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
II}md 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 t.his fact, “Just as the right order of going requires that we should
believe the deep things of God before we presume to discuss them

Y I€ason, so it seems to me negligence if, after we have been con-
firmed in the faith, we do not study to understand what we be-
lieve 7 Exactly,

To put the same point another way, where the Roman Catholic
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,”
th? clgssical Protestant is more inclined to say that the starting
POt is God’s revelation of himself, to whom we respond by com-
TAtng ourselves in trust. In this situation, reason is liberated by

f:i;h”t;’ do its proper task, which is “to think God’s thoughts after

7
. i“' Deus ‘Homo, Chapter 1. ,
good discussion of the relationship of faith and reason is contained in A. Rich-

ardson’. fesi,
Rwssf::sn Christian Apologetics (Harpers, New York, 1947), Chapter 10, “Faith and
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The Doctrine of God: Affirmations and Problems

Many of the insights of classical protestantism about God are
shared with Roman Catholicism and Judaism. With Judaism the
stress is Biblical, as against what is usually a more philosophically-
oriented approach to God in Catholicism.? With Catholicism, the
affinities lie at the point of common allegiance to Jesus Christ.

It would be possible to write many pages about the God of
Biblical faith by whom the classical protestant claims to have been
touched, in terms of his love, mercy, holiness, justice, grace, and
so on. But among many things which could be singled out, two
things have been particularly stressed in classical protestantism’s
understanding of God, and these are really only two ways of saying
the same thing.

The first is the acknowledgment in classical protestantism of
God as gracious. “Grace” is one of those Christian words that
classical protestantism has rediscovered. It stands for God’s active,
outgoing love, by means of which he seeks men even when men
repudiate him, takes the initiative in trying to call them back into
fellowship with him, identifies himself with them in their sin, so
that he can thereby redeem them from their sin. 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 forsake men at the point of
condemnation. Rather than being vindictive and making them pay
to the last penny for their wrongdoing, in Jesus Christ he takes the
consequences of their wrongdoing 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

°® Thomas Aquinas, the “official” Roman Catholic philosopher, proves “the existence
of God” on the basis of Greck philosophical categories, with no dependence upon
Biblical faith until much later in the development of his system.

10 Cf. especially Isaiah, 52:13-53:12.
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I. It is important to defend what the doctrine is trying to safe-
guard on the positive side, namely, the stress upon the initiatory
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 “worthy” of God’s love; he
gives it to us precisely in the midst of our unworthiness. Our sal-
vation 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
Wwith 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
Mmercy to elect men to that status. The point of it all was to assure

elievers, not to terrify non-believers. This had important practical
fonsequences. It meant that the believer did not need to sit around in
constant gloomy introspection. His salvation was assured! And
rather thap taking his own spiritual pulse continually, he could go
out and live as one for whom Christ had died. And his job as one
of the elect was clear. It was to help transform the world into the

ingdom of Christ. Thus the doctrine of election led to strenuous
activism rather than (as might have been supposed) to lassitude and
Passivism,12
. 3 It also needs to be pointed out that election is to be understood
In the sense of election to responsibility, and not election to special
b riVilch~ In the Old Testament, for example, the Israelite nation, in
u.rlderstanding itself as the “chosen people,” came to realize that this

id not mean having special privileges, but rather having the
Special responsibility of being “a light unto the Gentiles,” 7e.,
wltr_lessmg to the rest of the world of God’s steadfast love. So, too,
the lndividual, 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 somebody else is sure to fry in hell. It means, if he

12

that Txi:cltslcl!x Puts it, in a discussion of the Calvinist ethic: f'The Calvir}ist knov;fs

attent, cta l;’lg and clection are sure, and that Ehereforc hF is free to give all his
ociul Tcaolt‘]e effort to mould the world and society accordl'ng to the le! of God.”
ork chings of the Christian Churches (Allen and Unwin, and Macmillan, New

» 1950), Volume 11, p. 589.
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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 are rejected, by God?)
it seems clear that the contemporary Christian must exercise a
greater degree of “reverent agnosticism” than has sometimes char-
acterized Christians in the past. He may feel sure of his own call.
ing, but he has no right to be sure of anybody els¢’s rcjection,
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
damnped, (Those who make the apportionment always scem 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
‘{P” a child of his own creation, are suggestions which cannot be

ightly adopted. Is the implication, then, that everyone is “saved”?

ere does not exist clear agreement among contemporary protes.
tants on thijs point, though the position is now more widely held
than it opce was.’® On the other hand, the integrity of human free.
dom must not he jeopardized by an easy view that “cvcryb(?dy.makes
the team” regardiess. We must retain for the individual his right, if
}}c $o chooses, to say “no” to God. But we must also allow for 4
limitless Joye on God’s part which can reach out to those desolate
Of 'his love or even of the desire for his love, recognizing the possi-
bility that he may have ways beyond our understanding for bringing
men to free acceptance of him. ]

hus it is only when the doctrine of predestination and election is
Pushed ip pitiless fashion that it becomes the kind of monstrous

Ing that its critics always claim it to be. It is essentially a positive
alirmation about God’s outgoing concern to win men to himself,
i_‘n_dhas such is an absolutely integral part of classical protestant
aith,

1 . .
GodA clear treatment of the pros and cons of this problem is found in H. H. Farmer's

God am'i Man (Nisbet, London, 1946), pp. 143-151, and in his The World and
(Nisbet, London, 1947), PP- 253-250.
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But a further attendant problem is raised for those who affirm the
classical stress upon God’s sovereignty. Does not this make God
directly responsible for all evil? Some protestants have not boggled
at answering this question in the affirmative, though for many more
it remains a real difficulty. Without launching into a full-scale
discussion of the problem of evil, we must attempt to indicate how
from a viewpoint which takes the claim of God’s sovereignty
seriously, the problem of evil can be approached.!*

Even the most rigorous predestinarian still stoutly affirms that
men are to be held responsible for their wrongdoing and sin. They
cannot escape from responsibility for this by blaming God. God
must be given the credit for whatever good man does, but man
must take the blame for the evil which he perpetrates. This may
seem grossly unfair, but actually it is descriptive of what almost all
Christians have found true when they have examined themselves
with sensitive consciences. They cannot hold God responsible for
their sin; nor have they the arrogance to attribute their goodness to
anything but the grace of God. This may be logically difficult, but
it is descriptively true.'®

The question for the classical protestant thus be.comes' : Does 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? A.nd
the heart of the classical protestant 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, Aas takftn 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 martyrd.om
and example of suffering love, which it is, but also as in a very im-

™It must be stressed that the following paragraphs are not an attempt to treat
the problem of evil comprehensively, but only that aspect of it wl?ich is of Qarucu]ar
significance for classical protestant faith. For a brief but rewarding grappling with

the problem in its entirety, sec J. S. Whale, The Christian Answer to the Problem of
Evil (Abingdon Press, New York, 1936). Also, H. W. Robinson, Suffering, Human

and Divine (Macmillan, New York, 1939). o .
*The best discussion of this fact in recent protestant writing is in D. M. Baillie,

God Was In Christ (Scribners, New York, 1948), Chapter V, the sections on “The
Paradoxes of Faith” and “The Central Paradox.”
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The Centrality of Jesus Christ

These comments already presuppose the convictions to which we
must now turn, namely, the convictions which are held by classical
protestants about Jesus Christ. Here we come to the heart and cen-
ter of all Christian faith. It will be discovered that what contempo-
rary classical protestantism affirms about Jesus Christ is similar to
what the New Testament affirms, what the early church affirmed,
and what is found in the affirmations of the creeds and councils of
the church throughout its history. Without pursuing the matter in
detail (which in itself would take an entire book) it can be noted
fhat classical protestantism’s distinctive emphasis has been on what
Is usually called the work of Christ (or the doctrine of the atone-
Ment). That is to say, the normative thing is found in the fact that
In Christ God did something. What he did can be described in
Mmany ways, both traditional and non-traditional. The most familiar
formulation would perhaps be the Pauline summary of the faith

at “in Christ, God was reconciling the world unto himself”
(2 Cor inthians, 5:19). And protestantism could almost be described
3 an attempt to make men conscious of what that claim implies,
and what they must do because of it. Somehow, the classical prot-
estant affirms, in the life and death and resurrection of Jesus Christ,

od achieved “the redemption of the world” unto himself—in
rist, God gave himself to men, bridging the gulf between men
and God which men’s sin had created, coming to men right where
ey were, offering his love, and even when his love was rejected,
Continuing to Jove through suffering. The Christian sces in this
actvity of God in history, a picture of the activity of God above and
e¥ond and als, throughout all history. This is what God is like.
15 is what God has done and is always doing. This is the very
€art of the matter, This is the work of Christ.
ront Snbthis has been grasped, when the Christianf has been con-
¢ is ki i i if he will let i

reak thrzutgllls }l:‘mg ?f Shatzfilntgriﬁ‘slft;rvrvnhifilrlncaﬁlc (11 L}lllen folrclzetintz
sk some such estio o “What must I aﬂirx,n about the one who

3 done thj question as, ; t the
1s for me?” The answer to this question is treated
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2 coldly logical answer to most other important questions, such as,
“What s 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 a]] through the centuries, Christian theology has struggled with
attempts to find more, rather than less, nearly adequate ways of
making this affirmation.’$

In the last analysis, the only language which will do here is
liturgijca] language, the language of faith at worship, the language
of the community of believers appropriating the best that it can
from the past, seeking to make that its own, and yet finally bowing
down in adoration before a mystery which defies full rational ex-
Planation. This will always remain the central paradox of the faith,
oth the glory of its profundity and the despair of its attempts to
dispel the mystery. And if Christian faith has sometimes seemed
o vacillate between one affirmation and the other, it has never
nally found 4 point at which it could be satisfied without both.

« . » 19
The Nature and Destiny of Man

. ,It Mmay seem that thus far we have been making a number of
ll‘hCit assumptions. We have talked about a “gracious God,” who
VISits map i his situation of despair and sin. We have talked about
¢ “work of Christ” as something which transforms man’s situa-
ton and “saves” him. It is therefore time to look a little more
car.efull)’ at classical protestantism’s estimate of the human situation.
S 1t as desperate as the remedies it calls forth would seem to indi-
cate? Can'y man tidy up his own life without such exaggerated
Sess on God's intervention?

D the recent resurgence of interest in classical protestantism there
as beep 5 tremendous emphasis on the doctrine of man. In this
mperhaps the best contemporary attempt is the book by D. M. Baillie previously

ref
lebrred. % God Was In Christ.

lassic 15 heading jg consciously designed to draw attention to Rei.nhol(z Niebuh.r’}sl

a relev‘:mk of the same title, which deals thh' the protestapt doctrine of man wit

imitate l:\ce and profundity which the fgllowmg pages w1ll‘ not even attempt to

SOOner- iyone who wants to grapple with the Chrfstmn faith at this point must
or later €Xpose himself to Dr. Niebuhr's analysis.
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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
th_ese Statements are merely circumlocutions for that crucial word
“sin.” For sin is not exhausted 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
fOllowing 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
52 God who asks our allegiance. It involves succumbing to the
tmptation to “be like god” (Genesis, 3:5).
ow this carries consequences with it. We are not, as a matter of
fact, God, and if we try to usurp his place this act of rebellion can-
ot 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
m.u ch weight in classical protestantism. As Luther and others have
said, God's “wrath” is the negative side of his love. It is the way
s love expresses itself toward wrongdoing. When men refuse to
Ve under the conditions God offers, then life simply goes to pieces.
. '®1 men do not love God, and do not love their fellow men, but
Simply Joye themselves, then conflicts arise, clashes become inevi-
tf“ le, “nation takes up sword against nation,” and we have a situa-
ton which is adequately described on the front page of any morning
NeWspaper, 22 This is, in a very real sense, God’s judgment upon our
sm.' He cannot simply pass over, or “wink” at, our sin and wrong-
oIng. If this is a moral universe, if God is a holy God, there must

c 1vi . .
a divipe reaction to sin.

n . .
tha Most Newspaper headlines are more effective examples of man’s sin writ lar'gc
fox-n 21 book o theology can ever hope to be. D. R. Davies describes the necessity
u;vanfi the Tesistance to, the concept of sin, as follows:
mark:img the Tuins of a house in a badly-blitzed town in the west of England, I re-
Original to the OWner, who was a gracious lady of really fine character, that l}ere“was
re Sn in Oberation, She turned to me with a look of pain'ed surprise afxd said: But
“Such' dre'df avies, you don’t believe in that dreadful doct'rme?"" To which I replied:
dl’eadful da ul hi}Ppenings as these”—pointing to the ruins—‘demand some sort of

1946), - °:;l'in; In explanation.” Down Peacock’s Feathers (Macmillan, New York,
- 45—46.
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. This sounds pretty depressing. This doesn’t sound like the
8ospel,” the good news, at all. This is bad news, if there ever was
any. And, indeed, if this were the whole story, such an appraisal
would be exactly right. So we must go on to our third affirmation
about man. This affrmation insists that although we have been
created for fellowship with God and have spurned that offer, God
has created conditions under which our fellowship with him can be
7estored. From our situation of disruptedness and need, we can be
festored to wholeness and health (which is what the word “salva-
tion” originally meant).
OW is this accomplished? It clearly cannot be done by ourselves,
or this would simply be a further feeding of our pride, which is
L€ root of all the trouble to start with. “Aha!” we could say,
We're not so bad after all. We've saved ourselves. We've achieved
OUr own salyation.” 22 No, it has been the emphasis of classical
Protestantism that our salvation is the gift of God. It is not our own
doing; we are not saved by our “works” but by God’s “grace.” That
18 to say, although we do not deserve this gift of love, God gives it
0 us anyhow, not when we have finally made ourselves worthy, but
0 the very midst of our unworthiness—this is what makes it such
a remendoys gift of love. We are never worthy, we never “do
MoUgh” to earn God’s love, but God loves us anyhow, and con-
tnues to Joye us, even if we do not love him in return. “While we
were yer sinners,” Paul writes in amazement, “Christ died for us”
omans, 5:8). This is just what the Christian sees etched out in
old relief 3y, the event of the crucifixion. Here in Christ God is
'ramatizing his Jove for us, coming to us in our situation of human
lSln and sty uggle, sharing in the struggle, loving us when we do not
‘EZC im, continuing to love even when we put him to death. Her’c
are shown (and not merely told about) the extent of God.s
redeeming love. And we are asked merely to believe that this is

:;‘Ue. Wo lines from Paul Tillich sum up this side of the situa-
t}?enfperfectly; “You are accepted. All you need to do is to accept
ac

o t that you are accepted.” God accepts you now. He does
U wait for you to “prove” yourself; he does not demand that

23
withFOr a t.elli;!g description of “Why We Cannot Put Ourselves Right,” see the chapter
at title ip John Baillje’s Invitation to Pilgrimage (Scribners, New York, 1942).
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writers, that man is not truly man in isolation, but only as man-in-
community. There are no “individual” Christians in the book of
€ Acts of the Apostles, for example. There are only Christians
getting together, sharing, doing things in community. Their love of
God impels them to love one another and to look out for one an-
other. A later New Testament writer puts the same point the other
Way around when he says, “He who does not love his brother whom
e has seen, cannot love God whom he has not seen” (1 John, 4:20).
Exactly. Love of God and “love of the brethren,” commitment and
“oMmunity, always go together.
From the perspective of classical protestantism where do we find
the origing of the church? One might be inclined to reply, “In the
eformation.” But this would be inaccurate. The Reformation, as
as been stressed repeatedly above, is not the invention of something
few, but the rediscovery of something old, a recapturing of the
aPostolic witness to Christ found in the New Testament. The
classica] Protestant will thus affirm as his own those elements in the
Medieva] heritage which are consistent with the apostolic witness;
¢ claims to stand in a continuity with the whole of Christendom.
t. Augustine, for example, is at least as great a fountainhead of
Cassica] Protestantism, as he is of Roman Catholicism. The protes-
tant traces hjs lineage back to the group of disciples gathered around
5U, and sees there the roots of the Christian community. But he
TUst push back even farther. The disciples all came out of the
cbrajc heritage, and with this heritage the Christian feels a pro-
ound senge of continuity, so that he has to push back through the
lﬁto.r Y of the Jewish people in the Old Testament, realizing that
'S 15 also pjg history, and he goes back at least as far as the call of
raham (Genesis, 12), and in that event sees the real beginning of
€ “People of God.” And everything subsequent to that event is
PRI of hig own heritage.
esufll);nﬁny ways the most normative event in this ‘heritags is the
iy slsc r.m;_nt of the covenant (or agreement) by w;uch God ent}t:rs
relatioi sc}f relationship with his chosen peop}fc, ank rr}lla.unta};l; that
perh p ean when the chf)sen pe(?p!e orsake him. This is
As the main theme of the Bible: the faithfulness of God in spite
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Shortly thereafter, however, they begin to talk about a mysterious
Power which they call “holy,” and they demonstrate an unfaltering
assurance that God is now working through them in a new way,
undergirding them, empowering them, in all that they do. This
they call the Holy Spirit—God in action, God present with them,
God as power, filling them in such a way that they are vessels of his
Will. And it is this that the classical protestant claims has sustained
the church ever since—the power of the Holy Spirit. In this sense
at least, the church is never just “another group,” but a channel for
the creative, active energy of God as it is unleashed in the world.

This, then, is the community of faith to which the classical protes-
tant belongs, It is a description that many Christians would be
Willing to acknowledge as close to what they, too, believe about the
church, What, then, is the particular contribution of classical
Protestantism to an understanding of the church? The two dis-
tinctive marks of the church in classical protestantism have been
the Word and, the Sacraments. Calvin’s statement is typical:

Wherever we find the word of God purely preached and hearq, and the
sacraments administered according to the institution of (;hrlst, there,
115 not to be doubted, is a Church of God (Institutes, IV, 1, ix).

This means, first, that where there is a sense of responsible
ﬁdelity to the Biblical witness, where the word is read and shared,
Where ap attempt is made to understand it and make it relev.ant
through Preaching, there is fulfilled one of the conditions which
Make the church really the church. The church is to be a group Qf
People who Jive close to the Bible and seek to make its message 'thcu'
message, Everyone has a responsibility for this, not jus't the minister.

€ true meaning of the Reformation phrase, “the priesthood of all

elievers» ;g not that everybody is his own priest, so that no com-
Munity jg necessary, but rather that everybody must be a priest to
eVerybody else, so that community is a necessity.24 As Luther put it
“C:rsi:t Ii;Uther, who has been stubbornly and pcrsis.te.ntly misunderstood on this point:
3s 50 operated on us that we are able spiritually to act and pray on behalf

one another, just as the priest acts and prays bodily on behalf of the people.”

Ci ;
p.xted in Rl.’pp’ The Righteousness of God (Hodder and Stoughton, London, 1953),
316. This jg the best recent book on Luther’s thought.
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Christ; the preached W ord, by which the church attempts to keep
the Word always relevant and alive and present, and not merely a
Word from the past; and the enacted Word, in which the drama of
God’s encounter with men is re-lived so that men at all times may be
Participants in God’s saving acts, and not merely view them at
arm’s length.

These elements all come together in the worshipping life of the
fOmmunity, as the “people of God” gather together in praise of
him, The proper place for the conduct of worship, in the Reformed
tradition, for example, is behind the communion table, so that all
the people, minister and laymen, are thus gathered together around
the table of their Lord. The fact of congregational singing—a Ref-
Ormation introduction into worship which has not been killed even

¥ the bad hymns of the nineteenth century—likewise stresses the
‘Ommuna] aspect of the faith. The recitation by all of the creeds or
confessions of the particular denominations, the open invitation to
all who “put their trust in Christ,” and do “truly and earnestly re-
Pent of their sins” to partake at the Lord’s Table, the significance of
the open Bible—all of these things are visible and tangible reminders
of God's gift of love and salvation to all men, and it is to proclaim
this, and Wwitness to this, and invite others to share in this, that the
Protestant church finds the reason for its existence.

D the twentieth century, the most significant fact in the protestant
urlderStanding of the church has been the rise of the ecumenical
"0vement, 2 ylled by William Temple “the great new fact of our
Ume” Rather than remaining fissiparous, protestant churches in
the Past fifty years have shown a determination to come closer to
b1€ another. This has resulted in a significant number of mergers

“tWeen specific denominational groups, but more significant per-

APs evep than that has been the emergence of the World Council

“urches. This is not a new “super-church,” but a means through
Which churches can meet together for discussion and worship, for
consideration of their common problems and common failings, for
? chance to explore more fully than has ever been possible before

28
the From the Greek ojkumene, meaning “the inhabited world,” hence, the church
Oughom the world,
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ha.s seemed strange to American protestants. In negative terms first,
t}}IS whole dimension of Christian faith serves as a reminder that

1story does not complete itself, that life on earth is always frag-
mcntz}r ¥ and unfulfilled, and that never in itself does it contain final
eaning. For example, human sin always defeats the possibility for
fina] fulfilment in a human life, and human death seems to witness
that cvery life, no matter how splendid, is being swept toward
nofhingncss. On these terms alone, if there is a final word to be
Written above the human scene, it must be such a word as death,
annihilation, of extinction.

This is one reason why classical protestantism has been so cool
to thFOI'ieS of progress. For although there can be genuine “pro-
gres§10n5,» and areas of life can be made better and better, the facts
°f sin and death stand over the whole enterprise, placing it in
constant jeopardy. Things can get better, but the very things which
-ake them better can also be the means for making them worse.

¢ airplane, to take a hackneyed example, can rid a fever-infested
area of disease by delivering serum, but it can also destroy a whole
Y with o single bomb. And no matter how much we may improve
thmgs, the final fact of death stands as an ultimate negative over all
our Strivings, In the inelegant but apt language of James Thurber,

The claw of the sea-puss gets us all in the end.”** So all this

aPParently confusing “eschatological emphasis” is pretty much to
.. Point aftey all, and drives home the desperateness of our situation
our whole story is told in terms of the “three score years and
ten” 5 lotted to yg,

~bl.lt there are positive things to be said as well. Su1:ely the
tr;egcal Witness, and the witness that classma! protestantism has

to bear, js that God is able to complete our incompleteness, and

is atil € hope of the world is not our own striving, but t.hat. Christ
earthe hOPC of the world; that we are strangcrs and pll;i{rlms on
Whicl’lz 0 seek another better country, that is an heayenG y,da city
chrevy ath foundations, whose builder and m?kerh{s d.o (.see
are jn, dse’ I1). All the symbols we use to c.haracterl'ze this dimension

" Quate, because they describe things which transcend the

hl.u-ber, My Life and Hard Times (Harpers, New York, 1933), preface.
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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 have its ups
af_ld downs, to remain precarious, and no “utopia” at the end of this
historical chain of events can ever “justify” the suffering of the
thousands of generations who died before its arrival and would thus

¢ denied participation in it. To place ultimate meaning and fulfil-
Mment there would be a decidedly “immoral” resolution of the prob-
lem 30 Tpe ultimate fulfilment must thus be “beyond history,” rather
than o some dateable point in the future. This does not, however,
Negate the significance of historical striving. Everything we do in
Story can have an ultimate significance, because at any point in
'Story we can be as close to God as at any other point, and also
ccause the historical scene has been invested with ultimate signifi-
cance due to the fact that God in Christ has deigned to live within
It to Participate in it, and to conquer within it. Thus history is
filleq with meaning, not just in itself, but precisely because it is
related that which is beyond it. It is for this reason that the
fistian can never turn his back on history and refuse to be con-
Crned with the state of the world. He must always live out his

Alth right where he is.

The Heart of Protestant Ethics

nﬁtifs i)nl')’ from this perspective that we can engage in a Prc)lper and
tang U discussion of the place of ethical concern in classical protes-
e *M. Protestant ethics can best bt} descn.bed by some such term
pleafrztltude ethics” or “response et}.ucs.” It is because God has been
for h? to grant new life to the bel'lc'vcr when. the're was no reason
st ;Tl to do so, because God has v151'tcd man in h‘ls qeed, thrilt man
SPond in acts of love and gratitude. Thus “trying to live the

8ood | ;
d life» 1S not for the protestant an attempt to earn God’s love; it

30

o) : . . . .

Chapt; t}lzlsupomt see Berdyaev, The Meaning of History (Scnbncrs, New York, 1936),
* “The Doctrine of Progress and the Goal of History.”
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been freed from bondage, and can now serve his neighbor, Luther
Comments;

Well now! my God has given to me, unworthy and lost man, without
?:)ém?rnt, absolutely for nothing and out of pure mercy, through and
1st, the full riches of all godliness and blessedness, so that I hence-
orth need nothing more than to believe it is so. Well, then, for such a
inﬂt{m.' who has so prodigally lavished upon me His blessings, I will
et freely, joyously and for nothing do what is well-pleasing 1o
101::’ 'and also .bt’ a Christian towards my neighbor, as Christ has been
and Ei and I will do nothing except only what I see to be needful, useful
ever }fs scd.fol- him, because I indeed through my faith have enougl:l of
in Gy tdmg In Christ. See, thus there flows from faith love and Qt:llght
or °% and from Jove 4 free, willing, joyous life to serve our neighbor
our Nothing. For just as our neighbor suffers want and is in need of
in ns“PCrabundance’ so have we suffered want befor? God and been
or ,,e ed N f His grace. Therefore, as God t/xroug./z Christ has helped us
buy hotb’”g' 0 ought we through the body and its works to do nothing
U our neighbor. 53

cgfi‘g dd?‘?s this tie in with the escha?ological stress w'hiChu?’as
mOtiveef in the. preceding section? In thl’S sense, that the 1mhge hng
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general principle, granted the need for constant redefinition in the
l{ght of diﬁ’cring cultural situations, the emphasis on Christian voca-
ton is an important contribution to the ordering of man’s total life
under God,

Another dimension of protestant ethics can be subsumed under the
Phr'ase. “the protestant principle.” 3® The “protestant principle” is
AN Insistence that no partial object of loyalty may be made into an
Ultimae object of loyalty; that is, nothing which is manmade, or
&s than divine, may be treated as though it were divine, and thus
stZ?;ld the necessity of criticism. This is really another way of
ore g t’}’le first commandment, “You shall have no other got_is .be—
Strcssme (Exodus, 20:3). It is a way of underlining the Biblical
to . Jpon the dangers of idolatry—for we are alw.ays tempted

Worship fase gods, to give our allegiance to something less than

¢ true god,
al lsllrne:ans, for example, that tl'le protestant must never give his
Ceive a eg{aflce to the szate. Nothing a nation does can rightly re-

. Uncritical and absolute loyalty, but must always stand under
€ Judgment of , higher loyalty. Nor may final allegiance be given
hurch, since a church is composed of human beings who

C
€rr . ..
Whose judgments are always something less than divine

an
truth_ac

oro‘:,le M3y never say, “My country, may she be right, .but r%ght
or “:Ong, ’rny country.” Nor may one say, “My labor union, {fght
theolorong’t “My corporation, right or wrong,” or even, “My
Dl‘oteStg %> tight or wrong.” It is only to God himself that .thc
As R, Ant May commit himself with total and abs.olute devotion.

e p:lflhold Niebuhr admirably puts it, summarizing the task of
We o oSNt “We mugt fight their falsehood with our truth, but

Must g]¢, fight the falsehood in our truth.”

&
Pay] . e

PrOtestantTllhch has been particularly responsible for stressing this point in recent

(Phicz, o thc’ught. See his The Protestant Era (University of Chlcggo P.ress,

“02." > 1953), Chapter XI, “The Protestant Principle and the Proletarian Situa-
One .

be locg edoi' the bagic differences between protestantism and Roman Catholicism can

o0ts of :: t at this point, since Roman Catholicism exempts the ex cathedra state-

Pope from this kind of criticism.
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. And so it is true in the end, as in the beginning, that protestantism
Is the religion of free grace.

Bibliograph y

reazg:te: N umerous books have been mentioned in footno.tes, to give the
ha tf direction for further illumination on matters which the present
ooi €f may leave obscure. The following list is meant to supplement
N alrFady referred to, although a few titles are repeated.

tantl:t?rfmf materials: The writings of Luther best exemplify the protes-
Venien[:lzt n the first flush of its new discovery of the gospel. A con-
lenbe, nglish edition s Works of Martin Luther (6 volumes), (MI.'lh-
the WgHPress, Philadelphia, 1936-1943). See especially Volume 2,.w.1th
May, ne B 10Wn tracts of 1520, especially “The Liberty of the .Chnsnafl
tir; anton’s Here | Stand (Abingdon, New York, 1950), is a fasci-
§ account of Luther’s life, times and thought. In addition to Rupp,

y "8hicousness of God, cited above, Watson’s Let God Be God!
cnberg, Philadelphia, 1949) is a good treatment of Luther’s
emajy, " 1€ most systematic statement of classical Protestant thcol{)gy
delphi s John Calvin’s Institutes, 2 volumes (Westminster Press, 'Phll.a-
the ia, 1936). The forthcoming translation by John T McNeill, in
Sede a“rary of Christian Classics (Westminster Pfess), will S}Jr,ely super-
Is b Others. A brief introduction to the essentials of Calvm§ position
Wn I’l-ftruction in Faith (Westminster Press, Philadelphia, 1947)-

nd PZ: 4nd other protestant writings see also, McNeill, Books of Faith

Fop . " (Harpers, New York, 1949).

ses " 2 readap)a introduction to the events of the Reformation itself,
B(’Stonmton’ he Reformation of the Sixteenth Century (Beacon ?ICSS,
.Press, | }11-942)’ H. T. Kerr, Jr., Positive Protestantism (Westminster
in gy, - iladelphi, 1950), gives an interpretation of what was at stake

tiog tj le histor}' and interpretation of protestantism from the RFf(',mTa_
(Scribne ¢ Presen is Dillenberger and Welch, Protestant Christianity
The beo W ’.York, 1954). ' .
suc}elxpoSItions of contemporary classical protestant
Works as the following:
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Karl Barth, Dogmatics in Outline (Philosophical Library, New Yorb

1954) for a brief introduction to Barth’s thought. Barth’s major work

Church Dogmatics (Scribners, New York, 1936-1956), POW n'm‘
volumes strong with several still to be written, is gradually beifl
translated into English by a team of Scottish translators (T. & T. C]arlf)
Emil Brunner, Our Faith (Scribners, New York, 1930) is 2 b.rlc;
and moving statement of his own faith. Two volumes of his “dOgm%uc.s
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Doctrine of Creation and Redemption (Westminster Press, Philadelphla‘
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Beinhold Niebuhr, Beyond Tragedy (Scribners, New York, 1937) 15_‘:
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work, The Protestant Tradition (Macmillan, New York, 1955), contains
g“able.historical material. W. M. Horton, Christian Theology: An
VQ:;;”C'”“‘II Approach (Harpers, New York, 1955) is a treatment of the
preseus types .of theélogical thought which are being articulated at the
Seriesntfnme in Christendom. “The Layman’s Theological Librar.y,” a
re ‘? t‘.’VCIVC small books (ninety-six pages), published by Westminster
55, Indicates the importance of theology to protestant laymen.
see I(i;ut }Cl?mpreh(?nsive view of the protestant approach to ethics today,
otk Chison, ed.ltor, F‘/zri;tiaﬂ Faith and Social Action (Scribners, Nt?W
(Wes’n;'gsz’). Still widely used is Brunner, The Divine Imperative
'nster Press, Philadelphia, 1947).
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LIBERAL PROTESTANTISM *

BY
EDWIN E. AUBREY
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University of Pennsylvania

The late Dean Inge of St. Paul’s Cathedral once said that all labels
are libels, and this is true of theological tags. In recent discussion the
term “liberal” has become almost an epithet, associated with an
outmoded nineteenth century outlook, characterized by an un-
warranted optimism and by a naive faith in inevitable human prog-
ress, cut off from its roots in biblical faith, and too confident of its
ability to solve all problems by reason. I do not propose to debate
these characterizations, but I hope that the ensuing discussion will
serve to clarify the liberal position, and to show that the agree-
ments with what has been called “classical Protestantism” are such
that a fruitful interchange can be continued.

Certainly liberal Protestant thought has benefited from some of
the corrections offered by “neo-orthodox” theology. But this is just
the point. Liberalism has tried to remain open to light from any
quarter, and can thus share sincerely in such a symposium as
this volume represents. At the same time, I must make clear that,
since there is no one official liberal theology, but a great diversity of
views among liberals on particular doctrines, I speak as one liberal
Protestant; and while I think that most of my colleagues in the

* Preliminary editing of this chapter was done by Professor Aubrey, but he did not
live to see the final version.
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field would agree with most of what I have to say, I would not
want them to be convicted of guilt by association. This should be
borne in mind in connection with the bibliographical notes attached
to this chapter.

I. The Starting Point

The liberal starts with the proposition that experience precedes
theological formulas. In other words, religious experience 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 experience,
and the liberal’s attitude toward all of them is one of respect and of
willingness to investigate. Some years ago William Ernest Hock-
ing 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 thinking in the field of re-
ligion. And so, in encountering a number of faiths, he tries to
understand them.

A person’s religious experience may be the experience of a fellow-
ship 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, theo-
logically 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, confronted by an in-
soluble problem, a person has very often been driven to a sense of
the need for something beyond himself to lift him out of this
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 experience
through the striving for wholeness of life and for some organization
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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 ex-
perience he has had in order to make some sort of coherent interpre-
tation of them. And yet there is also along with this a feeling that
he does belong, as an integral part, to something much greater than
himself, and what this whole is to which he belongs he tries to state
for himself as best he may.

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

I recall a passage in Horace Bridges’ essay in My Idea of God,
a symposium published a number of years ago, in which he told of
being a boy in London and feeling, in a vague way in which
children will sense it, a great oppressive cloud hanging over the
home. He didn’t know what it was, whether someone had died or
someone was very ill, but he went out into the backyard. Seeing a
glorious sunset, he said, it seemed to him as though some voice said
to him, “Never mind! Underneath are the everlasting arms.” And
Bridges went on to say that he did not care how the psychologists
might pigeonhole this, or what questions the philosophers might ask
about it, for he was willing to think further about it; but that ever
since then he had never doubted the reality of God.

Yet again, a person might come to his experience of r.eligion
through the pursuit of ethical values—the dedication of his own
life to the best he knows, breeding thereby a sense of duty and a
dogged determination to do his duty. This may have brought to
him a sense of contact somehow or other with the deep stream of
existence which for his present activity is best 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, when they talk
about religious faith, may be talking of any one or more of all these
things; and with his reverence for the spiritual experience of other
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people, he tries to keep all of these in mind. He is, therefore, some-
what distrustful of glib theological formulas 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 ex-
perience behind them is relevant not merely to the religion of
individual persons, but 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 for-
mulas 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.

The language of one culture may fail to express adequately a
given meaning to persons reared in another. I remember hearing
about a Christian missionary to the Eskimos who, explaining the
Christian doctrine of salvation, spoke of the sacrifice of “the Lamb
of God.” Then he caught himself and realized that these people had
never seen any sheep and, therefore, the term “the Lamb of God”
simply would mean nothing to them. It wasnt a word in their
vocabulary. And so like a sensible man—though it may sound
shocking to those of us more familiar with the traditional termi-
nology—he spoke about Jesus as the Seal of God. Eskimos do sacrifice
seals and for the purpose 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
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to find new and more nearly adequate vehicles in our language for
conveying the essentials of the experience connoted by the historical
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 the creeds, not in order to establish their
relativity, but rather to establish their relation to fundamental and
dynamic human experience, so that we may get a fresh sense of their
relevance and of their vitality. And at the same time the scholar
will recognize that in other religions expression is also given to
the fundamental human spiritual quest.

I1. Authority in Religion*

If we go on from this to the problem of authority in religion, we
may say that the seat of authority is found not in a book or in a
creed or in an organized religious institution, but in t}.xe experiences
behind these. This is in part individual personal experience. And in
so far as the individual looking at the experience pf the members (?f
a group can say, “I know; I have been th.rqugh it, too,” then he is
willing to listen to what these other indlvxduals‘have to offer by
way of insights and possible lines of solution which have come to
them as a result of that experience. '

But it is also in part corporate experience. Judaism .has glway.s held
that these two are inseparable. The individual Jew is umde‘ntlﬁablc
apart from the Jewish community and the Jewish cornmun.lt}l came
to see during the biblical period the fact that the responsibility of
the community is shared also by all its members. And s the use of
experience in both its individual and its corporate sense 15 stressed.
ection the reader is referred to the following:
the Understanding of the Bible (Harper, New York,
Towards a Christian Pl;ilo/:op}lzx:li g(iljrl:b:;’;lf;ogi?::';

H i ;gions of Authority and the
z‘gﬁ‘;isll)i;niug:ﬂf\!osragtzzﬂiﬁéfs Iglfo); Stracli,an, R. H., The Authority of
Christian Experience (Cokesbury, Nashville, Tennessee, 1931).

* For further reading on this s
Fosdick, H. E., 4 Guide to
1938); Leonard Hodgson,
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Ol}r experience, however, does presuppose some objective stimu-
lus‘, 1f.we may speak in psychological terms for the moment—some
objective stimulus that arouses the response. I say this because
llbftr?lism has often been criticized for seeking to spin out its
religious faith from its own experiences. But the liberal, like any
other sensible person, realizes that we do not spin out experience
from inside ourselves in the manner of a cocoon. We develop ex-
perience in our interactions with objective reality. It comes from
beyond us and touches us at the depths of our own selves. And so
the liberal is willing to accept the neo-orthodox insistence on what is
called “the divine initiative.” 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 reflected in the
corporate life of the religious community, which has corrective
values. And in this sense we may speak of the authority of the
church as the authority of a precipitate of corporate experience down
through the ages. And the individual who tries to set this aside and
say it has no value for him, or can pass no judgment upon him, is
becoming dangerously individualistic, to the point where there is
no way of validating or testing his experience at all.

But this is not only a matter of the church. The wide range of
biblical experience as it is found in a period of about a thousand
years during which the Bible was being written, also conveys a
sense of comprehensive human experience, and to the extent that
we can read the Bible and say, as Coleridge said, “It finds me,” we
are suggesting that what the Bible has to say comports with general
human experience at its deepest level in such fashion that we say,
“This is true to experience.”

At the same time the generality of human experience is best rep-
resented to us in the modern world by science and philosophy. It is
the task of science to subject to the bar of corporate judgment th.e
experiences of the many members of the scientific fraternity, and it
is the task of philosophy to provide a systematized body Of‘CX-
perience or of formulations based upon the experience of mankind.
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And by these general propositions the claims of the individuals are
tested.

This is where theology plays its role in religion. It is trying to
inquire whether a given religious experience is simply some va-
gary or personal oddity, or whether it can truly be said that this
person has had an authentic human experience. In order to answer
this question one is bound to bring to the test a body of conclusions
about general human experience, so that he can identify this par-
ticular individual experience as properly belonging to it and being
coherent with it.

But this presents us with a difficult problem because we can
never fully accommodate the unique within the general categories
of history or of language. Historical explanation, for example, is
based upon the notion that human beings at all times and places
behave according to certain fundamental patterns—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 how can we
apply to it a standard of judgment that has been framed on the basis
of repeated occurrences? The distinctively unique simply cannot be
tested as to its validity. All you can say is that it just is.

Personal experience furthermore can be expressed only through
language, including communication through art or music, but this
again is a distillation of general experience. The concepts of the
language are general concepts. If I were to try to tell you about my
mother, I would have to speak in terms of the general idea of
motherhood, and to that extent I could convey to you certain im-
portant aspects of my 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 point where we try to express it, because we must always ex-
press it in the generalized concepts derived from human experience

as a whole.
But the trouble here again is that religion as represented by the
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Western religions has the character of a fellowship—in the Judeo-
Christian tradition. We sometimes forget that one of the striking
features of Western religion 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 we refuse to be
bulldozed by anyone who tells us we must accept any one particular
formulation. We insist that this particular formulation has limita-
tions, and that there may be other ways of formulating it more effec-
tively in relation to our experience.

I am saying, then, that no human authority can be absolute, that
intimate private experience cannot of itself become a religious law;
yet the individual has a right to cling to his private 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.

IIl. 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 behavior, 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’ discussions of the body-mind

T For further reading see:

Aubrey, E. E., Man’s Search for Himself (Abingdon-Cokesbury, Nashville,
Tennessee, 1940); Calhoun, R. L., Whar is Man? (Association Press, New

York, 1939); Robinson, H. W., The Christian Doctrine of Man (Clark, Edin-
burgh, 1911).
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problem. But these are not the questions that religion raises. Religion
poses the question: Where did I come from and whither am I
going? Am I to live purposefully 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 per-
petually 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 questions
the asking of which makes man. Man is, to be sure, a part of nature.
He is subject to the same physical laws of gravitation and motion
as other physical bodies. If you have any uncertainty about this,
step out of a tenth floor window and see. We know also that man
is responsive in chemical fashion to synthetic drugs, and this would
not be possible unless he were in one aspect at least a chemical
phenomenon. His digestive processes are largely vegetative in char-
acter. He shares the reflexes and many of his other physiological
functions with the animals. Man unquestionably is a part of nature.

God, we are told, made him “of the dust of the earth.”
But we are also told that God breathed into man the breath that

made him a living soul. He has another, a spiritual dimension. And
if man is a part of nature, he is also a unique form of nature. In
him the higher levels of organization exert an influence upon the
lower. He can worry so much that he gets indigestion. Or ¥1e can
by resolute will overcome fatigue and pain and get on with his
work. His vision of the ideal may determine his response to the
actual situation about him.

When my daughter was about twelve years old' s}ne came home
from Sunday School one day, and while we were sitting around the
table, said, “We had a funny man there today. He 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
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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 ‘if’ 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 distinction be-
tween what is in front of him and what might be 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
freedom, because he is aware that in every situation another possible
situation is implicit. The man in the lynching mob is a victim of the
mob violence and excitement until he asks himself, still in the midst
of the mob, “What will my colleagues think of me when they hear
about this tomorrow?” This is an “if,” and he considers another
possible eventuality. At the moment when he asks himself such a
question he begins to be free from the mob hysteria.
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IV. Natural Religion and Faith®

Natural religion is not to be understood as a set of self-evident
propositions. This was the meaning attached to it by the seventeenth
and eighteenth century thinkers. They listed five such propositions
which came to be known as “the pillars of deism.” Interestingly
enough, every one of these self-evident truths is questioned today,
and this is the fate of such “final” propositions in human life. But
natural religion is not identical with these propositions. It is, rather,
the basic fact that man struggles to be safe in the present while he is
aware that he cannot live in the present alone; so he is searching for
some reality behind what is seen to bind the seen and unseen to-
gether, so that in this sense faith is living beyond the present.

There are two aspects of faith which are not always distinguished.
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 upon 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 to have been raised for man
from the beginning—the question, “Is this brief span of life the
whole story of my meaning, and is what Koheleth said true, that
‘the days of darkness are many, and that everything thereafter is
nothingness’”?

To answer that question we shall have to make clear our con-
ception of God, because the idea of immortality is inseparable from
the conception of God.

3 For further reading see:
Cotton, J. H., Christian Knowledge of God (Macmillan, New York, 1951);
Ferré, N. F. S., Faith and Reason (Harper, New York, 1946); Jones, R. M.,
Pathways to the Reality of God (Macmillan, New York, 1931); Trueblood, D. E.,
The Logic of Belief (Harper, New York, 1942).
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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 never attain it by
rationalization. It is a curious thing that the two extremes of theo-
logical conservatism and humanistic atheism will very often meet
here.

The Roman Catholic Church declared very vigorously against
this in the Vatican Council of 1870, by saying that if any man be-
lieves that it is not possible by natural reason to arrive at the exist-
ence 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 exist-
ence 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 complexity, order
combined with complexity and development. If you have something
wrong with one of the organs of the body you very quickly dis-
cover 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.

¢ 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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Evolution shows us order not merely in the static, geometric
pattern, but in the time sequence, the fact of many events flowing
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 analogy seems to be found in our own purpose-
ful 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 prepare 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 involved 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 natural
world. And this is important. We are not constructing an analogy
from man’s experience in the spiritual world, to apply to nature.
This purposeful activity of man is expressed within nature, and that
fact raises questions for us about the relation of theism to human-
ism. Why should a human being assume that the ideals can be
realized, unless he is assuming that they fit somewhere into the
structure of reality which is independent of his own proj.ecfion?
This purpose is both immanent and transcendent. It acts wmhlr} us
as a guiding light. It is also something which is not yet realized
and, therefore, transcends the present.

I have spoken of four approaches to belief in God. Some come
to it by observing with wonder the order in the world and seeking
some adequate explanation of it. Some gain an awareness of Qod
through their sense of wholeness, of being part of sorne.thmg
greater than themselves. Others reach out for God at t.he point of
their own extremity and feel His hand touching theirs in the dark.
And some are led by their own moral struggles or their strenuous
efforts in pursuit of the good of society to an awareness of a tran-
scendent element active within themselves—a “power not ourselves
that makes for righteousness.”

These four approaches tend to bring into relief their own several
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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 universe was brought into being,
but also as continuing creativity 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 im-
manence 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 fellowmen toward the eternities, encounters 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 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
thc. 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 com-
munity through the Holy Spirit. But this is a trinity in unity, for
God is one. This unity of God is essential to the creative activity iP
the universe, working through many causes toward the realization
of any new event; to the integrity of the human personality as a2
exPression of the divine purpose; and to the communion of human
bc{ngs at their deepest levels, through the common presence of the
Spirit. These are three ways of acting on the part of the same Oné
three masks (personae) worn by the same actor; and they are all
true and perpetual expressions of the same God.
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VI. Christ®

To the 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 that God is revealed under
the aspect of human life itself in Jesus of Nazareth. My own feeling
is that the first disciples saw in Jesus Christ the concrete, living
embodiment of the divine purpose within the dynamic process of a
personal life.

To the Jew—and we must remember that the earliest Christians
were Jews—the power of God in man is found through obedience
to, 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 'hlstory ar{d never
able to develop a philosophy of history, despite their genius in other
philosophic matters, did not “have a word for it.” Limited by their
insistence that the divine dwelt beyond all the vicissitudes and %rn—
perfections of the historical scene, they had no way of expressing
what men found in Jesus Christ.

The result was an effort to accommodate the dynamic presence
of God in Christ within the category of being, or, as they said,
ousia. But ousia was a term for something beyond the process of
becoming; and this led to the debates about the- unity of the sub-
stance, or being, of Christ with that of'Go-d h.lmself. But Greek
philosophy had another term through which it tried to conserve the
truth that there is something constant within the process of ch?n.ge:
the term Jogos. With sound insight the Greeks within the Christian
fellowship used this word to describe Christ: he was the Logo.s, the
Word, the cosmic principle of order and dependability. But this left

S For further reading see:
Baillie, D. M., God Was in Chirist (Scribners, New York, 1948); Horton, W. M,

Our Eternal Contemporary (Harper, New York, 1942); Temple, W., Christ the
Truth (Macmillan, New York, 1924).
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in the background the earlier idea of a consonance of the human
purpose of Jesus with the divine purpose of God.

The difficulty grew when the question arose as to how Jesus could
be at one and the same time human and divine. The problem of the
“ewo natures in Christ” was insoluble in terms of the Greek con-
cepts, and the church simply grasped both horns of the dilemma.
Had the category of purpose been employed, the problem might not’
have been so difficult; for then the oneness of the purpose of Jesus
life with that of God the creator and redeemer would have been
asserted in a form that we could better comprehend. For the key t©
the personality of anyone is the purpose that dominates his life and
lends consistency and power to it. By living out the purpose of God
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 pur-
pose of God, Jesus—if one may use the exprcssion——taPPed )
resources of God and impressed men with his peculiar powers, since
v.;he power of God was now able to flow through him. BY the
identification of his own life with the purpose of God, Jesus appre;
hended immediately the direction of that purpose and went bﬁhmfi
th? Law of Judaism to the basic intent of that Law, so that he li
said to 'have spoken “as one having authority and not as the Scribes
—that s, out of the depth of his identification with God and 2O
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cal. The Greeks understood the latter, but they failed to grasp the
full implications of history as an avenue to the understanding of
the metaphysical. Judaism had seen this, and Christianity rested
its case on that insight.

But the purpose of God does not move merely toward the
redemption of individual lives. It seeks also the redemption of the
whole historical process of the human race, and even, as the New
Testament puts it, of “the whole creation.” In so far as Jesus caught
and embodied that aim of God, he became the Savior: the one who
showed the way in his teaching, and introduced the power through
his own life, which Christians believe to be the way and the power
of salvation. Because this is power that transcends the historical
scene, his followers asserted that Christ had triumphed over death
and become a living presence and power in his church. Whether
the body was revivified in the resurrection, or whether we are talk-
ing of a spiritual resurrection, is to me a secondary matter; for if
the core of personality is purpose, then the ongoing purpose and
power of Christ in his community are the reality with which we
are dealing, and which was stated in the form of the resurrection
stories.

Through Jesus we see the meaning of the unity and love that
characterize the purpose of God. Paul made it the key to the life of
what he called “the spiritual man”: not a disembodied soul, but a
life in the body shaped and directed by the spirit of Christ. And
Paul saw this, too, as the secret of the fellowship of the Christian
church, the koinonia, the shared life of very human folk who found
in their community a level and power of life they had never ex-
perienced before. Hence he called even the Corinthians, with
whom he had so much trouble because of dissension and immo-
rality, “the body of Christ” Even in such as they, the spirit of
Christ was at work to elevate and redeem human existence. But
this was not merely a promise. It was also a challenge, and he laid

ethical obligations upon them.
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in the background the earlier idea of a consonance of the human
purpose of Jesus with the divine purpose of God.
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be at one and the same time human and divine. The problem of the
“two natures in Christ” was insoluble in terms of the Greek con-
cepts, and the church simply grasped both horns of the dilemma.
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have been so difficult; for then the oneness of the purpose of Jesus’
life with that of God the creator and redeemer would have been
asserted in a form that we could better comprehend. For the key to
the personality of anyone is the purpose that dominates his life and
lends consistency and power to it. By living out the purpose of God
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 pur-
pose of God, Jesus—if one may use the expression—tapped the
resources of God and impressed men with his peculiar 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 appre-
hended immediately the direction of that purpose and went behind
the Law of Judaism to the basic intent qf that Law, so that he is
said to have spoken “as one having autherty .and not as the Scribes”
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physical reality, and the metaphysical gives meaning to the histori-
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cal. The Greeks understood the latter, but they failed to grasp the
full implications of history as an avenue to the understanding of
the metaphysical. Judaism had seen this, and Christianity rested
its case on that insight.

But the purpose of God does not move merely toward the
redemption of individual lives. It seeks also the redemption of the
whole historical process of the human race, and even, as the New
Testament puts it, of “the whole creation.” In so far as Jesus caught
and embodied that aim of God, he became the Savior: the one who
showed the way in his teaching, and introduced the power through
his own life, which Christians believe to be the way and the power
of salvation. Because this is power that transcends the historical
scene, his followers asserted that Christ had triumphed over death
and become a living presence and power in his church. Whether
the body was revivified in the resurrection, or whether we are talk-
ing of a spiritual resurrection, is to me a secondary matter; for if
the core of personality is purpose, then the ongoing purpose and
power of Christ in his community are the reality with which we
are dealing, and which was stated in the form of the resurrection
stories.

Through Jesus we see the meaning of the unity and love that
characterize the purpose of God. Paul made it the key to the life of
what he called “the spiritual man”: not a disembodied soul, but a
life in the body shaped and directed by the spirit of Christ. And
Paul saw this, too, as the secret of the fellowship of the Christian
church, the koinonia, the shared life of very human folk who found
in their community a level and power of life they had never ex-
perienced before. Hence he called even the Corinthians, with
whom he had so much trouble because of dissension and immo-
rality, “the body of Christ.” Even in such as they, the spirit of
Christ was at work to elevate and redeem human existence. But
this was not merely a promise. It was also a challenge, and he laid
ethical obligations upon them.
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VII. Human Destiny ®

It is in the light of these considerations that we must understand
the Christian view of human destiny. First, let me return to the
problem of the destiny of the individual which was postponed
when I was dealing with the doctrine of man. If the clue to the
nature of personality is found in the purpose that integrates and
guides the activity of the individual, then the problem of immor-
tality is one of the relation between that individual purpose and the
purpose of God. We have seen how the consonance of Jesus’ purpose
with God’s meant that the power 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 obedience is caught up into God’s eternal activity
and persists eternally. But that divine purpose also transcends each
moment of history (as we sought to show in discussing the tran-
scendence of God), and is in principle a transcendence of history as
such. Accordingly, the immortality of man is a conditional immor-
tality dependent 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 its disciplines and de-
mands. The saving power of Christ is available for us only if and
when we surrender our own purposes to God’s will. When this is
done we can enter into eternal life, not as something that awaits
us at some distant time but as another dimension of our daily life
that rises above the moment and attains the eternal.

This is not merely an immersion in God whereby we lose our
identity (as in Indian thought atman is lost in Brahman), but has

°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
York, 1933); Baillie, J., The Belief in Progress (Scribners, New York, 1951)3

Fosdick, H. E., Christianity and Progress (Macmillan, New York, 1920); Robin-
son, H. W., Redemption and Revelation (Harper, New York, 1942).
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an individual quality. Such a hope is based on the doctrine of love
which in all situations conserves the meaning and possibilities of
the individual. The Christian doctrine that God is love assures us
that in the eternal purpose of God the individual somehow comes
into his own, though it is impossible for us to know how.

Here we have also the clue to the meaning of history. The eternal
is present both as a purpose that broods over history and brings its
moments into unity, and as the intrinsic value that is present in
every moment and is moving toward realization in “that one far-
off divine event toward which the whole creation moves.” The King-
dom of God is thus the foundation of all things, as the primordial
relatedness which is the basis of all historical relations; it is present
as partially realized in the here and now; and it is the final reality
which acts upon the present, drawing history up into the final con-
summation which spells the meaning of the whole process. In such a
view the meaning of history is not found in history itself, but in the
eternal. But this is not to say that progress is an illusion, or to deny
that the passage of history sees any gains in relation to the eternal
purpose of God. On the contrary, the New Testament idea of “the
fullness of time” refers to historical time, and treats certain histori-
cal events themselves as culminations of meaning, even though the
fullness of time also implies some divine intention to which it is
referred.

The present attack in Protestant circles on the idea of progress is
directed against the old Spencerian doctrine of inevitable progress
and against the optimistic interpretation of social evolution w131§h
it contained. The grave possibility that man can retrogress spirit-
ually has been made clear to us—if we needed to be tolc.l—by the
events of the past half-century; but this does not require us to
abandon the idea of progress altogether. 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 its power
and wealth to lift up the defeated, without seeking new territory for
itself. Even the cynics at home and abroad, who claim that this was
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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 genuineness 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 iz 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 assurance in the
face of cynical despair; but it should not blind us to the reality
of progress in human affairs, nor 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 inwoven 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 from the idea
of God as Lord of history or from the Christian doctrine of the
Incarnation, we are still faced with the responsibility 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

" For further reading see:

Bennett, J. C., Social Salvation (Scribners, New York, 1935); Rauschenbusch,
W., 4 Theology for the Social Gospel (Macmillan, New York, 1918); Raven, C. E.,
The Church and the Kingdom (Scribner, New York, 1940); Temple, W.,
Christianity and the Social Order (Penguin, Harmonsworth, Middlesex, England,
1942).
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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 Arch-
bishop Temple called the sacramental principle in ethics, and it
has led to quite radical social teachings in Anglican thought about
social 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 con-
cept of natural laws like those of thermo-dynamics; yet it refers to
conditions that are basic to all effective human action. Thus what-
ever we can learn of the rational structure of our world is a contri-
bution to Christian ethics and social policy. In this way ethics has
need for all the knowledge science can give us. Sometimes science
disposes of old ethical requirements by disclosing misunderstzfnd-
ings of causal connections on which they rested. At the same time
science is continually creating new ethical obligations—based, for
example, on knowledge of bacteriology which shows threats to
human welfare from milking cows with dirty hands. Hence the
liberal Christian welcomes science as an ally. o

I have repeatedly spoken of individual and .soc1a1. life, and the
social gospel of liberalism is based on the essential unity of the per-
son and society. Not only must the fundamental attitudes of the in-
dividual be redeemed if society is to be rescued from the morass that
threatens it, but social conditions must also be ref:onstructed if th'e
individual is to have a chance to be his best possible self. There' is
therefore no real conflict between the individual a{ld the social
gospel, so-called. And the fact of community requires thlat {)ur
ethics should provide maximum freedom, bor_h. for the moral salva-
tion of the individual himself and for the creative growth of society

itself.

Freedom is not a privilege
and subject to recall at any mol
ciety owes to itself, for we live in a wor

extended by society to the individual
oment. It is an obligation which so-
1d in which novelty is real.
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This is a corollary of the Judeo-Christian insistence on the real sig-
nificance of history, for without novelty there would be no history
to record. But since we are continually faced with novelty and with
genuinely individual experience, it behooves society to encourage its
individual members to bring to the common fund of experience
their special insights. In order to make available this variety of ex-
perience, by which the common store is enriched and a broader and
firmer base of judgment secured, freedom must be allowed to the
individual to reach his own conclusions and testify to his own ex-
perience. Freedom is thus the very basis of security.

Finally, what is the nature and role of churches in relation to
the religious life? A church is a worshipping community. Its mem-
bers gather as a group of sinners before the Most High God in peni-
tence and rededication, and there become more keenly aware of their
failures as their consciences are sensitized. But they are also standing
in God’s presence as men and women to whom He has promised
good things. The reminder of the Gospel (7., the good news) is
elevating and encouraging in the midst of the stresses and strains
of daily life. The beauty of holiness, \fvhether in music or archi'tcc-

ture, or in the spoken word of the Bible or of the minister, raises
us above the level of our ordinary life. The tragedy m.much.co.n-
temporary worship is its tawdriness and mediocrity, which belie its
But whether in the sublime beauty of a rich liturgy or
e simplicity of a Friends’ meeting, there is
he presence of God. And in the personal
ach other is conveyed a sense of

high aim.
in the equally sublim
made accessible to men t
solicitude of church members for €

ionificance of each individual person. ’ .
th;iltgltl}llccchurch must also crusade. It 1s God’s harbinger of the

Kingdom. It must be prophetic in its denunciati%n of the evils to
which our society is prone, and must encourage the forces of goofi
in its immediate environment even at great sacrifice. To do lc':ss is
to forsake its task as an instrument of dl.Vln.C grace. But while it
may thunder forth its condemnations of eYll,. it must also b§ a see.d_
bed of Christian motives, seeking 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 con-
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victions with other branches of Christianity and many with Judaism;
and it welcomes further fellowship with them all.
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III
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 religious thought and
sensibility that a serious interest in the one demands some acquaint-
ance with the other. No doubt my professional 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 uncom-
mitted incursions into other people’s patterns of conviction. Such a
sympathetic incursion demands not only an understanding of the
logical coherence of the foreign pattern but the power to feel with-
out commitment the attitudes and affective values the pattern con-
tains.

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
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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 paganism or of Rome.

All this supplies, I hope, a vocabulary in terms of which I can
define the purpose of the present paper. I am interested here 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’ convic-
tions, 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.” The opinion that
Roman Catholicism is a sinister and alien force is still fairly wide-
spread 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 return 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 whole-
hearted acceptance of American methods. Such approaches 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
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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 supernatural society pro-
fessing a supernatural wisdom. Philosophy 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 hand-
books of theology and advanced catechisms. Unlike philosophy,
which is a threshold, dogma and doctrine are indubitably intrinsic
and essential, but too exclusive a consideration of systems of abstract
statements may very well prove a barrier to a just grasp of the life
of the Church. The skeleton is doubtless essential to the human
form, but the artist who studied only X-ray photographs of his sub-
ject would end with a very odd portrait. What is in catechisms and
handbooks 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 essential
but not central. If one begins there, one is in danger of missing the
typical Catholic situation. Our handbooks, whether philosophical or
theological, can easily lead the reader unacquainted with the lived
religious life behind them to the impression that the assent of the
individual to abstract propositions is the primary Catholic fact.
Were this true, my task in this paper would be much easier, since
it would consist merely in outlining doctrinal differences between
Roman Catholicism and the other patterns of faith we are consider-
ing. Whatever impression our handbooks may convey, however, our
liturgy makes ope important fact abundantly clear: the Ecclesia re-
gards herself as the descendant of Israel. Roman Catholicism is
Judaic religion, and Judaic religion cannot begin with abstractions,
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for Judaic religion is a religion of existence: “I am who am.” The
God of Israel is not an idea.

Nor can He be worshiped by abstractions, and “individuals,”
human beings considered merely as separate instances of the species
homo sapiens are abstractions. In Martin Buber’s very helpful
language, the individual belongs to the world of “it” not to the
world of “thou.” He can be regarded entirely apart from society, and
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 indi-
vidual as solely a member of society, a cog in a social machine whose
whole value and meaning are exhausted by his function within the
machine. Such a way of thinking can bring us very close to Orwell’s
1984. In place of the abstract individual, the Judaic tradition places
before our consciousness the concrete existent, the historical and
unique human person, Aic homo. The person is social. Indeed, the
human infant, the potential person, comes into act only by relation
with other persons, considered precisely as persons, through what
Buber calls the “I-thou” relationship. But, necessary as society is to
the life of the person, he has a value which can never be exhausted
by his function within society. His 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 relationship to God and society exists for him.

Personalist conviction is not uniquely Roman Catholic. It is
Jewish in origin and characteristic of all Judaic religions in so far
as they have been true to their traditions. But, as we trace the
emergence of the personalist sense into religious praxis and con-
sciousness, 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 is a common-
place of Roman Catholic theology. It is sometimes translated “grace
builds upon (or supposes) nature,” and may be paraphrased by
saying that one cannot divide the human person into religious and
secular compartments. The person who earns his living, has a
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family, and is a citizen is the same person who worships God. If
society is necessary for the other activities of the person, it is neces-
sary also, so Catholics feel and very strongly, for his religious
activities. The “I-Thou” relationship at the basis of Catholic life is,
like the relationship in Judaism, inseparable from a “we-Thou”
relationship in which the sacral society, Israel or the Ecclesia, con-
fronts God. In this view, human religion cannot be a flight of the
alone to the Alone.

For one seeking an understanding of Roman Catholicism, there-
fore, the approach through the sacral society, the Ecclesia, leads per-
haps 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 num-
ber of Catholics. Many non-Catholics viewing this juridical structure
from the outside see it not only as a path to the meaning of
Catholicism but as the meaning itself. Of those who make this mis-
take, some are appalled at what they regard as an authori.tarian
system and never try to arrive at an empathetic understanding of
the Church and her life. 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
have emerged. It is noteworthy that Pius XII at'the outset of his
great ecclesiological encyclical, that on the Mystlcal. Body, warns
against the error of those who see and want to see in the Chu.rch
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
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suggest the Mystici Corporis. Here, where we are trying to approach
Roman Catholicism from a cultural and personal, rather than an
abstractly 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 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 for pious mediocrity, or imper-
fection, or sin, will find what he is looking for. (The German
theologian Karl Rahner has published a widely quoted article which
he called “The Church of Sinners.”) But it is only fair, too, to get
acquainted with the persons whom the family itself regards as
embodiments of its ideals, the persons we call saints. It is not beside
the point, either, to look at the poets, because the ideal the saint is
attaining in fact the poet often seizes imaginatively and presents in
more rfeadily comprehensible form. Nor should the guest interested
In getting an empathetic understanding neglect the family prayers,
the liturgy of the Church. There is our doctrine, in a more con-
crete and more nuanced form than in handbooks or catechisms.

If one adopts the approach by way of persons, it will appear im-
mediately that Catholic life is very far from showing the kind of
monolithic uniformity one associates with authoritarian regimes.
Catholic sanctity is not a cutting to a pattern. It embraces a wide
variety, from avid scholars like the Venerable Bede to St. Francis,
who neglected to become learned so that he might be more like the
poor, from notable intellectuals like St. Thomas More to St.
Bernadette, part of whose notability is precisely that she was in no
sense an intellectual. And a similar diversity exists among Catholic
thinkers. If one approaches St. Thomas as a person rather than as a
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philosophical system, 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 differ-
ent strategies. One cannot forget Thomas’s predecessors, the
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 number of contempo-
raries. 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 varia-
tion, 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 the Roman
Catholic faith. These topics can, I believe, be considered under
three main heads: God; man, considered as a moral being in rela-
tion to God; and the world of time, history, in relation 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 that Catholic theology and Catholic
religious life were static things, museum pieces incapable of de-
velopment. On the contrary, 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 enriched
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by human experience, including, of course, intellectual experience,
in time. The present volume deals, as 1 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 prob-
lem is thus posed, the personalist and dynamic character of Roman
Catholicism makes the presentation of the Catholic point of view
a difficult matter. At any period of time, such as the present, there
is inevitably a large variety of opinions and attitudes to be found
within the visible unity of the Church and within the bounds of
the strictest orthodoxy. If one extends his view to include the whole
tradition, past as well as present, the variety within the still visible
unity.bec.omes bewildering. Yet any presentation must somehoW
keep in view not only present complexities but the past comph:"'“-'“:s

with which the present ones are organically b - the unity
of the Church’s life in time. & y bound up in
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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, which man approached by means
of rational conduct, a following of what they called the law of
hature, 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 general 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 supernatural knowledge by way of revela-
tion 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 theology. It seems to be one of the problems dividing the
neo-orthodox, or conservative, and liberal wings of Protestantism
today. The difference between a typically Catholic way of working
and a typically Protestant one can perhaps be illustrated by a con-
trast 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,
From 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
The radiant image of his glory sat,

His only Son (Il 56-64)-
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Israel is at the same time the zelos of Christianized Aristotelianism,
the goal towards which all creation yearns, blindly and unconsciously
in the case of things and brutes, consciously in man when he has
come—by reason, or faith, or both—to an awareness of God’s exist-
ence.

St. Bernard nods to Dante that his prayer has been granted, but
Dante’s eyes are already turned to the Light. “My sight, becoming
limpid, entered more and more into the ray of the high Light
whose truth s in itself” (Il. 52-54). The light imagery is scriptural—
we recall Milton’s use of it—and is firmly imbedded also in
ecclesiastical tradition, but the symbol still points to the God of the
philosophers, God as the principle of intelligibility, Uncreated Being
and hence the only Being whose intelligibility, whose truth, is
wholly within Himself.
~ What he saw in the light, Dante does not really tell us. Here, he
1s following St. Bernard and the language of Western mysticism.
The Beatific Vision, God viewed in Himself, is strictly ineffable.
Languagc is wholly inadequate to describe what one sees who sees
God (L. 55-56). Memory is inadequate and retains no 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” (Il. 58-61).

After warning the reader that both the language and the symbols
offered are wholly inadequate to the vision itself, Dante remarks
that in the profundity of the Eternal Light he seemed to see “sub-
Stances and accidents and their modes of operation” (1. 88) not sep-
arated, however, as we see them in the world but united in a perfect
unity. This, of course, is philosophy in the very language of philos-
ophy. But then, after another warning as to the almost total dis-
Parity between what he has seen and what he is able to remember
and describe, Dante, launching his last image, enters the realm of
theology, hence of faith and revelation. But there is no discon-
tinuity: the same light which was 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
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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 knew 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 one another. It was
necessary to choose, either the one or the other. Milton agreed with
Pascal that God speaks well of God. Consequently, he felt bound
to use not only the ideals and attitudes but the very imagery of the
sacred writings. Outside the light of revelation there was only dark-
ness, 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 not 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 Protestant thinkers should call one of his
works, Either/Or. The univocal mind is precisely the mind that
says, “either ... or.”

Faced with the same problem, that of presenting God to the
human imagination, the Catholic Dante works in a different
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 representative of
the mystical way to God, the approach by direct “sight,” has re-
placed Beatrice as Dante’s guide. Canto XXXIII opens with
Bernard’s prayer to the Blessed Virgin. He asks that she obtain
for Dante the grace of a direct glimpse of God, the Beatific Vision
(I. 1-39). Mary turns her eyes from Bernard to the “Eternal Light.”
“And 1,” Dante writes, “who was approaching the goal of all desires,
arrived, as was right, at the pinnacle of my yearning” (ll. 4648).
Dante is speaking the language of the philosophers. The God of
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Israel is at the same time the telos of Christianized Aristotelianism,
the goal towards which all creation yearns, blindly and unconsciously
in the case of things and brutes, consciously in man when he has
come—by reason, or faith, or both—to an awareness of God’s exist-
ence.

St. Bernard nods to Dante that his prayer has been granted, but
Dante’s eyes are already turned to the Light. “My sight, becoming
limpid, entered more and more into the ray of the high Light
whose truth is in itself” (Il. 52-54). The light imagery is scriptural—
we recall Milton’s use of it—and is firmly imbedded also in
ecclesiastical tradition, but the symbol still points to the God of the
philosophers, God as the principle of intelligibility, Uncreated Being
and hence the only Being whose intelligibility, whose truth, is
wholly within Himself.

What he saw in the light, Dante does not really tell us. Here, he
is following St. Bernard and the language of Western mysticism.
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 no 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” (Il. 58-61).

After warning the reader that both the language and the symbols
offered are wholly inadequate to the vision itself, Dante ren‘mrks
that in the profundity of the Eternal Light he seemed to see ‘sub-
stances and accidents and their modes of operation” (1. 88) not sep-
arated, however, as we see them in the world but united in a perfect
unity. This, of course, is philosophy in the very language of phil(?s-
ophy. But then, after another warning as to the almost total dis-
parity between what he has seen and what he is able to remember
and describe, Dante, launching his last image, enters the realm of
theology, hence of faith and revelation. But there is no discon-
tinuity: the same light which was 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
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three circles, of three colors and of one extent, and one seemed .reé
flected from the other, as rainbow from rainbow; and ”the thir
seemed fire, breathed equally from the one and the ofher . (I 115~
120). In our three-dimensional universe we cannot imagine .t_hree
co-extensive circles which are yet separately visible. Dante is re-
minding 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 Incarnation 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” (I, 142-145).
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 simpli-
fies. He returns, even in his imagery, to revelation in what he re-
garded as its pure and original form. For Dante, revelation is some-
thing in a constant process of unfolding and development. The
Trinitarian and Christological definitions, notable moments in that
development, have obviously affected his whole imaginative presen-
tation. Further, Dante brings to bear on his understanding of
revelation the records of the personal religious experiences of mystics
such as St. B?rnard. He has brought to bear, too, in a very decisive
manner, the intellectual experiences of his own period, a period of
inFellectual ferment wl}en the new Aristotelianism came into contact
with the older Platonism of the Fathers and the interpretation ©
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Christian doctrine was shifted from a Platonic to an Agistotelia®
key. Dante’s imagination is synthetic, combining in a sinele image
the God of the philosophers, the God of the Christian mgstics an
the God of Revelation and of ecclesiastical tradition %hc g:ing e
image symbolizes Dante’s conviction that in the app, h to the
ineffable Reality which is God, po path ca pproac

n be neglected. His
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imagination rejects dichotomies and prefers “both . .. and” to
“either . . . or.” The result is complex, but it is an ordered com-
plexity, not a hodgepodge. The ordering element in Dante’s com-
plexity 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, I believe, typical
of the Roman Catholic tradition. Most of us today, 1 believe, dis-
like dichotomies as much as Dante did. For example, the opposi-
tion which is being set up today in the English-speaking world be-
tween “humanism” and “theism” is almost incomprehensible 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.” St. Augustine supplies a necessary supple-
ment but does not contradict 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 appre-
ciation of the human. Gratia supponit naturam. It rejects em-
phatically any dichotomy between humanism and theism and pro-
poses what we can call a humanistic theism or a theistic humanism.
In short, both . . . and.

II. 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 experience. Roman
Catholics hold that some persons have in this life known God
directly, by an immediate intuition, which is quite a different ex-
perience from knowing about God by means of concepts. St
Bernard is one of the great teachers of this way to God. Others are
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three circles, of three colors and of one extent, and one seemed re-
fected from the other, as rainbow from rainbow; and the third
seemed fire, breathed equally from the one and the other” (Il. 115~
120). In our three-dimensional universe we cannot imagine three
co-extensive circles which are yet separately visible. Dante is re-
minding 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
(1l. 127-133). The ardent desire of the poet for a full intellectual
understanding of the mystery of the Incarnation 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” (ll. 142-145).
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 simpli-
fies. He returns, even in his imagery, to revelation in what he re-
garded as its pure and original form. For Dante, revelation is some-
thing in a constant process of unfolding and development. The
Trinitarian and Christological definitions, notable moments in that
development, have obviously affected his whole imaginative presen-
tation. Further, Dante brings to bear on his understanding of
revelation the records of the personal religious experiences of mystics
such as St. Bernard. He has brought to bear, too, in a very decisive
manner, the intellectual experiences of his own period, a period of
intellectual ferment when the new Aristotelianism came into contact
with the older Platonism of the Fathers and the interpretation of
Christian 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
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imagination rejects dichotomies and prefers “both ... and” to
“either . . . or.” The result is complex, but it is an ordered com-
plexity, not a hodgepodge. The ordering element in Dante’s com-
plexity 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, I believe, typical
of the Roman Catholic tradition. Most of us today, I believe, dis-
like dichotomies as much as Dante did. For example, the opposi-
tion which is being set up today in the English-speaking world be-
tween “humanism” and “theism” is almost incomprehensible 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.” St. Augustine supplies a necessary supple-
ment but does not contradict 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 appre-
ciation of the human. Gratia supponit naturam. It rejects em-
phatically any dichotomy between humanism and theism and pro-
poses what we can call a humanistic theism or a theistic humanism.

In short, both . . . and.

II. 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 experience. Roman
Catholics hold that some persons have in this life known God
directly, by an immediate intuition, which is quite a different ex-
perience from knowing about God by means of concepts. St.
Bernard is one of the great teachers of this way to God. Others are
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St. John of the Cross and St. Teresa of Avila. The experience of
the mystic is, as Dante saw, ineffable. 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 Catholic understands by a “mystical ex-
perience.” 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,
representative 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 Purgatorio, too, is
part of Dante’s way to God and there the guide is Virgil, representa-
tive of purely human reason and moral insight. This apportionment
of poetic space is significant. Catholic 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 to special persons and usually only to those
who have prepared themselves by particularly strenuous exercise in
the ordinary human means of approaching God, by sacrament, by
prayer, by meditation on revealed truth in Scripture and in spiritual
writers, by methodical self-denial and loving regard for others, in
short, by the approach to God through creatures, particularly hu-
man beings.

Some Catholic thinkers would say that apart from the relatively
rare cases of genuine mysticism there is no such thing 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 thing 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 interven-
tion. The attempt to approach God in this fashion, Catholics, like
some Protestants, call natural theology. The thinkers of classical
antiquity, quite apart from revelation, did arrive at the conviction
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that a Supreme Being exists. And what are we to say of the
religious speculation of the East, India particularly, but also China,
Tibet, Japan? In general, the Catholic tradition has been inclined
to take such speculation seriously. We do not view religious specu-
lation in terms of a complete dichotomy between Christian light and
pagan darkness. Apart from Judeo-Christian revelation, humanity
can know some truth about God. Apart from that revelation, it is
possible to demonstrate the existence of a Supreme Being, author
of man and of the moral order, who can then, in the light of
revelation, be identified with the God of Israel.

But, in the modern climate of opinion, the term “to demonstrate”
needs examination. Since the appearance of Leo XIII’s encylical on
the restoration of Christian philosophy in 1879, three generations have
given serious attention to the Scholastic philosophers and particularly
to St. Thomas. At first, these philosophers were necessarily read in
terms of modern ways of thinking, dominated by a love of mathe-
matical clarity descending from Descartes. It was an uncompromise-
ingly univocal way of thinking. Most modern Thomists are con-
vinced that Thomas is misread if he is read through Cartesian
spectacles. 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. Petef 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 dlscussed,. because
it is meaningful. But suppose I say, “Peter exists; God ex1§ts.” 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
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“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 predication is equivocal.

Pushing the univocal approach to its limits, some contemporary
philosophers insist that the statement “God exists” is wholly mean-
ingless, so that it is senseless to discuss whether it is true or not. If
we are committed to this way of thinking, we must 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 “analytical” philosophies in the
English-speaking world has been accompanied by an increased in-
terest in mystical experience. “Pure” religion, in short, such as
has nothing to do with philosophy or reason is set up as the opposite
pole to a philosophy which 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 mathe-
matics the mind works by means of a purely methodological 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 metaphysics 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 im-
possible. 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,
a predication where one thing is understood in and through another
which is dissimilar but proportionate. The mode of Peter’s exist-
ence is, indeed, different from God’s, but the one existence is an
analogue of the other, related to it as the finite to the infinite, and
one can come to some knowledge of the second by one’s knowledge
of the first. “God exists,” is therefore a meaningful statement. It
can be discussed and, the neo-Thomists hold, rationally demon-
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strated. Once demonstrated, it becomes knowledge, but a kind of
knowledge in which the higher reality is seen in and through the
lower—God’s existence through Peter’s. But analogical knowledge,
while certain, is not wholly clear. God remains a hidden God, even
after the Thomist philosopher has had his say. He is otk known
and unknown.

I shall not rehearse the classical Thomistic ways to God through
the intellect. Discussion of them usually centers not on the argu-
ments themselves but on the framework of “realist” criteriology in
terms of which they have their demonstrative force. Such dis-
cussion leads into the apparently bottomless pit of modern criterio-
logical dispute. In short, we live in a climate of opinion where,
before we can discuss philosophical demonstrations of God’s exist-
ence, we must confront such questions as “What is philosophy?” or
“Is philosophy possible?” Obviously, in a brief treatment of the
Catholic faith, to which the philosophy of Catholics is, after all, only
a threshold, a “propaedeutic,” such questions cannot be aired at
length. Some Catholics 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
questions which we would regard today as belonging to chemistry,
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 disciplines
was indubitably a great and liberating advance in human 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. Obviously, if we work in a climate of
opinion where “to demonstrate” means “to demonstrate by con-
trolled experiment,” we shall have to say that the existence of God
cannot be “demonstrated.” An unseen being whose existence could
be demonstrated by controlled experiment could not be identified
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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 methodo-
logical assumptions of the natural sciences, necessary as they are
for the appropriate areas of human knowledge, set the limits of the
human mind’s capacity for attaining demonstrable truth. Is it not
possible that a discipline can be established based on a broader view
of human intellectual experience, a view that will include the
scientist’s laboratory (and the mathematician’s desk) without ex-
cluding other ways of knowing? 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 knowlcdge 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 1 should
say all—do feel, however, that attempts to base conclusions about
human and moral values solely on the methods and data of the
physical sciences simply inverts the medieval error. It absorbs
philosophy into the separate sciences, so that what is really bad
philosophy is promulgated in the name of science—ordinarily not by
scientists. 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 extremely 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 possibly question Edwin E. Aubrey’s perfectly just
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Pbservation that God’s existence does not depend upon our proving
it. If one does not go along even with the modest analogical
rationalism 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 to obscure the fact
that the basis of the Christian religious life, in Roman Catholic
teaching also, is faith. Even though the existence of God is meta-
physically demonstrable it is, at the same time, St. Thomas insists,
a matter of faith, and in the case of many people it may be solely
a matter of faith. The private Catholic need not be able to demon-
strate the existence of God nor need he be impressed by the demon-
strative 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 as the Trinity
and the Incarnation are not metaphysically demonstrable. They are
matters of faith, not only for the metaphysically 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 is rather a per-
sonal commitment in depth, the object of the commitment 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 Torus Christus, the “whole Christ”: the Teacher in
Galilee in the reign of Tiberius, the risen and glorified Lord at
the right hand of the Father, and the Christ who, as Head of the
Mystical Body, dwells in 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
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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 superhuman
truth into human language, do not exhaust the truths to which they
point.) In short, if we look at Roman Catholic faith from the
point of view of consciousness, it obviously involves a personal re-
lation, something of what Buber calls emunah, personal trust, as
well as pistis, assent to doctrinal formulation. Even those most
concerned to present a solid rational 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 consciousness, whether as personal loyalty or rational con-
viction (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, popular 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 possible. Typically, the Roman
Catholic thinks of reason as a God-given natural power which may
lead a man to the act of faith, 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 conscious. 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 gua biologist with the Book of Genesis. He uses the
methods and data agreed upon by the community of biologists,
which are, presumably, purely rational. But even in the human sci-
ences, Catholics feel, faith should serve as a stimulus to the use of
reason. The abstractions of the mathematician, the physical scientist,
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and the philosopher contain truth, and all truth is of God. Without
prematurely confusing 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 dis-
covered by reason, while they may supplement each other, clarify
each other, can never be, once both are properly understood, contra-
dictory. The typical Catholic attitude, in short, says both faith and
reason.

There are, then, in the Roman Catholic view, approaches to God
through the human intelligence, some less and some more direct.
All intellectual activity, which is a search for truth, is directed,
whether consciously or not, to God Who is Truth 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 ap-
proaches God through the intellect and hence by way of abstraction,
the theologian uses a creaturely kind of knowledge. Man is a creature
living among creatures in a spatio-temporal world. His intellectual
knowledge is primarily of creatures. The human.lntellect 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.

I11. “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 knowl-
edge is theoretical, philosophic, or scientific. Since it is a k.nowledgc
through essences, it might be called essentialist. But there is another
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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 sci-
entific and useful. 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. Similarly,
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 knowledge of the the-
ologian 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.” Inaccurately 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 God. But
like mystical knowledge, it is knowledge of not knowledge about.
The ordinary person’s direct experience of creatures, like the mystic’s
knowledge of God, is inexpressible in its totality. It can only be
hinted at, more or less inadequately, by poetic expression or expres-
sion in the other arts. Unlike intellectual experience, it is not man-
ageable in ordinary rational discourse. It cannot be used for pur-
poses 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 dog-
matically exclude the possibility of demonstrable rational knowledge
through essences. On the other hand, a purely rationalist view of
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human experience, one which regarded existential knowledge as un-
important, chimerical, or even subhuman, would result in an arid
academic rationalism which had no place for vast expanses of hu-
man experience. Roman Catholic tradition rejects equally such ex-
clusive rationalist essentialism. That rejection has been consistently
evident in Roman Catholic pastoral theology, in the central place
which the liturgy, a more poetic approach to religion and to God,
has always held in the life of the Church, and in the high esteem
traditionally accorded the ecclesiastical arts. It is worth noting that
the present Pope, who has warned against the anti-intellectualist
tendencies of some existentialist thinking, has given the most vigor-
ous support to the modern liturgical movement. The Roman Cath-
olic tradition has consistently searched for a balance which will
include bozh essentialist and 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 with other persons. Only
a pathologically academic recluse could spend his entire life in a
world of ideas. Existentialist knowledge can be used as well as
essentialist knowledge for an approach to God through creatures. A
basic text for the approach through existential human experience is
in the First Epistle of St. John where the Evangelist asks with devas-
tating simplicity, “He that loveth not his brother whom he seeth,
how can he love God 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 con-
crete in mind, are likely to be thinking of St. Bernard. And there is
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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 ex-
istential 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 expe-
rience 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 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 ex-
perience, 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
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lion, the leopard, and the wolf. The Vita Nuova is a necessary pre-
lude. 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
experience, 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 carefully.
Dante did not actually strike the deepest and richest note until
the end of the Commedia, and that note was, as we have seen, the
love that moves the sun and the other stars. But, in a sense, he had
known it all along, ever since he had first seen Beatrice 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 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
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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 ap-
proach to God, there can be no dichotomy between the secular 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 to God is involved with his
relationship to Beatrice. Even the religious life of a mystic like St.
Bernard is inseparable from his love for the monks of his com-
munity.

The same principle underlies the contemporary social thinking of
Catholics and the best in contemporary Catholic pastoral practice.
Only persons can approach God. To be a person means to enter into
relationships of intimacy, love, and friendship with other persons,
to be a member of society. It means to exercise responsibility, t0
have some meaningful relationship to that society. When the de-
velopment of modern industry threatened the economy of the most
basic of human societies, the family, Roman Catholic social theory
insisted on a just wage for workers. It did so in the name of human
justice, but also because a healthy family life is, normally, the basis
for a healthy religious life. Starved and overworked parents cannot
make of their homes a community of persons which will become
for the children educated there the symbol, the analogue, of all other
communities, the Church included.

At the present moment—and if we look only to the more ad-
vanced industrial societies—the problem of distribution seems to be,
at !east here and there and for the time being, on the way to solution.
It is perhaps possible for mankind to look forward to a time when
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modern techniques of production, used with intelligence and good-
will, can assure a sound material basis for human existence. In the
few spots where the economic problem is, for the time being at
least, no longer of the greatest urgency, it is becoming increasingly
apparent that the human and religious problems arising in modern
industrial society do not end when goods are justly distributed and
the worker and his family possess the necessary economic basis for
a fully human existence. A great deal in modern industrial society
tends to restrict the activity of man as a person and hence to de-
humanize him. Big government, big industry, big unionism are
all too big to be human. Workers, on all levels, are needed as a mass.
They are not needed as persons. If one is ill or dies, the proper
punches are made on the proper cards, and the work goes on any-
way. The canned joviality and afterwork fun and games of “good
personnel relationship” may increase production, but they hardly
restore a sense of personality which is a human and at times a
tragic sense. Nor can it be said that the commercial mass entertain-
ment of industrial societies helps to keep alive a tragic sense of
human dignity.

Modern Roman Catholic pastoral practice aims at strengthening
the family as the society which affords the surest basis for a per-
sonalist life in the modern world. There human persons can 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 hol‘cs
punched on cards. They are human facts, dignified and tragic.
Granted a firm juridical and economic basis for the life of the
family, that life can be used for the development of a personalist
consciousness which will enable modern man to resist the deper-
sonalizing 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 spiritual and material needs of their children, parents
are bringing into being an analogue of the priesthood and kingship
of Christ.
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A consciousness of the sacral overtones of personal experience is,
obviously, not an easy thing to develop or maintain in a climate of
opinion committed in general to an uncompromisingly univocal
way of thinking. As an aid to the formation of a Catholic conscious-
ness, the teaching Church has consistently during the present century
urged lay people to a more active interest 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 reminders of the sacral character of ordinary
things and ordinary experience, 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 the present Holy Father, 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 Mario-
logical 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.

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. Of persons, some are dimmer and some
brighter mirrors according to the zeal with which they participate
in the I-Thou relationship which God offers to all rational creatures.
(That relationship, I need hardly add, includes not only prayer and
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meditation but all moral and hence human action.) Roman Catholics
hold that in the case of Mary the divine initiative was most
decisive. She was chosen to become the mother of the Incarnate
Word. The human response to that initiative was wholehearted.
“Be it done unto me according to Thy word.” Hence, Mary, “full of
grace,” is the brightest mirror in which the divine is reflected, the
summit of the human path to God through creatures. The recent
Marian definitions are emphatic re-assertions of the humanist
element in Roman Catholic humanistic theism.

IV. Man

From the point of view of theistic humanism, one has necessarily
handled the main points of the problem of man when he has
touched upon the question of ways to God. When the psalmist
asks, “What is man?” he adds immediately, “that ‘Thou art mind-
ful of him.” Man grasps himself, becomes interesting to himself, as
one term of an I-Thou relationship of which the other term is God.
This personalist intuition, obviously Judaic in origin, is basic to the
Roman Catholic view of man.

In keeping with the “both . . . and” tendency, the speculation of
Roman Catholics about man has centered on the problem of relating
the basic Judaic intuition to theories about man developed outside
Judeo-Christianity. Viewed from a philosophic standpoint, man,
as the Roman Catholic sees him, is a rational animal, the animality
and rationality being united in the unity which is the human person,
per se una. If, in man, animality becomes rational, it can do so
because it has been stamped with the light of the divine counte-
nance. That stamp, the assurance of man’s immortality, manifests
itself empirically in human consciousness as the power of thought
and the power of free moral choice. It is man’s “nature” 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
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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 reason. 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 reflection—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. ]udeo-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 possibility 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
hypothesis by using natural human speculative powers. Judaic
religion involves the divine initiative and the free response to that
initiative 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 theological language, the grace
to respond freely. In contrast to the natural religion of the Gentiles,
Catholics speak of Judaic religion, founded upon the divine initiative
and the divinely motivated but still free human response as “super-
natural.” It is above the grasp of unaided human nature.
In popular speech, the word “supernatural” has come to have
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quite a different meaning. It means the miraculous, the obviously
astonishing. According to Catholic teaching that is not the usual
way in which the divine initiative, the “supernatural,” manifests
ftSdf in human affairs. It works rather through persons strengthen-
ing their faith and at times making possible heroic and selfless
moral action which goes far beyond the demands of the natural law.
Perhaps without seeming invidious I can illustrate the Catholic
use of the word by pointing out that most Catholic theologians
hold that the Protestantism of many of the Reformers and of some
modern Protestants such as Kierkegaard and Karl Barth is too
exclusively concerned with the supernatural. When the act of faith,
for example, is presented as a blind leap into the abyss, human
nature, man’s rational powers, are annihilated to prepare the way
for grace, the supernatural. Latitudinarian and Liberal Protestants,
on the other hand, appear to us to stress too exclusively the purely
human and rational, the “natural” side of the Christian tradition.
We like to think of our own as a middle position between two
extremes. We say, as usual, “both . . . and,” both the natural and
the supernatural, both human nature and the grace of God.

In the Roman Catholic view, then, the human person is a complex
being in whose unity three worlds meet. Man is material, specifi-
cally, moving material, an animal, and as such belongs to the world
investigated by the biologist. Man’s consciousness, reason, and power
of moral choice, however, bring his animality onto a different plane
of being. In the exact language of the schools, man is_“virtually” an
animal. He can do what other animals do, but because of his mind
and moral freedom, he can do much more. The rational animal,
considered purely in himself, is a magnificent creature. The
humanist enthusiasm of periods like the Renaissance—for under-
standable reasons very much out of fashion today—owes much to
Roman Catholic tradition. Affected as he may be by contemporary
pessimism, the modern Roman Catholic is protected by the same tra-
dition against complete despair of man’s natural possibilities. In-
creasingly, 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.
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Yet, as man becomes more conscious of his godlike qualities, his
moral freedom, and his reason, he tends to become dissatisfied with
himself. It was a pagan poet who wrote, “I see the better and ap-
prove 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 to restrain and direct.
Whether we look at man’s history or into ourselves we notice a
tendency in man to use his moral freedom 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 a priori excuse for taking an extremely pessimistic 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, eco-
nomics, experimental and analytical psychology. On the other hand,
while it may be of the greatest assistance in helping man attain
morally desirable goals, scientific knowledge can never envisage or
define these goals. Our theories of human rights do not derive from
the human sciences but from philosophic speculation. Our sense for
the sanctity and dignity of the human person derives from the
Judeo-Christian religious tradition. Useful as they are, the human
sciences are not substitutes for moral philosophy or for religion.
Scientific knowledge, whether of man or of things, brings power
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which may be used for good or for ill. That fact is sufficiently
demonstrated by experience. But, if experience is insufficient, the
Roman Catholic can find in the doctrine of the fall theological
grounds for suspicion of any way of thinking which holds forth a
cheap and easy hope for attaining a brave new world in a hurry by
abandoning moral philosophy and religion and attempting to create
a new society solely on the basis of data furnished by the human
sciences.

In the typical Roman Catholic view, however, the fall is not
primarily a principle of judgment (or pre-judgment) of human
potentialities. It figures rather as a theme of meditation. It is one
moment in the development of man’s I-Thou relationship with God,
a moment to be followed by the Incarnation and the Redemption.
One cannot rejoice in the fall, for the fall involves sin; but without
the fall it might not have been made known that “God so loved
the world that He sent His only-begotten Son,” and in the liturgy
for the Easter Vigil the Church does exclaim, O felix culpa—"O
happy fault that deserved to have such a Redeemer.” The doctrine
of the fall, then, gives an added poignancy to the Roman Catholic’s
apprehension of the third world to which man belongs, a world
which he may enter by his free response to the divine initiative, or,
in terms commonly used by Catholics, by the acceptance of the grace
God offers. To this world, the world of personal relationship with
his Creator, the rational animal, as such, has no right. It is a gift of
something above the requirements of his nature. But, because of the
fall, man has need of this gift even to follow consistently a course
of conduct worthy of a rational animal. By fuller cooperation with
it, some persons can rise to a much higher moral level, the level of
the self-sacrificing devotion of the suffering servant, the level of
heroic charity.

The rational animal, in short, “natural man,” is a philosopher’s
abstraction. Every human existent, every person, is offered God’s
grace, the opportunity for a life above nature, supernatural. 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 relation-
ship with God and to become, by God’s help, something more than
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his natural self. The supernatural, therefore, the religious in the
biblical sense, is the determining element in the lives of human per-
sons and human societies. Contemporary Jewish and I?rotestant
exponents of “biblical faith” have a strong hold of this pomnt.
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. Fur-
ther, 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 determination 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 suc'h points,
the Roman Catholic is ready to enter into a colloquy Wwith those

outside the Judeo-Christian tradition who think only in terms of
natural man, the rational animal.

V. History and Now

Nice theological points such as the distinction between natural
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 reali-
ties, 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 forwarfi
to a new position, the history of Abraham as a person, of his
descendants, and ultimately of all mankind. The crossing of the
Red Sea, 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.
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othl}-:: g:gls‘:—ise Olfistt}:;ig}lm;:? saw in the Incarnation the arche't)fpe
historical events of the Oldnfl’" atar foreshadov{ed i tlr'xc decisive
time, and time could not be estament. Eter.mty had 1ntersc€:t<={d
sense for history, for the me f?galéded o megnmgless. The paistc
strong 1 think);- P c’:!mng ulness .of time, has rc‘{malnfed very
gained o 4 R man Catholic tradition. Dlsc'ussmn }'135
complexity and flexibility because the problem of history, like
problems about man, can be considered from both the natural and
the Supernatural point of view. The Fathers saw in human events
pli'lmar ily a super natu'ral progress. Throughout the Old Testament,
Eini I":Thou relationship gained in intensity until, “in tt.le fullness of
¢" the Word became Flesh. Further progress involved the
spf'ead to all mankind of the good news that a supernatural relation-
Sh{P to the divine was possible through the Incarnate Word. On this
point, contemporary Roman Catholic thought has not departed
.frc.ym the Fathers. Human history is meaningful primarily because
1t is the matrix in which the Redemption works itself out in time.
But what of natural man, the rational animal, and his efforts to
CSt_abliSh a juster society here and now, in hoc mundo? On this
point, one can easily divide thinkers within the tradition into a
pessimistic and an optimistic group. Pascal, for example, is a
spokesman for the pessimistic party. Typical contemporary attitudes
are more optimistic, deriving from St. Thomas and owing much to
the Jesuit theologians of the Renaissance. The optimistic view
starts with the unity of the human person, in 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 secular hopes for a juster society
in this world are not necessarily fatuous. The religiously committed
person is, indeed, obliged, according to his capacity and oppor-
tunities, to forward these hopes. The Roman Catholic, then, finds it
difficult to see a dichotomy between “the social Gospel” and “Escha-
tological Christianity.” With differences in emphasis, most Catholic
thinkers will say “both . . . and.”
Man moves through time, then, on two planes, the natural and
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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.t?me,
place, and society. The human person is composite, idem civis ¢t
Catholicus, the same person, citizen and Catholic. There are conse-
quently many ways of being Catholic. In a real sense, €very person
has to find his own way, since no person is exactly like any Ot!‘ef
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_ %S also true of nations where various cultural and political tra-
ditions develop different points of view. It makes very g?‘?d sense
to speak of an Italian, French, or Irish mode of Cathohcxsm.. Or
of a Greck, Russian, Syriac, Chinese, Japanese, Indian, of American
mode. (I¢ may be noted in passing that some of these modes, SUC.h
as the. Greek, Russian, Syriac, and, in part, the Indian, ha_VC their
own rites.) Thinking as he does analogically rather than univocally,
the Roman Catholjc does not sce this very real diversity Of mOdt‘{as
compromising in any way the spiritual, doctrinal, or jurldlcal .umt)'
of the Church, Rather, unity is enriched by variety, by diverse
actualizations of the same ideal. .

We are now in 2 position to return to the question I T aised and
br.ushed aside at the very outset of this paper, the question of r_h-c
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 tradi-
tion and doctrine. They are then questions with which only the per-
SO, idem civis et Catholicus, can deal in depth. And the answer
may well differ according to the city of which the person is 2
citizen. Where there is clear doctrine, of course, the doctrine will
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not 1.36 different, but the attitude resulting from the doctrine may
be dlﬁerently nuanced according to the civic formation of the per-
son.

The best way to throw some light on this problem in a brief
space is simply to give some indication of my own convictions as
one who is both a Catholic and an American pluralist. T trust that
whfat I shall say is in accord with the doctrine of the Church. I
believe it is fairly representative of the way the majority of American
Catholics think and feel on the subject. I am by no means sure that
Catholics of different political formations would agree with me at
all points.

In the first place, like all Roman Catholics and many who are not
_Catbolics, I reject the easy and, in my opinion, flabby way of ad-
jusung oneself to a pluralist society by holding that anyone’s par-
ticular religious commitment is of no importance, provided he is a
good fellow and behaves himself. In common with all Roman
Catholics, I hold that the right religious commitment is what I
have called faith in the Whole Christ, and that, for its integrity,
this faith demands membership in an Apostolic Church in full com-
munion with the See of Peter. This membership is open to all man-
kind, and it can only be a source of profound regret to a Catholic
that all mankind are not members. Neither I nor any other Catholic
can regard a pluralist situation as an ideal situation. We share the
concern of Protestant ecumenicists that all of the Judeo-Christian
tradition are not in communion and that all the world has not
accepted the Gospel. Our pluralistic situation, implying as it does
irreconciliated religious diversity, is a tragic fact.

But perhaps it can be said that an important part of the art of
living consists in finding civilized and ethical policies with which
one can confront tragic facts. This is true of the lives of nations as
well as of persons. With regard to the tragic fact of religious dis-
unity, a policy involving coercion, I am sure we will all agree, is
neither civilized nor ethical. That is true not because religion is an
indifferent or unimportant matter but precisely because it is su-
premely important. It demands nothing less than the total assent of
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the human person, and that assent cannot be coerced. Here, I am not
stating the private opinion of an American Catholic. This is Catholic
doctrine, vigorously restated by the present Holy Father:

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 authori-
tative is not authoritarian. That term implies coercion, and the
Church cannot accept coerced assent. If, in a country with a large
Catholic majority, a regime of authoritarian tendencies attempted
to solidify national unity by compelling a non-Catholic minority to
enter the Church, the regime would not be acting in a commendably
zealous Catholic fashion. It would be acting in direct opposition to
the express injunction of the Holy See.

Papal teaching on coercion clearly implies that where religious
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 held 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, worshiped 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. Establishment 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 affiliations
toward some kind of state philosophy more or less overtly pro-
posed 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, 2 new way of relating the
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national religious life to the power of the state was being developed
under the First Amendment. The authors of the development were,
many of them, descendants of those who had fled from absolutist
Renaissance princes. They were no admirers of that grandeur of the
state which had so impressed the imagination of Europe. They
established a state intended to be the servant of a free nation, not its
master and not—at least not in the highest matters—its teacher. The
First Amendment puts the state in an attitude of humble and
friendly neutrality toward the free religious life of the nation.
While it protects all religions, it recommends no particular one. It
offers no ideology as a substitute for religion either, and, with-
drawing from the sacral order, places itself in a position of
dependence upon the moral dynamism provided by the freely de-
veloping religious life of the nation. Separation of Church and State
in its American form has been neither in intention nor effect anti-
religious. The organized religions of the Judeo-Christian traditions
have flourished among us according to the zeal of their adherents.
Those adherents together with the unchurched theists have kept
alive that faith in a Supreme Being which our institutions pre-
suppose.

The American arrangement has received considerable attention
from Catholic thinkers during the past generation. We Catholics
like to remind ourselves that the founders of our constitutions were,
many of them, formed in the English common law which embodied
medieval and hence Catholic attitudes toward political questions
and that they were familiar with English Whig thinkers who had
drawn upon the anti-absolutist political theory of Renaissance

Thomists. In general, study of our present way of conducting our
religious affairs has increased American Catholic admiration for it. All

Catholic thinkers accept our present arrangements under the First
Amendment at least as the most civilized and ethical solution
possible at present and for the foreseeable future. .
Father J. Courtney Murray, S.J., whose studies have contributed
so much to American Catholics’ appreciation of the relation between
their political and religious traditions, goes somewhat further. He
suggests that no one arrangement of State-Church relationships need
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9
be regarded as ideal from a Catholic point of view. Pope Leo's
directives may not have been intended to set up an ideal. They may
apply directly only to a particular kind of state (that fan‘ul{al: to
nineteenth century Europe) and a particular climate of opiniofk
Given our kind of state and our climate of opinion, the arrang®
ment under the First Amendment can perhaps be regarded as a0
equally satisfactory alternative. It meets, Father Murray suggests
the general 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 t}}C parf
of some American theologians who suggest an interpretatio? o
Catholic doctrine on the subject similar to the one associated W!
the name of the late Monsignor George Ryan. The crux of ;
discussion is the interpretation of Pope Leo’s doctrine of toleral
establishment. Father Murray’s opponents hold that this doctrm:
is to be taken as something more than a recommendation for

particular time and place. Tt sets forth the ideal situation
“thesis.” Other arrangements,

even our own, while they may
the best under particular circumstances and eminently satisfactory
for indefinite periods of time, can, nevertheless, not be absolu®
and 'abStf actly fcg‘ffded as alternatives having cq,ual status with ¢
tr_{flisciefl‘.hey are “hypotheses,” arrangements something short

This interpretation of Catholi

. . jtio?
¢ do ammun
to some wh ctrine has provided

blic that

i t
regard their Cathol; Yy minded Protestants who do not WaX 0
Catholic Amerj otc fellow citizens as potentially subversive: des
that this inter cans of goodwill can, I believe, be asked to const s

X Pretation is an effort to describe Catholic doctrin€ oc
program of sl fstractlon. It is not, and is not intended t© ’;al
consequences f OnA or t.he American Catholic' body. The Pl'actl at
they might seexglr t Lnencan Catholic policy are by no means v of

© e to one accustomed to a more univocal WY
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i“?al;lfi.gaih;ni ours, 110 cl:;!l }alm arrangem;nF an “hypothesis” is not
carl C1s an evil which must be e.hmmated at all costs at t}{c
est possible moment. The Ryan view does not mean that if
Oman .Caftholics became a small or even a substantial majority,
4t majority would be obliged to form a political faction aiming
at mOd.lﬁcation of the First Amendment. Such a move would
Lc_opardlze civic peace, which is a very great good; it would arouse
ttter hostility against the Church og the part of the non-Catholic
Minority; it would perplex Catholics taught in Catholic schools, as
.wel! as by their pluralistic experience as Americans, to value our
?vitrltll;tlons. Fears that a futufe Catholic majority, if there should
seem tc? one, would conduct 1t§clf with such colossal nrfprudencc
s me, fl:ankly, to be based in nightmares rather than in a sober
Dse of practical possibilities.
Viewowever great tl:le theoretical differences between Father Murray’s
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
;fl:ti can se¢, could they be relevant at any time except pcrhfzps in a
e which is, in present seeming, 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 formu-
ation his basic conviction, as citizen and Catholic, that the historical
Ve toward the free integrity of the human person exemplified on
¢ Datural leve] jn our civil institutions and incorporated on a
SUpernatyr,| level in the Mystical Body is, in a way, a single drive
20 that the two levels cannot really be at variance. With this
asic €onviction, ] am in enthusiastic agreement. My enthu§iasm, I
Clieve, js shared by the vast majority of American Catholics. We
€n spare ourselves speculation about a remote future whcrc. we
€ foregee neither the problems nor the theological formulations
and, Perhaps, doctrinal developments in terms of which those
Problems y;)) be faced. It is better to conclude with a word on the
Alitudes of at least one Catholic toward the pluralistic world and the
PIUralistic American society under the First Amendment which,
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whether as legitimate and necessary “hypothesis” or appropriate
alternative solution to the problem of Church and State, all Ameri-
can Catholics accept.

The Roman Catholic is necessarily an ecumenicist, a one-worlder.
He is member of a Church which he firmly holds is 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 without 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 personal
cooperation between Catholics and non-Catholics, between, let us
say, the light within and the light without. Men, in Catholic doc-
trine, are brothers in a twofold fashion: supernaturally, 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 nature is possible and worth striving for. We
share all the natural things that bring men together: the arts and the
sciences, all good social enterprises from the amenities of neighbor-
hoods 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 interna-
tional 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. In-
terpersonal relationships, even though they may be concerned ex-
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clusively with natural things, necessarily have a supernatural, 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 cooperation or deep friendship. Yet even co-
operation 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 her may nevertheless
lead valid religious lives by sincere following of the truth they do
see. They are men of goodwill and their resolute pursuit of the
good they see relates them in desire to the Church, a supernatural
good which, though visible, they cannot see. The Catholic, there-
fore, can only look with reverence on the religious lives of his non-
Catholic friends and neighbors. They, too, are working out their
I-Thou relationship with God. He sees their truth as uncompleted,
but it is nonetheless truth, and he may often admire the zeal with
which they live by it.

One could almost speak of an ecumenicism of goodwill, a super-
natural fact, which unites with the ecumenicism of nature to miti-
gate the tragic fact of religious disunity. For the present, the
ecumenicism of goodwill serves principally to make possible the
sound personal fellowship necessary for cooperation on a natural
level. Cooperation on a religious level, as for example, by partici-
pation in non-Catholic religious services is impossible for a Catholic.
This does not mean, however, that the Catholic regards the prayers
of non-Catholics as valueless. Protestants of goodwill who are
pained by what they regard as our aloofness in this matter should
consider that a Catholic who participated in a non-Catholic service
would be violating his profoundest convictions on the Visible
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Church. He would be enacting a lie and mocking his sincere
Protestant friends with the simulacrum of a religious communion.!
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 cooperation secems 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 P?Pal
statements with respect, often with admiration. On a more strictly
personal level, there are Catholics—experto crede—who have been
edified as Catholjcs by the character of Protestant and Jewish fr iends
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 diﬁerences at
present irreconcilable, and without appeals to Caesar to give us 2
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.

T speak here of

2 f Protestants rather than of Protestants and Jews because, as far
as I can judge fro

m my own experience, Jews understand our attitude on this matter
better than Protestangs, Perhaps the reason for this is, in part, the fact that for Jews as
for Roman Catholics the visible and juridically organized community is an im-
g‘“ tant religious fact, It is perhaps needless to add that Catholics may and sometimes

do attend non-Catholic services where the circumstances make it clear that attendance
¢S not imply participation.
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Bibliographical Nozes

Perhaps the best way for the interested non-Catholic to make the
acquaintance of living Catholic thought is through following periodical
literature, The following are likely to prove helpful: “The Catholic
Mind” 5 monthly which prints regularly official statements of the
American Hierarchy and translations of Roman statements; “Cross Cur-
rents,” a quarterly survey of religious and philosophical literature of in-
terest to Catholics, with reprints and translations of articles of particular
importance; “Theology Digest,” issued three times yearly and presenting
condensations of articles from theological 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,
Aquinags (Penguin Books, Harmonsworth, Middlesex, England, 1955).
The book contains a useful brief bibliography.

Dogma: Francis J. Sheed, Theology and Sanity (Sheed and \Varc}, New
York, 1946) offers a readable introduction to the central Catholic dog-
matic positions.

Mystici Corporis may be conveniently consulted in translation in Anton
C. Pegis, The Wisdom of Catholicism (Random House, New York,
1949), pp. 767-815. N
Liturgy: The monthly, “Worship,” a publication addressed prmc.lpally
to lay readers, is the best introduction to the liturgical movement in the
United States.

For Section I

The work of Thomas Merton, a Trappist priest, is a good introduc-
tion to Catholic ascetic theology and its relation to mysticism. A Merton
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bibliography by Frank dell'Isola will be found in “Thought,” XXIX
(1955), 574-596.

Leo XIII's Encyclical on Christian Philosophy (Aeterni Patris) is
translated in Pegis, op. cit., pp. 694—714.

On the Thomistic ways to God see Jacques Maritain, Approaches to
God (Harper & Brothers, New York, 1954).

For Section 111

For a Catholic philosopher’s speculations based on what I am calling
“existential knowledge” see the Gifford Lectures of Gabriel Marcel, The
Mystery of Being, 1, Reflection and Mystery (Regnery, Chicago, 1950)
and 11, Faith and Reality (Regnery, Chicago, 1951). See also James Col-
lins, The Existentialists (Regnery, Chicago, 1952).

Pius XIP’s warning against anti-intellectualist existentialism is to be
found in the Encyclical Humani Generis, “The Catholic M. ind,” XLVIII
(1950), 688~700. His most notable statement in support of the liturgical
movement is the Encyclical Mediator Dei, ibid., XLVI (1948), 321-388.

On St. Bernard, see Etienne Gilson, The Mystical Theology of St.
Bernard (Sheed and Wal’d, 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
'grea't deal to the articles of William F. Lynch, “Theology and the Imag-
ination,” “Thoughs” XXIX (1945); 59-86, 529-554, XXX (1955)» 18-36.

For Section V

History: See Charles P, Loughran, “Theology and History, 2 Bibliog-
raphy,” “Thoughs” XXIX (1954), 101-115.

On Catholic influences on the American Constitution se¢ Moor-
house F. X, Millar’s chapters (IV, VI, VII) in the first edition of John A.
Ryan’s The State and the Church (Macmillan, New York, 1922)-

A co.nvenient survey of Father John Courtney Murray’s views will 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
]. BO!and, Catholic Principles of Politics (Macmillan, New York, 1940).
The issues between Father Murray and his opponents are discussed by
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Gustave Weigel, “The Church and the Democratic State,” “Thought,”
XXVII (1952), 165-184.

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

For recent Catholic works on Protestantism see George Henri Tavard,
The Catholic Approach to Protestantism (Harper & Brothers, New
York, 1955), in which the Ecumenical Movement is discussed, and
Louis Bouyer, The Spirit and Forms of Protestantism (Newman Press,
Westrninstcr, Maryland, 1956).
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I consider it a privilege to participate in this series which Professor
Donahue has so aptly characterized as a “sympathetic but uncom-
mitted incursion into other people’s convictions.” I have benefited
greatly by the lucid and informative papers presented by the other
participants. [ hope that I shall be as helpful to them and others as
they have been to me. I join them in thanking Dr. Johnson for out-
lining our assignments so clearly. Obviously, our answers cannot
match his questions in comprehensiveness. The title of this series
refers to “patterns of faith.” I understand “pattern” in this context
to denote the dominant characteristics or the main strands, rather
than the fine details, of the total tradition. Faith, as used in this
context, I understand to refer to those aspects of the total tradition
regarding which one would be inclined to say, “I believe,” rather

than “I know” or “I do.”

Indeterminacy and Conscious Ambiguity in Judaism

Since the days of Moses Mendelssohn, there has been considerable
controversy over whether one could rightly refer to Judaism as a
faith. It was Mendelssohn’s contention that Judaism was a system
of revealed law. Observance of the law was obligatory, but one was

125
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free to believe almost anything. Extreme as this position obviously
is, it had some historic justification in the fact that ]udaisx.n never
had a creed beginning with the words, “I believe,” recitation and
acceptance of which was incumbent upon the pious Jew-

This fact becomes the more striking when we realize that Judaism
at a comparatively early period in its history obligated %tS followers
to recite twice daily a number of Biblical passages which together
constitute the Shema. There are three such passages. The first opens
with the well-known “Hear, O Israel: the Lord our God, th.e Lord
is one” (Deuteronomy, 6:4). The second passage begins w1th the
words, “And it shall come to pass if you shall hearken diligently
untomy commandments” (Deuteronomy, 11:13). The thir d passage
contains the law regarding the fringes to be placed on th.e f‘?‘-“'
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 conft?SSlOns of
faith. Nor, in explaining the selection of them, do the Rabbis r ‘ffef to
what we would consider to be their doctrinal content. They designate
the recitation of the first of these passages as “Kabalat O! Malchut
Shamayim,” “the acceptance of the yoke of the Kingdom of
Hc.avcn.” It is not a confession of belief in God’s existence, His
unity, or His incorporeality, but rather an expression of our a]le-
glance to God and our readiness to obey Him. )

. he recitation of the second paragraph the Rabbis designate as

Kabalat 01 M. itzvot,” “the acceptance of the yoke of the command-
Iflemfs'” The Jew must declare daily his readiness to assume the ob-
ligation 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 existence
to God’s mercy ip redeeming us. Therefore we are especially obli-
gated to accept His sovereignty and obey His laws, The Rabbis thus
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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 identi-
fied as dogma is discussed the statements are cast in the negative
rather than in the afirmative. 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
N0 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 that the Torah is from Heaven. These are not, however, logi-
cally nDecessary inferences. At any rate, at no time is a Jew required
to confess faith in these or in any other doctrines by the recitation
of any such affirmatively formulated statements.

‘The specific forms in which the Rabbinic discussion of the
Shema, and the statements in the Mishna in Sanhedrin were cast,
reflect a pattern of thinking characteristic of the great spiritual
founders of Judaism. Thus Dr. Max Kadushin speaks of “inde-
terminacy™ as “a characteristic . . . of rabbinic theology,”® and Dr.
Louis Finkelstein has in conversation referred to the apparently
“conscious ambiguity” that is often encountered in Rabbinic
thought.

*Some texts omit “prescribed in the Law.” o

A frequent epithet applied to both Gentiles and Jews opposed to the rabbinical
teachings. It is in no way associated with teachings supposed by the Jews to
emanate from the philosopher Epicurus; to Jewish ears it conveys the sense of ic
Toot pakar, “be free from restraint,” and so licentious and skeptical. (The quotation
from the Mishna and the two comments upon it in this and the preceding note are
from The Mishna, by Herbert Danby, Oxford University Press, New York, 1933,
p- 397.)

°Kadushin, Max, Organic Thinking, The Jewish Theological Seminary of Amer-
ica, New York, 1938, p. 13, and The Rabbinic Mind, The Jewish Theological Semi-

nary of America, New York, 1952, pp. 131138, etc.
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There is significant difference between making it obligatory to
state categorically that one believes in the resurrection of the dead,
or that the Pentateuch refers to it, and forbidding him to declare
categorically that he does not believe either the one or the chcr to

¢ true. In between these two opposite poles there is a considerable
area for intellectual maneuverability. It is interesting to note how
this characteristic of Rabbinic thought persists down through the
generations. We meet it in one of the essays of Solomon Schechter
on the dogmas of Judaism:

The Bible itself hardly contains a command bidding us 0 believe. We
are hardly ordered, e.g., to believe in the existence of God. I 52y hardly,
but T do not altogether deny the existence of such a COmmi““d- It 15
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 Mar
monides, R. Judah Hallevi, Nachmanides—perceive, in the first words

of thC Ten Commandments, “I am the Lord thy God,” thc command
to believe in His existence.” 4

Much of the intellectual freedom enjoyed within the framework of
Judaism is due to this “indeterminacy” and “ambiguity.” )

The absence of affirmative formulations of doctrine is T csPonmblC
a.lso.for the failure of all attempts to fit Rabbinic Judaism 1nto the
strait-jacket of the syllogism, the form of thought which has proved
SO great a boon to science and philosophy and so barren 11t all areas
touching upon ethical or esthetic values.

_But if stubborn resistance to the syllogism, indeterminacy of be-
hef., and conscioys ambiguity are among the fundamental charac-
teristics of ]udaism, what has held the tradition togcthcr and suc
ceeded in giving to it distinctive character and form? The fullfzst,
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 ap important aspect of its practice, value concepts
‘Schechtcr,

Solomon, Studies in Judaism, First Series, Jewish Publication Society
of America,

Philadclphia, 1911, pp. 151-152.
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implying faith are of its very essence and substance. They permeate

e whole body of its authoritative literature, and give it an identi-
ﬁable organic unity, despite the inconsistencies and the oft-bewilder-
Ing variety of opinions which inevitably abound in a literature that
st'retcl}es 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 main strands of
the pattern, They are God, Torah, and Israel. Parties, sects, schools
of thought within Judaism are based upon differences in emphasis
Of meaning given to one or the other of these three concepts in the
Wweaving of the overall design. No party or sect remains within the
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 importance to any of these three, or gives to any one
9f Fhem a meaning that is in essence at variance with that given to
1t 1n the main body of the authoritative literature of Judaism—
namely, the Bible and the Talmud.

This discussion will be limited to a brief exposition of these three
concepts. I hope it may be a helpful introduction to what America’s
greatest non-Jewish student of the subject, George Foote Moore,
has called Normative Judaism,® and thus also aid us in under-
fita.nding the basis for the many present-day divisions within Ju-

aism.

The Concept of God

It is universally acknowledged that Judaism’s greatest gift to
civilization was its concept of God. The problem of the existence of
God is never seriously discussed in the Bible, nor in later Rabbinic
literature up to the tenth century. The Jewish theologians who dis-
cussed the question did not contribute to its solution anything
which was significant or uniquely Jewish. The existence of God was,
if you will, an g priori category of the Jewish mind. That mind

®Moore, George F., Judaism, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, 1927, 3
volumes.



130 Patterns of Faith in America Today

could not function at all without the concept of God. His objective
existence was as self-evident to the Jew as the objective existence 011
space and time was to pre-Kantian philosophy. This was trué of
peoples of antiquity. As Schechter so well puts it, “It is as ab'surd. to
say that the ancient world believed in God as for a future historiall
to assert of the nineteenth century that it believed in the effects ©
electricity.” But this remained true in Judaism long after the exist
ence of God became a very important theological questiot in
Christianity and Mohammedanism. Hence Jewish medieval t}{coi
logians felt the need to defend their activity by adducing Bibll‘f21
and Rabbinic statements that would indicate one’s obligation
know” God, that is, to be able to prove His existence logically an
to grasp His essence intellectually. But the pursuit of anything ap-
proaching systematic theology did not, until very recent times; be-
come an integral part of the curriculum of any school of higher Jew-
ish learning. Indeed, to this day the more traditional Rabbinic a¢? e

mies do not include such a study in their curricula. None of thert
not even the most modern,

o . . cé
g gives central or even major promlnen
o it.

- While the existence of God was not a crucial problem to the Jew
ish rehg}ous mind, His relationship to the world and man was-
that'sub]ect Biblical and Rabbinic literature is prolific and clear an
undisturbed by logical inconsistencies. Judaism apprehended e
relationship of God to the world and ;nan in terms of three pasi¢
concep.ts—Creation, Justice, and Mercy

Until comparatively recently the uni.queness and the signiﬁcanc.c

of Judaism’s God conc i
. €pt were associ . s e of et
cal monotheism, Studengs sociated with the doctrine

. of the Bible icularly since the middle

h , particularly since
:lﬁetireacll?j;iegglzhcemury’ applying the principlZs of evolutiod tfz
N ry of the God idea in Israel, believed

parochial, whimsica] des::tldcnce of a development starting W1 54

A 3 . . sver

God of Justice and of Love War God and ending with the unive
More recent studj X

view. Ezekiel Kaufl:;a};aiv; Suggested a radically different point of

work on the history of the re] Is monumental eight-volume Hebr®

1g10n of Israel, summarizes his finding®
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on .the nature of the God concept in Israel during the Biblical
period as follows:

OEh:fs Iillbhcal religion even of the earliest period, reﬂccES a concept of
for suppy preme flbove all la.w's, fate, and events. He carries on no wars
tion Wli)thma'cly “f{th other d1V{nc powers. er has e}bsolutely no associa-
neither o ne\’l spirits. He practices no divination, brings no oﬁem{gs. He
ife. A $ nor [Iepents, nor does He celebrate any events in His own
is the vine will _abfolutcly' supreme a.bove all otlfer phenomena, that

cssence of Biblical religion, and in that it differs from all other

religions upon the earth.$

Un'gl]ildeﬁﬁitive formulation of the concept of God as the solc. ar{d
ca dcx? enged Creator of all that exists, is found in the majestic
im ces of the first chapter of the Book of Genesis and in the
WiglaSSloned Pronouncements of Deutero-Isaiah. The Bible opens
hea the unequivocal statement: “In the beginning God created
Ven and earth, . . . And the heavens and the earth and all their
ost haVng been created . .. God rested on the seventh day”
GeneSiS, Chapters 1-2). And Deutero-Isaiah, undoubtedly having
isofoastrian dualism in mind, proclaims: “I am the Lord, and there
one else; T form the light and create darkness; I make peace
:;ld cr)eate evil; T am the Lord, that doeth all those things” (Isaiah,
5~7).

The God of Judaism is not the unmoved mover, but the uncre-
sted creator of everything and so there is absolutely nothing inde-
Pendent of His will. Hence any belief or practice which would imply
12t there j anything independent of God in the universe, whether
¢ be Satan of fate, or eternal matter, or irrevocable eternal natural

WS, is for, eign to Judaism.

Qually foreign to Normative Judaism is any and every form
Monistjc thought. There is nothing in the universe which we
can 1dentify with God or His essence. God as creator is absolutely
arlscendellt, differing in essence from anything \iVl’.liCh.Hc has cre-
ated, The Uman soul is no more a spark of the divine in us, Whlf:h
Upop death returns to reunite with God as the original source of its

] .
OIKaufman, Ezekiel, Toldot Haemunah Ha Yisraclit, Duir, Jerusalem, 1956,
Ume 1, Book 11, p. 588.
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being, than is the body. He has created all out of nothing, and all
our efforts to know the essence of this creative act will be of no
avail, for to know that is to know God. And man cannot knoW
God, “For no man can see Me and live” (Exodus, 33 120). f
But while the Biblical absolutely supreme, uncreated creator 0
the universe remains the God of Judaism throughout the ages
would not have become the God of history and the intimat frien®
shepherd, and comforter of the individual had He been envisage
merely in these transcendental terms. Judaism bridged the chas®
between God the transcendent creator and the universe which
created, by positing in the first place that the created univers nevef
became independent of its creator. The daily morning service 1€
mi'nds us.that “God in His goodness renews every day continuouS)’
His creative act.” Bearing in mind the inadequacies and dangers o
all analogies, one might venture to suggest that God i immanfznt
in the universe as the poet in his poem while the poem is be{ng
cor:nposed, the artist in his painting while the picturé ;s beind
painted. But the poem eventually becomes independent of the poet

The .Wf)l'ld ‘never becomes independent of God. God is consta® 4
sustaining, indeed constantly recreating it
God’s transcend i B

ence is further counterpoised by His awareness
(fo?crlldbgolr:ic ell;n for what goes on in the uiivcrse. )"‘FOF though ;EIIZ
Eo o o Vet regardeth He the lowly. And the haugh™,
o hm atar” (Psalms, 138:6). The wicked are DOt © %
who deny the existence of God. They may very well affirm H
f));l?}f:t(: CI.-I;T 'hey deny, hOWeVCT, that He is aware of their aCts,
catedly gi 'S 10 any way concerned with them. The Psalmist
fo it vit}gxl:;:: Pression to this attitude of the wicked and Ic.adf
futable argument OEIIY the l‘)‘elicver would consider to be a8 lrrC’
selves haughtily o :?YS, All the workers of iniquity bear thcn:i
murder the fatherless” ¢y slay the widow and the strangel *
neither doth the r(;:::i ?nd they say: “The Lord doth 1ot <
the ear, shall He pot h: P]acob give heed. ... He that Plante t
sec?” And having seen ang [ 2% formed the eye, shall He .

and having heard, God gives heed. For He
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s the Just and the Merciful Ruler of all that He created (Psalms,
94 :3~10, 16_23).
I .Y conceiving of God as both just and merciful, Judaism posits a
Gglc’ally unresolved and unresolvable paradox at the very core of
od’s relationship to the world. For justice and mercy are them-
Zf:‘lves inherently incompatible; yet Judaism finds both of them in-
tlsp Cns.ab.le to the existence of the universe. The Midrash relates
at; t_bOrlglnal.ly it was God's purpose to create the world with His
. dl ute of justice only. But He realized that the world could not
“dure upon justice ajone. Hence “in creating, He rose from the
fone of Justice and sat upon the Throne of Mercy.”
This Paradox is “the way of the Lord in which the just walk
and thF transgressors stumble” (Hosea, 14:10). For out of this para-
OX arises the most troublesome of all religious problems stated so
POlgnantly by Jeremiah. “Right wouldst Thou be, O Lord, were
o contend with Thee. Yet will I reason with Thee. Wherefore
Oth the Way of the wicked prosper? Wherefore are all they secure
tha.t deal very treacherously?” (Jeremiah, 12:1). One who does not
clieve jn God’s justice and mercy is not tormented by these ques-
tlo.n S- But neither does he have any ground for hope for the futu.re.
15 thig Paradox which enabled Judaism to look to the future w1t.h
" “nwayey ing but sober optimism, shunning both the pit of despair

and 5 Pollyannish confidence.

Judaism’s Unwavering but Sober Optimism

The world was created as an act of Divine Love. God was not
ompelled o create it, nor was there any one whc?m He was'o.bh—
8ated ¢, reward, He c;n destroy it in toto or annihilate every living
CCature upon it. It was Divine Love which after ic flood moved
gffd ' “say in i‘Iis heart that He would not again c!estroy every
Ving thing” (Genesis, 8:22). The prophet reassures his de§palrmg
8eheratjqy, that God iI’l creating the world did not create it to be

To;”":” a waste, but He formed it “J oshevet’—that it may be

Inhabjteq (Isaiah, 45:18).
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Judaism’s optimistic faith in the future reaches its climax in the
ecstatic prophetic visions of the “end of days” when «Nation sha
not lift up sword against nation, Neither shall they learn war any
more” (Isaiah, 2:4), when none “shall hurt or destroy . - - for the
earth shall be full of the knowledge of the Lord, as the waters cover
the sea” (Isaiah, 11:9). .

Judaism has never faltered in its conviction that the “end of ‘?ays
is destined to arrive and that mankind will be here to expcﬂence
its bliss. But it is a tempered optimism. Except during periods Oc
great suffering when sanguine expectation offered some immCd}at
surcease from pain and despair, no authoritative teacher of ]udalsm’
would venture to predict the coming of the end of days. That com
ing was neither automatic nor predetermined for some fixed mO;
ment in history. Since that coming is not altogether de:pendcnn
upon man, but ultimately upon God’s love for His creatio® md

. . 0
n?ed not despair of the future altogether, because of his sense ¢
his own inadequacies. He ma

n
hope !
' ¥, however, find courage and o o
the faith Fhat he can hasten that coming. Therein lies his pr1v1lcg s
opportunity, and duty,
m'e]:l"ll-:;lso ;ot;flr blut confident optimism is reflected in a Rabbinic Corzf
Isaiah Thee aSthtwo (HCbI’CW) words of the sixtieth Chaptﬁfrhc
small shall bprop €, speaking on behalf of God, promises: le.
Iam th: LoredasB’a. thol.lsafld, and the youngest as a might}’_Pfop o
derstood literaily ’:ﬁﬁ, In its time, Achishena, will I hasten 1 chi
(Y e « . .
slzena, “1 will h.'_-;sten t;'tt’yvo WOrdS, gltah’ “in its tlmc,” ang 0 its
: > are contradictory. If it is to com :
due time, what cap God’s ) y. 4 Rabb®
interpret the promise to hasten it mean? The of
Israel, if YOuv::Ze, ther}t:fore’ as follows: “God said to the peoP te in
) wo : . .
its time.” Judai "y, I will hasten jt—if not, it will com e
. 1Sm posits 3 world th hat t er
fore has the potentialitjes £ that was created perfect, tha, jties
will “in the end of days”o Perfection within it. These potf"nnf,1

v will
surely come “in jts time » €come realities. The “end of days

. acts
to hasten the coming of “tut man has the power through his
“itah”—to its time

he end of days,” or ta postpon¢ 1t
The nature of

« f
the end of days” has always been a matter 0
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legiti .
f;t:on;tee ‘c‘lzlil;ex:n;e ?fdopiﬂifm among thfa inter;?reters ?f Judaism.
maﬂ’""dz;~the "¢ of days” is to be identified with the “yemot ha-
to be €ssentia]] iommg Of. the Mcs§lah—when men w111_cont1nuc
&y will ;’1 uman, will eat, drink, reproduce, a:nd c!xe,- except
tions g, that ave complete control over all of thelf‘ evil mchna::
will be Whounon? “flu l}arm or hurt anyone else, The “end of days
10y within history.
world et;sct:i;ntffy t}{e “::nd of days.” with the "Qlam Habah,” “th‘c
tiop speaks ; & which is bf’)’ond history. Ab.out its nature the tradi-
the Proph ' most .rcstra{ned terms applying to it tl_lc words of
Phet (Midr ashically interpreted) “No eye but Thine, O Lord,
o (Lsaiah, 64:3).7
uns:Oili Imen de.stined to a shax:e in the .world to Cf)mc? To. thé’lt
aith that so J U.dalsm'responds with a qu.athcd“opnmlsm. Iudalsm’f
is 00t £ rrc‘laﬂ Is de§tmed to partakc. of life in “the world to come
oul, by, ted pr 1mar ily in its conception of th'e nature of the huma.n
Crea;ur father in s conception of the relationship of God to His
es.
Vvith1 ‘1’:? © 800dness creates the good. Scripture identifies the good
Mercif % and the evil with death (Deutcronom).', 30:15). God, being
b is the Gog of life Who does not desire the death of any
in th;s creatures (Ezekiel, 18:23, 32). Hence man can have a portion
More d:"ol' " t0 come, not because his soul per se is u,nr.nor.tal anél
Hjs m an hig bOdy is immortal, but rathf:r bc.causc Go‘d s justice an
One ac}ff‘Cy bermit human beings to achieve immortality. Not ;very
Which 1eves It. The tenth chapter of the Mishna of San/z.edrm, hrom
a shar, Previoys]y quoted, lists a goodly number Yvho v;ull not da.vc
jud ¢ ¢ world to come, nor even be permitted “to stand in
8mept » Among them are three kings, Jeroboam, Ahab, anfi
: hasseh; fouy commoners, Balaam, Doeg, Ahitophel, and Gehazi,
mengeneraﬁon of the Flood, the generation of thc' Dispersion—the
a 0dom, and others. Immortality is a blessing to be earnec‘l
Iacobt € only Place one can earn it is in this world. Henli:c Ra}l:bl
at ﬁ,.s’ °ne of the great teachers of the chond century, makes what
? ¢ sight seems to be a rather startling statement, namely, that

B .
abyloman Ta]mud Shabbat, 63a.
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“one hour of repentance and good deeds in this world is bitt‘:'
than the whole life of the world to come.” ® Neither the ’nﬂmfnw‘
the soul nor God’s mercy make immortality an autor,natlc eve g
ality for all. Only God is inherently immortal. God’s .mercy s
immortality within the reach of every one of His Chlldfen'
justice relates immortality to the conduct of the individual. Jew
Nor does He in bestowing immortality distinguish bet“feefll{ obi
and non-Jew. Each is judged on the basis of his own merit: s
Eliezer (first half of second century C.E.) taught: “The Ge'nkc
have no share in the world to come for it is written “The chlms’
shall return to the nether-world, Even all the nations’ (Psawho
9:18). The words ‘the wicked’ refer to the wicked Israclites ( "
also have no share in the world to come). Whereupon, Rabbi Jos S
said to him, ‘Had the verse ended with the words “all the 03

. . ords
I would have agreed with you, but since it continues with the ¥
“that forget God,” obvious]

: ;ohteous
y it means to say that there ar¢ ng me”
among the Gentiles who have a share in the world to
(Tosefta Sa”hfl?fln, Chapter 13, in the beginning). -
Be;ause God' 1s Just and therefore also punishes, and is not d his
merciful, Judaism does not conceive of man’s progress t0W3

r

« S
ultimate destiny, whether h i identi ith the Day
of the Messiah” I that destiny be identified w1

‘@ 3 int ’
: or the “Olam Habah,” as moving for ward v0
ruptedly in a straight Jipe,

erely

Sin and Euil
From time to time

. yitably

. s man loses his grip, so to speak, and i€ ne
brings God's judgment upon himeels, Why that happens * o
(Er e eternal mysteries, for surely God does not demand t0© r.ﬂncc
; org réxaél. Judaism constantly stresses the thought that obedic of
sden 2l wa I;Ot r?qucllre a superhuman effort. In the Garee pe
crmitted to man except the fruit “of the tre€ % ¢

1:3?:15; gr,z i) i g?og and evi]” (Genisis ezf;l)l (;f the Law 'al:el
Srae s 1 I ’ L : ¢

command thee ths fif;pture $ays: “For this commandment ‘.”h-l far

. . 1 t
8 Erhi ¥> 1 1s not too hard for thee, neither 15 1

thics of the Fathers, Chapt,
Pter 4, Paragraph 22,
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off. It is not in heaven, that thoy shouldest say: ‘Who shall go up
for us to heaven ang bring it unto us, and make us to hear it, that
e may do jt 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 j, that we may do it?’ But the word is very nigh unto thee,
In thy mouth, and i thy heart, that thou mayest do it” (Deuteron-
Omy, 30:11-14).
 Judaism doeg not attribute man’s constant backsliding to original
:;n‘.Evef}’ child is borp completely untainted. Every. morning we
Y I our prayers. «o Lord, the soul Thou gavest me is pure. Thou
dst ¢ cate it. Thoy didst form it. Thou didst bestow it upon me.
OU dost preservye jt within me. Thou wilt take it from me, and
"eturn jt again to me ip days to come.” Adam was certainly created
Pure, Byt pe Was endowed with the power to choose between alter-
Natiyeg, That power made him uniquely man, set him above all

Othef' Creatures and made him, as the psalmist puts it “me-az me-
“Ohim,” only a little lower than the angels (Psalms, 8:6). Man fails,
Dot because he is born tainted, but because he is a little lower than
€ angels, ’
often think—whae may be a heretical thought—that God’s
Infipjpe Power has but one limitation. He cannot create another
od, anq only in God are free will, power, and know.ledge so re-
2ted thag the free choice always produces the good.. Since man is
1t Gog, is freedom of choice is not determined by either adequate

nowledge or adequate power to result always in the right choice

20d the 80od act, He therefore enjoys his freedom at the price of
making Mistakes apnd committing faults. . )
. But while man, not being God, cannot possibly progress unin-
errup tedly toward his highest attainable goal, .God in H.IS m«;cy
'S'USt.ains him in his efforts to achieve his ultlma,te destmy'. or
Mufall 0vah meruba mimidat hapuranut”—God’s generogt)lfi 13
re.Warding far exceeds His severity in punishment. The Ra.bils‘ n
is Principle clearly enunciated in the very passage Wh,lC' is s0
en quoted o prove the severity and harshness of“Qods ]USth(';‘;
€ second commandment which describes God as a‘l jealous Goc}li
O Visits the iniquities of the fathers upon the children unto the
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third and fourth generations, also assures us that God rewards thost
that love Him and obey His commandments unto the thousandt
generation. The accumulation of the good in the world thus pro
ceeds in geometric ratio, while evil grows only arithmetically. GO
has so ordered the universe that it favors the right and the gooc: s
Moreover, man who was created “in the image of God” b
been endowed with the capacity “to know the difference bctww;
good and evil.” Man’s intellectual capacity enables him not only
be conscious of his experiences but also to retain them in memorys
to classify them in different categories, and on the basis of these
remembered experiences to draw correct conclusions rcgarding tne
actions most likely to result in his highest welfare and haPPm,ess:
It is this capacity that we have in mind when we pray thrice dall)':
“Thou favorest man with knowledge, and teachest mortals uB er
standing. O grant us knowledge, understanding, and insight- Blesse
art Thou, O Lord, gracious Giver of knowledge.” Man’s ment?
capacities, themselves a gift of God, never become independcnt o
God. Their proper functioning is dependent continuously upe”

: . of
favor. Hence whatever blessings come to us through the mediu™®
our mental endowments

are blessings that are very directly it
stowed upon us by God. Just as man is repeatedly warned ag3"
the .temptanon to say, “my strcngth ” so also must he be on gqa;t
against the temptation to say, “my :}visdom my reason and insi6
have thetpgelvcs discovered this truth for me.” ’ -
In addition, God in His goodness has t.hrough the Torah l:ﬁr
:’fljtlle)d tohr.nin’ directly and without the mediation of reasom O
coulcls nvgt;(: are indispensable to his welfare. These truths ™
avearrived at by the powers inherent in his mind-

.

The Torah
What is the Torah? Th

question is found ; e l.)cst brief, authoritative answer t© ge
which states tha g‘ a Rabbinjc comment on the Biblical Passaad
made with Abra}tlamod“;eneWed with Tsaac the Covenant H¢ ices
* “because Abraham h My o
e to My
® Tosefta, Sota, Chapter 4. See arkened un

also Sozg 11a, Sankedrin 100b.

is
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::,fult{:p t My Chaf 8e ;'Mitzvotaz'—My commandments, Hukotai—My
.5 and Torotaz—My laws.”

OS;tT:;t:’Of(NII]Y Commandr{'xents) is interpreted as rcferripg to
Tevealed o g; the Torah which, even %xa.d they not been directly
aWs again 1nay, reason would have enjoined upon us, such as the

15t theft and murder,

OM?OZI‘?_ (My Statutes) is interpreted as referring to laws in the
et Which cannot pe adequately explained by reason, such as the

ar)’ laWS.

ivi;’:taz (My laws) s interpreted as referring to the two main

05 of the Torah, the written Torah and the oral Torah.*°

N eh‘:mten Torah is very easily ident{'ﬁed..lt is the Hcl{re.w Bi-
Iving ora! Torah cannot so easily be xdcnuﬁed' because it is the
the Or,alg lrong tf?qltion. Originally it was iforb1d.den to commit

efinjte] AW to writing. But it could not continue in that state in-
mal‘erialy‘ At the end of the second century, the vast amount of

Cial] AcCumulated in the oral tradition was for the first time
Dot j¢ Y codified and became known as the. Mu‘/zrza.‘ Whether or
debatabv;,as actually put into writing at the time is sgll one of the
lizeq © Questions, Byt there can be no doubt that it was memo-
200) sas codified under the editorship _Of Judah tlilt.: Prlflce (c. 1351—1-
intexit O that €ven if it were not commlttéd to wrltixlug, it was (;o af
the Ms and pyr Poses equivalent to a written text. The study o

Mishng during the ensuing centuries in the schools of Baby-

1 .
‘onj, fesulted jp, the Talmud of Babylon, and study of the Mishna

o the schools of Palestine resulted in the Talmud of Jerusalem. It

t‘;’:es the B, Ylonian Talmud that was destined to become authorita-
B Mong Jews, .
Talrl:]t Judaism, did not end its development with the Babylomag
€lSterud. € schools of Spain, N.orth.crn Africa, Germax-lt}{], an
culturn Eumpe’ the needs of new situations, the contacttl:j v;{ h:s(;v
in thees’ all lefe their marks in the commcnta'nes upon the ]a = R
116w codes that were formulated, and in the new legal, theo-

10
u R.HS}H, ad IOC‘. . )
ebcrman, Saul, Hellenism in Jewish Pdlestine, The Jewish Theological Seminary

i
of A
Mey:
€rca, New York, 1950, pp. 83-100.
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logical, moralistic, and liturgical literature that dCVCIQPed' Tll;;
process, which has continued down through the ages with v?rying
degrees of vitality in different countries and eras, is still functlo.rlh .
within Judaism. The oral Torah thus continues to grow and Wi
limits to change. caled
While the tradition unequivocally declares the truth'S rev
in the Torah to be far more precious than, and superior €0 cen
truths arrived at by the human mind, the relationship b<.:tW 2y
reason and revelation in Judaism is not as uncquivocal as 1t mca
at first appear to be. It partakes somewhat of the Para_doxln
character which we noted in the relationship between justicc 2
mercy. At times the one seems to dominate, and at @€ ble
other. The two are constantly interpenetrating and it is imposs!
to draw a sharp line between them., el
Thus in addition to the division between the oral and the WE g
Torah to which we shall have occasion to refer again, the tcachl{lcs’
of .thc Torah are divided by the Rabbis into two main Categorln’s
Mltz'l/Ot S}{Cbai{z Adam le-Chavero—teachings that concerft rnﬁo i
rclatlon's with his fellowman; and Mitzvot Shebain Adam la-mak
—tlialcsh;?gfn:f:ity oncern man's relation t0 God.2 o ich
ed, both in Rabbinic and in medicva .
thought, that the first of these two categories, namely, the Jaws
ferring to man’s relat ’

. . 1ve
at by man th ations with his fellows, could have been 2 rn
y man through the exercise of his reason. This assumpti©

the part of those who ik . S 4 that ¢
whole of both the writte1 ¢ Saadia Gaon (d. g42) believe :

t ol
I have always found str;1 andfthe oral Torah was rcvet:a led: alf o
. nge, for it i i i ar a
more of the Sinaitic re 5% it implies that in so

0 i ere’
velations is con as It
cerned, God was, d
bringing coals to Newecastle, He was telhn’ man what b€ o
have found out for himself : o

s€

precious moments of se|f rylfor the Lord at Sinai to wastem f
-revelati : emble

multitude not to kill, or cop. o 02 DY commanding the 5% T

. mmit ady] ar false
* Mishna of Tractate Yomg . tery, or steal, or be

hapter §, Paragraph g, Danby, op. cit., P 17
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S5, ac :
necz’s:::f He had not alr eady equipped them with the mental powers
> Y to formulate these laws,
. umarlln ree:s:olll]aiv?tll‘:’ ays SeelrnCd.that our theologians were crediting
Impressed by the n;l(_’f e than it deserv'ed, because they were overly
istot]e in particy ?C I?I“’ements of philosophy in general and of
to reason when thl ar. They had Sul'l'enfiered 'altogether. too much
"0ral ang ethica] e)ll assumed  that by itself it could give us our
ependen; a l:la ues. All morality, it seems to me, is ulu‘n'lately
e life of thio{l é ¢ concept of the. sacredness and inviolability of
arrive o¢ or est lgl.lvxdua.l. Th.?t bz}sxc premise reason alone cannot
Philosophers al ish. It is a hlsgor‘lcal fact that none o{f the ancient
all humap . a;‘ rived at the conviction that war—the quintessence <?f
€re anyeh; Vi .~should and would cventual-ly be abolished. Nor is
doupy the ng n reason per se that could vahdatfz bc'y01.1d reasox.lable
lato trigé ©position t‘hat t.heft or atflultcry are ‘mtrms.lcally evil.
ture of st valiantly in his Repu'bltc to e.sta.bhsh log.lc?lly.the na-
interestiil 'ce and then to prove its superiority over injustice. But
ence & as his effort is, few would call it succ.cssf.ul. '
Prohibit:iolt Seems to me that Jewish tradition, in mclu.dmg. such
18 as those against killing, adultery, and stealing in the
impliesofglmandr?ents revealed at Sinai, is essentially correct. For it
that he At ethical values are not the product of human rc'asoxll,
lectuall Y are not deducible from observable facts nor from intel-
y.demonstrable first principles. Moral values are, and can

Y be .
> 10 thejy essence, revealed.

The Seven Noahide Laws

T . .
reveile' Jewish tradition does not assume that God withheld the
at Matlo.n of these fundamental moral laws until He spoke to Israel
., Sinai, Man had not been left completely to his own resources

ah relates that

Uring ¢, e
af| e lon iod preceding Sinai. The Tor

ent.zr. Noah andghils)cfr;:fnilf had left the Ark, God blcss«::c.l them and
Joined ¢ €m to obey a number of laws. Jewish tradition usually

spea . . .
ks of €m as being seven in number, namely: prohibition of
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(1) idolatry, (2) adultery, (3) murder, (4) theft, (5) Crulcs}ty’h(?:
blasphemy, and the establishment of (7) courts of justice. T cu—
seven laws represent what was probably the first attempt to formn
late a code which might be regarded as universally appllcablc a
as including the basic components of a civilized society. lled
They are sufficient to enable those who observe them to be ca

righteous, and to deserve a share in the world to come. But if
observance of these laws is sufficient to make one righteo’s ane
deserving of a share in the world to come, what need Was cr'
for the later Sinaitic revelation? This question involves the concep

tion of Israel’s role in history. We shall return to it later.

Reason and Revelation

. 016
 Let us, however, now return to the question we raised %efism,
in regard to the relationship of reason and revelation in Juc?

e
If we assume that reason alone could have discovered many, of 2
laws now included in the Torah we may with some justiﬁcauon 0
?vl}at is Fhe ultimate sanction for these laws? Is it human T caso
1s it Divine revelation ?

) jtiof
_ In regard to the laws found in the Pentateuch, Jewish s s¢
is unanimous and upe o

they conf quivocal. They are authoritative, ROt (aust
iy y : Ormlto the requirements of human reason but be cad
'u:t)t f ri}fevlea ed. Hence even though in most instances reaso?
] enleryat' : ?1“3 and cven though great teachers of ]udaism lﬁlrge
%herc wl:sns tl (;lot hesitate to rationalize a given law, by and . ond)
basis of th(f1 L:eln eIncy w0 diScoufage preoccupation with the rat uld
invalidate it v’;h ¢ Was not that the Rabbis feared that reaso®
would seem to slelg feare}(ll the use of reason even whet
port t e La Th f thc na
tendenc . W. 'They were wary o ef
it stan. d}s, (t)cf) Irnci?ot:: :ﬁ}’, ‘éf I'am to observe ‘A’ bec};usc of ‘By th
at i ‘B’ is . ar as
co'r}c};erned, I need not observe ‘A Jbot valid at least as £
€ spiritual corruptj . ) ¢ W
" ption of King Solomon, despite his gred
Tosefta Avodah Zarah

) , jver*
lewish Encyclopedia, end. See alsq the article “Noahide Laws” in T#¢ un

i
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dom, i attributed by the Rabbis to his having made this mistake.
.he Rabbjs note that in the law governing the behavior of the
%8 Seripture forbids him to marry too many wives and to ac-
Juire tog many horses, Contrary to its usual practice, Scripture in
both these instances states its reasons: “He shall not multiply horses
o himself,” fe; he “cause the people to return to Egypt.” “Neither
Sh?n he multiply wiyes unto himself, that his heart turn not away”
e Slatry (Deuter onomy, 17:16-17). Solomon, the Rabbis say, noting
apc lreasoﬂs' for the prohibitions, was quite sure that they would n}:)t
co[iy ©© him, He, therefore, proceeded to violate both laws. T e
cduences are well known. Scripture relates that the many wives
w}?t - married caused him to introduce idolatry into Jerusalem,
llff his 'nterest in horses led him back to Egypt ending in his
o 38E to an Egyptian princess and in an alliance between the
wo Countrieg (I Kings, 9:16, 2829, 11:1-11). . .
l'casoe debate between those who would seek to validate 1tlh.‘: Ialv]v at)_'
te 7 and thoge who oppose or strongly discourage all suc
Pt hag continued down the ages. There are by now ample prece-
Tents in the tradition to justify either the one or the other attitude.
bere is 8cneral agreement, however, that whether one obserlx)fcs
lieiels’a}v b €cause he can validate it by his reason oi' g:czrs:hl;cfa:;
of hjg lct) 1S Tevealed truth, is not nearly as fgi)r a L as the fac
SCrVing jt. Ope of the most remarkable passag

iabbinic literatyre is that in which the Rabbis attribul;c to (izd
€ (13 ve
Torashgf’t»elrf At “Would that they would leave Me but obser y

Teagso, B €Xperience has taught us that when one is ?rxzce;llcwtxgg
bri ‘})ln ™My, his chance of victory over Iys pasasfns I1s none too
b 4 o o s i o ol
a 0 every ope that, just as human li - _
sefvre(: N 1'ﬂixturyf: of justice}and mercy, though' the llt(v:;(z airfe olzrtlllie::s
are ll.mconcﬂable, so are we as human beings , i our live
m o Properly related to both faith and reason. Iff m

A Deset by this problem as are all great patterns of faith.

X iti enture to question
uy O time would a pious traditional Jew v
alem Talmuyg, Hagigah, Chapter 1, Paragraph 7.
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. ar
a law of the Pentateuch because it seemed to h"m to be Cﬁil;ioz
to reason. However, when a question arose regardmg the ap Fllj nal an
of any of its laws to a given situation, human reason was iple was
determinative, The circumstances under which this p nne Pinativc
established are related in one of the most dramatic and lmig Rabbi
Passages in the Talmud. The matter in dispute [?et\lveiittle mo-
Eleazar and his colleagues was in itself of comparatively built i
ment. It involved the laws of purity as they affected a stove i

; . But his
a given fashion. Rabbj Eleazar presented all his arguments

1. “If
id:

colleagues did not find them convincing. Whereupon he s2

I am right, then let thijs ca

that

rob tree testify to it.” We are t(:lk;ar -

the carob tree was uprooted and carried away some l}undmdoes not

But his opponents were not convinced. They said: “One

appeal to a carob tree jp an argument.” of watef

“I£ I am right,” saiq Rabbi Eleazar, “then let this stream onents

testify to it”” The Stream reversed its course, but h1§ opP arg’
said, “The action of a stream of water is not a convincing

use 0
ment.” Rabbj Eleazar then called upon the walls of th}iblilojos ud
study to testify. The walls were about to fall, when Ra
rebuked them

. 012lrs
with the words, “What affair is it of yours if Sz?t
dispute a matter of law?” We are told that out of resp R bbi
Rabbi Joshua the walls gig not fall. But out of respect fof
Eleazar the

a
in
. ned §
y did not right themselves completely and rema!
their inclined Position,

t0

Finally Rabbi Elegzy, called upon a voice from Hea\‘;\iﬁcfc'
testify in his behalf. The Voice responded that he was r ight-“I [thc
upon Rabbi Joshyua arose and quoted the Scriptural verse, thcc
Torah] is not ip heavep (Deuteronomy 30:12). We pay 70
to heavenly voices.” ’

fref
Th? Talmud then 8O on to relate how some time thcre;im’
:‘[}abbl N.athan when visited by the prophet Ell]ah asked t0
th;t t}clhd the Lord do at the time when the Rabbis refusg he
accept the testimep of th D Tl red,

Lord smiled apnqg s);.id, ‘L:yheavenly b pravea o y

X . e
2 children havye prevailed over ™
Prevailed over o115
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Unity and Diversity

This ey .
ehgr;;tr;‘;rbdggar)l' Talmudic passage {equires'no elabo'ratio.n.
Putations, ,¢ hav. tlllioughOUt. the centuries continued thClI: 'dls—
dmong 4] people eSa great interpreters of la\v§ an§ traditions
ent and faithpos{h ome among thc.m apPealcd primarily to prece-
WD opinions L . er] s were bolder in their dependence upon their
% that tod, -W ]1] eral and conservative schools of thogght aboun'd,
Course readsy h len one'w.ho is a stranger to this universe of dis-
Arrive gt any ¢ Clli C?nﬂlctmg opinions, he wonders how he can
A Rabpy. onclusion.
““The Wo:;lsc hfom‘ly on a verse in Ecclesiastes relf]ccts this mood:
it, plantcd) of the wise are as goads, and. as nalls‘wc]] fastened
8iven from are those that are composed in collections; they are
Pareq ¢, . Onepshepherd.’ Why are the words qf the Torah com-
€ Proper %goad, To teach that just as the goad directs the cow into
the Tq L;]rr oW so that the world may have food, thus do the words
intg the :‘:h gu1d¢? their students away from ic paths of deat.h
Movah)e Iza ds of life. But. lest you think that just as the g;oadthxs
Words of hn can be carried wherever one wishes) thus a so the
them to the Torah (can be made to mean whatever one w1sl:1es
Nails, B, Mean) the verse says of them that they are (fixed) like
it oy, n You might think that just as a nail diminishes the space
S0 dg tﬁles ze., it forms a hole in the area into Whl.Ch it is fixed)
the verse Words of the Torah diminish w1tl}01'1t adding. Therefore
Plang € says of them that they are ‘metuim’—planted. Just as a
‘Cory Srows and increases, thus do the words of the Torah multiply.
that gszed 10 collections’ (baaley asufot) re:fcrs to the scholars
Some d Y 1n groups. Some declare a thing impure, .ot‘hers pure.
eclare cclar ¢ a thing forbidden, others declare it per‘mlsSIblc. Some
then st A thing unfit, others fit. If then one says, How can one
TOTahPUdy Torah?* (Who can decide what is and what is nOE
The g0 Lhe verse tells us that “They are given from one shepherd.
€ God hag given all of them, one leader taught them at the
SPoke 1 € Lord of all creation, as it is written ‘and. the Lord
these words’ (Exodus, 20:1). Therefore set thine ear as
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a funnel and acquire thou an understanding heart to welgh 13:2
words of those who declare a thing impure and those who ecwho
it pure, of those who forbid and those who permit, of those
declare a thing unfit and those who declare it fit.” *

The homily seems to end in mid-air as if to imply that Oﬂ‘} cat
then make up his own mind. In the early, formative days © ona
tradition undoubtedly much more leeway was given to persnar’
opinions. Unfortunately, the latitude for personal decision has ot 8
rowed with the passing of the centuries. But there is at prese
great ferment both in the State of Israel and in America ?fherc
opening of new avenues of interpretation within the Law: ¢ the
have always been those who rejected the authority either Othosc
oral Torah or of both Torahs. But even within the ranks OfT rah
who accepted the authority of both the oral and the writtel 0

the differences between liberal and conservative interpretatio®
many and sharp, as they are today.

The Study of Torah, the Greatest of Mitzvohs

. of
However, T would be giving an altogether wrong imp* esslo? ks
the place of Torah ip Judaism, if T were to conclude my 1% ap
on the concept of Torah at thijs point, for Torah is far more he
Li{W or ritual. Its study is declared to be the greatest © ¥
mitzvot, tl}e good deeds; and the joy it brings to its students o
been described by ever ¥ superlative available to speech. The Psalmns
declares that the Toral, refreshes the soul, bestows wisdom, 82" pe
the heart, and enlightens the eyes!” Rabbi Meir, a master O
seconq century, was wont to sa}".“He o stud,ics Torah lisht
—for its own sake, Wwithout hope of winning gain or fame ther® is
—acquires great merit, The whole 1d; g gd bted to him; .
called friend, beloyed vorie, '8 tndebte 22
kind; it clothes him

** Babylonian Ty

Imud, Hgg;
¥ Psalms, 1g:8_;,. The ;i’fah 3b.

le of Psalm 119 is a paean to the Torah.
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like a riyer that flows on with ever-sustained vigor; he becomes
Modest, patient ang forgiving of insults; and it magnifies him and
exalts him above all things.” ¥ Without an understanding of the
Passionate Jove apd joy that the Torah, both written and oral,
roused in the hearts of its students and followers, all of Jewish
life js deprived of meaning. .
. 8€Neration before the Christian era, Hillel summarized this vast
Crature fo, the would-be proselyte who wanted to learn Fhe
}’Vhole of it while standing upon one foot, by saying, “That which
S hatefy) 0 you do not unto others. This is the whole of the
orah, all the rest 1s commentary, go and learn it.” *° Akiba pro-
nounceq g core to be the commandment, “Love thy ni:lgthI' as
N yself,» 20 while his younger contemporary, Ben Azzai, saw the
orah’s Mmessage epitomized in the verse: “This is the book of the
geflcrations Of man.” 21 .
su hCVer before had 2 whole people set its heart and hang w1t:1
.‘Bc xclusive, Passionate devotion to applying ,t’hc comman mc':n) )
to € ¥e holy, for | the Lord your God am holy” (Leviticus, 19:2),
« Svery conceivable human act. Like the Psalmist, every Jew W‘ﬁ
tio St the Lorq always before him” (Psalms, 16:8), atx;ld atv ;
s to act as if he were in the very presence f’f God so a’tr e ah}'
beed Might be permeated with divine sanctity. For the orah,
Oth Written and body of instruction that would bring
cver i oral, was that body ionship to God and would
W Into proper personal relationship

e .
“able the whole people of Israel to fulfil its role in the unfolding

dr
ama of humap history.

Israel

ceWe "IN now tg 5 consideration of “Israel,” the r_h.irfi ﬁl:{ltligs;;
Pts Which are indispensable to any “pattern of faith ic quality
“Includeg under the designation of Judaism. If the dynamic g

13
Ty .
::Sb:bi:f 'C‘faof the Fathers, Chapter 6, Paragraph 1.

 lbig. ™ Talmud, Nedarim, Chapter 7, Paragraph 4.
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. : radox of His beirs
of Judaism’s God-concept is imbedded in tl11-16.cic))2r11cf:[3t in the Parad"[i“
both just and merciful, and that of th.e Tora dvnamism of the €
of its being both reason and revelagofl, the );10x of Israel’s bejﬂg;
cept of Israel may be said to reside.ln Fhe Eara” as being bo Fiad
as it were, both “prince” and “whipping boy, of the Lord: B4
beloved chosen” and “the suffering Scrva?lt one or the Od.lcr’r,
Israel conceived of itself as being merely t ;l annals of histo 3c
would have long since disappeared ff_om, cb it might'ha .
Had it conceived of itself only as “whlpP{ng fO);;ly as a “prlﬂcciy
lost the desire to live. Had it conceived of itself o e the appares’ ’
it might have lost hope and heart in the’ face on ers, the PYOP g
endless unequal struggle. But through God s m.cssc”ga nd “whipp!®
ets, Israel learned to think of itself as both “prmc§ servant,” ap
boy,” both the “beloved chosen” and the Suffcrlndg self-respect
in that paradox it could maintain both hope and , s
the midst of unprecedented suffering and humlllan;) étllcf peop f

How did Israel become the “chosen” of the Lor d.' usually ac
who viewed themselves as the favorites of a dc:;yscribe as
some myth in which the people or its ruler were hc selves i c
actual progeny of the god. Still others would see t emr whic b
favored position becauge they inhabited the area ove countric—‘”;i,
god was believed tq rule. Gods had favorite cities, 01'kno wn tré s
well as favorite tribes of peoples. But nothing in the 5 God 3 s
tion of Judaism evep hints at such a relationship betwee erits © s
Israel. Israel becomes 5 “chosen people” because of the m - 8)-
ancestors, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob (Deuteronomy, 4:37>

The Covenant People
The relationship betw.

a covenant th

at is enter
for the righteo

ham. “And i
ham .. » w

o
na

. cOVc
cen Israel and God is based on a a0

e
ed into between them and God as il‘r brf’:
us and self-sacrificia] action of their ancesFcd be
CaMe 1o pass after these things that God tri€. s
hen Abrah

m proy 1 i rifice his
on Taha Proved his readiness to sac
son, the Lord said

151
« - o ne U
i » 1 swear by Myself since you have d 184
since you havye not wi

wi
Withheld your son, your only son, that I
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de o
:c:tgll_zs?n}":}l:; Is l:Vx]l usd(;ed make your descendants as numerous as
escendants shg)] );ﬁn ht 1e sand on the seashore. . . . And in your
You have ohe ed M the I’l’atlons of the earth be blessed, because
o follow Yh' y word” (Genesis, 22:1-18). ’ .
0 note hoy e covenant concept down the c-orndors 'of history,
Serve hoy it 1(; Stf;&dxly bfoadt:ns and deepens in meaning, to ok.)-
0 itself gpipi eﬁl e th": destiny of the people who live by it, is
° experiep ttually fmd intellectually among the most fascinating
the Inosrtlcss' .c.)bVIOUSIY we cannot do more than glimpse some
Y inquir; CClsive turning points in this long history. Lct us start
ere ng who was to be included under the terms of this covenant.
Wag undecan be little doubt that in the beginning the covenant
Abraham rsItOOd to refer exclusively to the physical descendants of
ever, nog | $3ac, and Jacob. The sense of blood kinship was, how-
its highe Cqu‘tdly strong in all periods of Jewish history. It reached
Bek w}slt Pitch apparently in the middle of the fifth century
Sma]] .Ie €0 Ezra, the scribe, arrived in ]erusal.cm.and found the
Physicg) Wish community on the verge of extinction because of
€ ver and religious assimilation (Ezra, Chapters 9—710). But
of the Y Man who laid the greatest stress upon the racml' purity
of y agtroup also laid the foundation for the ultimate subordination
Other indbc- appeared to prize so highly. For he, more than 3{1)!
tinguis},' tidual, vya responsible for making the Torah the dis-
the j,, 18 Mark of the people of Israel and thus made possible
“Neit f €Mentation of the principle announced by Deutero—Isala]Ir{l.
saying.‘r €t the alien, that hath joined himself to the Lo’rd, sgte}:;l >
leg the The Lorg will surely separate me from His people’; Nex er
Lorg “unuch say: ‘Behold, I am a dry tree!” For thus saith the
hFOnceming the eunuchs that keep My Sabbaths, and choose
tm 85 tha please Me, and hold fast by My covenant: Even unto
and rnwlll I give in My house and within My wa!ls a mot;llumcnt
Q"erlase.moflal’ better than sons and daughters; I will give. cmhan
N8 memor ial, that shall not be cut off. Alsq the aliens, that
€ na cmselves 1o the Lord, to minister unto Him and 1:0 lo:};:
the Sa];n € of the Lord to be His servants, every onc that keepe
4t from profaning it, and holdeth fast by My Covenant,

Joip
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even them will I bring to My holy mountain and make ‘them 1;’:;
ful in My house of Prayer; their offerings and their sacrifices Sd )
be acceptable upon Mine altar, for My house shall be calle
house of prayer for all peoples” (Isaiah, 56:3-7)- X

Thus through the Torah the covenant was transtl‘mCd fromo
covenant with an ethnic group into a covenant with scrva{lt'sua
the Lord. Israel was transformed from a racial group into a Splf‘l’; b
fellowship. Because Ruth, the Moabite woman, had said, * y
God shall be my God” (Ruth, 1:16), she became worthy of bd:}‘f;
the ancestress of David (Ruth, 4:22) and hence ultimately
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 cort

. . on”
pletely made peace with each other. In particular instances the €

. . tes
flict between them is sharp and tragic. But the number of prosel)’

. e 1sheé
has been so great and many among them have been so distinguishe®
that none can any lo

L . . shi
nger maintain that Israel is a racial felloW
only.

. . . H 1 ra

For various historical reasons Judaism during the Christial .Zn

has not been and is not today an actively proselytizing rellgl;bis
It has never sought to make conversion to itself easy. The Ra

. e - I
give specific instruction to oint i avert 2
. . out to a prospective CO
the difficulties P prosp

. . A
e and dl.sadvantages that membership withif o
:IICV.VIS he vavshlp entails. The attitude of Judaism toward pror1
ytlsmh‘ ;il-s ° t%l Suh]ef:ted Jews to accusations of clannishness 2
E)itr)(s):::l;gslr;mi}n nqgglstl?nably the circumstances which made acuo

possible or Udais . a frame
mind which could we J m also at times created

1l be des : d the?
. . 1 w an
voices are raised with; gnated as clannish. No y

. . . . rc
such organized activity in o . Eroup or individual has SPO;SOV f
! e
theless, it i cighteen hundred years-
heless, s true that the Israe] of (he Covenant is no longef
ethnic group, either in fact of in th
The merit of the Patri oy

covenant and made of tL"lalrchs which made them worthy of th



Judaism 51

precious privileges upon them. To be chosen by God as Abraham
was chosen—“to the end that he may command his children and
his household after him, that they may keep the way of the Lo.rc?,
to do righteousness and justice” (Genesis, 18:19)—is indeed a privi-
lege. To be chosen as the medium through whom God revealed
the Torah o mankind, is to be privileged indeed.

Ut unfortunately not all the descendants of Abraham considered
these to be the privileges they desired for themselves as the chosen
of the Lord, They thought of privileges far more tangible and
mundan.e, Not many pray to be “on God’s side.” Most of us, 1
;\T}:i?frald’ Pray with the hope that God may be on our side. And
e Z'there have always been Jews who feared lest God woul.d

Puciate His covenant with them for their failure to fulfil their
there also always were others who of their own
is earth, They did not want to be ‘.‘(?c.)d’s witnesses” upon
of ap ilnor to be charged with a responsibility greater t'han that
Deg Y Other people “to keep the way of the Lord, to do righteous-

S and justice,”

Victlilcl):le t? ° da}fs of the prophet Ezekiel it has been the firm con-
Lsragl. I?I Ud.alsm that not only will God keep His covenant with
r ev’en ¢ Will not permit Israel to repudiate it. Individpal Jews
daineq dgel‘qups of them may successfully reject their divinely or-
tw, stiny. The people as a whole never can or will. More

sk in the world,
Wl.ll Tepudiated jt,

generatismy-ﬁve hundred years ago, Ezekiel told the recalcitrant

intg g that was exiled to Babylonia, “And that which cometh
. Your mjpq

Natiopg

shall not be at all; in that ye say ‘we will be as the
s 1 l’ivis’ the_ families of the countries, to serve wood and stone.’
With , > Saith the Lord God, ‘surely with a mighty hand and

. n o ; .
kin er l;}Stre’t,Ched arm and with wrath poured out, will I be
ou’

€ source (Ezekiel, 20 :32-33). The covenant thus becomes
Para]|q] of both eternal, unwavering hope, and of untold, un-
rom its rin

c€ring. Israel cannot look to extinction as an escape
Suffering,
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The Servant of the Lord

Nor can even obedience to God’s law and complete selfless de
votion redeem Isracl from martyrdom. The conception ©
suffering “eved hashem”—servant of the Lord—as portrayed n g
matchless fifty-third chapter of Isaiah, and the conception of' Israts
as the “heart” among the nations suffering for the evil that 1.nf¢;is
any segment of mankind, as formulated by Yehuda Halevi 18 o
philosophic work The Kuzari, raised the concept of the chos .
people to the highest level of spiritual insight. To AmOS chosﬁo :
ness made punishment for transgression all the more certain (AIT}n g’
3:2). To ISfllah, 1t came to mean that the highest point of S“ﬁer-lon
%)mes ;Eeasely at the point of the noblest fulfilment of the mdlss’;‘h .

n : . . .

ff suffers most when he is most obedient to the will of Go ot
iu Cillggl of Israel, the true “servant of God,” will not c€ds u'ng

ra i i : . . ingl

SH cf N ﬁls. its historic role of being the prime mover 11 bring

a 'I?h mankind to the service of the Lord e

e great i . :

Jewish great physical tragedies that have repeatedly overtake®

ewish people have frequent] . ) fcation ©

desi y resulted in an intensificd e

esire on the part Of manv . . ” an to !

pudiate the . y “to be like all the nations from

s N special covenant with God. Nothing is furthef o

the truth than the oft-repeated oping & . has keP

Israel alive. Ever peated opinion that persecution o

witnessed in oury (vlv ave of persecution, including the 0n¢ W b

covenant and the tay:i}? followed by a wave of rejectio © not

o1 are ovenet Tadition. But in some mysterious mannef
verwhelmed b th ¢ roﬂgc

in their determinatio y the tragedy, and many are made S

hope and reassurancen'to‘ rean within the covenant Th;)’ e

i : .
call that in Eg}’pt Whe;t;lt-.(?’onsclously or SUbCOHSClOUSlY they ef
o1 « . td
annihilation under the eir forefathers were on the verge ©

if
yoke of E « e

moa gyptian bond God hea
and I}gl%;?%}g{gg l;‘semembered H1§ coveanr:t 2:;:jrf:th Abraham ;i‘;
they are in the land 2:24-25). They recall God’s promisc: 1
not abhor themarslo of their enemies, I will not spurn them le
covenant with th 3 10 destroy them entirely and so bre ¢
em; for I am the Lord their God. But I W fo
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out Of, the land of Egypt in the sight of the nations, that I might
¢ their God: | am the Lord” (Leviticus, 26 4445)-
€ miraculous manner in which the Jewish people has been
le o arise again and again out of its ruins, is climaxed in our
Y—after the Joss of the most vigorous and devoted third of its
g:embers’.aﬂd in the face of well-nigh universal oppt.)sition'—by
N esufthhment of an independent Jewish state. This achlcv?-
g;ﬁt ﬁlves l'fffle\ytzd courage to the bfelicver and str'engthegs his
Some th.a t Is'rael Is not merely an ethnic group, a racial entity, or
iStorically conditioned society, but is indeed a servant of
a : \de.s tined, it may be, to much more suﬁering, but dc§n{1ed
"0 1o live 5o that it may play its appointed role in establishing

God? .
°d’s Kingdom upon this earth.
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NATURALISTIC HUMANISM
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I

ALS_’: icr)luti]e‘t I owe the reader an explanation. I am afraid- that.I
Series cap Itl 1 gallcy under false pretenses. My collcagues.xfl this
ivjng fai a ‘CIalm to “represent” somethmg-—a} gf’eat'tradltxon, a
Nizeq “syst With a discoverable “pattern of belief, . with a recog-
anyt ing ¢m of thought.” But I cannot myself glalm to represent
fy COHe:Xcep t I hope, the 'I"ruth, which I see in my way, while
Dr, ]Ohi &, 1 gath?r, see it in God’s. N
Pose thay 2son has said that I at least represent a position. T sup-
late pee, 1 true, though I hope it is not a fixed point. I have of
tiny, o €arning a great deal about religion, and I trust I can con-
anisl;a’fno This position Dr. Johnson wants to call “naturalistic
Other of ¢} Many thoughtful men are today called by one or the
those twyo terms. A rather smaller number are w1ll.mg to
claim to t1"lt‘:lnselves. This latter group I fear I cancxllotf in any
Very g . 0 “represent.” I am not sure any.body cou.l , for it is
¢ ult to find out what beliefs “naturalistic humamsts- possess
shared l“glon, Some ten years ago I tried to discover what ideas are
Y all Philosophical “naturalists,” and I found that a ter-

ribl ;
Job, ecently I have been making inquiries as to what tenets
155
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€
religious “humanists” may agree upon, and I must confess 1 hav
been making very little headway. dislike
For this reason—among others—I have come myself to -y
both terms, especially the second—“humanism.” They agc sts 0
vague and lacking in that precision which all good studern L in
philosophy are today bidden to cherish. My only consolatio o
being called upon to speak in some sense for so ambiguous 2 'pu de
tion is this. If “naturalism” and “humanism” both cover 2 rpult“S/
of sins—and a considerable diversity of very different sinh critY"
am sometimes led to suspect that so do such terms as “Chrlstlaféat"
or “Judaism,” or “Liberal Protestantism,” or even “Roma’

olicism.” o
In any event, if I have a religious “position,” and if th,at Puue
tion may be said to be “naturalistic humanism,” it remain® atral
that in trying to reflect on the many very fundamental and € an
themes we have all been asked to consider here—the DA% his*
destiny of man, the concept of God, the meaning of huma? chis

worys, and ,fhe rest—I do not think I ever myself start out from W
posigon. ! doubt w hether I have ever asked myself, “NO?:: This
.oo that my controlling assumptions are 2 1 -

But I hope it means algo that T t .. oIf by the
ry never to limit mys seek
hem for what they are worth, and am always ould

em. In the light of this situation, however; 1t ®

be clear why th, o
e i o
. y Pattern of my remarks here is very di rene®®

groups can
One further preli p state.

; ilt
by association, whemlnary may be helpful. In these days of gc

. ecp®
it would be wis, ton 3 man is judged by the company he ¥ ftef
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::U;_gsfcl(t)vme all there is to know about sin long .beforc its recent
eachs mery‘.’ I am 3 supporter of .the Congregational Qhurch of
a0 ojgr .y oont and of the Wider Quaker Fellowship. I was
o Sinal if very reluctant signer of the Humanist Manifesto,
sho:;g i have since Critigzed in print. M.y’theolog.ical position, I
or Coluayi)flfter COHd}lctmg a number of joint seminars with him
of Pay) ?.llz.l and Union Seminary students., is quite c-lose to that
Omang Lillich. T cannot claim to have his rooting in German
. “SISM, to be sure, and I should of course like to subtract
dop’, lseor “8aardian strain from his thought. I am afraid that we
as POin':Izid oo much alike, though. As Theodore M. .Greene
Ul mep, ¢d out, T seem to be, like the Apostle Paul, all things to
I 3 hlsamull.tif,)ﬁdty and diversity of afﬁliatiox?s is on plrincip.lel. f:‘zr
stitutionaiealgéous pluralist. Metag>hysmal,f phxlo:olz]h;‘:t,i ;f:ﬁiét ;al
COnviCtion 1d cultural pluralism is one o my strong ectoal
a S 1 judge that a man ought to be a practicing mem

.

$ mapy, g X .
Y differeny religious institutions as he can possibly find time

f()[_
My °Wn her itage of Christianity I have found far too narrow.

Ang o
Or sot ¢ exclusive claims of such religions as Roman Cathohasons)t,
orms of Judaism, are just what I find about them m

uﬂCo ..
Ngen; ous
Wisdy genial, Ip this respect Hinduism seems far C.]OSCI to religi
im d‘fan have been most of the Western religions. imagina-
ive v . Cligious Pluralism can be stated briefly. Men need imag
VISIOHS M the o'reat rehglous
iong 1. uch as the prophets and the poets in the g o realize
tt have provided. It is to be hoped that me? C;y human
; 3¢ Visiong are, and understand how they can clar! ion. The
eI-lc.e’ 0d hence not be bound by any exclusive visi II. it is
to 1. VSiong of God men can behold, the better. Abovsfa.til” o
., oped ) ted to have “faith™ 1
that men will not be tempte but, to put it
hz;ti (;1 " something to be scen and kml):l” I:; ha\ie faith in.
S Ca . : in the wor .
Uch “faithz’ God is the Tast thing in t the exclusion of all
he .2 15, o O0€'s own vision of Goci,l t% fanaticisms, of all
t > 1t see ce of all the
be OCalleq «_ .o clear, t.h? o hich we now know, alas! can
¢ Mjpe. 5 FMes of religion”—whic ial vision or ideal
1tted as easﬂy in the name of some socl
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as in the name of God. It is not “God,” but the exclusive faith
that is the root of all religious evil. ) .o tradk

Any intelligent criticism of religion today—-elther of its e
tional techniques and arts, or of their modern social and ; own
forms—would recognize that faith in the adequacy of 08¢* theif
vision and ideals is the chief obstacle to their perfon‘nlﬂg suc
very necessary function, and would demand a religion without here
faith in one’s own vision of God or in ideals. By «faith” I meab out
an exclusive reliance upon, or confidence in; I am not rul-1[111gis :
devotion to, or commitment to. For as we all know, faltd' tinc
complex matter, and other problems would make further l'ssions
tions necessary. Such “faith” and reliance belong not t© Ylstﬂ"
—of God, of ends, of ideals—but to human methods and 1'I:icr‘i
mentalities—to means rather than to ends, or to things conSlabov
as means, methods, and ways of doing things. They belong e, ©0
all to the chief means known to man—to man’s intelligen

. H 1m
human .knowledgc or “science,” and to what human wisdo
has achieved.

ib!

Men sorely need visions of God—as many as they ¢ai posSla];Z
§hare'. But their faith they should place in man himself—12 e
infinite possibilities. This faith should of course be coupled ¥ ac
l:tt.ahsnc recognition of man’s finite limitations—of Man’s @ has
ities for “sin,” for falling short of the glory of God, whom

. aUls
seen. To put thi . . relig?©
—and Cafegori 's emphatically and paradoxically: the true 2

L . eve
cal—imperative would run: “Treat man 2°°7 .4

an end merely”—that is the relio: « ionisim
the metaphysical error ofe religious heresy of “perfection®®” '\ by

ly
. “fixed ends,” castigated I'CSPCCUVC jly
. S a
chhold. Niebuhr and John Dewe V\;ho as naturalists aré U vl
in essential accord—s¢ Vs a wa)

as a means also” Treat man never as an end merely, but e
i °: Iri. other words, have visions of God, utnsablc

1gence an indispe

means to every humap, g0 d human nature, as the ind1sP

. al, i
This contrast hag been S

. . V1S
and intelligence, to by dwele upon, this double emphasis on e P
“naturalistic hu;nanis;n”g Tout the two strains that go to Il?aus i
plication of “naturalisnol he visions of God are the religi® p ¥

5 the faith in intelligence and in @ 2

”»
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the “humanism” of the position. To put it this way suggests at
the outset that any adequate naturalism must find a natural place
or what in the past men have called “the supernatural”—what might
ctter be called, as my colleague Herbert W. Schneider has ex-
Pressed it, “the superhuman,” that in the world which man finds
e ,be)’OHd man himself, which both inspires man and condemns
18 Inadequacies. And likewise, any adequate humanism must have
i Place for what if not, alas! “the inhuman,” is at least “the in-

Umane”—the evil that men do.
maonis;n’? two corr}ponept:c) of “naturalistic h.umanism,” the “hu-
c°nsecratel§ a certain religious temper, a certain set qf val}les to.be
an aPPraisalaI}I‘d clarified l?y the techniques of religion, ln\.lo.l\flflg
o man arq (;3 and an attitude toward, the nature and possibilities
estern, rej s essential .needs—what he requires to be saved. .In
nific 1g10ns it has involved also an attitude toward the sig-
n history. In our tradition this humanistic temper

Encc of huma

a3 bee ) .. A .

: 0 normally expressed in religious form: in Christianity it
r as

1s ..
to f:ﬁill}f}ho “Christ.ian humanism.” Thus it is the faslr:‘ion today
Umapge r:[{as Aquinas, with some appropriateness, a C;hrlsuan
eginnin. ere have also .bcen, of course, especially since fhe
0g of the modern period, many secular forms of expression
D oyr Zr and set c.)f. valuef». .

Poseq o Stifn trac.ht.lon this temper of humanism ha{s.becn op-
Calleq by ¢ Other religious temper—a temper of humility, .oftcn
Gilsop, ¢ 0s¢ who do not share it a temper of pessimism. Etienne
religio;l ase great medievalist, indeed views the history of Western
and the terrz: kind of alt.ernation between the temper of h\.Jmamsm
afon Des fper of humility. This is far too simple—M. Gilson has
theleg, s S Tor Fhese pendulum interpretations—but his view is never-
Uggestive. This temper of humility or pessimism can also

8¢ recej . ..
ideggecelve secular expression; an outstanding instance today
er.

this temp

t :usznse of sharing to the full the humanistic temper, I am
Valyeg re Ure whether I am myself a “humanist” or not. These
Pressioni ‘ertainly fundamental and essential, though their ex-
€ Past has always been historically and intellectually,
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to say nothing of religiously, far too limited, and all past “hv-
manisms” seem clearly inadequate for our present experience.

humanistic values, it might be said, are an essential component 0
any acceptable position today. But so are quite different values as‘
well. The fact that our contemporary world displays these com
peting values, that on the whole no adequate adjustment has
yet been made between them, that indeed there has been recently
a tendency to react rather violently against the humanistic values
toward what seems to be an emotional expression of the values ©
the temper of humility—this is all notoriously a part of our culturd
crisis today. But before pursuing the values of humanism, a0 th,e
questions bound up with them as to the nature of man and of
rela.tior.ls to his fellows, it will be well to examine first the OE};Z
strain in “naturalistic humanism,” the “naturalism” that prov! ct
the intellectual framework within which religious values aré se-

I

In contrast to « : cq . rain
to humamsm,” which is here taken to be 2 cef

. . . ite
I‘(?llglOUS temper and set of values, “naturalism” is something quit
different. It is a philoso 1 pos¥

! t hy—stri . sica

flon-hlt is focused on thepst};tuzt:)lfc trlza;pzilc\l";?,a?l r}:luert;li‘}’expcri en’
e i s e s e
beings, yet capable tfe ?Ond,‘tlons and limitations of other h.vua.
These ways—that :1). acting in ways that are distinctive and und
the powers of this b:i:im‘—tlve human experience—are a resp Ons;ic
he finds himself, | 8 man, to the powers of the world in wh

of the powers of



Naturalistic Humanism 161

disc!oses t0 man. The world and human experience mutually il
UMinate g}, other—our knowledge of both is of one piece. Hence
¢ method of haturalism, since it is a way of understanding all
Umap €Xperience, is 2 way of understanding religion, and eql.lally,
a Way of uging man’s re]igjous experience, in a concrete and evident
Sense, o understand the nature of the universe. i
aturalism, ¢hay is, is a way of understanding, and hencc. it ap-
Peals ¢q, those whose interests are intellectual and philosophical. It
clongs ¢, the department of understatement to say that such men
inoc Egt today form the majority. But thc?:'arc jmportant,tfoicii}t'
:dienate 140y of the reflective and sensitive who ﬁrcb: egecr_ivc
Agent, efi Unnec'essarily from religion, an'd. ‘Y‘?" “T‘g\;, all know
hovy ey CAITYINg it forward and in criticizing it r_heat in those
oung tdespread sych alienation is t?daY° I might " sity students
~I 1> People T come ip contact with myself—univer };, failure
ave found o recent evidence of any lessening of the
All €rstand apq sympathize with the enterprise of reh};gl(-ﬂ;sitivc
en .thf.} religions in America need the assistance ?f su’i‘hi:’semcans
that’ In lntf?llectual and moral leadership aﬂ.d criticism. as well as
®re is needed a way of understanding religion,

to

the . .. and to
See h:wf 'd, thay Will permit them to grasp its sign lif;ng’f course,
{ : tivities.
wa ' 1n with men’s other fundamental ac

to
. ) 't “convert” them
Understandmg—a philosophy—won't “co

0

Anyth; it, grace
Ing, . ogy puts 1t, 5§

Mg, Only €Xperience can do that. As theOI(,Dg;If remove ob-

Stacles.  PTEVenient, Byt 4 way of undersfandm,, he enjoyment
Of refip. 220Ve all, j can show the reflective I.wwucctllal integrity
they, Pi}g: ® ©Xperience need not conflict with the inte
T 1 ' . 13 turaﬁsm”
[ sh}(l)lsl T Bgests that naturalism—at least L!IC kind doi.nn:ombating
“Superpe U Willing 1o represent—is not INESICT o e ding a
Datyry “tralism » e rather in undcrstandll?gcrse that men ex-
Pericne, "% for “the supernatural” in the Umvtcr if the so-called
X Upe, SOMetimes think we might get on bet all as wise as
M, oﬁaturah“s” would reciprocate, if they 'welre religious values
these , 1%0n, i trying to understand the genuln® {kctual integrity.
% cherish who set such high store by 10t
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For both groups the real problem is posed by those who are It
different to what religion is and does, who have no interest in the
religious dimension of experience or of the world in which men
enjoy that experience—those who are religiously blind. But theif
indifference is not only a blindness, shutting them off from 0 muc
that could enrich their lives. It is also highly dangerous: It use
to be said that men could easily get along without any feh,glon:
That rather complacent attitude is now impossible for any 10
ligent man to take. Recent experience has made it clear that )
society can hardly exist with a religious vacuum. If the famlllﬂ-t
traditional religion breaks down, as for complicated reasons l’
has done in various lands across the seas, men will not merely colls
tinue to live without any religion, They will create for themsel?
a new one. And it will be much worse than the one theY 2

. . —
abandoned, with all the worst faults ever imputed t religio”
fanaticism, intolerance,

: . ord
ideal dogmatism, persecution, and a low m

o« . fo[
Religion, we have learned, is necessary. It is not necessary

every individual—multitudes have always managed to live W!

o N e
it eThe 1hnd1fferent are probably no more numerous today chan the¥
were when the pressure for social co

} nformity concealed their ©
liﬁ:lllllcg«; sg;g:;o?iha l:’real change, it is that the indifferent cIil:‘y'
But religion s o € best and most sensitive members of ouf 5(1)1 i’
dispensable functioccess‘ary for a society. It performs a soct? Yo
not escape havi . .Slflce 1t seems clear, therefore, that W¢
Ing religions in our society, it is the respons!
eht the tivity—to say nothing ©

the best religion Y may poss

possible, and not one less good—to uflderf’tan

and interpret the opeg . €
still better. Judged by Zvrfyh;‘;i :inherited, and if possible to makcbtettcr

than a wholly new o, h ard, a traditional religion is far
: € that has broken continuity with the
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:: a)s,i l;S, garly excesses, have f:nriclled a.nd deepenfad its sensitivity
tot n '‘cance, and have again and again recalled it from the letter
< P lfl'f—always an unending task.
iﬂtell;ztznltldsm has been of two quite diﬁ‘cr@t kind§, moral and
Concept ?' The two can be well illustrated in the hl'sfory of the
ot God, 5o central in the Western religious tradition.
as er::tg:v;f- clse the idea'Of God ha.s meant in th.c religious life, Iit
as st00§ ;ed and enshrined the highest moral ideals of men. ; dt
®ncejye Tﬁr a system of values, t.he best good that men colu
aChievm; ¢ long history of the 1dc'a' gf God I.las' been a slow
€8inniy ent of 8r0.“"th In moral sensitivity a‘nd.mught, from its
Prophetsgs I primitive religion, through the insights of the gll;eat
of oy o anc.i the fFVCIations of the saints, .down to the prop lets
Progre, n_mf]UStrlal age. There has been in our time a genuine
N insight and revelation, if scarcely in achievement. This
veg PENINg and enrichment of the way in which men have
oh God has been due to a succession f’f religious gcmus;:s
b brought to a focus the moral experience of their people
vealedg tht ¢ lefls_ of their own vision and receptivity, and thus re-
Mog, ‘;Posmblhty of a higher good. ious “ha.
those who would today call themselves religiou

th:nil;ts " would Probably stop at this point. They would hOId,I,tl?:t
’llightea of God pys been a symbol for men’s moral 1deals.f Gozi,
55 the 2y with John Dewey, for example, that the concept of fea
tion 2/ mbol for “inclusive ideal ends capable of a rcf:h{gxous un;{ 1c
fromo the sef » Or they might say with Paul'Tllhch,_ spea t;:z]a%
od ia very different background and philosophlcal Posmonl’ncn »
Back is the Symbol for “an ultimate concern that can grasp oun.g
tl]COIO " the 18gos my father studied under Dewey, and as 2 fY God,
DﬂveglcaI Student asked him what was his concepnog b
 sat bacy in his chair, my father told me, looke ft lug;s ”
The Suat the Ceiling, and answered, “God is an t:qu;;tmn of values.
This e '+ 2 funny theology at Chicago, even in 1895
flarrgt:’ Rught yyel) )l;c the ﬁﬁint at which the ‘jhUHff'nls‘:ra}’i;tﬁEie
ang boer Sense woyld stop. But the phjlosophlcal naFuh e
e Wey and Tillich would of course agree Wit
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cannot identify God with a “mere ideal,” in any sense that “mere
M 2 M . [~
1<51ea1 might possess. For the naturalist sees religion as a cooperd
tion of natural powers with human powers. For him, it 18 ODOt
merely men who carry on and sustain religious activities. RChgl‘z;:
powers, that is, are not merely and exclusively human; 10 =
religious life other powers in the world must cooperate with man’s
. 0
powers. Hence for the naturalist religious symbols must serve ©
E}\l'oke and organize these non-human or natural, or, as 1 have cal¢
. o . of
edm in Mr. Schneider’s term, “superhuman” powers 10 the WO ;
and not merely the powers of man. They must involvé, that 15
“theology,” or b humat
gY> symbols for these extrahuman and super® .
powers, ‘:I}‘i not merely an “anthropology,” or symbols for hum s
nature. ism” . pvit
pacurs. humumamsm that confines itself narrowly to man’s actt Va of
context of than scene alone, without taking into account the bro 5,
C Y € great universe with i d its resous
is both philosophi ith its challenges an ate:
The second tp ically f.lnd religiously truncated and madeqbccﬂ
Ked ype of criticism of the concept of God that has |
worked out over the centuries, the j the mo™”
h . ies, the intellectual rather than e
as come, not in the light of ’ . cperien”
but in the light of th 80t of men’s developing moral expe™ " ¢
their growing knowledge and understa? m%,cts

:)}:Jetmbs;hgﬁi; r:gpt}t:iir ‘Q;Odd. It has been carried on not by PrgP[ioﬂ’
I'S. . .. 1
reflective men have ¢ ery early in every great religious tra e

by the unreflective airge 0 rea lize that the idea of God cntert:n

arts, in worship an,d used in the actual practice of the“r.e :a "
true. God could g praye‘f and communion, could not be .hte hich
the average man ot bt’: really” the imaginative image in V7.
man image, the f(f)?ncelvid the Divine—not even the highe.St the
present fash’ion isa atherf’ or the kind of “person” who lnhou”
experience. Import[;ﬁ iop nat‘f—ly approached in terms of the “1T 2
tice as were these Waand indeed indispensable in religiou$ % A
men came to realize ys of imagining the Divine, they were ut
religious “symbolg.” not adequate definitions or descrip®®® s,
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The outcome of this long process of intellectual criticism, as
“XPressed in the “naturalistic” way of understanding religion, is
that 4] ideas of God without exception are religious symbols. Th.ls
Means that such ideas, like all religious beliefs, perform what is
Primarily 4 religious function. They are employed in rehgxofls ex-
Perience, and serye to carry on the religious life. It was not without
»8hificance that 4 group of men teaching the philosophy of.re-
gion in our colleges—that is, concerned to interpret the meamﬁg
d value of religion to intelligent young people—who , $po :
Dy in 2 symposium on “The Cognitive Status qf Re lglol?
OCtrines,” should have come almost without exception to take
IS Position,
Not all conceptions of God are imaginative images dravyn from
pos cXPerience of their fellows. There is a notorious. dlﬁf:rc?nce
I €en ideas of God whose primary function is to serve in rcll'lg.lou:
teczctl-ce’ and which are employed in the actual conduct f’f re 1g1}cl>u
Qques, Worship, prayer and the rest—God as a lovmg Fat. er,
arlda vern ] udge, as the “Thou” of the “I-Thou” relat101;sh1p—-
Pur - Quite diffey ent set of ideas of God worked out for very dlﬁlerent
ideaiofes Y philosophic theologians. Thf: fur-lcflon of these] atter
lify ,.* Dot so much to serve in the practical living of the religious
* to introduce intellectual consistency between t.he dlﬁe;cr:it
3lopg y. men’s experience, This philosophical cnte}'[:irlsc cl;:ts)or aate
Rotjgn, 0TV in the religious traditic_)n. Mcp have tmfe1 ttti)ve botate
Stang; * God that would fit in with their own reflec ner
o8 of the world and of their experience. They have trie
“Plions of the Divine that would construe and interpret

20d q; ;fs.lght 11 terms of their particular philosophy and scxcncci
' 10 the regt of their experience in ways that woulc

their other beliefs. The intellectual record of

a]

ds b . '

Vel ngj . Succeggjye . )
Opeq, Th Sing el::]llg'so hies, (;is}ivzusdle\{;l(}s
ODject of ' Wegt

of k”owledge . Weste

l A -
0 eacly schemc

Or reVe .
Phxl(?sophic als Tepeated attempts to work oyt such 4 I&\\(sxxax

g
of Undey.
m Ul
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cannot identify God with a “mere ideal,” in any sense that “mere
ideal” might possess. For the naturalist sces religion as a coopera-
tion of natural powers with human powers. For 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 with man’s
powers. Hence for the naturalist religious symbols must serve to
evoke and organize these non-human or natural, or, as I have called
them in Mr. Schneider’s term, “superhuman” powers in the world,
and not merely the powers of man. They must involve, that is, a
“theology,” or symbols for these extrahuman and superhuman
powers, and not merely an “anthropology,” or symbols for human
nature. A “humanism” that confines itsclf 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 philosophically and religiously truncated and inadequate.

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 imaginative image in which
the average man conceived the Divine—not even the highest hu-
man 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 prac-
tice 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 re-
lations of men and their ideals to the nature of things and its re-
ligious dimension—to the Divine.
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The outcome of this long process of intellectual criticism, as
expressed in the “naturalistic” 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 ex-
perience, and serve to carry on the religious life. It was not without
significance that a group of men teaching the philosophy of re-
ligion 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 without 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 “I-Thou” relationship—
and a quite different set of ideas of God worked out for very different
purposes by philosophic theologians. The function of these latter
ideas is not so much to serve in the practical living of the religious
life as to introduce intellectual consistency between the different
areas of men’s experience. This philosophical enterprise has had
a long history in the religious tradition. Men have tried to elaborate
notions of God that would fit in with their own reflective under-
standing 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 under-
standing, the changing philosophies, which our Western culture
has developed. The highest object of knowledge in each scheme has
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been identified with the highest good; and thus has been achieved,
for that philosophy, a harmony between men’s moral and religious
faith and their way of understanding the world, between “faith”
and “reason.” God has been thus identified successively with the
ultimate conception of the Platonic science of the Hellenistic age,
the Logos or objective rational structure of the cosmos; with the
first principle of the Aristotelian science of the Middle Ages, the
ultimate Final Cause or Prime Mover; with the mathematical order
of nature of Cartesian science; with the original Force or Creator
of Newtonian science; with the Absolute or Unconditioned of
idealistic philosophy; with the first principle of creative evolution,
with Alexander’s “nisus toward Deity,” or Whitehead’s “principle
of concretion.” The intellectual and religious success of these rational
theologies has depended upon the power of the particular scheme
of science employed to understand and illuminate man and his
various activities and values. The attempts have been least suc-
cessful when, as with Newtonian science, there was provided no
adequate way of understanding human life.

But broadly, experience makes clear that any philosopher worth
his salt can find an intellectual symbol for the Divine. Or rather,
any philosophy that has not found such an intellectual symbol for
the religious dimension of the world, is a truncated philosophy
—and what such a philosophy is like can be observed in many
widely professed at the present time. But with our deepened knowl-
edge 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 understanding by which men have
organized their intellectual experience, are themselves all symbols,
too. They are quite different from the images that have been em-
ployed in the religious arts, and would hardly serve in the actual
practice of worship or prayer. They are intellectual symbols, rather
than symbols of religious practice.

All ideas of God, indeed, are religious symbols. This is as true
of the subtle and intellectualized conceptions of the philosophers
as of the simple, concrete and familiar images the unreflective man
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borrows from his experience with his human fellows. It is not that
the philosopher is right while the average man is wrong, that the
former’s conceptions are true while the latter’s are false. It is not
even that the thinker’s ideas are more nearly adequate than the
images of the practical man. The two sets of concepts of God we
have been distinguishing both perform fundamental and necessary
religious functions. But the two functions are very different, and
they do not compete. The concrete images of religious practice are
nowise discredited by the refined concepts of the philosophical the-
ologian. They are indeed more fundamental in the religious life. For
men could hardly worship or pray without them, while the great
majority could—and do—easily dispense with the concepts which
rf?ﬂcctive men find necessary in the interest of intellectual con-
sistency.

But different as their functions are, both sets of ideas serve as
religious symbols. What this means negatively is clear: neither
set is literally “true,” neither gives exact knowledge, neither is
“correct.” To think that either set of ideas does function to produce
knowledge and literal truth leads to muddles, mistakes, and con-
fusion; above all, it generates that intolerance which leads men to
judge that all ideas of God save their own are false and 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 idea.s of Qod
but all religious ideas and beliefs are religious symbols, in cla.n'fy-
ing this position it is important to dwell for a little on.thc positive
functions of religious symbols. In this attempt to cll.1c1datc 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. o

Just what is it that a religious symbol does? At the outset it is
important to make a fundamental distinction. I shall make it be-
tween a “symbol” and a “sign.” A “sign” I take to Pe always a
sign of something: it represents or stands for something else, for
which it serves as a kind of substitute. In contrast, a “symbol” is
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in no sense representative: it does not stand for anything other than
itself. A symbol does not take the place of something else, it does
something in its own right. The terminology here is not yet settled:
it is the distinction that is fundamental, while the particular way of
expressing it is arbitrary. What is important is to recognize that
religious symbols belong with artistic and social symbols, in the
group of non-representative and non-cognitive symbols. Such sym-
bols can be said to “symbolize” not some external thing, but rather
what they do, their functions.

What, then, are the functions of such non-representative symbols,
including religious symbols? In the first place, they evoke an emo-
tional response: in traditional terms, they act on 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 intel-
lectual interpretation from different members of the group. They
unite and organize the group’s actions and commitments. Thirdly,
they are able to communicate non-cognitive or “shared” experi-
ence, as is clear with artistic symbols. And, fourthly, religious sym-
bols 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 ordinary
sense call “knowledge.” This revelation can be styled “knowledge”
only equivocally or metaphorically. What such a symbol does dis-
close 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 be-
havior. 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 concen-
trate and sum up and unify a long experience we have enjoyed
of him; and secondly, that they reveal his possibilities and powers.

For what a man “really is” is not what he has done, his past be-
havior, but what he can do, the powers he has in him.

Generalizing from this example of human personality, which
has always seemed the best clue to conceiving the Divine in the
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world, we may say that religious symbols, by unifying and bringing
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 what the nature of things
“really is.” That is why symbols are so closely connected with the
power of imagination—if that be the organ of vision.

And so religious symbols, through concentrating the experience
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 its 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 religiously,
and the vision is genuinely religious, if the symbol 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 revelation
of their unification. Hence religious symbols serve as instruments
of unification. They unify men’s experience in terms of their “or-
ganizing concern”; they unify the world in men’s vision of the
Divine. 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 religious 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 cer-
tain “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 no sense to be divided or
divorced from each other. But there does seem to be a kind of
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I have been trying to speak here for those who might be callci
the “fellow-travelers of religion.” These sensitive and thought.f y
men share a concern with the part religion plays in human life,
a devotion to what at its best it can do for men. But with most ©
its forms they can not do more than cooperate—they cannot par
ticipate actively and whole-heartedly themselves—unless they can
find a way of understanding religion that will fit in with thet?
way of understanding the world and human life, and a way ©
understanding the world and man’s experience in it that will pro
vide an intelligible place for the religious dimension that cal €
discovered in both. That is, they cannot rest content without 2
consistent philosophy; for them intellectual integrity must form
an essential part of any “pattern of religious faith.” I have tried t0
suggest how the position that has here been called by the inade-
quate and perhaps misleading term philosophic “naturalism” ¢2%
Prov1d'c fc.)r many who are thus incapable of sacrificing intellectud
integrity just such ways of understanding religion, and of unde”
stand}n% the chrl_d that challenges men to practice and enjoy it.

Thls naturahs.snc” Way of understanding is a genuinely religiovs
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philosophic theologians, are religious symbols. We can approach
the Divine only through symbols; we cannot see God face to face.
his latter is itself a 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 bound up with each other in mutua]
Cooperation and interaction in the religious life. My own temper
and experience lead me to take the vision as more ultimate than
the practical commitment. I should be willing to say, again in
terms of religious symbols, that the chicf end of man is to glorify
God and enjoy him forever. I find I am not descended from a long
line of Calvinists in vain. Men are saved by vision rather than by
WOrks~although works are the only test of vision, and for. most
men the vision seems to come only through works and in the
midst of works—once more employing traditional symbols.

It should therefore be clear why I have doubts whether I can
accurately be said to “represent” anything that couId. be calk;d
“humanism” in the present religious sense. I am certain I c;)u d
110t represent it in any exclusive way that would deny other values,
the values associated with what we have taken as one fundamental

pole of the religious life—the pole of vision. .
But in considering “humanism,” we are turning to the other pole

Of religious experience. We have pointed out that hbumams:zr ;:es
certain religious temper, a CCI'taifl set of vah'le.s, toI c.con;ves <
and clarified through the techniques of religion. It m"l;?l ves an
attitude toward and an appraisal of_ the nature and possibilitie !
™Man, and of his essential needs. This temper of'humams.mbI is “i?th
Sense opposed to, though certainly not WhOI.II}.' mc&x:zi;lseeof i,
another religious temper—the temper of humility—

Worthiness and impotence. ‘ -
The humanist teilper is very difficult to define satisfactorily. Ib,;:t
Us start with a preliminary statement that woulc.i :flppca“rhacczfl)lt;tsg
to many who are willing to call themselves rchglous‘ ux}::. nits
n which the
today. It would hardly, however, apply to other forms i

Umanist temper has expressed itself in earlier cu-lturcs, h]i'{e tgft
: i . For the
of the Greeks, or like certain strains of the Renaissance. For
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humanism of the present is inevitably a “scientific” and a “demo-
cratic” humanism, because the humanist temper has felt so deeply
the impact of those great spiritual movements in modern times.
This first attempt at characterization runs: those sharing the hu-
manist temper would view religion as primarily devotion to the
ideals discoverable in human experience, and would rely on man’s
efforts, in cooperation with the natural resources he finds in his
world, to bring them measurably into existence.

Such a statement would probably be accepted by most contem-
porary religious “humanists.” But it is scarcely very satisfactory,
since it hardly serves to distinguish the humanist temper from
other “tempers in the religious life. For among “the ideals dis-
coverable in human experience” are surely those ‘“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 “natural resources” man finds in his world—a
world that displays a religious dimension—are the powers of re-
ligious vision, traditionally symbolized as “grace”—to say nothing
of all the manifestations of what has been called “natural grace,”
and of that very important grace that comes from or through hu-
man companionship and human institutions. Moreover, the hu-
manist 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 sig-
nificant sense “alone”; man lives in a world which contains every-
thing 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 awareness
of a sense of human dignity and power, and of a sense of respon-
sibility for cultivating and maintaining it, and for achieving an
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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
certain of its aspects, to bring out the major factors in the hu-
manist 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 person-
ality. 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 subserviency 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” free-
dom—whatever that could mean. Obligation is a curtailment of
the “freedom” to do wrong.

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 “tragic sense of life,” which has
been associated with the humanist temper since the days of the



174 Patterns of Faith in America Today

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, where God’s providence is felt to be all-controlling—there
is little tragic sense of life, and little tragic poetry. Only becaust
the awareness of human greatness is rarely wholly lost is this
tragic sense kept alive in periods of despair and cynicism, like oUf
own Age of Anxiety, or in periods of great religious confidencé
like those two Ages of Reason in our Western tradition, the thir”
teenth and the eighteenth centuries.

The reconciliation of “freedom” and “cbligation,” both intellectual
and practical, is a complex, ever-shifting, never-“solved” problen,
for it involves all that men have experienced and all that they have
come to know about their life in the world. Since the intellectu?
reconciliation demands a way of understanding, since it is @
philosophic t.as.k, it belongs to the “naturalistic” rather than f©
the “humanistic” aspect of naturalistic humanism. To be very

brief, I judge a naturalist today would Id questions
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- is no longer meaningful. It is indeed €
sential t‘? hold ,,th at “man” is in a humanly significant sens¢ not
wholly “unfree” or “enslaved.” But “man” is free only in sO ar
as W}‘I‘?t us<?d 0 b,f' ‘called “reason” and has now been reconstructe
into “intelligence” is free to discover truth—especially truth about

what is good. In the measure that intell; : w
at intellige “free”—and bo
small that measure is, gence is “free '

histor icall i .. ly, 18
. Y, socially, and institutionally,

nott;l)nmt.l;—ni)an.can hope to determine his “will” by knowledge
rather th.anﬁ‘f y zlgnorance. The practical human problem is to %"
ge;szf iift ere om of reason” or of “intelligence”—the determin®
nfinimize ‘e‘fri?:ri k;}; gluth aﬁld good—and by so increasing it ¥

e Wi ”» n

and the bad—what St »” the freedom to choose the wroP8

A ;
The second factor in tl;fgu;t:l ¢ called the posse peccare.

Umanist temper is the obligation ©

. "This,

manist value sinc . >
e Greek times, It 1s central in Greek humanist®



Naturalistic Humanism 175

;211,;};2 szttS, r;]r; dPIato and in A‘r‘istot!c, fhot,x’gh' it was not univer-
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the Sophistic movement.
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COntin, d whatever our actual practice may have been or may
ue to be, Every great moral and social movement in the
cst }}88 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 embodiments 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
P reason, which he must preserve intact and unsullied and carry
ack at death to the great ocean of fire which is the Divine in the
World, ©
) If is held by many today, Christians and Jews alike, that the
mWOIability of human personality is dependent on seeing all men
4 “children” of the same God. And certainly these two great
religious traditions have come to consecrate and celebrate this
JUndament,] conviction of value through religious symbols—the
atherhood” of God and the “Brotherhood” of man. .TI'{e hu-
Manist temper has always welcomed such .sxmbols, and in its re-
.'810US expression has always held that the Divine must be conceived
10 such 5 Wway as to make them seem appropriate. . |
ut neither such religious symbols nor the many more mtc!lectua
afld Philosophjcal attempts to understand man and his relanofl;1 tg
s fellow man and to the nature of things seem to have furnishe
+2¢ real ground for this abiding conviction. None of the Y
3Tguments” that have been variously advanced in support oﬁ it
: hough they have all seemed in a more or less adequate ’“:;Yhtof tit
In with men’s other knowledge and beliefs, has ever ca;ne t’ e orci
of the conviction itself. The philosophic formulations of man’s mora
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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 “intel-
ligence”—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 sym-
bols 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 “rea-
son,” than in many of those who do not.

Such a basic moral conviction seems to be rooted in man’s long
ethical experience. That experience is very complex. It certainly
includes the deepening of moral insight which the Hebrews both
owed to and expressed through their inspired prophets. If the prophet
indeed speak with authority, 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 ex-
perience. But ethical experience includes also the way in which that
long embodiment of men’s past encounters with life comes home
to us—in that profound 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 to see its religious expression and consecra-
tion 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
humility, 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 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
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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 con-
nections 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 par-
ticular vision of God, or mediated by any particular set of reli-
gious 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. And 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 facts of wrong, in-
justice, 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
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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 16
“great perceptive insistence.” And our sensitive theologians have
rehabilitated “sin,” with telling effect in the religious life, if not
in all the affairs of men. It is doubtless true that the temper a0
the buffets of our age have made us realize more clearly certai?
of the less rosy aspects of moral experience—its enormous difficulties
and complexities, its ultimately insoluble problems and its genu
inely tragic choices. But after all, “sin” was not invented with the
atomic bomb, nor did evil make its entry into the world with the
First World War.

The humanist temper has never been blind to these insistent facts
of life; the bitter contrast between what at his best man might be
and the spotted actuality has always impressed upon the humanist
temper a t{ag.ic sense of life. Human nature is finite and Jimited,
and these limits may indeed be viewed as “sin.” For religious pur”
e e BT o s, o ion, 2
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savig grace, surely raises serious questions. But fundamental as 1%
L, without further analysis it still ¢
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and annot be pushed back. So the prospect seems to be for bigger
and better sins—or rather, if we are very optimistic, for more re-
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Plying OPportunities for twisted and tangled relations between men.
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Niebuhr is the comrade of every naturalistic critic of ethical experi-
ence. 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 perspective. This vision
claims to be “realistic.” But it may well be as much the emotional
expression of a current temper as was the earlier faith in man’s
potential “divinity.” Disillusionment bred of revulsion from former
“illusions” hardly affords a balanced judgment and appraisal of
human nature, both its possibilities of greatness and its finite limita-
tions—limitations which Mr. Niebuhr rightly points out are very
active and dynamic. Theologically speaking, Mr. Niebuhr has al-
ways found the incarnation a hard doctrine to stomach.

Man’s power of self-criticism, his power of seeing himself in 2
broader perspective, enables him to go beyond the Stoic attitude
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 evil, the hardest 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 live 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 proper perspective.

Men need such a vision of a “spiritual” ideal that will transcend
their finite ends. They need an end for living that can stand
against outward frustration and failure, and serve as an incentive
toward striving on to victory against insuperable odds—a victory
that will not, like merely finite and temporal goals, turn to dust
and ashes in the grasp. With such a vision, men can wrest victory
out of the very jaws of defeat. For in disaster finite ends are re-
vealed as finite, and man sees himself in his true stature as what we
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call a “spiritual” being. Living as he must within the narrow limits
of time and space, he can yet behold a vision 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 achievement 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 I hope I have at least
suggested how men can give religious expression and consecra-
tion to these fundamental human concerns without sacrificing in-
tellectual 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 institutional embodiment
of the humanist function of self-criticism in the religious organiza-
tion, 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 embodiment 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 tradition is fortunately clear.
American thought has always supported the contention that religious
leaders have the right and 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 his 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 fa-
miliar 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, perhaps 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. .

But the churches, conceiving themselves in the historic role of
independent spiritual powers, have served to keep American govern-
ments within bounds, to preserve them from the occupational dis-
ease of pretending to an absolute and sovereign authority. '_Thls
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 in-
creasingly come to appear as a very precious part of the American
heritage, one of the most powerful factors in the American ethos.
It is perhaps the basic reason behind our American conviction that
“it can’t happen here,” that the American tradition will be strong
enough to resist the tendencies making for a totalitarian state, an
to withstand the insidious blandishments of the contemporary ré-
ligion of nationalism.

But that power of self-criticism needs strong institutions, strong
churches. On this point naturalistic humanism can cooperate whole-
heartedly with all the forces in all the churches devoted to estab-
lishing conditions that will foster human dignity, and maintain t;hc
opportunities for achieving an integrity and wholeness of human life.
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