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A Prayer of Confession

[Editor's Note: Apart from deletions on account of space, the idiom of

this prayer—both linguistic and contextual—has been left in its original In-

dian form, in the hope that its fresh spontaneity may awaken similar penitence

within our Christian community.]

O Lord God, King and Master of all creation, Father of all man-

kind, we come in your light so that we may be examined under your

probing rays, and that we may be made clean, whole and healthy

in your sight, according to your divine standards.

We confess before you that we are an ingrown society of those

who call themselves followers of Jesus Christ. We are so much

engrossed in the trivialities of our church committees, sessions, coun-

cils and other bodies that we hardly pay any attention to those

outside the fold of Jesus Christ. We spend our time in hair-splitting

issues which only matter to us and to our welfare, but never look at

the tremendous needs of humanity. In the name of religion we have

spent hours together being complacent about our so-called achieve-

ments, instead of helping others in the name of Christ. And if at

all we looked at others we saw them with pity, rather than with

love; with a feeling of miserable creatures going for damnation,

rather than with a concern as the children of our Father ; with an

outlook of "Am I my brother's keeper?" rather than with "For I

could even pray to be outcast from Christ myself for the sake of my
brothers."

LORD, FORGIVE.
We confess to you that we have always looked at the social revo-

lution whirling around us with apathy and indifference. We have

watched the struggle of human beings for their rightful dignity with

coldness of heart and without any emotional reaction. We watched

the ill-paid sweepers going in a procession for an overdue and legiti-

mate raise in their wages, but we did not leave our comfortable sofa

seat to see what happened afterwards. We did not stop, on our way

to the church service on a Sunday morning, to inquire about the

condition of the ten women on the seventh day of their fast in front

of the millowner's palatial bungalow who rendered them jobless

unjustly. We came to the respectable church building to meet you,

while we should have sought you in the jail, State Home for Women,

the Beggars' Home, in the School for the Blind, the orphanage, in

the illegally operated whisky-shop and the brothel.

LORD, FORGIVE.
We confess to you that we continue to proclaim with our lips

that there is no difference between people in the sight of God, but

vehemently practice and guard the caste system even within the

Church .... We did not attend the funeral of the next door

(continued on inside back cover)
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Suffering and Faith

Egil Grislis

Where the boundary lines of my family's estate touched, toward

the East, a neighbor's property, there had always been a long and

wide meadow. Summer after summer cows grazed on it for short

periods of time ; what little grass there grew was consumed very

quickly. If I ever think of barren soil, that stretch of land comes

to my mind—nothing but gravel and sand, held fast by sticky yellow-

ish clay. It was from there that one day our neighbor decided to

take some gravel for a road he was building. After several tries he

eventually found a spot where there was just enough gravel and no

clay to hold it. Having excavated several truck-loads, all of a

sudden he came upon what looked like a layer of quicklime; under

that there was what he had already started to suspect—layers of

skeletons. As the news of this spread through the neighborhood,

it was suddenly recalled that the barren meadow was known to have

been used as a burial ground for the victims of a plague epidemic

which ravaged Latvia—and with it much of Northern Europe

—

sometime early in the 18th century. I remember how I hurried

to the site of discovery. To a boy of about ten this was fascinating

indeed. I stood and watched, but my imagination, while indeed

aroused, failed to lead me from what had happened to how it had

happened. I wanted to know this very badly, and yet realized that

I did not know. During the following winter, back in the city, I

filled in this gap by the resources of my father's library. Yet just

as I thought that I had completed my investigation, a more dis-

turbing thought occurred: why did plagues happen anyway?

One of the more recent meditations on the plague, written by

Albert Camus, approaches it as an instance of human life as a

whole. In this paradigm the clinical details are meticulously ob-

served and painfully recorded. It is in this fashion that Camus

comes to explore the meaning of human suffering. Without suggest-

ing that I would want to be called a follower of Camus, I must

nevertheless acknowledge that I find his analysis of the universe

exceedingly profound. Above all, Camus' willingness, as he puts

[An address delivered on April 19, 1967, in a Student-Faculty Series spon-

sored by the Co-ordinating Council for Community Life.]
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it, "to take the victim's side" appears to me to be the right approach.

By contrast, analyses that rather rapidly turn to a supra-historic,

ultimate perspective, and explain human suffering as if from the

point of view of God, seem to overlook that to us, initially, only a

human point of view is granted.

As Camus describes the imagined out-break of pestilence in

Oran, a North African town, he uses this occasion to meditate upon

the fact that dire calamities descend upon mankind with harrowing

regularity

:

When a war breaks out, people say: "It's too stupid; it can't last

long." But though a war may well be "too stupid," that doesn't

prevent its lasting. Stupidity has a knack of getting its way; as we
should see if we were not always so much wrapped up in ourselves.

In this respect our townsfolk were like everybody else, wrapped

up in themselves ; in other words, they were humanists : they disbe-

lieved in pestilences. A pestilence isn't a thing made to man's

measure; therefore we tell ourselves that pestilence is a mere body

of the mind, a bad dream that will pass away. But it doesn't always

pass away and, from one bad dream to another, it is men that pass

away, and the humanists first of all, because they haven't taken their

precautions.^

And when in Oran the plague is finally over, the author's spokes-

man records the final warning in the very last paragraph of the book

:

"The plague bacillus never dies or disappears for good. . . .

"^

Therefore mankind never lives in the freedom to shape its destiny

within the limits given to it. Thus ".
. . no man will ever be free

so long as there are pestilences."^ Camus does not suggest that all

human actions are determined in a mechanistic fashion. He believes

in the possibility of genuine human initiative and activity. But

Camus thinks that at the same time genuine freedom is possible only

when the world itself partakes of the same mind and rationality as

do men at their very best—which is obviously not the case. There-

fore men only imagine that they are "free men" and have "the

power of choice."^ Human plight thus becomes very clearly apparent

as Camus focuses attention on the condition of one individual in this

plague-ridden community : "like all of us who have not yet died of

the plague he fully realizes that his freedom and his life may be

1. Albert Camus, The Plague (New York: The Modern Library, 1948),

pp. 34, 35.

2. Ibid., p. 278.

3. Ibid., p. 35.

4. Ibid., p. 151.



205

snatched from him at any moment."^ We should notice that Camus'

struggle is not primarily with moral evil. His concern goes to

nature itself, to the very matrix out of which all life arises. And here

he is compelled to recognize that microbes are "natural." They
exemplify the built-in surd, the active force of destruction, present

in all nature, that defies any positive explanation. To be sure, we
could attempt to explain the origin of Camus' thought and suggest

that most likely he has but introduced the Bergsonian notion of a

Hfe-force, and placed a negation sign in front of it.^ But to explain

the history of an idea is not to explain the idea itself. Thus the

problem remains. Just take a look at that paradigm par excellence,

the slow and painful death of a child which Camus describes as

follows

:

They had already seen children die—for many months now death

had shown no favoritism—but they had never watched a child's

agony minute by minute, as they had now been doing since daybreak.

Needless to say, the pain inflicted on these innocent victims had

always seemed to them to be what in fact it was : an abominable

thing. But hitherto they had felt its abomination in, so to speak,

an abstract way; they had never had to witness over so long a period

the death-throes of an innocent child.*^

A priest, who is present, suggests to the medical doctor, Camus'

spokesman, that although such suffering is indeed incomprehensible

—

"perhaps we should love what we cannot understand."^ Camus re-

fuses : "until my dying day I shall refuse to love a scheme of things

in which children are put to torture."^ I quote this observation,

because I find it realistic, honest, and inescapable except for the help

that faith can give.

To read the record of human history is not to turn to selected

verses of inspirational poetry. Instead, such reading may bring us

down, body and soul, into the darkest night of complete despair

from which there may not even be a return. To be sure, in saying

this I do not mean to claim that statistically misery outranks hap-

piness. The ratio seems to vary from time to time, from individual

to individual, as well as clearly to fluctuate through the centuries. I

have no objections to listening when selected verses are read, or

even turning to them on my own initiative. Thus, for example,

5. Ibid., p. 178.

6. Ibid., p. 201.

7. Ibid., pp. 192, 193.

8. Ibid., p. 196.

9. Ibid., pp. 196, 197.
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when I encounter such an exuberant, perceptive, mature, and opti-

mistic Hymn of the Universe as written by Teilhard de Chardin,^** and

recognize in his thought the profound Thomistic observation that

nature can serve as a magnificent mirror in which God's majesty

and glory are reflected—I do experience a genuine appreciation and

delight. Yet I think that history presents no single meaning that

could be obtained by way of empirical observation. Rather, in

life there is both the good and the evil, the very beautiful and the

very ugly, order and chaos—all this in infinite variations and for a

little while ; but then, as life always has the first word, so death

has, inevitably, the last.

But if such is life, a witness of very basic conflicts, how are we

to speak and think of God? More precisely, how can we with a

measure of consistency ascribe to God both goodness and power, if

we at the same time cannot exclude from the record the presence

of natural evil and human misery?

Bishop John A. T. Robinson in his characteristically pointed but

oversimplified fashion puts the problem in this way:

Any glib notion of a God who "causes" cancer or "sends" the

streptococcus is blasphemy. Most traditional theodicy, so far from

justifying the ways of God to man, has the effect of strengthening

atheism. "Whatever your sickness is," the priest is instructed to

say in the seventeenth-century Anglican Book of Common Prayer,

"know certainly that it is God's visitation." Who can speak like that

today? Atheism has done its purifying work. For there is nothing

that provokes our generation to doubt or blasphemy more than the

idea of a Being who sends such events into the lives of individuals.^^

To be sure, many of the major theologians of the Christian heri-

tage have employed deterministic models of thought. It is not diffi-

cult to find even more radical quotations from St. Augustine, St.

Thomas, Luther, and Calvin, speaking about God as the First Cause,

and all created activity as secondary causation, at every moment

dependent on the First Cause. E.g., relying on St. Augustine, Lu-

ther says in his Bondage of the Will:

So man's will is like a beast standing between two riders. If God
rides, it wills and goes where God wills .... If Satan rides, it

wills and goes where Satan wills. Nor may it choose to which rider

10. Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, Hymn of the Universe (New York: Harper

a^d Row, 1965).

11. John A. T. Robinson, The Nezv Reformation? (Philadelphia: The
Westminster Press, 1965), pp. 113, 114.
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it will run, or which it will seek; but the riders themselves fight to

decide who shall have and hold it.^^

Yet to observe such a use of deterministic models of thought need

not imply that these men either intended to be philosophical deter-

minists, or always succumbed to determinism despite their various

attempts to escape from it. Above all, the observation that these

men theologized as they did dare not serve as a charge that they

superficially imagined to "solve" the problem of suffering by a

mere appeal to determinism. They did not bypass the need for our

faith to wrestle with the existential problem of how a good and

omnipotent God can allow suffering and evil into his world.

At the same time, if John A. T. Robinson, and perhaps the mod-

ern world as a whole, should find traditional language distasteful, I

could try to restate the case. I am willing, at least for a moment,

to entertain the possibility that the creating and preserving activities

of a good God do not engulf everything that exists. Perhaps a

measure of self-limitation is compatible with an affirmation of divine

omnipotence. Perhaps God did endow men and matter with the

freedom and ability to develop further—for better or for worse. At

least, let us say that for the time being, it just might be possible

to have a theology which proclaims that God did not create germs

and viruses, and that, strictly speaking, God therefore does not in-

flict these on anyone. But do such qualifications really help? I

hardly think so. To my mind comes the shrewd insight of Marcion

the heretic who borrowed the Gnostic idea that God was not the

creator of this universe but only its redeemer. Marcion thought that

if God was to be called the creator of the universe, then he had to

be seen as responsible for his creation—and then we were immediate-

ly again observing that this universe did not display such responsible

and good concerns of a loving God ! I am quite clearly not inclined

to side with Marcion, but I do think that this reference to the idea

of responsibility is an unavoidable one as long as we speak about God

as loving and ascribe to him at least some power. If then God is

responsible for his creation—what are we to say, e.g., in face of

that torture of a child, as described by Camus? To be sure, we
did suggest, provisionally, that God does not cause evil and suffering.

But this suggestion does not exclude our immediate desire to know
why does not God assist mankind in discovering some means to

neutralize the harrowing effects caused by viruses and germs ! While

12. Martin Luther, The Bondage of the Will, tr. by J. I. Packer and O. R.

Johnston (Westwood, N. J.: Fleming H. Revell, 1957), pp. 103, 104.
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from an aesthetic viewpoint, meditating upon the grandeur of all

creation, it is indeed inspiring to recall, e.g., that God in his eternal

patience spent nine billion years in carving out the Grand Canyon

—from the perspective of a suffering humanity, what is truly longed

for is not divine patience, but instant activity and help ! Similarly,

in terms of appreciating the genuine progress that modern science

has made, it is worth while to observe how many germs and viruses

medicine can now cope with
;
yet he who is afflicted with those that no

one yet really knows how to neutralize may inquire why God seems

to be so far o& from his plight, and taking so long to come to his

aid?

Therefore, even when we give up saying that God "causes"

torture, we are still left with the same problem, namely, a good and

very powerful God, whose so-called love clearly contradicts the

best human standards that we have. When encounters with such a

God happen to hurt us, it is not very surprising that we question,

despair, even doubt the existence of God. Moreover, it is there-

fore quite understandable that many men think it an act of kindness

to deny the very existence of God ; to affirm it would be to blaspheme,

that is, to speak of an evil God.

Yet, we have not sought to reflect on Suffering and Unbelief,

but rather on Suffering and Faith. Can that still be done?

II

It was Martin Luther who during the days of the Reformation

called attention to the New Testament category of the "heroes of

faith." We may note this emphasis in Galatians 3 :6, but perhaps

most explicitly in the Epistle to the Hebrews, 11 :4fTf. : "By faith

Abel offered to God a more acceptable sacrifice than Cain, through

which he received approval as righteous, God bearing witness by

accepting his gifts . . . .
" And so it continues

—
"v. 5. By faith

Enoch .... V. 7. By faith Noah .... v. 8. By faith Abraham

obeyed when he was called to go out to a place which he was to

receive as inheritance ; and he went out, not knowing where he was

to go." Luther noted that true faith is not a mere belief in the

existence of God, the credere Deiim; nor is faith only an assent to

the truth of the Scriptures or the creeds, the credere Deo. Rather,

suggested Luther, when speaking about real faith we are referring to

the credere in Deum—namely, a complete personal commitment and

trust in such a setting where there is no visible and convincingly

provable evidence.
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You will remember that it was with the help of this concern for

the "heroes of faith" that Luther transformed the understanding of

the Blessed Virgin from a Queen of Heaven into a simple Jewish

maid, who did not comprehend and grasp everything that was hap-

pening to her when the archangel confronted her with the divine

message, but who nevertheless responded in obedience, in trust

to God even when she did not understand the full purpose of divine

action. In having and living such a faith, Luther thought, the

Blessed Virgin, assuredly, whatever else she was, was primarily

a great hero of faith. Most importantly, Luther applied this per-

spective also to Christ. Luther noted the temptations in the desert,

the dark night of the soul which occurred in Gethsemane, and

finally, that awful cry from the cross : "My God, my God, why hast

thou forsaken me?" (Mt. 27:46) During the various settings of

his spiritual tribulations, despite the lack of any outward evidence of

divine concern and love for him, Christ nevertheless remained faith-

ful and trusted in the power and goodness of God the Father.

At the same time, God-directed as Christ's faith obviously was,

obtaining from God, as it were, its strength and power, it did not

close Christ's heart toward the world but rather opened it. Christ,

whose own commitment to God was unwavering, could and did be-

come completely concerned with the lives of those whose relation-

ship with God was clearly broken or diseased. Anders Nygren has

aptly summed up Luther's thought when he states that in Christ we

recognize that our "fellowship with God [rests] on the basis of sin,

not of holiness. "^^ In order to meditate upon the intensity and

depth of Christ's love we may look to the cross, where Christ, in-

tentionally, sacrificed his life for others and at the same time for-

gave his torturers. Yet, likewise, we may observe this same and

unique love radiating through the entire life of Christ. The leper,

untouchable according to the law, was reached by the outstretched

hand of Christ (Mt. 8:3). Rotten, ugly, repulsive, foul, such flesh

is now accepted as lovable and is thus restored. Moreover, the

morally sensitive Christ, who understood the subtlest point of

every temptation, who was viewed by his followers as sinless

—

["Which of you convicts me of sin?" Jn. 8:46. "For our sake he

made him to be sin who knew no sin . . .
." II Cor. 5 :2L "For we

have not a high priest who is unable to sympathize with our weak-

nesses, but one who in every respect has been tempted as we are,

yet without sinning." Hebr. 4:15]—such a man as utterly pure

13. Anders Nygren, Agape and Eros, London : S.P.C.K., 1954, p. 684.
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and noble as Christ was, nevertheless could be called "a friend of

tax collectors and sinners." (Mt. 11:19) And this is also how

Christ understood his own mission: "I came not to call the right-

eous, but sinners." (Mt. 9:13) Christ truly loved the unlovable.

When Anders Nygren published his monumental Agape and Eros,

he was widely criticized for investing the word agape with the kind

of superlative and unique meaning that could not be lexicographi-

cally supported. This may very well have been the case, and yet

Nygren need not have erred, ultimately speaking. If not the single

term agape, then surely the cumulative efifect of the entire New

Testament speaks of Christ as one who was uniquely able to devote

himself, unqualifiedly and completely, to loving sinners.

Thus in an anticipatory way in all the heroes of faith, yet com-

pletely, fully, and uniquely only in the person of Christ, we en-

counter such faith and such love that unwaveringly affirms and

proclaims, in life and in death, the ultimate power and goodness of

God. Clearly, while here we do not have, strictly speaking, a com-

plete explanation of the rationale of suffering, we are given some-

thing even greater : a way of life that victoriously faces up to suffer-

ing, accepts it, and even in the midst of the very wrath of God, finds

the faith to believe in a loving and omnipotent God. Thus, while the

response of our inquiry "why?" is not given to us in this life, to

us is nevertheless revealed the "how" : how we, by following Christ,

through days good and evil, even through the cross, may come to

share in his victory and his vision. When St. Paul understood

this truth, and heard the Lord say to him, "My grace is sufficient

for you, for my power is made perfect in weakness," then he was

enabled to respond, in faith, and cope with his suflfering: "For the

sake of Christ, then, I am content with weakness, insults, hardships,

persecutions, and calamities; for when I am weak, then I am

strong." (II Cor. 12:9-10)

Now the Early Church, when it viewed such a response to the

problem of theodicy, became fully aware that the whole case rested

with the uniqueness of the person and mission of Christ. Namely,

having observed that the faith and the love of Christ were utterly

unique—yes, hoped for, fleetingly and momentarily anticipated in

the heroes of faith, but never fully obtained and sustained throughout

a lifetime, in death, and beyond death—the Early Church went on

record in affirming, with the New Testament, that what we see in

the life and teachings of Christ is revelation from God by God. [Cf.

the familiar Jn. 3:16: "For God so loved the world that he gave
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his Son. . . ."] The point being, that if Christ was merely a man
who aspired or was thought to aspire toward perfect faith and

love, his personal intention, real or imagined, does not help us any

in our suffering; in other words, if the life and teachings of Christ

are but a courageous but wild guess, then in following him and

drawing, as it were, strength from him, we accomplish nothing

more but nurture a particular kind of delusion. The Church has

always known this :
".

. . if Christ has not been raised, then our

preaching is in vain and your faith is in vain." (I Cor. 15:14)

Hence the high Christology of the Early Church is essentially insep-

arable from its concern with the problem of suffering. Such a

Christology is, finally, the only answer that we can confess to have

within this life.

As a result, I am therefore completely unwilling to belittle or

dismiss the Christological thinking of the Early Church as it cul-

minated in the Nicene and Chalcedonian creeds. I do not think

that these creeds are "dated" because of their use of philosophical

terminology; rather, I view them as very clear and still valid sum-

maries of biblical thought. In the formulation of such statements,

the Fathers reasoned in faith, in an inspired trust that knew itself

to have originated from the infinite power and love of God, revealed

in Christ. To put this another way, it is surely correct that in

one sense faith and evidence are contraries. Thus it is entirely

proper to speak about a "blind faith" if by such an expression we
mean to contrast—as in Hebrews 11:1—our present existence,

characterized by hope, and our future life, in the midst of the heaven-

ly joys. Likewise, it may be applicable to call as "blind faith" that

continuous trust in God which is sustained during those periods of

spiritual tribulation when the power and goodness of God are not

directly experienced. Yet in another sense, however, faith and

evidence need not be always contraries. True faith differs from a

mere hypothesis defined as a possibiHty whose probability cannot be

in any way asserted. Believing is not such thinking that is unsup-

ported by any facts whatever, but rather, a new way of thinking

that has been evoked (and sometimes even provoked!) and then so

sustained in us that we must confess ourselves to be captive to an

experience, a vision, an event that has transformed our mind and

heart and consequently radically re-directed our commitment. To
put it another way, it appears to me that the resurrection of Christ

and our own conversion are correlated. Without the resurrection,

conversion is not possible. If Christ has not risen from the dead.
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if here perfect faith and love were not actually vindicated by God

beyond the grave, in short, if his divinity is not genuine—then in-

stead of a conversion we should more precisely speak of our own

delusion. Yet, on the other hand, if God has not turned us around

and toward the risen Lord, if we have not encountered and felt the

power and love irradiating from the resurrection, then we are spirit-

ually blind and view Christ as but a fellow human being for whom,

as for us in unbelief, resurrection and an empty tomb appear im-

possible.

Thus the circle is complete: in faith, trusting the power and

goodness of God, revealed in Christ, we can acknowledge the power

and the goodness of God even in the midst of our own sufifering and

death. On the other hand, without faith, without this personal ex-

perience of the power and goodness of God in Christ, we cannot

recognize it anywhere, least of all in the midst of human suffering,

grief, and death.

To say this, however, is not to suggest that the problem of suffer-

ing cannot be solved for those who want to find a solution, and is

already solved for those who do not any more ask for an answer.

This would only be the case if unbelief and faith were mutually ex-

clusive and limited to different periods of time—which is not the

case. To be sure, we may speak about a "before" and "after" if

we refer to our first experience of conversion ; likewise, we may dis-

tinguish between life "outside" and "inside" the Church. Yet if

to the original correlates—resurrection and conversion—we add one

more set—namely, unbelief and faith—then our account may be

more precise and dynamic as well. In other words, I suggest that

conversion needs to be seen as an ongoing experience, and our

faith as an affirmation of trustful belief in the midst of unbelieving

despair. The Christian therefore might be defined as an unbeliever

with a difference, this difference being his encounter with the power

and the love of God, revealed in Christ, in the midst of his own per-

sonal life, in some genuine yet always fragmentary way. That the

believer is prepared, on the basis of this limited evidence to general-

ize, results, objectively, from the persuasion that he chooses not in

his own strength but in the grace supplied to him, and subjectively,

from his courage not to reject or abuse what God has given to him.

Viewing the Christian life of faith in such a perspective, I do

not imagine that to be in the so-called "state of faith" is a passive

looking at one fragment of the redemptive reality which has been

personally experienced, and then, automatically, to be able to see
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the remainder in a rosy light. Rather, the widening of the scope

of faith appears to be an active, day-by-day endeavor. It involves

our daily need to respond in love, and hence to grow in love. It

presupposes the necessity to face up, in faith, to the forever emerg-

ing new data of apparent denials of the power and love of God. In-

deed, the dynamics of faith may even include such periods of time,

short or prolonged, when we fail to recognize ourselves as believers,

but are, at that moment, only unbelievers with a memory of past

faith. Sufficiently many Christians have reported this experience

and therefore I am unprepared to write it off as a mere exception

to the rule, or an aberration from the same. All of which is to say

that faith is never "easy," that its joys abide in the midst of utter

sadness, that the victory is by way of a severe combat. Perhaps it

is for this reason that Christian life has been so often, traditionally,

described as "the bearing of the cross."

Yet in so far as the living in faith is seen as an activity, patterned

by the strength and after the example of Christ, it is never a solitary

affair. Vis-d-vis unbelief, outside and inside the Church, I see the

continuous need for the Church to proclaim, in faith and love, the

redemptive centrality of Christ, crucified and risen, the Son of man
and the Son of God, truly human and truly divine. And I view this

proclamation as anything but a one-way street, from the pulpit to

the pew. Rather, it seems to me that genuine sharing is of the es-

sence of the life of faith and love.

Now it is this primary concern with Christ which, at least as

far as I am concerned, relegates all other problems to a respectable

but clear secondary role. Thus I am prepared to admit that, even

though to me personally the problem of suffering has been of con-

tinuous and vocal interest, I do not thereby mean to single it out as

the universally best or even necessary way to appreciate the meaning

of orthodox Christology. At the same time, I do want to record my
conviction that a Christology that neglects to say something essen-

tially relevant about suffering might very well be in dire need of

drastic improvement.

Ill

Finally, let me direct at least a few words toward the meaning

and role of eternal suffering, namely, the damnation in hell. Now
I have already noted that I cannot rationally explain how temporal

suffering could be seen as readily compatible with the existence of

a powerful and good God—even though I accept it in a christocentric
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faith. Thus instead of an explanation of the ultimate rationale of

temporal suffering, I found in the cross, Christ's and ours, a vic-

torious way of coping with suffering. It is, then, from such a van-

tage point that I am obviously also unprepared to dismiss the idea

of hell only because it, too, would appear to be incompatible with

the power and goodness of God.

I know, of course, that some very astute problems have been

brought up precisely at this point, questioning at length how a lov-

ing God could establish an eternal hell, or, similarly, how could any

truly compassionate Christian be "happy" in heaven when there are

others who at the same time suffer eternal torment.^'* I must say that

I subscribe to the existence of hell not because I could resolve these

tensions, but on the grounds that the reality of hell is taught both by

the letter and by the spirit of the Scriptures. Foregoing at this time

the listing of the major passages which speak about eternal suffering

in hell, let me nevertheless note that I do not think that Christ's

suffering on the cross was something like a mere shadow-boxing

against the stage of eternity. I believe that from this very radical

manner of Christ's divine intervention we may infer something of the

likewise radical nature of the human plight in sin to which Christ

sought to minister. Moreover, the persistent and clear biblical in-

vitation to make up our minds whether to accept or deny Christ,

suggests to me that on Calvary we do see both divine action, and

correlatedly, over the years to come, human re-action. One without

the other denies the grace-restored freedom that we have. To speak

of a "choice" in which all participants are equally "winners," sug-

gests that no contest over life or death has taken place, and ascribes

to God the initiation of a cruel and meaningless torture of his Son.

In our own day, of course, much has been also said why the

notion of eternal suffering in hell is a very unhealthy one. There-

fore it just might be in order to conclude this meditation on the mean-

ing of suffering by pointing out at least four positive insights re-

garding hell.

First, if we believe in the genuine possibility of eternal suffering,

it is far easier to bear temporal suffering. I note that in bygone cen-

turies, when many men still believed in hell, they often were able to

accept and appreciate the relative goodness of our present life far

14. One of the most perceptive discussions of this problem is by Nicolas

Berdyaev, The Destiny of Man (London: Geoffrey Bles, 1948), pp. 266-283.

The most recent study is by John Hicks, Evil and the God of Love (New
York: Harper and Row, 1966).
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more easily than seems to be the case today. When the most

vicious pain and absurd agony is viewed against the background

where hell is thought to be a reality, it is possible to sigh even with

gratitude that the present misfortunes shall last but a short while and

that hereafter we shall encounter eternal joy—rather than eternal

torment.

Secondly, I think that fear, in this case fear of hell, need not al-

ways be in itself degrading, but might serve as a positive catalyst as

well. To be sure, constant fearfulness and a life of anxiety might be

destructive, but now and then the fear of the Lord—as of the law

—has had a very salutary function. Of course, it might be that

some of the old-fashioned hell-fire sermons were but a pathetic

occasion in which a preacher projected with vengeance his personal

rejection of those people whom he had been called to love and serve.

Yet, if there is a hell, are we really being kind in not speaking about

it? Last but not least, I take a dim view of that type of compassion

which seems to want to out-do Christ, who loved us as we cannot

love him or others, and yet who spoke of hell.

Thirdly, let me observe that the contemporary unwillingness to

speak about eternal suffering in a "literal" manner—just as also

recoiling before "real" pearly gates and golden streets—is, strictly

speaking, nothing very new. The wiser theologians of the Church

have always known that our language was earthbound, yet its di-

rection, at best, heavenward. With them, I am prepared to speak

concretely, without desiring at the same time to confine God's re-

alities to the measures of this finite world now so very familiar to

us.

P'inally, while not necessarily seeking to imply that those who do

not accept the reality of eternal suffering just could not concern them-

selves with salvation in a serious way, it nevertheless appears to me
that an acceptance of the idea of hell can underscore that the Chris-

tian calling to tell the Good News relates not only to the temporal

welfare of men, but concerns their eternal beatitude as well. Hence

such an emphasis may serve to present the Christian message in

an ultimately decisive and dynamic way.



The Tunnel
A Response to 'New Stones Jor Old Tombs'

Wayne B. Hamilton, '66

In the Spring, 1967, issue of the Review there appeared an in-

formative article, "New Stones for Old Tombs," by Harmon L.

Smith, which investigated two historically important antecedents

which were seen as informing the precommitments of certain "death

of God" theologians—namely, Thomas J. J. Altizer and William

Hamilton.^ The two antecedents examined were existential nihilism

and kenotic Christology.

In this essay I will re-examine the first of these antecedents.

Specifically, I wish to show that what these "death of God" theo-

logians are saying is not essentially different from an authentic pro-

test against idolatry, and I hope to do this by demonstrating that

their negative theology does have the positive reference which Dr.

Smith finds lacking.

Regarding the expositions of Altizer and Hamilton, Dr. Smith

sets down the following:

Now if all that is being contended for were emancipation from
certain cultural encrustations, or if what is wanted by the 'death of

God' theologians were only the freedom of Christianity from various

kinds of idolatry which obscure the genuine and authentic message of

the Gospel, that would be one thing. But if the new theological

program advocates taking its cue from the nihilism of philosophical

existentialism, this is something else again.^

This statement seems to have two related parts : The first im-

plies that the "death of God" theologians are doing something more

than protesting against idolatry. The second implies that they

take their cue from existential nihilism and that that is not the same

1. For purposes of response I shall hold the discussion to these two men
as representatives of the new "radical theology".

2. Harmon L. Smith, "New Stones for Old Tombs," The Duke Divinity

School Review, Vol. 32, no. 2 (Spring, 1967), p. 126.
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as protesting against idolatry. Now, unless we are willing to take

Dr. Smith's statement to mean simply that "idolatry-protesting"

differs from "cue-taking" (and, of course, he means much more than

that), we must ask if the one precludes the other. That is, before

investigating what is for our purposes the most important part of

Dr. Smith's argument—that which speaks of existential nihihsm

and its relation to the "death of God" message—a preliminary word

about idolatry is in order.

First of all, it seems to me that, whatever else they may be

doing, our "death of God" theologians are indeed contending against

certain forms of idolatry. William H. Poteat (to whom Dr. Smith

refers) suggests that an idol is that which "contains" or limits God
by conceaHng him within the Hmits of human imagination (whether

he manifests himself as absent or present).^ Following this defini-

tion it seems clear that Altizer vehemently opposes a particular kind

of idolatry, namely that which fixes on one single form or manifes-

tation of God. Specifically, he attacks an idolatrous clinging to the

past. He identifies regression as "the intrinsic enemy" of the Chris-

tian faith on the grounds that "it is the supreme temptation of a

faith that celebrates the forward movement of the World."'* Because

he sees God as a perpetual and forward-moving process of what

he calls "kenotic metamorphosis", he necessarily views a rigid ad-

herence to an eternal and "primordial" God who forever remains

bound to his original identity, as idolatrous. He rejects any attempts

to contain and limit God to prior expression, especially those which

freeze God into a static form.

Likewise William Hamilton makes it clear that it is a certain

kind of God who must be declared dead, namely the God who has

been objectified into recognition.^

The goal for both men is to be ever open to truly new manifes-

tations of the Divine Reality.® Although the way they take may be

ambiguous, the thrust is certainly anti-idolatrous.

Now, Dr. Smith did not say, in so many words, that Altizer and

Hamilton were not protesting against a form of idolatry ; but he
implied it, and his following argument was intended to support this

3. William H. Poteat, "The Absence of God," The Hibbcrt Journal, LV/2
(January, 1957), p. 121.

4. Thomas J. J. Altizer, The Gospel of Christian Atheism (Philadelphia:
Westminster Press, 1966), p. 83.

5. William Hamilton, The New Essence of Christianity (New York:
Association Press, 1961), p. 42.

6. E.g. see Altizer, p. 84.
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implication. The essence of this argument is as follows : The "crea-

tive negation" of "orthodox" Christian reflection such as the mys-

tical via negativa or the sense of personal unworthiness and awe ex-

perienced in the face of the mysterium tremendum of the Divine

Reality, is a negation "made possible only in response to the utterly

positive expression of God's presence in Jesus Christ.""^ In Dietrich

BonhoefTer's terms, there is always an ultimate surety underlying

the penultimate doubt. God is always present even though his pres-

ence may take the form of hiddenness.

On the other hand, Smith continues, the negativity of philosophi-

cal existentialism (and therefore that of the "death of God" theolo-

gians) is entirely dissimilar to the "creative negativity" of a theology

which is a response to a positive expression of God's presence.

Philosophical existentialism is so submerged under "the horror of

the void" that its most salient supposition is that there is no cer-

tainty except the acceptance of uncertainty.® Likewise, the negative

thought which willfully demands the death of God is devoid of all

unambivalent hope, for it has abandoned any definite content for its

ground; it lacks a substantial reference. "There is a crucial dis-

tinction," Smith concludes, "between fidelity to this God who is

with us even while forsaking us and fidelity to the void, the nothing-

ness, the meaninglessness of existential life in the world."^

In the face of this argument, I maintain, quite bluntly, that such

is not the case: Is there not something positive—some substantial

reference—behind the negativity of the theologians under scrutiny

which would render their faith every bit as hopeful as fidelity to an

absent God?

II

Let us assume for the sake of discussion that the negative "affir-

mations" of the "death of God" theologians do indeed "take their

cue" from existential nihilism and that this means what Dr. Smith

says it means.^^ In the article, "The Absence of God", to which

7. Smith, p. 126.

8. Ibid., p. 127.

9. Ibid., p. 128.

10. In all fairness to William Hamilton it must be acknowledged that he
has written against the approach which Smith associates with existentialism.

For example : "We would do well to be careful in using the approach to

Christian apologetics that seeks to place men in extreme situations of suffering

or despair so that the impossible word of faith may be spoken," op cit., p. 48.

Cf. p. 74.
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Smith refers, Dr. Poteat has shown that expressions of existential

nihilism may be of revelatory value when they are understood in

terms of an absent God. Dr. Smith undoubtedly agrees with this.^^

Yet, he would quickly add that there is nothing behind the "death

of God" theology to be revealed; "death" is not synonymous with

"absence". "Absence" refers to something substantial, albeit an

absent God who has (momentarily?) withdrawn. "Death", on the

other hand, points back to nothing.

But is not such a thesis somewhat specious? What really is the

difference between the "absence" of God and the "death" of God?
Leaving aside the numerous philosophical problems involved in

manipulating the metaphorical terms "absence" and "death" when
applying them to "God", we wish to state flatly that, au fond, they

amount to the same thing.

God's "absence" suggests either:

1. God is still the creator and sustainer of all the universe;

everything is still in his hands (including you and me, brother), and
without him there would be nothing even now. But he has turned his

back on us temporarily. (In which case we might bungle around for

a time, but we need not worry unduly because, in the end, everything
is under his control anyway.)

2. God has gone, i.e. really and truly gone, and as far as you and
I are concerned, he has relinquished his control over everything; he
has washed his hands of the whole mess and is never coming back.

(In which case "absence" amounts to "death" as the term is used
by the "death of God" theologians.)

The point is this : If we sincerely experience nihilistic despair and
if we are true to our feelings, then there is really no need to speak

of an "absent" God (unless of course we mean to speak of a "dead"

God).

We are led then to re-state the question with which we want to

deal in this brief essay. Can there really be anything substantially

positive behind the "death" suggested by genuinely felt expressions

of nihilism and by the "death of God" theologians?

Ill

We submit, contrary to the opinions of Smith, that there is such

a "referent" behind the "creative negation" of the "death of God"
movement, a "referent" more substantial than the one ostensibly

lost. It is the world. By "world" we mean the material stuff

11. Hence his point that "the deus absconditus is a possibility only in view
of the deus revelatus." Op. cit., p. 128.
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(earth, air, fire and water, if you please) as well as our existential

relationship to it. It is the massive and moist being, the fullness

of which we are in relation to through and through. It is what the

French philosopher M. Merleau-Ponty has called "the inalienable

presence."^- The "death of God" theologians display no real fidelity

to the "void" ; on the contrary, they seem to count quite heavily on

the plenum.

Now, to the reader who cries out, "We ask for God, and you offer

us the world," and who genuinely laments the loss of a transcendent

reference, we answer with all reverence that the world itself is the

true transcendental.^^ Pierre Thevenaz has effectively described this

transcendance when he wrote: "All consciousness, all knowledge,

all human undertakings are drawn on an ever present substratum

:

the world, a world that is always already-there, radically primary."^*

The "death of God" theologians hunger and thirst after the

world. Altizer calls for a faith that is "wholly and inseparably

embedded in the world". ^^ "Christian theology," he writes, "cannot

survive apart from a dialogue with the world . . . faith cannot

speak to the world unless it is prepared to be affected by that world

with which it speaks."^^ So dear is the world to these men that

they dare to place God himself in the midst of it. Hamilton preaches

:

"We have come to this : the world is God's. Jesus is Lord of the

world ; this lordship is received by the Christian as he stands and

works in the world. . . .

"^^

To conclude, I feel that there is indeed a positive supporting

reference behind the "creative negation" of the men and the move-

ment in question. The transcendental substratum of the world is at

least substantial enough to support their admittedly gangling the-

ology.

Two further points need to be appended to my conclusion : First,

it should be acknowledged that our theologians' adoption of the

world has a biblical foundation. Christians have always allocated

the highest significance to the world by maintaining that God created

it (and the creation was good). Furthermore, they have ratified

12. Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenology of Perception, tr. by Colin

Smith (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1962), p. vii.

13. See ibid., pp. 364-65.

14. Pierre Thevenaz, What Is Phenomenology?, ed. by James M. Edie

(Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1962), p. 84.

15. Altizer, p. 17.

16. Ibid.

17. Hamilton, p. 108.
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this belief with the doctrine of the Incarnation (which ought to be

seen, not only as a revelation about God, but about the world as

well). Transcendant and ultimate significance has been bestowed

upon the world, and given a theistic point of view no greater honor

is possible. It is no accident that our theologians have made the

Incarnation central to their thought.

Secondly, it should be admitted that, even though we find the

world to be a positive support, ambiguity and uncertainty are not

eliminated. We all know that being in the world, especially being in

it with other people, is often a confusing thing. There is an open-

ness about the world and about our relation to it that makes ambigu-

ity and uncertainty necessary. The world may be the source of

our confusion; it may be also the source of our certainty.

Near the end of his book Altizer puts forth this thought :

The radical Christian calls us into the center of the world, into

the heart of the profane, with the announcement that Christ is present
here and he is present nowhere else. Once we confess that Christ is

fully present in the moment before us, then we can truly love the

world, and can embrace even its pain and darkness as an epiphany
of the body of Christ.^^

The world—the truly positive transcendental reference—is able

to support, far more substantially than an "absent" God, the des-

perate affirmations behind the "creative negation" of any of the

"death of God" theologians.

18. Altizer, pp. 155-56. My italics.



An Obligation to Goodness
Harmon L. Smith

After it became known that the invitation to deliver this address

had been accepted, one of the members of the Senior Class told

me what he thought I ought to say—which was fair enough since

these roles have often enough been reversed ! Seminary, he said,

raised more questions for him than it had provided answers, given

him more bibliography than biography, been more critical than

constructive, and now it was high time (if not indeed past time)

that somewhere along the line somebody stopped posing problems

and gave some solutions, stopped criticizing and offered some posi-

tive alternatives.

It may help you to understand why I paid more than casual

attention to this admonition if I tell you that this earnest plea con-

formed precisely to opinions expressed recently in three other con-

texts. The first of them occurred several months ago when a group

of scientists, who for two years now have been engaged in monthly

discussions with theological colleagues, were asked to describe the

work of these respective disciplines. To a man, they answered:

"The scientist is a question-asker ; the theologian an answer-giver."

More recently, I was presented at the conclusion of a two-day sym-

posium on medicine and moral responsibility as the Christian moralist

who would, in fifteen minutes, answer the doctor's dilemma. And
only last week, I was introduced to a Sunday school class this way:

"If you have any problems, just ask him ; he's got all the answers."

You can understand, I'm sure, how this kind of flattery is cal-

culated to flatten even the most unregenerate ego. It would not,

of course, if one had reason to think that anybody really believed

that he had all the answers. But most of us know ourselves, and

what others think of us, well enough to detect that the real meaning

is probably, "He thinks he has the answers"

!

I don't doubt for a minute that our uninhibited professional

charisma has often suggested omniscience, and I acknowledge that

this kind of popular image of the theologian is increasingly and pain-

fully clear. But I am not yet willing to concede that we either can

or should be content with this image, or that we should allow it to

[The Senior Convocation Address, June 4, 1967.]
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be perpetuated without challenge—any more than I am willing to

grant that the Church is more concerned with liquor legislation

than abortion and capital punishment simply because North Carolina

Christians were vociferous about the one and torpid about the others

!

There are a good many matters about which we really recognize that

we cannot speak with finality, and there are a good many others

about which we ought to confess to the lack of the last word. In-

deed, it may be precisely at this point that the Resurrection speaks

most directly to the decision-maker: Easter reminds us that we
cannot judge all of life by a mere fragment, that we cannot be too

sure, that we cannot judge too quickly, that we cannot anticipate

too precisely, that with eyes ready for death we may see life, and

that having seen it we can never again be unequivocally certain

when and where it will emerge, and that therefore we had best be

alert so that we can see new life when it appears.

I have jealously guarded one bona fide theological anecdote which

may illustrate the point. Seward Hiltner tells about a young woman
who elected to make her own wedding night-gown and was search-

ing for material in the fabrics department of a large store. When she

had found just the right fabric with just the right color and texture,

the salesgirl asked how much of the material she should cut from the

bolt. "Oh, about forty yards, I think," said the bride-to-be. "But
two yards will be more than enough for a wedding night-gown,"

responded the salesgirl. "No," said the bride-to-be, "I need the full

forty yards. You see, both my fiance and I are Unitarians and for

us Unitarians the search is more exciting than the discovery."

Now there may have been a time when discoverers could consum-
mate their search, when philosophers could speak of "real kinds",

and when theologians could and did speak ex cathedra on every sub-

ject from aardvark to Zululand, But a Renaissance and a Refor-

mation, an industrial and scientific revolution, an information ex-

plosion and a knowledge implosion—all these and the other revolu-

tionary changes that have characterized the last few centuries make
that time no more. We can try to remain in the past and seek the

traditional consolations which once were appropriate; but, if so,

we will be engaged in what Kenneth Keniston calls "romantic re-

gression" and only walk reluctantly backward into the future.

This is not to say that the past has no value—that would be

to affirm one of the gross absurdities of a thoroughgoing existen-

tialism. Still, it is indisputably clear that whereas one might have
backed up his model-T on a country road with little risk, he cannot
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do it in his Thunderbird on a four-lane freeway. We live in a time

when nothing can any longer be taken for granted, least of all old

answers to new questions; when an almost insatiable curiosity and

inquisitiveness, and the means to begin to satisfy them in ways

previously foreclosed to us, open vistas of intellectual sophistication

and technological innovation that raise morally significant questions

about all the treasured certainties.

The questions may in generic ways be old, but they confront us

in distinctly modern problematics. And that means that the old

answers can be only more or less adequate to the new problems, so

that we are obligated to seek what the scholastics would have called

adequatio—truth which is adequate to the reality of our situation

and its problems.

War, for example, is at least as old as human history, and gener-

ation after generation of Christians has wrestled with the morality

of armed conflict. But the days of localized war, of noncombatant

immunity, and all the diplomatic and military protocols that estab-

lished the proper conduct of such wars are gone forever. Total war

on the scale that we are now able to prosecute it

—

blitzkrieg, atomic

and nuclear weaponry, missiles, chemical and biological warfare

and all the rest—total war on the scale that is now technologically

feasible is uniquely our problem. And the tests of discrimination

(noncombatant immunity) and proportionality (that the good in-

tended be at least as clear and as great as the evil done), tests that

once could be appealed to as criteria for the conduct of a just war

—

these are only modestly susceptible to the conditions of modern

guerrilla warfare. One could cite also the phenomenon of "wars

of national liberation" as uniquely our contemporary problem to

solve. Or an even more urgent question, as it seems to me, is the

by-product of this whole business which issues in conscientious ob-

jection to particular wars; a position which mediates in complex

ways between a thoroughgoing pacifism, on the one hand, and "my

country right or wrong," on the other. Never before in our nation's

history have so many young men overtly refused to acknowledge

their obligation to the national policy in a particular armed conflict

while simultaneously disclaiming conscientious objection to war in

principle! These are uniquely the children of our time! And

whether theologians like you and me can speak meaningfully to

these and other sorts and conditions of men will depend in great

measure upon our capacity to entertain the possibility that we do not

have all the answers, and that we are willing to join the search for
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experimental and provisional structures which are especially per-

tinent to our circumstance.

To be sure, this pervasive sense of ambiguity is not restricted

to the public sector but applies with equal intensity to many areas

of private choice as well. I think particularly of innovations in

medical technology and bio-medical engineering which offer po-

tentials both hubristic and agapeic. Artificial insemination, for

example, represents a dramatic new remedy for some barren mar-
riages; but it also raises urgent questions about marriage and
parenthood and the status of children conceived by this method.

What is distinctly human life, and what is its authentic genesis?

When does it occur? Do theologians and moralists have either the

right or obligation to comment upon embryonic gestation in an

artificial uterus?

The development of electronic and prosthetic devices for the pro-

longation of life beyond senescent levels, while certainly a boon to

some patients, raises profound questions for theological ethics about

human life processes. Whether an indefinitely extended comatose

state, now feasible owing to mechanical metabolizing by heart-lung

preparations, is apposite to Jesus' word about the "abundant life"

strikes me as having high priority among the urgent bio-medical

questions now confronting us. When is death? Neither the law

nor ethics can presently answer that question adequately. Medicine

has outstripped both of them. One could go on, almost endlessly,

to speak of human experimentation, genetic manipulation, organ

transplantation, oral abortifacients, contraceptive devices, and all

the other quite remarkable successes of medical technology and bio-

medical engineering which are uniquely the occasion for a distinctly

modern moral quandary . . . and there are still unmentioned those

emerging areas of patient care that involve computer diagnosis,

mounting costs, welfare legislation, insurance charges and compen-

sation. But you see the point ; we do seem to have more than we can

say grace over. And the prospect, if one may prophesy, is for ac-

celeration, not diminution, of the range of questions and problems

to confront the philosopher and theologian from the scientist and

technologist and politician and economist.

Is there reasonable hope that we can responsibly approach the

overwhelming complexities and ambiguities of our immediate and

future time? Two of the alternatives have been stated in limericks

by William Temple. The first one might be called acquiescence:
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In the church after Freud hit it,

Said a vicar, 'There's no use to quit it.

We can't be adjusted,

So don't be disgusted.

Just baptize your neurosis and forget it.'

Some would call the other alternative 'realism' ; others wouldn't.

It goes like this

:

At Stanwick when Niebuhr had quit it,

A young fellow said, 'Now I've hit it

—

Since I cannot do right,

I must find out tonight

The right sin to commit, and commit it.'

For my own part, I would rather opt for a way that does not

capitulate either to the determinism of the past or the paralyzing

ambiguities of the present; a way that speaks of a duty to love and

is, I think, rather well-expressed in the collect for the fourth Sunday

after Easter:

O almighty God, who alone canst order the unruly

wills and affections of sinful men; Grant unto thy

people, that they may love the thing which thou

commandest, and desire that which thou dost prom-

ise; that so, among the sundry and manifold

changes of the world, our hearts may surely there

be fixed, where true joys are to be found; through

Jesus Christ our Lord.

This seems to me a way of saying that there is a moral alterna-

tive to graceless moralism, on the one hand, and normless relativism,

on the other; an alternative which is grounded in an obligation to

goodness.

If this sounds like a strange juxtaposition of words, it may be

only because we have so long insisted upon an artificial and unfor-

tunate division between duty and value. Ethics texts, of course,

usually begin with classifications of deontological and teleological

ethics; and students early learn that, historically, the ethics of obli-

gation reflects the legacy of Hebrew religion and begins typically by

asking, "What is required by the law or the lawgiver?"; while the

ethics of the good originates with the Greek philosophers and char-

acteristically seeks the solution of Aristotle's question of the end to

be striven for, the goal to be sought. The problems always occur,

of course, when these distinctions are extrapolated from the con-

tingencies and limitations of human finite existence and given some
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presumed inviolable metaphysical status. It is doubtless this attitude

that gives birth to the kind of ethical legalism which insists that

there are some acts which are, always and for everybody alike, right

and good; and, correspondingly, that there are other acts which are,

always and for everybody alike, wrong and bad. It is then little

wonder that, for lack of wit or imagination, the alternative to legal-

ism is supposed to be a lawlessness in which experience is the only

wisdom and pragmatism the sole judge of conduct. In both cases

the emphasis is upon self-justification—one knows that he has

done the right if his conduct conforms to antecedently prescribed

modes of behavior, or knows that he has done the good if his conduct

reflects the determinants of his existential predicament. The bibli-

cal word for both is idolatry.

It may be appropriate that we continue to distinguish between

the good and the right as ways of speaking about indicatives and
imperatives in decision-making; but it will be catastrophic, I think,

if these distinctions are made in such a way as to perpetuate a pro-

found discontinuity between the transcendent God who is the source

of the eternal ought and human persons who are the arbiters of

immediate value.

Now I know that there are certain dangers toward anthropo-

morphizing God when one speaks this way; but they seem to me
neither novel nor heterodox if one also takes seriously the Incar-

nation. Indeed, there is a sense, as Gunther Bornkamm rightly

says, in which "one cannot speak of [God's] love in too human, too

'anthropomorphic' a way. Only then is the full wonder apparent,

that God's longing becomes his self-giving." (Jesus of Nazareth,

p. 116). I know, too, that sinfulness tends always to corrupt the

essential spirit and intention of our action, and that even the object

of our devotion is selfish and limited and ambivalent. But I also

believe that this "no" to the possibility of humanly expressing the

divine will must not go unqualified, and that a sharp and irrevocable

dichotomy need not be made between God's work of redemption and
the variety of activities in human culture. The good which the

Kingdom of God intends is not separated from the imperfect goods

for which men strive; for what Christ reveals to us is nothing else

than our own authentic good, a good to which we are commanded
to respond in obedience.

What is needed, therefore, is not some categorical imperative to

which one can commit himself with the assurance that all general

ethical problems will be ipso facto solved. The personal problem



228

in ethics is solved only by conversion to a good which is more uni-

versal and inclusive than the particular and partial goods of self-

assertion ; and it is to this task that the work of Christ has tradition-

ally been assigned. Through God's self-revelation in Jesus such a

power and an attraction breaks in upon man's will as that he is

called upon to desert self-centeredness. By the performance of

God's acts within the conditions of finite existence, Jesus elicits and

wins the freely offered love and obedience of men. In this moment

the apparent and the real good become one and the same, inasmuch

as Jesus is the word made flesh, the real good made apparent and

specific in human history. After such a fashion as this the moralist

can speak meaningfully of man's chief obligation as neither to

seek nor to admire goodness, but to be good.

The precursory commitment to being able to talk this way is

an acknowledgement of the cosmic consequences of God's presence

in history, incarnate as Jesus, which enables us to recognize that the

locus of our existence is a transformed world. The truth about our

situation and our destiny is not that we are the bastard offspring of

a faithless Adam or the "poor banished children of Eve", but sons

and heirs with Christ. And where we are, historically and existen-

tially, is then in grace; and if we find ourselves in sin, it is because

we have opted for it despite God's decision in Christ for us. Our

failure to love, our lack of love, our disobedience, our sin is, there-

fore, in the truest sense a denial of our real situation and not, as it

has so long been supposed and taught, an affirmation of it. It is

the good news of the Gospel that what the world has so long awaited

in labor and travail is, in Christ, a present existential fact : God ac-

cepts the world, claims it, and reconciles it to himself.

To speak this way of God's decision for us carries with it reli-

gious and moral implications that are, I suppose, revolutionary. Le-

gal religion emphasizes what God demands and what man does;

situational extemporism focuses on what man wants and how he

gets it. Biblically, the emphasis is upon what God in Christ does,

and the consequences of this mighty act for the conduct of human

life—consequences which are formulated in terms of correspondence

and continuity between God's intention for rule in the heart of man,

of the expression of this intention in human conduct, and of justifi-

cation by grace alone.

It need not be scandalous to talk this way—that is, of God's

value for us particularizing and concretizing itself in human life

—

but it may continue to seem so because even self-conscious obedience
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to God's will does not eventuate in moral action which escapes his

judgment, in decisions and behavior which can be said to be un-

equivocally good. Still, we can live with that ambiguity in the

measure to which we know that judgment and grace are inextricably

bound up together. And we can reasonably accept full responsibility

for what we know in advance to be morally equivocal choices and

actions, but only because we also acknowledge God's presence in the

flux and change of the moral struggle and that our behavior, while

assessed in the moment by intention and consequence, is finally be-

fore God justified by his grace alone. This means simply that we
know forgiveness while living within the frustrations of ambiguous

decisions, and that we can accept the apparent necessity of certain

choices without having to justify the risks which unavoidably ac-

company them.

This is a distinct possibility for us because it is, as Emil Brunner

says, "the great inversion of existence. Previously, life, even

at its best, is always a life directed towards God; now, henceforth

life is lived jrom God as its centre." {The Divine Imperative, p. 76.)

I would be less than honest with you if, in conclusion, I failed

to confess my joy that that Senior student does not have all the

answers to all the questions. I'm even reassured to think that no-

body really believes that I have all the answers! What I cherish

most for him, and for all of us, is that along this way we have be-

gun to acquire and employ the means and the moral stamina to deal

with our existence in distinctly humane and purposive ways.

We will, of course, make mistakes; but that is a risk that enjoys

a long and distinguished tradition, all the way from Abraham's

going out "not knowing where he was to go" (Hebrews 11:8) to

Martin Luther King's boycott of the Montgomery transit authority

to the Apollo space program. The only alternative to risk-taking

is a kind of moral paralysis; and if action be the end of theology,

and the very heart of ethics, that would be too high a price to pay.

So we cannot be content with quietism in either theology or ethics

because we are, as James Sellers describes us, an "ageric" people,

an action-prone culture, constantly on the move, deploying our

imagination and initiative in a thousand different ways. We cannot

amass all the present data, we must even be selective about what we
will remember and forget from the past, and we certainly cannot pre-

dict with unerring accuracy all the future consequences of our de-

cisions and actions. Even a coalition with technology and cyber-

netic systems will not put us theologians or anybody else in positions



230

of absolute certainty, though it may allow us to function increasingly

in situationally relevant ways.

Donald Shriver reminded me recently of Karl Earth's whimsical

remark to a reporter. If I hadn't been a theologian, said Earth, I

would have liked to be a traffic cop; what a thrill, he mused, to

stand at an intersection and tell all those cars where to go

!

It somehow isn't too difficult for me to picture Earth in this role,

but I frankly cannot imagine a 12-volume handbuch for traffic cops.

In any case, his fantasy crystallizes our problem. Shriver puts it

this way : "... the traffic-cop image of theology is as problematical

as the old image of the queen of the sciences .... In a time of

rapid social change, no science seems to occupy a stationary, Archi-

medean point from which it can give authoritative direction to the

flow of change. The problem is : Does the traffic have a director ?"

In our time, the likelihood is that the traffic will never again have

a single director, but a number of competing traffic cops who will

only leave us in a hopeless snarl unless mutually complementary

ways of contributing to a smooth and orderly and purposive flow

can be worked out. And this is a fact as true of theological educa-

tion in particular as it is of ideological and professional systems in

general.

That we acknowledge the confusion and ambiguity and absence

of certitude about all these things, that we embrace a world come

of age, may in itself be the first positive step toward intellectual

and spiritual maturity. For we are, all of us, as it were, pilgrims

for whom guaranteed progress toward the realization of God's pur-

pose for our lives cannot be a foregone conclusion; it is, instead, a

tentative and provisional and experimental searching and working

in the persevering hope that the kingdoms of this world will, in

fact, be transformed into the Kingdom of our God and of his Christ.

Our persistent peril, of course, is that we will suppose our own wis-

dom and probity to have the moral character appropriate for the

inheritance of that kingdom; our destiny, however, consists in the

knowledge that our life, our searching and working, even our very

self, is a gift from God and not a straining after him.



After Civil Rights—What?
Frederick Herzog

The Civil Rights legislation of the past two years has brought

change to the South—just how much, remains to be seen. A re-

cent report of the Southern Regional Council and the American

Jewish Committee claims that resentment among lower- and middle-

class Negroes has been growing since the passage of the Civil Rights

Act. There are several reasons. One example : only between five

and six per cent of the Negro children in the South are estimated

to attend classes with White children.

Many aspects of life are not covered by legislation as yet. Some
of these aspects are quite pressing and contribute to the resentment.

What can be done in the present "lull" of legislative action? Let

me call attention to three areas where work still needs to be done:

employment, unemployment, and housing.

Of the problem of employment Duke University affords an ex-

ample. For years some of the janitors, maids and maintenance

men have been restive. In February, 1965, an independent union

was organized, the Duke Employees' Benevolent Society. It usually

represents its story as follows.

After organization of the society negotiations seemed possible.

Pay raises came through. Apparently also a job classification sys-

tem was established with different pay scales for service employees.

It soon became apparent, however, that more organization was needed

than was afforded by a "benevolent society". So on September 1,

1965, the society affiliated with the American Federation of State,

County and Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO as Local 77. During

the past two years the arrangement has had its ups and downs.

But it proved workable.

The reasoning of the union points to elementary concerns of

labor. The University is not subject to the Taft-Hartley Act.

[Author's note : Although I wrote this brief piece for a few friends con-
cerned with the same problem over a year ago and some of the data have
changed since, I believe its publication is still justified because my feeling of
having no answers has increased rather than decreased during the past year
and my puzzlement reflects the puzzlement of a growing company struggling
with these issues. In our exchange of ignorance perhaps some light will

dawn.]
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Employees cannot call on the NLRB to examine what they consider

unfair labor practices. The power of the union rests entirely in

the unity of its members. On January 1, 1966, a small pay raise

was granted and a grievance procedure instituted by the university,

but without final arbitration of grievances by a third party from the

outside. The union feels that the progress, though ultimately not

satisfactory, was due to its prodding. Early last year the grievance

procedure was put to a test. Two longtime women employees who

were members of the union were dismissed. The union credits

itself with negotiations that led to the reinstatement of one of the

women. It believes that the reinstatement enhanced its standard

in the eyes of all employees. Meanwhile other grievances have

been processed by the union with varying degrees of success.*

At the moment the key issues between the union and the Univer-

sity appear to be whether the university will adopt a plan of seniority,

agree to final arbitration by a third party, provide for voluntary

payroll deduction of Local 17 dues, and agree to a bilateral contract

with Local 77 . The University has not accepted these proposals

thus far. On July 1, 1966, it announced, however, pay raises for

all of its non-academic employees of five to fifteen per cent and

offered fringe benefits, such as a minimum vacation period of two

weeks for all employees. The added annual cost to the university is

$3.5 million. Wages are now at $1.15-1.50 an hour, according to

the union, $1.15-1.25 for maids, $1.35-1.50 for janitors.**

Local 77 is continuing to operate. Basic to its struggle is the

quest for dignity. Thus far it is difficult to locate a knowledgeable

interpretation of the struggle. The employee is fending for him-

self. This is all to the good. He wants to fend for himself. But

the facts of the situation need to be examined more fully by all

concerned. The struggle of Local 77 is not an isolated incident.

Wages in the South are generally considerably lower than in the

nation as a whole. What is the responsibility of educational insti-

tutions for analyzing the situation, suggesting ways of change and

introducing change?

Obviously no one single individual or group today has created

the dilemmas of labor we are faced with in many areas of the South,

We are inheriting the past. But this does not mean that we can

* A description of the grievance procedure can be found in the Personnel

Handbook of Duke University (revised 7/1/66).
** It ought to be stated that some gains were made in 1967, especially in

the area of arbitration. Even so, there is some point to remembering just

where matters stood only a few months ago.
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afford to live unimaginatively and uncreatively with its dilemmas

and mistakes.

Besides the struggle of the employed there is the agony and the

hope of those who wish they could work at all. The story of one

man must stand for all, William Edwards of Roanoke Rapids, North

Carolina. Having become a paraplegic in 1954, he is now a bilateral

amputee. In and out of the hospital from 1960 to 1964, only since

spring 1965 has he been able to do a little "work," making pot-

holders on a small frame, belts and similar items. Before his illness

a steamboiler fireman, he is now 54 years old.

Initially friends and relatives bought some of his products. But

there soon came a saturation point. A Woman's Exchange agreed

to take some of his work. But what it could sell thus far has

been minimal. A local store sold some of the potholders around

Christmas and Easter.

It takes Mr. Edwards an hour to make a potholder. That means

at best 30c. More often it will be less, something like 19c or below.

That is not much for an hour ! And Mr. Edwards does beautiful

work. But he does not give up. He continues to work—and to

hope.

Where there are no jobs, could we not create them, if people have

the deep longing to work, to use their time fruitfully? Should not

men like William Edwards be able to get a break? Are there busi-

nessmen who would be able to employ William Edwards even

from a distance, so that he could work more or less regularly, how-

ever little the work might be that he could do? Could perhaps

another type of Goodwill Industries be created, a Goodwill Indus-

tries for the homebound? What men like William Edwards need is

not charity, but a chance.

Programs for the homebound, to the best of my knowledge, are

not as yet fully developed. A ray of hope is Project Earning

Power (P.E.P.) under the direction of Arthur Rissman, Chicago

designer and business executive. It is an experimental project, ap-

parently planned for several years' duration. Eventually it might

mean the possibility of making a living for 2,500,000 disabled Ameri-

cans. At least this is the way the story is told. But the marketing

opportunities for the project are still being investigated. And the

question is : what can be done right now, so that enterprising indi-

viduals could help themselves?

Not everyone among the unemployed is as fortunate as William

Edwards, who at least was able to build his own home before he
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became incapacitated. The story of poor housing in America has

been told over and over again during the past months of the anti-

poverty campaign. There is no need to add much to the tragic

story. But often—in spite of all the publicity—the responsibility

for poor housing is not clearly grasped.

In a report of an area of Durham one can read of one home
after the other, summaries of conditions which might just as vi^ell

describe those in other American cities : "All rooms leak. Floors

rotten. Bathroom on back porch. Water in yard. Rent raised

from $7 to $8 per w^eek for board to cover one leak." Does the

raising of the rent mean that the standards of the housing code have

been met? Who is concerned that the housing code be enforced?

Whose responsibility is it? To most of these questions a goodly

number of our citizens could not give an answer.

After Civil Rights—what? Some of the poor can fend for

themselves, others cannot. Harvey Cox wrote in the May 16, 1966,

issue of Christianity and Crisis about the anti-poverty war : "It

is the spunk of the poor, not the charity of the rest of us, that

will win it in the end." Besides spunk, responsibility is on the spot.

Organization among the poor as a new center of countervailing

power is a good thing. Local 77 proves it. Some new neighborhood

councils prove it. What of those, however, who cannot organize

themselves—as yet? They do not need our charity. But they

challenge our responsibility: not charity, but a chance!

As I pondered drawing out other implications of the above

"data" I became more and more baffled. What after all really

can be done? I have been rereading Reinhold Niebuhr's pioneer-

ing work in the area of social change. It does help to understand

the difference between love and justice. So one begins to work

for penultimate solutions, not for perfection.

Even so, the puzzlements that remain are legion. The thing

that baffles me most is the near impossibility to come to grips with

the anonymous brutality of our social structures, a brutality that

seems to make individual action innocuous. Nothing is recognizable

in many of these structures that would remind one of what tradi-

tionally has been known as God. The structures reveal nature

—

red in tooth and claw. The factual irrelevance of the Gospel to

modern man is nowhere more apparent than in our slums—and in

suburbia populated by those who contributed to creating the slums

when they left the city.

Can something concrete be done? Perhaps one important thing
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that can be done in the present "post-legislation" period is to bring

the remaining trouble spots out into the open, to discuss them pub-

licly and thus to introduce them into the democratic process. We
must learn to speak in terms of specifics. Our concern today should

primarily not be with principles, but with people, especially people

we know.

"Principles," of course, are involved. The principle of power

is moving more and more into the foreground of the problems at

hand. It is not by chance that the word "power" is part of the

phrase Project Earning Power. Then there is the discovery of "black

power". We must learn to appreciate the all-comprehensive reality

of power, its permeative character in society, its imbalances and
its temptations. Ignorance of the problem of power contributes a

major share to our social dilemma. In fact it creates the major

ethical issue in our cities today.

Not all citizens understand that social structures can be changed.

Many—subconsciously or otherwise—still operate with the idea

that these structures are divinely ordained. Some who wake up
often mistake sheer force for power. Only as people in neighbor-

hoods become concerned about their specific problems can we hope

to discover that political power which as organized power can

make a dent on the city as a whole.

As the human struggle in the city continues one would hope

that the Gospel could find its way into the structures of society as

a transformer of power. In order to be effective it must find a new
form in the nonecclesiastical realities of poverty and want. The
altar-call is no longer the focus of salvation. Can a man be saved

from the clutches of society? This is the core question of salvation

today. As we try to find an answer we might also find new mean-

ing in the word "God". In the midst of the brutalities of our

existence we might discover a reality that is already battling for our

wholeness : for salvation as renewal of our entire life.

One is impressed and humbled by the fact that people not com-
mitted to the Christian faith today are also working at the salvation

of man in the city. They can teach us that salvation in the city is

not a vague reconciliation of man with a neighbor he does not know
as neighbor, but living space, dignity, a chance to live decently,

in a word, wholeness. The renewal of man is not the exclusive pre-

rogative of organized Christianity. The power that is working at

man's renewal is bigger than our puny religious systems.

The Gospel seems only one instrument of the power that is work-
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ing for man's complete renewal. Circumstances of the environment,

however, are often such for many people that they find it nearly

impossible to become renewed in their entire being. The structures

of society themselves must be renewed. The task "cut out" for the

Gospel seems staggering. It involves creating the external condi-

tions that contribute to a complete renewal of man. This sounds

like a nice program. In the "nitty-gritty" of life it can quickly

founder. But the sisyphean struggle of humanizing life must con-

tinue. The Gospel urges us on.
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The Unfinished Pyramid. Charles P.

Bowles. Edited by Thor Hall.

Parthenon. 1967. 93 pp. $2.50.

Why does one buy a book? Be-

cause it is recommended by somebody

whose judgment he trusts? Because

it is necessary for making a living?

Because it is helpful in re-creating a

life? Because it is useful for recre-

ation, for fun? Yes, yes, yes, and

yes. But it may be because he ad-

mires, knows, and loves the author

who has become words which talk and

sing and sparkle. I think that is why
we would want to own this book : so

that our friend, Charles P. Bowles,

being dead, may continue to live for

us and with us.

Dean Cushman wrote the Preface,

stressing that Dr. Bowles was a

man of conscience, of Christian con-

science : enthusiastic, yet sober ; an-

gular, yet judicious ; a man with his

eyes on the variegated present. Presi-

dent Knight wrote the Foreword, ap-

preciating the loyalties and the con-

cerns of his Board member : dedica-

ted, courageous, unsatisfied. Presi-

dent McLarty of Brevard wrote a

biographical sketch, stressing Dr.

Bowles' preeminence as a pastor, his

persuasiveness as a pulpiteer, his

genuineness as a friend. These three

men have put us in their debt by act-

ing as ears and eyes for us as they

share their appreciated memories of

Charles Bowles.

Then follow ten sermons, selected by

his sons, and edited by Professor Thor

Hall, with the assistance of Professor

Charles K. Robinson. What about

these sermons? The Gospel is here,

though it is assumed rather than exe-

geted, and applied rather than ex-

pounded. Texts are usually employed

as mottoes. The contemporary situa-

tion is here : in the Duke Chapel ; at

a Baccalaureate service ; on the Prot-

estant Hour. Dr. Bowles thinks in

pictures and advises with practicality,

which suggests that, in his religious

perspective, he is a Hebrew rather

than a Greek. He is as able as

Shakespeare in mixing a metaphor,

as pertinent as Fosdick in the use of

an illustration, and something of a

Scot in his pawky humor. He is

"listenable-toable", even in print.

You will be glad to own this little

book about, and from, a busy man of

God, who cared for people and had

time for everybody, including us.

—James T. Cleland

Frank Mason North. Creighton Lacy.

Abingdon. 1967. 291 pp. $6.50.

Our prolific Creighton Lacy turns

his research and writing talents now
to biography, in this case a prominent

church leader of the Social Gospel

period, Frank Mason North. The
book is a first-rate study and fills

valuably a niche in American church

history. We know all too little about

these giants of the early 20th century

who rescued Evangelical Protes-

tantism from rural irrelevance and

showed the high relevance of personal

religion of devotion to Christ to the

burgeoning problem of urban life.

Lacy's method is a topical rather

than chronological organization of

material, and it comes off very well.

He treats fully North's perspectives

and activities as pastor, church execu-

tive, ecumenist, missionary, etc., a be-

wildering array and an exhausting

range of organizational activity.

North's influence was tremendous,

though now he is chiefly remembered

as the author of the hymn, "Where
cross the crowded ways of life".

North was the child of his age in

many ways, to be sure : he held a
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progressive, optimistic view of his-

tory and lived in the hope that the

City of our God would come. In fact,

the name of the journal he edited was

"The Christian City", not "The Secu-

lar City". He also displayed, at

least early in his pastoral career, some

of the signs of a prim Methodist pi-

etism. But in the large, he was way
ahead of his times in his social think-

ing. As executive of the New York

City Missionary Society, as author

of the Social Creed, in his unflagging

efforts at church union and coopera-

tive interdenominational ventures, he

emerges as a towering leader. Lacy's

book combines all of these in his

portrait. He was a far-visioned

prophet of courage and dogged de-

terminism, yet sage, prudent, cautious,

and a master of organization. Lacy

writes with a fine verve, a sharp

critical sense together with a warm
appreciation.

In his Foreword, Lacy explains

how "In a sense I owe my life to

Frank Mason North," through his

missionary father's connection. This

reviewer may be pardoned a word of

personal reminiscence of connection,

too, with Mr. North, through Wes-
leyan University, of which North

was a graduate and a member of the

Board of Trustees. At the fraternity

initiation banquet when I was taken

into the fraternity in my freshman

year at Wesleyan, I have a distinct

memory of hearing a brief talk by

this revered churchman, whose name
had become a household word in my
Methodist family home. This was
two years before North's death. To
have been initiated into my fraternity

by such an older brother represented

some kind of ordination that I may
not have appreciated at the time, but

do now much more fully.

—Waldo Beach

American Religious Heretics. George
H. Shriver, editor. Abingdon. 1966.

240 pp. $5.00.

The Christian Church has seemingly

always had its heretics, and its cham-

pions who pursue the wayward breth-

ren with a vengeance. The churches

in America have had their share of

both. In this volume, containing es-

says by George H. Shriver, Pope A.

Duncan, Max Gray Rogers, Harmon
L. Smith, and Hugh M. Jansen, Jr.,

some of the occurrences of heresy and
trial in America are examined again

for a generation largely unfamiliar

with such phenomena.

The errors attributed to the Ameri-

can heretics concerned various and

generally profound matters of doc-

trine. In the 1840's Philip Schaff

was incautious enough to suggest to

a strongly self-conscious German Re-

formed Church that medieval Roman
Catholicism could not be ignored in

the study of the development of Chris-

tianity, and was accused of being a

Rome-symp. Crawford H. Toy, a

Southern Baptist, dared to insist that

perhaps the Holy Spirit might have

communicated truth to the writers of

Scripture in ways other than by direct

verbal inspiration. Similarly, the

Presbyterian C.A. Briggs denied the

"orthodox" notion of verbal inspira-

tion of Scripture, at the same time

maintaining that Scripture is the au-

thority and infallible rule of faith and

practice, but that human reason and

the tradition of the church are essen-

tial for understanding the truth con-

tained therein. The Methodist theo-

logian Borden Parker Bowne sug-

gested that it is an error to identify

God's revelation with the precise words

of Scripture, but that the truth of the

Gospel, while mediated through Scrip-

ture, nevertheless transcends all verbal

propositions and is made known to

man most authentically by the Holy

Spirit at the personal level. The in-

tense concern of A.S. Crapsey, an

Episcopalian clergyman, for personal

commitment and moral living led

him to so strong an emphasis on the

example of the human Jesus that his

brethren thought they perceived a

virtual denial of Jesus' divinity. Each

of these men was called upon to an-

swer to the charge of heretical teach-
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frank and interpersonal encounter.

Moreover, Rogers states boldly that

the sense of self-identity is the con-

sequence of the internalization of cues

given in important evaluating rela-

tionships. Secondly, an overriding

Rogerian principle says that psycho-

therapy takes place to the degree that

a client's self-esteem increases. And,

self-esteem increases as the client ex-

periences acceptance and affirmation

in the relationship with the counselor.

In short, if anything can be said con-

fidently about Rogers, it is that both

his theory of personality and his

style of psychotherapy are interper-

sonally oriented. In fact, the six

kinds of response subsumed under the

rubric of "responsive counseling",

sound really very similar to the Rog-
erian ethos. All of this is to say

that I do not think that "responsive

counseling" comes through as a theory

of counseling which is clearly separate

and distinguishable from client-

centered therapy.

One thing which bothers me about

this book is the constant reminder

of the deadly seriousness and high

responsibility of the ministry of pas-

toral counseling. This is of course

a crucial attitude which needs to be

:aught by the student as he works
ander intensive supervision. How-
ever, this can get to be an awful bore,

and an attitude of great seriousness

can mislead a student into aiming for

perfectionism rather than profession-

alism. And what client, or colleague,

or student could tolerate being around
perfection? So I would like to make
certain responses to the author at

this point, being stimulated to do this

by the dialogical tone of the whole
book as well as the open invitation to

respond.

The counselor must have some so-

cial distance from all of his clients,

and considerable distance from a few.

However mutually involved both are

in the process, and however much the

counselor himself may gain from it,

he needs to remember that the client

is the one with the problems to be

worked on and not himself. Then he

is able to see and accept the fact that

clients are sometimes hostile, and
narcissistic and manipulative—which
is to say that they are human. Rather
than feeling that he has to "love

them", the counselor can be more
concerned about being useful to them.

It is unrealistic to maintain that the

counselor either needs to or is likely

to learn as much from the process as

is the client. Nor must he nor can he
listen every second of every minute of

every counseling hour to everything
said. If he hears 35 or 40 minutes
out of every 50, perhaps that is a

good batting average. It is not
enough for the counselor to be able

to trust persons (although it is es-

sential) if he is not able to have "a
dirty suspicious mind" at times as

well. And whether or not a client

seems to be making progress on a

given day, the counselor can still go
home to dinner and find that his soup
tastes more or less the same. His
clients need him, but in certain im-
portant ways he does not "need"

them. In short, an important charac-

teristic of professionalism is the

counselor's ability to identify and live

with appropriately modest and realis-

tic goals for both himself and his

clients.

Now that this comment has been
made, I want to end as I began by
saying that this has been a delightful

and provocative book to read. There
is an open and listening mood in it,

an invitation to respond, a compas-
sionate heartbeat, and a refreshing

absence of any hostile polemic.

—Donald S. Williamson

rhe Local Church in Transition:

Theology, Education, atid Ministry.

Gerald H. Slusser. Westminster.
1964. 204 pp. $4.75.

This book, purportedly dealing with

the local church, is really a series of

interesting, well-written essays on a

number of subjects. It is worth read-

ing for the wealth of information and
rewarding insights that greet the

reader throughout. The first two
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chapters serve to refresh our memories

concerning the development of theol-

ogy and Christian education in the last

two hundred years, although, in the

opinion of this reviewer, Slusser is

much too cavalier in his easy dismissal

of Shelton Smith's Faith and Nurture.

The chief value of the book lies in

its effort to understand the implica-

tions of the communication problem

for theology. In this connection, he

writes, "Faith is primarily expressed

in an xmderstanding of life . . . upon

which one's personality is organized."

(pp. 101, 102) He shows how the

Christian conceptions of God and

Christ function within the framework

of such an understanding of faith, and

he pleads for a two-way hermeneutics

resting on two foundations :
".

. . the

one. Biblical expressions of faith and

elaborations of these in the history of

the church; the other, the contempo-

rary witness of the Spirit in the heart

of man to the contemporary Christ."

(p. 189)

I can recommend this book for its

homiletical and catechetical values,

but I also feel constrained to insist

that there ought to be a law against

misleading titling of books. The cen-

tral problem with which Slusser deals

is the understanding and communica-

tion of Christian faith. While his

point is that the modern pastor should

view his role as theologian-educator,

he does not relate this contention to

the total life of the church sufficiently

to warrant the use of the title, The

Local Church in Transition.

—O. Kelly Ingram

The Cooperative Parish In Nonmetro-
politan Areas. Marvin T. Judy.

Abingdon. 1967. 208 pp. $4.25.

"There is far more to a cooperative

parish than sociological forces, maps,

graphs, and statistics. There is more
to a cooperative parish than careful,

well-planned meetings. There is more
to a cooperative parish than good

leadership requirements. The larger

parish is a philosophy. It will work

only as long as the leaders possess

the spirit of service—service to all

persons within the parish by all min-

isters and congregations. The spirit

of Christ must permeate the entire

procedure, or techniques and methods
simply become tools inadequate to do

a task so desperately needed in the

nonmetropolitan United States." This

quotation from the Epilogue is an ex-

cellent introduction to the concept of

the cooperative parish and to Marvin
T. Judy's book, written to meet the

growing needs in this field of church-

manship. Though directed primarily

to the nonmetropolitan community,

the philosophy, the concepts, the pro-

cedures, and the patterns of operation

are no less applicable to metropolitan

areas where cooperation is so essential.

The Cooperative Parish in Nonmet-
ropolitan Areas replaces an earlier

book. The Larger Parish and the

Group Ministry (1959), and incorpor-

ates a pamphlet entitled Parish Devel-

opment Aids (1964). Out of personal

experience in a cooperative parish and

extended study and research, Mr.

Judy speaks clearly to laymen as well

as ministers and administrators. The
book is designed for study purposes

at the local church level but should

be a requirement for all church leaders

in nonmetropolitan areas. The first

two chapters, dealing with the nature

and trends of the nonmetropolitan

America, portray clearly the challenge

of the church in these rapidly chang-

ing communities. With half of the

counties in the United States classi-

fied as "rural" and with some ex-

periencing a decline in population and

others a rapid increase, the church

faces the problem of blending urban

and rural cultures.

To have a strong program, church

leaders must have a clear concept of

community, community structures, and

community leadership. Likewise they

must have full knowledge of the im-

pact of change on society and a vision

of the ways and means by which both

ministers and congregations may join

in a uniting of energies to fulfill the
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mission. However, it is only after

careful study, research and extended

planning that such patterns should be

adopted. Judy provides the basis for

gaining these insights and implement-

ing the program.

By no means are the suggested pat-

terns of operation limited to a single

denomination. The book is thorough-

ly ecumenical. The cooperative min-

istry makes possible leadership de-

velopment, the utilization of existing

facilities and the development of

Christian stewardship practices by

which the local parish may witness

effectively at home and to the world.

By nature this reviewer looks with

favor upon such a book because of

the tremendous opportunity afforded

through cooperative ministries. Judy's

description of parish structures and

cooperative patterns is most helpful.

The directives and examples might

have been expanded to include a wider

variety of experiences and an evalu-

ation of the cooperative parishes after

five to ten years of operation. How
were the perplexing problems over-

come? To complement Judy's con-

tribution and to avoid making the

structure the end rather than the

means, there needs to be thorough

study of the theological, philosophi-

cal, and ethical bases for congrega-

tional cooperation. In reality, con-

gregations face not so much the ques-

tion, "Why cooperate?", but, because

of the very nature of the Christian

Community, the question, "Why are

you not cooperating ?"

"In a day when massing of people

in an impersonal society is permeating

all of life, the survival of the primary

group is in jeopardy as never before

in history. Only can the great quali-

ties of love, affection, and moral in-

tegrity be passed on from generation

to generation in the primary group,

basically, the family, neighborhood,

and church. . . . The cooperative

parish forms a framework for such

a ministry."

—M. Wilson Nesbitt

The Mind of Christ. Harold A. Bos-
ley. Abingdon. 1966. 143 pp.

$2.75.

Whether one agrees with Harold
Bosley or not, there is one verdict

which is more or less unanimous con-

cerning him : he is a pulpiteer. Our
ex-Dean knows the Why? and the

How? of the pulpit. He reveals that,

once again, in this volume.

The sub-title is the key to this col-

lection of seven sermons : "A Per-

sonal Pilgrimage of Discovery with

the Disciples." The search is de-

termined by the "Why?" which ini-

tiates the title of each sermon. We,
through scholarship and imagination,

are the disciples seeking to understand

the mystery—both the enigma and the

revelation—which is Jesus the Christ.

So we wander with him on in his

ministry, asking why he had a min-

istry ; why some listened, some doubt-

ed, and some believed ; why he and his

opponents both sought a showdown

;

and why he lives again. Bosley wants
us to go on this pilgrimage so that

we post-resurrection folk may, like

Paul, have the mind of Christ. This

is the obvious need and necessary aim
of all Christians ; this is the ecumeni-

cal hub of all churches ; this is the

sine qua, non of preaching.

Bosley is still a pacifist, with the

emphasis on the "fist" ; he is still a

liberal, and still an evangelist ; he is

still an angry man who loves his

Lord and his congregation. He is

still worth listening to, even when we
shake a negative head.

Let me make a suggestion. Read
this collection of sermons and then

ask yourself : "Is this a good text-

book for a Lenten discussion group?"
Some of you will answer in the affir-

mative.

—James T. Cleland

In the Biblical Preacher's Workshop.
Dwight E. Stevenson. Abingdon.
1967. 223 pp. $3.95.

In a review of a previous volume by
Dwight E. Stevenson, I remarked
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that I wished I had written that book.

I almost feel the same way about this

one. He and I think along the same
lines as teachers of preaching, though

he plays on the right wing, while I

keep meandering out to the left.

Here is the twofold purpose of the

book in the author's own words : "to

help bridge the gap between the ex-

egetical and homiletical treatment of

the Bible ;" and "to give practical

guidance in the handling of scripture

passages of intermediate length" (p.

7). Part 1 is labelled "Design," and
is developed in an Introduction and 5

chapters which deal with the purpose

of the Bible ; the relationship of the

Bible to the Word of God ; some pre-

suppositions in biblical interpretation

;

and the minister as both biblical stu-

dent and preacher. Part H, "Pro-

duction," shows us how to preach on

persons, parables, miracles, short

texts, a psalm, perplexing passages,

and a major biblical theme. There

is an Epilogue on the minister as

"Servant of the Word," followed by

two useful Indices.

The book is a serious attempt at

making the preacher a scholar and

the scholar a preacher. It discusses

homiletical theory, based on exegesis,

with detailed sermonic outlines which

do not forget that the setting is the

20th century. Sermonic content and

method are inseparable from the eter-

nal Word and the present day. The
pulpit and the pew are in the text,

and the text is in the minister and the

congregation.

Who is the author? He has been

the professor of homiletics at Lexing-

ton Theological Seminary since 1947,

and you ought to possess two of his

earlier volumes : Preaching on the

Books of the New Testament and
Preaching on the Books of the Old
Testament. I find them a constant

support. I think I'll keep this book,

too, though I cannot accept it in toto.

There I go meandering out to the

left wing, again.
—James T. Cleland

The Gospel in a Strange, New World.
Theodore O. Wedel. Westminster.

1963. 141 pp. $3.75.

Canon Theodore A. Wedel, Episco-

pal minister, who has taught English

in various colleges, and was Warden
of the College of Preachers at the

National Cathedral in Washington,
D. C, oflfers us here his Kellogg Lec-

tures in preaching delivered in the

Episcopal Theological School in Cam-
bridge, Massachusetts. That thumb-
nail sketch of the author and his vo-

cation will help us anticipate the con-

tent of the volume, provided we add
one other fact : he is what Professor

Shelton Smith called an "ecumaniac".

The first chapter, which reveals

wide reading, helps us to understand

the "strange new world" in which the

gospel has to be preached. Then fol-

lows an almost terrifying section en-

titled: "Hell is Other People." We
live in a neighborhood rather than in

a brotherhood. Wedel has read Sar-

tre and Bonhoefifer as well as Pascal

and Luther. The Christian answer to

this is, simply and profoundly, "Re-

deeming Grace" ; so he knows the

Bible and Luther and Barth, too.

Chapters 4 and 5 now diagnose the

Church in its twofold aspect as

"the Gathered People of God" and

"the Scattered People of God." Fol-

lowing his "footnotes", collected in

6 pages, is an Annotated Bibliography

of 7 pages with concise brief reviews

of recent volumes on the craft and

content of preaching.

This is a useful volume for minis-

ters who have not the time to read

all the active, contemporary names in

the ecumenical church's thinking.

Wedel is a quoting and a quotable

man, as he looks at the eternal gospel

in the contemporary situation.

—James T. Cleland
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neighbor . . . and justified ourselves with "after all he might

be our neighbor but he did not belong to the Christian community"
.... We from the so-called high caste have not put our burden of

belonging to a superior caste down, even within the Christian fold.

Jesus Christ has destroyed the walls, but we make every efifort to

build them up again.

LORD, FORGIVE.
We confess . . . that we have not taken any positive part in

the building up of this society and nation, in any new form except

those which are given to us by the overseas missions. We always

have offered an excuse of our being a handful in this country for

not making any contribution, and we have neglected the valuable

ministry of a lonely voice in the labyrinth of society. When the

laborers complained that the atmosphere in a particular place and

the working conditions in the factory caused asthma, lung cancer,

and other chest diseases, we pretended not to have heard them and
did not raise our voices on their behalf. On the contrary we
blamed the laborers for being Communists, convincing ourselves

that democracy is the only God-given form of government, while

Communism is the God-damned form; and instead of making our-

selves open-hearted and willing-to-learn Christians, we turned our-

selves into cocksure, know-all Christians.

LORD, FORGIVE.
Lord, our God, our heavenly Father, you are the origin of all

the social revolution that is sweeping everything around us
;
you

are the one to make all things new
;
you lead the human society into

newer paths; your hand is revealed in industry, in political revo-

lutions, and in military coups; in the emancipation of the oppressed

and in the uplifting of the down-trodden; in the eradication of pov-

erty, misery, disease, deprivation, injustice and all man-made bar-

riers. Give us the light of your Holy Spirit, that we may see things

as you see them. Take away from us all complacency, self-righteous-

ness, and the feeling of superiority which springs forth from the

notion that we are your peculiar possession and that you are our

peculiar possession. Take away from us the false notion of peace,

and give us a constant prodding that we may always be on the move
for your task. If our religiosity becomes a barrier to others and

to you, break it, that we may cling to no floating debris, but only to

the certainty in Jesus. Take us right out there where Jesus Christ,

our example and our leader, is awaiting us to take a formidable

stand and be in the thick of the battle.

HEAR US, FOR WE PRAY TO YOU THROUGH JESUS.
BE IT SO.

(From the United Church Review, Nagpur, India, Vol. 37, No. 9,

September, 1966.)




