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INTRODUCTION 

A. The Problem 

The question of man is of never-endL~g interest. The 1¥-ide

spread use of personality tests, as well as the many self-evaluation 

tests in current periodicals, testifies to the fact that man is inter

ested in man. 

But the question is of far greater importance than the test-

ing of one 1 s extrovert-introvert tendencies. The question of man1s 

nature becomes crucial when it is observed in the brightness of God's 

light. The Psalmist's question, nWhat is man that thou art mindful of 

hi'111? 11 has greater significance now than did the original quer.r. It is 

not only a question of man's finiteness, but also of man's dilemma, for 

althou&~ the Psalmist marvelled that God had made man a little lower 

than the angels, and had crovmed him 1vi. th glory and honor, had set him 

over the vrorks of God's hands and put all things in subjection under 

his feet, 1 yet the vll'iter to the Hebrews states the problem of history 

in writing: llBut nov; -vre see not yet all things subjected to h:i.m.n 2 

There is a dilemma in man's life that challenges a quest that 

is more than curiosity. This. quest is crucial. Vfuat is man, his prob

lem, and the solution to that problem? 

Many vieW'S have attempted to ans-vrer these questions. The 

• • • • • • 

1. Gf. Psal'lil 8:4-6. 2. Hebrews 2:8b. 
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three outstanding traditional ones have been humanism, nationalism, 

and supernaturalism.1 Recent international and national events and 

the contemporary social scene have seemed to malce it difficult to con-

sider humanism seriously. In 1940, Dr. Edwin lewis referred to it as 

11sterile humanism.u2 Nationalism has met ·with crushing defeat in the 

last fewyea.rs in Western culture. The most prominent representatives 

of supernaturalism today are those designated as "Christian Realists, u 

expressed in the movement lmovm. as Neo-Orthodo:xy. 

There are some 1'1ho violently oppose supernaturalism, see the 

fallacies of nationalism, and lmow the weaknesses of humanism. They 

have attempted to redefine issues in terms of theistic naturalism, 

othervr.i.se lmown as theistic pragmatism. They knovr but one reality-

that which may be explored by scientific observation and reason. 

The problem under consideration then is to compare these two 

schools--Neo-Orthodoxy and Theistic Naturalism--in terms of their vie1v 

of ma.n, and to determine if and hovv they depart from the traditional 

Christian view of man as set forth in the Scriptures. 

B. The Significance of the Problem 

This problem is important in at least t1ro ways. First, the 

events of the vrorld have accentuated the fact that man 1s sojourn on 

this globe is at a crucial point in history. W!.a.JJY insist that the old 

ideals of man are inadequate and na1st be replaced. Others insist that 

• • • • • • 

1. Of. Robert 1. Calhoun: Yv1mt is V:.a.n? p. 60o 
2. Edwin c. Levr.i.s: PhilosoP'E.Y""oTthe Christian Revelation, Foreword, 

p. ix. 
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the solution to man 1 s dilemma is by reaffirming with nevr freshness, 

clarity, and force the traditional doctrines. Whatever the answer 1nay be, 

it must answer the problem of man 1s ills. Does man do wrong? If so, wby 

does he do wrong? ·what is his nature? Before any remedy for ma.n 1s ills 

can be affirmed, it must determine the ansvrer to these questions. 

Secondly, this problem is significant in the light of the tV'ro 

views presented. Neo-Orthodo~JT claims that its views are based upon the 

Bible • 1 Theistic Naturalists make no such claim, but assert that their 

vievvs do not radically differ from the traditional theistic view of man. 

Ames states: 

11Pragma.tic Naturalism escapes many difficulties of traditional 
theologies by its view of human nature, 11 but rtit does not mini
mize the frailties of human nature nor exaggerate its nobler 
qualities.n2 

In the light of this dilemma it is significant to place these 

two vievre beside the standard of the Scriptures and evaluate them ac- . 

cording to its doctrine of man. 

c. The Delimitation of the Problem 

In the scope of a work such as this, it is obvious that the 

subject cannot be treated fully. Rather than attempt to give the general 

views of each school of thought, the views of an outstanding representa-

tive in each school are presented. 

Professor Henry Nelson Wieman represents Theistic Naturalism. 

He is said to be 11the only Christ:ian philosopher vrho is attempting to 

. . . . . . 
1. Cf. Reinhold Niebuhr: The Nature and Destiny of l.la.n, p. 151. 
2. Edward s. Ames: 11From the Standpoint of a Naturalist, 11 essay in Yfieman 

and Meland: American Philosophies ~ Religion, p. 336. 
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forge a genuinely ne11 s-.rstem of philosophy. 111 According to HeP..ry P. 

VanDusen, 11he stands mid·way between the proponents of non-theistic 

religion and the more traditional theists, seeking to give a poin·t; of 

view to ·which both can give allegiance. n2 In so doing he makes a sym-

pathetic contact at many points w.i.. th that of the humanists. The in-

fluence of his thought is great, particularly ·with those v-mo are rest-

less under old modes of thought. He is best lmovm for his view of 

God; thus, much of his view of man must be an inference from his vi err 

of God. 

ReirL~old Niebuhr is credited with launching the attack upon 

liberal optimism and revived the interest in man as sinner 1vith his 

book published in 1932, Moral ~ ~~ Immoral Society. He is the 

center of attack by those Ymo feel t}:l...at man 1 s nature should be under-

stood in terms of history and the complexities of nature. 

These ~70 men represent theistic naturalism ~~d supernatural-

ism, respectively. Their views: will be evaluated in this work in the 

light of the truth set forth by the Apostle Paul. Much must be covered 

in this short survey, and it is the aim of this 'l"rork to presen·t; only 

the major views. 

D. Sources of Data 

In a work of this kind it is impossible to cover adequately 

all the YII'i tings of the men under consideration and others that are 

relevant to the problem. Thus, certain Yrorks have been selected as 

. . . . . . 
1. HeruJr P. VanDusen, Editor: Ventures~ Belief, p. 77. 
2. Thid. 
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most pertinent. The -vrorks of Professor Wieman selected as most sig

nificant are The Issues of Life, The Normative Psychology of Religion, 

and ~ Source of Human Good. Professor Niebuhr's Gifford Lectures, 

The Nature and Destiny of~' are used to represent his views. Even 

the Apostle Paul :must be deli..'TI.ited in a work of this nature. Thus, his 

doctrine of man in his Epistle to the RomEUlS is exclusively used as the 

norm to evaluate the views of Professors Wieman and Niebuhr. 

Prirnarily, the source of the material vvill be the -writings 

of the men themselves. A few secondary works of i..J.terpretation •·Jill 

also be used to corroborate the information gleaned from the primaljr 

sources. 

E. The Method of Procedure 

The first cl1apter ~-11 contain a discussion of Wien~ 1 s doc

trine of man, includi..J.g (1) presuppositions vihich aid in the under

standing of his View of man and ( 2) the formal presentation of his 

doctrine of man. Chapter Two will present Professor Niebul1r's doctrine 

of man, including his definition of the only adequate view of man as 

•~11 as the formal presentation of his doctrine. In Chapter Three the 

views of the tvro men 1vill be compared vr.Ltl1 each other and evaluated by 

St. Paul's vievr in his letter to the Romans. The thesis vdll be con

cluded -vrith a brief summary of the findings. 
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CHAPTER I 

THE DOCTRINE OF llAl:·i ACCORDii'iG TO HENRY NElSON YlJE1JAN 

A. Introduction 

Professor Wieman's vievr of man is somewhat syncretistic, as is 

his view of God. He has an ingenious ability to combine certain features 

of several view-s. Furthermore, in none of his 1r.ri tings does he state 

clearly his vlev1' of man j_n such a v:ray that it can be contrasted Ydth 

other vievrs. He does not analyze man's nature as much as he presents 

man's present predicament and gives a remedy. Therefore, before pre-

senting his formal doctrine of the nature of !J1.a<'1., his presuppositions 

and methods of determining knovrledge will be given; his metaphysics and -

epistemology will be illustrated by his view of the source of matter and 

life; ru1d finally, his doctrine of God will be presented to help clari~ 

his vie<r of man. 

The formal presentation of his doctrine of man vvill be treated 

as follovm: (1) The Origin of Man, (2) Characteristics of Man, (3) I~n's 

Dilemma, and (4) 1Jan 1s Salvation. 

B. The Presuppositions vrhich Determine 
1fieman 1s Doctrine of Man 

1. :Metaphysics and Epistemology. 

By frank admission and insistence, Professor Wieman's cosmic 

presupposition is naturalistic: 11The metapl:r<Jsics we are defending ••• 

-1-
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is a spiritual metaphysics 1rl1ich is none the less material through and 

through. nl This may sound contradictory, 1vi1ich is the reason D. C. 

Macintosh calls Yfie:man a 11tight rope vra.lker.n2 But by "ma.terial 11 he 

does not mean "merely pellets of inanimate matter11 but also events that 

include the biological, social, and historical forms of exi~tence. 

Nothing has any causal efficacy except material events so defined. 

Professor Wieman calls this the 11newer naturalism, u in wbich 

- reality is defined in terms of events. No cause or explanation for a:n:y-

thing can reach deeper than events, their structures (that is, the re-

lations of these events), and their qualities. Professor ·wieman asserts, 

then, that there is no reali.~Y separated from_experience. This is in 

agreement with the Jeydsh Christia.'Yl belief that the Sovereign Good vmrlcs 

creatively in histolJr, but Professor 1¥-ieman does not agree vdth the 

Jewish Christian idea of supernaturalism, for nothing can be lmown un-

less it be an event or some possibility carried by an event. When that 

v;hich is transcendental becomes an event, it is no longer transcendental. 

These presuppositions rest upon an analysis of human experi-

ence. Professor Wieman has well classified himself as an Empirical 

Theist. His tools for analysis are observation, e:b.'}Jeriment, and reason. 

These are really only two tools, for ex:oeriment is controlled observation. 

As stated by Meland in reference to an article by Wieman, "That only is 

kncnvledge, in religion as in every other area of intellectual search, 

1Vhich has been attained through the tested methods of observation and 

. . . . . . 
1. HemjT Nelson Wieman: The Source of Hu.."!Jla.."l Good, p. 301. 
2. D. c. Macintosh: Essay in ~ Tliere !_ Goa?;-ciiarles c. Morrison, 

Editor, p. 2'-t.. 
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reason. 111 

His analysis is scientific, but Wieman believes there is more 

to the 1:10rld than ·what science can tell us. 1here is no science of the 

1vorld, for each science is dedicated to a particular study of the vrorld. 

An aggregate of sciences would not work, for the very nature of the 

sciences prohibits them from being mixed together. However, 1movrledge 

is and can be lmovm by an 11inference from the sciences n by use of the 

reasoning processes. Thus, science is essential in the quest for truth. 

Experience is also a component of knowledge but it is not lmowledge, be

cause it does not tell us of the object ~perienced. vEx9erience is 

valuable only m1en it is approved by the scientific method of analysis. 

Professor Wieman lists four steps in this analysis: 

n (1) Forming an idea of ·what course of action vd.ll produce 
specified consequences by observing various consequences that have 
issued from specified conditions •••• 

11 (2) Ascertain as accurately as possi'l?le just what are the con
ditions under Yl:hich this course of action can be profitably folloli"9d 
to produce the desired and anticipated consequences. 

11 (3) Find or create these conditions, perform the course of action, 
and obserV-e what happens. 

u (h) Develop by logical inference ·what further to expect in the 
light of 1Yhat has been observed to happen and test these inferences 
just as the origi.11al idea was tested, namely, by steps one, ti'm, and 
three just described. • • • n2 

There are three kinds of know'ledge which ma:y be obtained by 

means of this method: (1) knowledge obtained by the several sciences, 

( 2) knowledge knmm by common sense which utilizes the 11inference of the 

sciences, 11 and (3) the kno-v:Tledge of experience found by committing one-

self in full devotion to the object under investigation if that object 

. . . . . . 
1. H. N. Wieman and Bernard E. :Meland: American Philosophies of 

Religion, p. 297. 
2. 1N'ieman: The Issues of Life, p. 187. 
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is found to be worthy of devotion. 1 This third kind of lmowledge allows 

Wieman to call his metaproJsical materialism spiritual. New meaning, 

greater than the analysis, is the result. Out of this the loving heart 

11may build itself a ID.ansion of lmmvledge in -which tvro personalities may 

dwell together in mutual understanding. n 2 This nerr meaning, greater 

than the analysis, is the ultimate determinant of truth and knowledge. 

2. The Source of Matter and Life. 

Twenty years ago Professor Wieman presented his idea of the 

origin of matter and life as an inference from science.3 v1.hether or not 

he -vrould still adhere to the specific "inference 11 is questionable, be-

cause his vmole epistemology is that there are no fixed portions of 

reality. However, what the ?rorld meant to him at that time is presented 

here, as it is indicative of his conception of the origin of man, and 

nowhere in later Tiri tings does he refer to man r s origin more than to 

-7 say that man is ani.'!lal ngrovm. up. n 

Science ca..nnot tell us everything, but t..Y!ere is a kind of 

lmowledge about the world that is reached 11by inference from v1hat the 

sciences do teach us.n4 SUch is the inference of physics. One of the 

best established la1vs of physics is entropy or the degradation of energy. 

That is, the world is running down. Energy is not diminishing in amount 

but it is becoming evenly dissipated so that it 1rlll do no work. It is 

1. cr. Ibid., p. 199. 
2~ Ibid., p. 244. 

. . . . 

3. cr. Wieman: 11What the World is to Ue, 11 Ventures in Belief, Henry P. 
Van Dusen, Editor, pp. 75-108. 

4. Ibid., p. 85. 
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continuously operating toward a static equilibrium. Ultimately, in a 

few trillion years, declare the physical sciences, all life and matter 

vlill be nothing but a mild glmT in space. 

From tlrls scientific truth, then, is the inference that as 

there is in progress a 11running-dovm11 of the universe, there is also a 

11vrinding-up 11 of the universe. This counter-tendency builds up energy 

for work, that is, for the activities which constitute matter and life. 

There are two possibilities then: (1) the w-orld goes through 

cyclic periods in vlhich energy svr.ings like a pendulum to·ward static 

equilibrium and then toward creating matter and life, or (2) both forces 

are operating at the same time. 

InaST1Uch as the one tendency is tmvard static equilibrium, 

the inference, substantiated by eJ~erience, is tP~t the counter

tendency is one of innovation. This innovation, or vlinding-up process, 

receives its dynamic from the energy released by the running-dmv-n pro

cess. The products of the vni1ding-up process are matter, then life, 

then persop.ality, vrith ne1:·r possibilities ever before it. 

This is more than biological evolution, for that pertains, 

as far as scient; f'ic observation can determine, to OP~y an exceedingly 

small part of planet activity. Biological evolution is simpzy the 

transformation ~~ organism undergoes in order to survive. ~1is does not 

necessarily pertain to rising to higher levels of life, for many of the 

lovrer forrus of life survive better than the higher and more complex 

forms. Only in rare instances do higher forms of life rise out of the 

struggle to survive. 

It is an observable fact, ho\rever, that there has been a pro-
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gressive organization of higher forms of living 1A1ich the physical and 

biological sciences have not been able to account for. ·when iYe come to 

htL~an life we find a definite striving for values, -often at the expense 

of survival. This striving for an i.11crease of values requires as one 

prerequisite the building up of energy into very complex organic forms 

1rl1ere it is available for rich conscious experience. The exercise of 

reason is then necessary to utilize this energy. 

Both of these processes--the development of complex living 

organisms, and the exercise of reason--receive their ~~ic fron1 the 

running-dmm process of the universe. This running-do-vm process is the 

tendency tmmrd ma.xinn.un stability, which would be a static equilibrium 

with perfect order. 

The winding-up process creates a certain amount of disorder 

as new irLl1ovations are w~de. Disorder could and does produce conflict 

and anarchy. Therefore, the established order must be reconstructed 

into a more complex system so as to include and use properly the in

novations. This is the vrork of the progressive organization of the 

-world. This organization is God. ~--

Man is the creation of this order. It has produced man and 

it sustains man. 

This, then, is the cosmic scene. Man is the present highest 

form of innovated energy, a. product of the winding-up process of the 

universe, and as the highest form, he has the ability of reason v.hich 

enables him to carry on this process of innovation by conm1itting himself 

to its progressive organization, vrrd ch overcomes the anarchy and dis

integration vtnich vrell might result from such change, by developing a 
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more complex order. This is the progressive orgal'lization of the world, 

and if it is not going on ~vhere in the universe except this planet, 

then 111\"8 are the sole representatives, the only champions and the single 

hope o:f the cosmos for this increase of values.nl 

M.a.n, a complex bundle of energy, stands in the gap betvreen 

the possibility of 11reaching up among the stars to use a11d control the 

downward stream of energy as vre now use and control the flow of rivers, n2 

or the inevitable opposite of contributing to and becomiP~ a meaningless 

glob in space. 

3. The Doctrine of God. 

Professor Wieman's conception o:f man is no-where stated clearly. 

Hoi'rever, God as defined by him is wholly Yrl.thin experience. He states, 

"We have no recourse to any 'transcendental grounds, orders, causes or 

purposes' beyond events, their qualities and relations •••• The only 

,...-creative God 1ve recognize is the creative event itself."3 Thus, God is 

·wholly within the realm of experience. Therefore, man's nature may be 

determined in terms of his participation in this experience. Conse-

quently, it is necessary to understand Wieman's vievr o:f God to under-

stand adequately his view of man. 

a. General Definitions. 

Because Wieman's approach to truth is strictly inductive, his 

definition of God is necessarily general. He rebels vdth passion against. 

. . . . . 
1. Wieman: 11'?fuat the lJforld is to J.J:e, 11 Ventures in Belief, p. 97. 
2. Ibid.' p. 98. 
3. Wieman: The Source of Human Good, p. 7. 



-8-

those who form a presupposition of what God ought to be and then 

struggle to define Him and experience Him in just that way. This is 

the error of the traditionalist. Rather, God is found as we apply ob-

servation and reason to the facts which are made evident as we strive 

for the highest possible values to •mich all men may give their devotion. 

It is evident that there is Something upon which human life is 

most dependent for its security, v~lfare and increasing abundance. 

11The mere fact that huma..'1 life happens, and continues to happen, 
proves that this Something, ho1'rever unknown, does certainly exist. 
• • • He is simply that vrhich is supremely significant in all the 
universe for human living, however lmO'Wil or unlmmm he may be.Hl 

Thus, God is the object of supreme value in the universe. He is that 

condition or order or pattern in the universe that constitutes supreme 

value for all hu.man living. To Wieman, God is 11 tha.t ~~t.1J.ality 1vhich 

sustains, promotes, and constitutes the supreme good.n2 

Wieman's reason for defining God so loosely is that by so 

doing the question of God's existence -will become a dead issue. With 

that controversy removed, all energies can be turned to seeking the 

nature of God and living for God. 

b. God and Value. 

11 How is good determined? 11 is a question that has reared philo

sophies and gods. It is-obvious that intrinsic good is not determined 

by the accumulation of material goods, for they may be used for evil, 

nor is it determined by satisfaction, for human desires are not alymys 

1. Wieman: 
2. Wieman: 

• • • • •• 

Religious Experj_ence and the Scientific :Method, pp. 9 ,10. 
Essay m Is There ! C-od?, Charles C. Morrison, Editor, p. 24. 
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altruistic. Neither can intriP..sic good be determined by quality, for 

quality changes w:i.th time and environment. Nor is good determined by 

human control, for it cannot be trusted to produce what may be accepted 

as good by all. Intrinsic good may be defined as 11a structure of events 

endmrlng each happening as it occurs vii th qualities derived from other 

events in the structure. 111 That is~ there is a process which relates 

created good to other created good, thus building a structure of life 

that has meaning and harmoey. This ucreative eventn produces qualita

tive meaning which is intrinsically good. The creative event itself is 

hardly lmmm as an object but is lmovm primarily by the event or events 

which occur in human experience. This experience has three general 

features: 

(1) Persons are receptive and responsive to one another through 

co1nmunication, thereby experiencing an emerging a-v.~areness of qualitative 

meaning. Each person is lifted to a higher level by deriving meanings 

from others. 

(2) These nevr meanings are integrated viith others previously 

acquired. 

(3) Thus, the world expands in apprec;i.ation and interacts 

more in relationship to the person. 

It is this process of reorganization which generates neTr meanings and 

integrates them Yrith the old, thus molding man's life into a deeper uni

fied totality of meaning. This creative good or event shapes human 

lives. It is God, because it is the force in life which brings forth 

supreme values. 

. . . . . . 
1. Wieman: The Source of }fu.man Good, p. 55. 
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c. God is Supra-human but not Supernatural. 

The creative event produces a structure of va~ue Tihich could 

not be intended or ~nagined by the human mind. Hillnan effort cannot ac-

complish anything which the huma..Yl mind cannot imagine. Man cailllot be 

creative in that which he cannot foresee. The creative event is the 

author of this. 11The structure of value produced by the creative event 

can.Ylot be caused by human intention and effort, because it can be pro

duced only by a tra..Ylsformation of human intention and effort. ul Thus, 

the creative event is supra-hun1an, not that it operates outside of 

human life, but creates the good of the world beyond man's foresight 

and imagination. 

Ho·wever, this creative event is ~ supernatural, although it 

is inevitable that man should think it so, because to the ordil1ary man 

11ature is that part of the world uhich is appreciable, and should assunie 

that that "Vlhich is not accessible to his appreciation nru.st be super-

natural. Hovrever, the creative event is not separated from experience. 

11 Like the ancient supernaturalism, and i..11 opposition to aLuost all 
religions and philosophies that stand over against supernaturalism, 
the naturalism here defended repudiates the supremacy in value of 
all the goods and goals of the created appreciable vrorld and turns 
to 1·1hat creates them for the sovereign good of life.n2 

Man cannot use or control the creative event because it acts 

beyond man's lmowledge and leads him to nevr levels. One of the necessary 

subevents is that man's desires are transformed, not fulfilled. The 

primary demand of the creative event upon man is that man give himself 

over to it to be transformed in any vmy that it may require. 

. . . 
1. Ibid.' p. 75. 2. Ibid.' p. 78. 
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d. God is Not a Personality. 

The difference between animal and man is one of personality. 

Personality is that Tlhich co:rmrrunicates and therefore shares experience. 

Communication requires symbols (actions, words, etc.). Language repre-

sents our most elaborate system of symbols. Personality being that which 

corn.rnunicates, personality develops along Tii th communication. It cannot 

develop by itself. Only >Vhen t>vo or more organisms interact with one 

another and the physical vmrld by means of symbols can vfe have person-

ality. A person who is isolated 1v-l_ll ulti.-rnately become a mere animal. 

Thus, individual personality by itself does not constitute the greatest 

value but rather an association of communicating personalities along 

Tii.th physical conditions and symbols. "Personality is a necessary com-

ponent in the greatest value. rrl Consequently, the greatest value cannot 

be a. personality. A personality cannot stand alone. 

TI1erefore, God is not a personality, for he constitutes the 

greatest value, realized and possible. He is greater than personality.2 

Then the question is: Is God this structure of existence of 

personalities together 1ri.th their physical conditions and symbols? 

No, God is more than that in terms of value. He is not the totality of 

existence, the sum of the parts, but he is the order of actual and pos-

sible structures of value l:'lhich ·will ultimately issue in the realization 

of the greatest value Tihen we rightly conform to its requirements. 

Professor Wieman uses words such as :torder,u 11pattern,u and 

ll:i.nteraction, 11 not to dim the warmth of a religious response to God, 

. . . . . . 
1. Wieman: The Issues of Life, p. 218. 
2. Note: W~ uses the pronouns "hell and nit" interchangeably in 

referring to God. 
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but to most adequately describe the trnth involved. He states that 

11 for the sake of love and worship, Tre must be able to use at the proper 

time and place these cold words ·with steely sharp edges that can cut 

their way through tangled confusion. rrl Professor Wieman 1 s point is that 

man IJDlst find something greater than personality to serve. He states: 

11The greatness of personality lies in the fact that it can serve 
that order of existence and possibility in which are found the 
greatest values that can ever be achieved. God is precisely that 
order. 11 2 

This >rord 11 order 11 is not a passive idea, but it is dynamic. This order 

of value is not only a procedure of existence but is one order character-

ized by a po1ver which brings certain things to pass. As Shailer Matthews 

puts it, IIGod is the personality-producing process of the universe.n3 

Of course, then, God is not himself a personality, but is that ordered 

process ~nich sustains and develops personality a11d thus generates the 

greatest possible value. 

Thus, God cannot be knovm outside of hurnan experience, and it 

is here that he may be observed, analyzed, and given full submission. 

e. God is Absolute Good. 

Absolute good is that vrnich is good under all conditions and 

circurnsta..Tlces. It is absolute good because its demands are unlimited. 

11A good is absolute if it is always good to give myself, all that 
I am ~~d all that I desire, all that I possess and all that is dear 
to me, into its control to be transformed in any way that it may 
require. n4 

. . . . . . 
1. Wieman: The Issues of Life, p. 222. 
2. Ibid., p. 221.. 
3. Quoted in Ibid., p. 229. 
4. ';'fieman: The Source ~ ~ Good, p. Bo. 
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It is absolute good because it is of infi..'Ylite value. No amount o.f 

created good can compensate for the blockage of that creativity rrbd.ch 

is our only hope for the future. It is unqualified good. There is no 

perspective from ·which its goodness can be modified in any way. It is 

entirely trust-r;orthy. urre can be sure that the outcome of its Yrorldng 

1"1ill al1mys be the best possible under the conditions • nl Absolute good 

is ~ all-povrerful good, as nee-orthodoxy claims, asserting that good 

overrules evil and that ulti.rnately ever;y-thing 1dll come out all right. 

This cannot be guaranteed. Creative good is not absolute in that sense, 

but neither is anything else. 

f. Su..rnm.ary. 

God can..11.ot be knmm clearly, but his .function is evident. He 

is the supreme value within the universe because he produces intrinsic 

good. He is supra-htUnan because he creates and sustains, and is not 

supernatural for he is ~~olly Yr.ithin the cos~jc scene. 

Inasmuch as he is supra-human, he is not a personality, for he 

is the creative event ·which produces personalities out o.f organisms 

through the instrument of comnru.nication. Thus, he is greater than per

sonalities. 

He is absolute good, because he is in all conditions, is un

limited, of infinite value, is unqualified good, and is entirely trust

vrortby. He is not all-pmrerful. 

God is a special order and process of interaction amoP..g all 

factors which bri.""J.gs forth supreme value. This is seen in \Viemanrs 

. . . . . . 
1. Ibid.' p. 81. 
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statement: 

11 This order and process of interaction between many factors, 
some of vrhich -we kno11 and some of which -vre do not, is the un"'Uis
taka.ble presence of God in our midst. The supreme intellectual 
problem of our existence is to get more accurate lmorrledge of the 
precise natttre of this interaction; and the supreme practical prob
lem is to conduct human life in conformity to its requirements. 
Hence C~d is the proper object of supreme devotion for all hwman 
living 11hen living is intelligent.nl 

c. The Formal Presentation of :.:.r:i.eman 1 s Doctrine of Man 

1. The Origin of Man. 

11From whence has :rnan come? 11 is an important question in the 

study of man 1 s nature. Inasnmch as he bears the characteristics of his 

progenitor, if he is a product of natural causality then his character 

1\lill be consistent Yrith such a view. 

Professor Wiew .. an maintains that man has risen to a higher 

level of existence from the an;mal stage, but that such a rise 'Has not 

just a result of bio-chemical processes. He is the product of a pro-

gressive organization of the world, a creative process which has pro-

duced man by the means that r'Je call natural events. For, says Wieman, 

111\fo knowable cause or e:1.-plana.tion for anything that happens can reach 

deeper than events and their structures and qualities.n2 

Furthermore, man is in no distinct favor vri th this process 

other than that he is its most complex structure and hence its highest 

order. 'i'fieman states : 

11The process moves on ·whether vre like it or not and it vri.ll destroy 

. . . . . . 
1. '?fiema.n: The Issues of Life, p. 178. 
2. Wieman: The Source "'f Thi"iiian Good, p. 7. 
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us if we do not dedicate ourselves to it ever more completely ••• 
If men should fail to dedicate themselves to this progressive organ
ization and so be destroyed, the movement would be set back. It 
·would not cease, for other forms of life ·would remain a.11d presumably 
out of the remaining forms of life some other animal would develop 
capable of stepping to the forefront of the movement -rlhere man now 
stands.nl 

-God is that process which generates the greatest possible 

value. Man, a personality, is not its goal or end. "· •• personality 

seems to be a necessarJ incident in the actualization of highest values.rr2 

"---We cannot asslJ.me that man 1vas made in God 1 s image for God is not a 

personality. 

f!.!all has just recently, in terms of the world's age, begun to· 

be supra-anirnal. "Humanity is not yet grO','ffi up. The animals we call 

human are just beginning to try to live in tl1is nevr way.u3 

2. Characteristics of !Jan. 

The question, tri'J11at is man? 11 is already partially determined 

by affirming that his ancestors vrere a.n.:ilnals. 

a. Ma.11 is in His Infancy. 

He is not so far removed from the animal world as yet that he 

has dropped off all resemblance. As man species he is young. HThe life 

of man upon this planet is young. He has scarcely begun his career. He 

is not yet beyond his infancy. u4 And tlms, as yet an infant homo sapiens, 

he displays the expected characteristics. "This immaturity of the human 

species is sho-vm by its instability, its chaos and blundering. It is 

. . . . . . 
1. Wieman: 11What the "Jorld is to Me, a Ventures ~ Belief, p. 100. 
2. Wieman: The Issues of Life, p. 229. 
3. Thid.' p. J1i. 
l~. Thid.' p. 241. 
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shoTin by its rebelliousness. ul 

Thus, man's errors and frailties may be attributed to the 

fact that he is just recently trani.mal come human. u 

b. 1fan is a Personality. 

---Man is a grov'Jing process. His transition from animal to hu..1DBJ1 

may be given in one statement: 11 It is from the urge to the art of life, n 

and is yet far from completion. 

The distinctive feature of the humru1 species is that it can 

communicate w:i.. th signs and S'ji!lbols. Animals to a va...vying degree can 

interact only. The story of the development of personality is the story 

of the development of communication. "Personality is that which com- -

mu...rlicates and hence which shares experience.n2 

Certain physiological characteristics of man provide favorable 

conditions for the gro;'/"th of personality, such as the large brain and 

complex nervous system, the formation of the mouth and tongue, t..he hand 

and opposed thumb allovr.i.ns dexterity required for tool making. Perhaps 

the most important contributing feature of man is the prolonged helpless-

ness of the infa.'1t, thus compelling its parents to live together for a 

long_ period of tine in intimate and complicated association. 

"· •• the prolonged helplessness of the human infant, 1v:i.th the re
quired organization and reorganization of adult cooperation, might 
-well have been the chief factor in causing int.eraction between htunan 
organism and environment to pass over into the form of symbolic 
representation, or communication~ thus producing personality, spi~_tu
ality, and all human greatness. 11-' 

Cornnunication is that which transforms a mere animal into a personality • 

. . . . ... 
l. Ibid., p. 16. 2. Ibid., p. 209. 3. Ibid., p. 216. 
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Personality is one component i..11 the structure of value which 

constitutes greatest value. .An individual personality has no value in 

itself, for vr.Lthout other personalities it would degenerate into being 

an animal. Therefore its greatest value is that it can be in interaction 

vdth other personalities, vdth physical conditions ru1d meanings vihere it 

is a necessary part of the whole i..11 position for great progress. 

This labored presentation on personality and communication has 

been given to emphasize that Professor Wieman attributes the present 

11dignityH of man to physiological characteristics in vmich communication 

is the instrument of the creative event. If this creative event works 

at sub-human levels of life, then the result of creativity has been to 

a large e:t..'tent physical and social. Jda.n 1 s morality becomes incidental 

in his path to new possibilities. 

c. Man is a Religious Organism. 

Man, in order to groTr, must find something greater tl1.an per-

sonality to serve; and as a personality he is able to give devotion to 

values. In the ·words of Wieman: 

"The greatness of personality lies in the fact that it can serve that 
order of existence and possibility in vrhich are found the greatest 
values that can ever be achieved. nl 

"If a man is intelligent and correctly informed, there is nothing p,r<, 
that can arouse in him such passionate searching as the endeavor t , , 

to find and fit his personality into this order in the process of 
the world ·which leads to the greatest values. This searching and 
finding is religion.n2 

Thus, man's essential nature 11consists in seeking, adoring, and serving 

. . . . . . 
1. Ibid., p. 227. 
2. Ibid., p. 281. 
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whatever has greatest value.nl 

Dr. Wieman has vrell discovered by his empirical process that 

man is innately religious. 

d. I:.1an is Capable of Great Progress • 

.As personality able to communicate in a complex fashion, and 

a·ware of a process which vrorks for intrinsic values, man is iil. a posi-

tion that could lead to great progress. He 

u. • • now sta."1.ds at the fighting frontier of the progressive organ
ization of the "'.Torld, so far as our lmowledge reaches. Just now is 
his splendid hour. He ):l..a.s the opportunity to give himself over 
11"holly to the life-making, value-magP..ifying movement of the uni
verse.u2 

3. Man's Dilemma. 

Han, as the highest organism developed by creativity, finds 

himself in a crucial dilerruna.. As a communicative being his comrru.nal 

relations have expanded. Science and technology have transformed the 

state of human existence St'"ri.ftly. Many created values hay-e flooded in 

upon man. Unless they are properly related to him and he to them the"~J 

vvill be his doom. For they are only created values and carmot be ob-

jects of devotion. 

Anything that opposes the creative event is evil. .Evil could 

do great damage to creativity, for creativity could be forced dov~n to 

lower and lower levels. Human existence could be wiped out. Ho-wever, 

the creative event could not be vdped out. It c&"1. be opposed by the 

destruction of that vrhich it creates and by any limitations of its 

. . . . . . 
1. Wieman: Essay in Is There a God?, p. 82. 
2. Wieman: "What the~orld is-to Me, 11 Ventures in Belief, p. 101. 
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creative activity. 

(1) General Description of Evil. 

Evil is absolute. Arry ·who deny the absoluteness of evil_, such 

as the neo-orthodox, do not lmow the reality of evil. "Evil is not 

truly evil if it is predetermined to be overru.led or if it is bounded 

above_, below, before, and after by an eternity of perfect gooct.n1 Evil 

is absolute in four senses: (a) It is evil everyrmere and under all 

circlLrnstances. (b) It is unqualified evil, that is, evil from eve~J 

standpoint. (c) Evil is ultimate. There is no source of good that 

permits it. (Ei) Evil is unconfined. It is not limited by a power so 

mighty that evil vr.i.ll never cross certain limits. But evil is not 

almighty. It -vlill never oppose good completely. Thus Wieman is dua,~:-

~-in respect to good and evil, for they are orders ·which necessarily 

exist together. 

The devil_, who is ascribed to be the author of evil, is not a 

personality as tradition has painted it. The devil is the finest created 

good that can be achieved vmen that good refuses to hold itself subject 

to creativity. ·~ 

There are tw·o general kinds of evil: that ·which is rooted in 

the nature of things, and that originating in human life. 

(2) Natural Evil. 

A cl1aracteristic of natural evil is inertia. Professor 

Wieman defines inertia as llinsensitivity and resistance to creativity.n2 

It is caused by three conditions: (a) Lack of vital energy. This ~<-

. . . . . . 
1. Wieman: The Source of H:-t:u:nan Good_, p. 88. 
2. Ibid.' p. 10.,. 
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haustion produces much irritation, anger, and violence. (b) Running 

dmm of energy. UAnything is eviluhich drains the precious and limjted 

supply of energy for life.a1 Pleasure and triviality may be the con-

tributors of t11i.s ldnd of evil. (c) Cancelling out of conflicting ener-

gies. This is true in the cosmos and in man. That is, one energy op-

poses another so that both are dissipated in their opposition. 

( 3) Human Evil. 

It is hard to determine 1'fnere natural evil ends and human 

J 

responsibility for evil begins. fProfessor Wieman defines sin as 11any 

resistance to creativity for which man is responsible." :Man's basic 

sin is his rebellion against God whether it be conscious or unconscious. 

This rebellion is caused by pride and prosperity when man prefers to 

accumulate created goods rather than submit to the creative event. Or 

sin might be man's desperate rebellion against God in seeking created 

goods rather than trusting the creative event for his necessities of 

life. A third type of sin is not specifically rebellion but indifference 

\'Jhen man does not provide the conditions that are favorable for the free 

work of creativity. 

Most sin, according to Dr. Tifieman, is unconscious and unin

tended. ~~s is not because man does not sin, but because he is not 

aTmre of it. This itself is sin, for rwJ~ cannot be delivered of sin 

1111til he is conscious of it.~ Sin is fading from the minds of men today. 

The cultural standards of morality no longer serve adequately to give a 

sense of sin. For man has gro-wn from weakness to potrer through science 

. . . . . ,. . 
1. Ibid.' p. 107. 
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and technology and the mores have been inadequate. To lmoyr sin one 

rtmst know reality. But custOJJ. and tradition have seemed to hide reality. 

The creative event is reality and its created goods and its symbols have 

hidden it from men. 

A sense of guilt is one of the most common characteristics of 

the personality. 1fu.ch guilt is false because it is determined by the 

mores of society, but a real sense of guilt is wholesome and vital be-

cause it comes from an aTiakened sense oi' values. 11The sense of guilt is 

altogether vrholesome and noble when it arises from the depth and breadth 

of a man 1 s appreciation of values. nl Thus, sense of guilt is that 

~ knoyrledge of -rJhat ought to be. There are few today vlho have a true sense 

of guilt. VJe are premature hurnans--a.nima.ls grOTID. up. But our civiliza~ 

tion has not Tiai ted for us to grow up and has now advanced beyond our 

ideals to handle it. 11 • • • we stand confused, vdth m.ore po·wer at our 

command to achieve possibilities of value than arry people ever had, but 

T-rithout a guiding vision of the possibilities we should strive to bring 

into existence.n2 

Professor '!iieman states that ·w-e are now passing over one of 

the great divides of history. Other civilizations have come up, but they 

have gone back tottering. 

ll'£he maases of men keep coming on; they have already reached the 
entrance of that narrow defile vrhere death and life await them. 
Never before in all his long pilgr:i.m.age has man so fatefully met 
these two companions. After that meetL~g, either death or life 
will be master of men.n3 

1. ~Tieman: 
2. Wieman: 
3. ·wieman: 

. . . . . . 
Normative Psychology of Heligion, p. 1_55. 
The Issues of Life, p-;-2h7. 
The Source of Hi.iiiian Good, p. 53. 
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This is the hurnan predicament. i\:ia.n is largely not the cause 

of it for he is recently animal become man, and his civilization has 

outgrm-m his religion. Man may not·be the cause of it, but he can be 

the generator of it and. the determiner of its solution. 

h. 11an 1 s Salvation. 

Wiema..'Yl has defined God as a process which creates created 

good and interrelates this created good, enriching it w:i.th past experi-

ence, present activity, ru1d future possibilities. He is a creative 

process ·within the realm of nature and can be perceived. It is to this 

God that Wieman exhorts us to submit ourselves. I;fan cannot sa.ve him-

self. It is only by giving himself over completely to that creative 

process that he can be liberated from his almo::t sub-human nature. 

'>' It is difficult to lmow exactly Trhat Wieman vmuld have man 

col11TI1it hi1·nself to. To be consistent vdth his naturalism, the object 

of submission is a 9.~§_{tj:,l:y3L princip.l~ in the universe. Others vrould 

call this vitality. In line vdth ]:l_is epistemology, the object of our 
----··-··· 

commitment may be determined by scientific observation and analysis. 

·The activities of the object of our devotion--God, if lmovm vrell enough, 

ma-.r thus be accurately predicted. Wieman insists upon the prilJJ.a.cy of 

the ex>_t)er:i..mental method in enabling man to worship God. He states: 

11 ••• if observation is understood to include all that we can dis
cover by a.r...alyzing the component parts of a.ny perceptual event, then 
this creative pow·er can be observed. That is to say, it can be dis- ·t':c:· 

covered by intellectual analysis of observed events, and all intel
ligent observation is precisely that.u1 

. . . . . . 
1. Wieman: llrJeo-OrthodoJcy and Contemporary Religious Reaction, 11 essay 

in Religious Liberals Reply, Beacon Press, Editors, p. 11. 
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He also asserts that :r.1an needs non-cog:nitive myths in enab-

ling him to 1rorship God. These Christian myths are symbols tr.at have 

profound meaning. 'But these myths must guide us to sometll..ing that can 

be validated by rational and scientific inqui~J. Ultimately then myths 

fulfill their function and are replaced by know·ledge. One of the out-

standing myths is the liviJ.?g__,Qhris:t. The living Christ is the grovrth 

of meaning in each concrete situation. 

rtit is g:rowth of connections of value which fill the world 7r.i. th 
depth and height of meaning • • • It is not the work of man. It 
is not the achievement of conscious purpose. It is the grace of 
God in Christ Jesus, found of Paul 'iiith a shout that rings dmm 
the centuries. nl 

This J:l\}rth ca...'l novr be 1.mderstood by the aid of rational j.nvestiga.tion. 

In addition to knovrledge as a saving grace is fa.i th. Knovrl-

edge is impotent without faith. Faith is not to be understood as a. 

means of lmO',vledge vrhen rational 1morrledge is inadequate. Faith is not 

belief; it is an act-an act of submission to God. But man does not 

need to vmit until he lmovrs all about God before he submits himself to 

God. The fact is, man kn01rrs very little about God. Y:Jhat man does know 

is the richness of experience that God has created by bringing into 

harmony people and events. This can be seen. Thus man can, Tlith con-

fidence, yield himself to that force vh.ich creates. Hot to do so is 

sin. To do so is salvation. 

The problem that religion undertakes, then, according to 

Wieman, is "· •• first, to find that behavior of the universe, and, 

second, to make that b.ul'.1an adaptation to it, Tlhich 7Till yield the maxi-

. . . . . . 
1. Wieman: 11Some Blind Spots Removed," essay in Contemporary Religious 

Thought, Thomas s. Kepler, Editor, p. 198. 
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nru.m good. nl 

Tihen man becomes aYmre and a•·mkel."l..ed to all the boundless pos-

sibilities in life, that is religious experience. IIReligion of this 

original sort is man 1s groping into the unexplored possibilities of all 

being in order to vri...11. ultimate salvation and escape ultimate destruc

tion.n2 

~There are certain means of finding and submitting oneself to 

God. One -..my is by prayer, for prayer is the process of getting into 

an attitude of submission to the creative event. Another 1vay is by con-

fession of sin. This is vital to religious health. Only by repudiation 

of any disloyalty to God can there be transforw~tion. Confession is an 

act of loyalty itself. It is the aclmo1'rledging of a:n:y disloyalty to 

the sovereign Tiill of God. Confession also keeps one sensitive a..11d 

discriminating of the demands of God. Confession of sin enables one to 

yield himself to these demands. ~ 
r 

The results of these means are forgiveness and conversion. 

Forgiveness of sin is God reaching out to take the individual and 1:veave 

his activities into a gr01:r.ing system of meaning and value. God 1s for-

giveness is renewed growth of meaning and value in the life of the indi-

vidual after he has been disloyal. Conversion is that change of per-

sonality by wbi ch the indi-vidual is received into the life of God. HAll 

genuine conversion • • • is a transformation that results from prior 

grm-rth and issues in further grovrth. n3 

. . . . . . 
1. Wieman: 11The Nature of Religion, 11 essay in Contemporary Religious 

Thought, p. 23. 
2. Thid.' p. 2.5. 
3. Wieman: Normative Psychology- ~ Religion, p. 160. 
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11The redemptive process is progressive deliverance from 

bondage to limited objectives, inner conflict, and stagnated spirit. n1 

Professor Wieman defines redemption as an ai'mkening of th..e personality 

to the physical and social order by submission to the process of 

creativity. 

5. SUmmary. 

This then is man: sprung from animal and still unable to 

shake off his ancestral heritage, he has awakened to consciousness in 

being able to communicate Tr.i. th other organisms. He is a religious 

creature as he is responsive to values. Thus his horizon has expanded 

and he is capable of great progress. Hovrever, his religious qualities 

have not progressed commensurate Tiith his technological qualities. He 

has 1nany goods, but not enough good. Thus he is capable of great evil. 

His only hope of salvation is to submit hi..rnself to the supra-human 

creative process which has created him and his goods. Through the 

redemptive process of this creativity he may be regenerated and made 

sensitive a..TJ.d responsive to his surroundings. Thus he will become the 

member of a great unity which sustains him and v.hich he sustains. 

It may be that man -.-r.Lll llmount the golden stair • • • and 

enter into a secret place of the most high v1here · 11orlds are made and 

uP.made and the utmost splendor of the universe is created. 11 2 

. . . . . . 
1. ~Tieman: Normative Psychology of Religion, p. 170. 
2. Wieman: "YJhat the 'Jorld is to hle, 11 Ventures in Belief, p. 101. 
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D: Summary and Conclusion 

Dr. Wieman has not disappointed us in forging ahead with new 

thought. That he has related naturalism and religion is itself an achiev

ment~ His completely empirical approach makes it difficult to comprehend 

his exact definition of God. God can be lmown only in events and their re

lationships~ He is the creative force which promotes the greatest good by 

relating and harmonizing events so that they enhance one another. 

Nan is a creation of God in that energy has been developed 

into matter, to life, and then to personality by this creative force. As 

yet man l1as not progressed far enough beyond the animal stage, but he has 

progressed far enough to be conscious of the existence of and the need for 

submission to God. This causes a dilemma, for man has progressed enough to 

indulge in created things in such a way as to inhibit creativity, and yet 

he has not advanced sufficiently to curb such indulgence. In short, tech

nology has developed much faster tl1an man's ability to adjust to it. This 

is man's sin. This, however, is only a part of the evil in the world to

day. Anything that opposes creativity is evil. Therefore, fatigue, inertia, 

conflicting energies, ignorance; all 'Of these are evil. 

The salvation of the ·world and of man rests upon man's res-

ponse to God, for man is the highest developed organism. This salvation 

consists of complete submission to God. T:h...is connnitment is aided by scien

tific knowledge which enables man to lmow truth, and by nzy-ths which give 

meaning beyond man's rational comprehension when validated by rational methods~ 

It is to this God that man must dedicate himself i.f this civilization is to 

progress to ne¥7 horizons of meaning and richness of experience. The future 

holds either a salvation beyond man's conception, or a destruction Ymich 

might reduce personality to animal nature or less. 
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CHAPTE..'t II 

THE DOCTRIBE OF TEAIT ACCORDING TO HETI'JHOLi) NIEBUHR 

A. Introduction 

rrnereas Dr. ·:.Tieman has attempted to mediate a posi·tion among 

aL-nost all religions except traditional Christiard ty, Dr. Niebuhr uses 

all o.ther philosophies as illustrations that the Christian tradition 

is essentially and necessarily true. His analysis of man is both pro-

found and careful. 

His views presented here are taken entirely from his ·Gifford 

Lectures, nm7 in two volumes entitled The Nature ~ Destiny .£f Fan. 

This is not a partial vieT.;, ho·wever, for these two volumes are a com-

plete statement of his doctrine of man. Dr. Thelen, in her review of 

Niebuhr's antbropology, states: 11 In the two volumes of The Nature and 

Destiny of ~ • • • Reinhold Niebu.ln' 1 s realistic theology finds mature 

and comprehensive expression. 111 The significance of these Lectures is 

indicated also by Carl F. Henry 1 s tribute: 

11The most important work in the field of theological and philoso
phical anthro-pology for a generation is Reinhold Uiebu.,.ln- 1 s The 
Nature ~ Destiny of ~ • • • Tihich has become t~e rallying point 
of a restatement of the doctrine of original sin.n 

This presentation will necessarily follow Dr. Niebuhr's de-

. . . . . . 
1. Mary Frances Thelen: Man As Sinner, p. 86. 
2. Carl F. Henr<J: The Pr'Otes~'1t Dilenuna, p. 13). 
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velopmen-G, for each consideration is understood properly only in the 

light of vJhat precedes. To rearrange more systematically would distort 

the exact meaning of his vie11rs. Before presenting his formal doctrine 

of man, his presupposi t:Lons of the inadequacy of other vievrs and the 

principle of interpretation of his own view will be presented. The 

formal presentation of his doctrine of man Trill proceed as follovrs: 

(1) I.Ian's Essential Nature, (2) I:la..'1. 1 s Sinful Nature, (3) }.ian's Regen-

erate Nature. 

B. The Presuppositions which Determine 
Niebuhr 1 s Doctrine of Man 

1. Inadequate Viev.rs of Tl!ian's Nature in Respect to Basic Problems. 

Dr. Niebuhr presents two facts of man. The first is that man 

is a child of nature, 11 compelled by its necessities, driven by its i;·n

pulses, and confined within the brevity of years ••• 111 The second is 

that man is a spirit "';~ho stands outside of nature, life, himself, his 

reason, and the oorld. That is, man has not only a consciousness, but 

a self-consciousness v•hich qualifies him for self-transcendence. These 

tvro facts are indicated by the different philosophies vrl1ich either em-

phasize man's rational capacities and his capacity for self-transcend-

ence and forget his relation to nature, or define man in terms of the 

natural order and obscure the uniqueness of man. 

It is difficult to do justice to both qualities, without a 

proper principle of interpretation. Dr. Niebuhr accuses modern thiruc-

ing of inability to do such justice and consequently of havi_ng an in-

• • • • 

1. Reinhold Niebuhr: The Nature and Destiny of ~' Vol. I, p. 3. 
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accurate and confused view of mEL~. He states: 

IIThough man has always been a problem to himself, :raodern man 
has aggravated that problem by his too simple and premature solu
tions. IS:odern man, whether idealistic or naturalistic, whether 
rationalistic or romantic, is characterized by his simple certain
ties about hllnself •••• modern culture ••• is to be credited 
vrith the greatest advances in the understanding of nature and 1'dth 
the greatest confusion in the understanding of man. nl 

Dr. Uiebuhr traces all modern concepts from two distinctive 

vie1vs of man. One source he calls "classical antiquity. 11 By that he 

refers to the views of the Graeco-Roman w·orld. From this source came 

both Idealism and Naturalism vri th all the adm:L."'Ctures of both. The 

other source is the Biblical vievv. 

Platonic, Aristotelian, and Stoic thought was that man was to 

be understood primarily from the standpoint of his abilities to think 

and reason. Plato and Aristotle held a. co~~on rationalism and onalism. 

In their ratiOP4lism they practically identified man's reason with the 

divine, for reason j.s identical -;:ith God. To them individuality is not 

significant, for it depends only on the particularity of the body. 

Thus ·t.hey vrere both dualistic and identified the body with evil, assum-

ing the essential goodness of mind or spirit. Stoicism vm.s pantheistic, 

but agreed with Plato and Aristotle in its completely negative attit'J.de 

toward the passions and the whole impulsive life of man and thus set 

reason in contrast to the body. 

In contrast, Democri tus and Epicurus interpreted man as a part 

of nature and reduced rna.n to mechanical necessity. 

The great emphasis upon man's reason should have incited opti-

mism, but the Classica.ls 1rere pessimistic. They thought of the body as 

. . . . . . 
1. Jhid.' pp. h, 5. 
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a tomb. llistor-J, a series of cycles, 1vas meaningless. Seneca said, 

11Forgive the Trorld: they are all fools, ul and .;:\ristotle confessed that 

11not to be born is the best thing, and death is better than life.u 2 

It is from t].-l..is background that the traditional vievvs came. 

Dr. Niebuhr compares the traditional vie>~rs--Idealism, 

Naturalism, and Roma..11ticism-- in respect to three great problems of 

man 1s nature: man 1s creativity, man 1 s individuality, and man 1s sin. 

a. J.!fan' s Creativity. 

Vi tali ty and form are the two aspects of creation. Vi tali ty 

is the 1till or driving force to survive. Form is the species, or the 

identif.ying particulari~J. The human species is different from other 

creation in that man can parl:,icipate in creation. There is then an 

element of creativity in man. Creativity -i11volves both vitality a....nd 

forms. Thus in addition to these tTro basic aspects of creation there 

are: (l) the freedom of spirit to transcend natural forms, within 

limits, and to direct and redirect vi tali ties, and ( 2) the ability of 

spirit to create a ne-vr reaLm of unity and order. 

(l) Rationalistic Idealism. 

Idealists identify spirit too simply Tdth reason, and reason 

too simply with God. Reason is defined either as the source of vitality 

and form or as that which changes the vitality of nature into genuine 

creativity. Since man is creative, the obvious conclusion is to identify 

his creative capacity 1-rith reason. 

l. Ibid., p. 10. 
2. Ibid.' p. 9. 

. . . 
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(2) Romantic Naturalism. 

Romanticism is a protest against those who glorify reason. 

Those vmo classify themselves in this category- stress that natural 

vitality is the source of human creativity. However, they fail to recog-

nize the degree to which the freedom of man's spirit has entered in. 

Nietzche asserted the w.L11 to parer (vitality) against reason. 

He justified trinstinctn against all disciplines of life. Others, of 

vlhom Harx Yras most outstanding, stated that reason is dishonest in its 

pretended masteiJr over the vi tal impulses of physical life. Niebuhr 

credits l{arx Yvi.th a real insight into man's nature, for Marx asserted 

that men seek to do good, but define it in terms of their o-wn interest. 

He recognized the paradox in humanity that man in follovr.i.t''1g his o-vm 

interest seelcs to protect it Tiith a screen of general interest and uni-

versal values. But Harx loses the vieyr when he proposes the cure, for 

he attributes the dishonesty to the society of classes and thus proposes 

a reorganization of society. Freud also recognized the dishonesty of 

reason, but interpreted it in terms of sex, 11hereas Marx interpreted it 

in terms of economics. . 
Another protest against reason is that it is not the organi.z-

ing and forming principle of human life. Thus, unities and forms of 

nature are emphasized over against the disintegrating and divisive 

tendencies of reason. Bergson is the modern representative of this line 

of thought. According to hllrr, primitive religion is a precaution against 

self-thinking which he identifies 1-rlth the pm-rer of intelligence. How-

ever, he realizes that even primitive religion can become too narrow, 

because it becomes static and man's ~nperial tendencies enter in. Thus, 

Bergson seeks to escape this danger by mysticism. Here, then, according 
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to Bergson, is the problem of man. He is involved in the paracla.."'C of 

creativity and destructiveness, arising from his ability 

11 ••• (a) to affirm and to break the unities and forms of natural 
cohesion; (b) to affirm them excessively so that they became forces 
of anarchy; (c) to create higher rational unities and realms of 
coherence but to corrupt these in turn by insinuating partial and 
narrow loyalties into them. nl 

Thus he ascribes to man the ability to create structures of unity and 

then to use these structures as forces for self-rule. Man can create 

greater structures of reason and relationships, but again man corrupts 

these by considering them as ends for self rather than means for others. 

All of these naturalistic views err in interpreting the vitali~ 

of man. They ascribe to the realm of biological and organic that v\hlch 

is clearly a compound of nature and spirit. As idealism tends to de-

preciate biological impulse, naturalism tends to appreciate it as pure 

form 1T.i..thout recognizing that l'D.h!"1.a.l1 nature knmrs no animal impulse in 

its pl.J.re form. In man there is a freedom in th..e natural impulse yffiich 

animals do not lmow. Pride of self and contempt of others enter in. 

In Marxian philosophy the role of consciousness is depreciated. 

Dr. Niebuhr says of it: "Matter is not a product of mind, but mind is 

itself the highest product of matter. 112 Consciousness is merely the 

reflection of the balance of interest in 1vhich a man stands. Thus 

I~xianism does not conceive of the real freedom and transcendence of 

the human spirit. It is unable to understand the real character of hu."'lla11 

evil. It does not understand man's 11·will to poY.'Br 11 and therefore con-

structs a society 1';hich vdll satisfY the physical needs of all men as the 

. . . . . . 
1. Ibid., p. 38. 2. Ibid.' p. 47. 
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ansvrer to man's dilem.c''lla. 

Thus it is not possible to understand the paradox of human 

creativity and destructiveness by rationalism or rolli8l1ticism. 

Therefore, according to Dr. Niebuhr, modern culture is forced 

to choose betYreen four untenable vieTIJ)oints: 

u (a) It exalts destructive fur-.f because it is vital, as in fascism 
Daetzchi); or (b) it imagines a harmony of vital forces in history 
-v1hich the facts belie, as in liberalism; or (c) it admits the :_
dishonest pretensions of ration:1.l discipline and the reality of hu
man destructiveness provisionally but hopes for a complete change 
••• through a revolutionary reorganization of society, as in 
IJa.r-.rlsm; or (d) it despairs of arry basic solution for the problem 
of vitality and discipline and contents itself ·with pall.i.atives, 
as in Freudia,."1ism. rrl 

b. 1.1la...11 1 s Individuality. 

Individuality is a product of both nature and spirit. Nature 

gives the particularity of the body, but individuality is more than 

that. :t:ru1 is different than animal in that he has real and UJ."1ique indi-

viduality not only by the particularity of nature, but by the freedom of 

the spirit. That is, man 1 s center is beyond himself. "man is the only 

animal vrhich can make its~lf its own object. 112 Thus man is able to 

transcend not only nature, but also himself. This enables man to be 

capable of endless variations, so that no individuals are alike. 

11 • • • hu..rna.n spirituality is sharply distinguished from an:L'11al existence 

by the measure of human freedom and the consequent degree of discrete 

and unique individuality in man. n3 

(1) Idealism. 

Idealism tends to identify consciousness 1vith mind and to 

. . . . . . 
1. Ibid.' p • .53. 2. Ibid.' p. 55. 3. Ibid., p. 56. 
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equate the highest reaches of conscious mind with a divine or absolute 

mind. They recognize that the self transcends nature and self. Ho1'r

ever, self is identified 1vith universal spirit. Hence, selfhood ceases 

to be true individuality and becomes merely one part of universal mind. 

u Idealism conceives the self primarily as reason an.d reason primarily 

as God.ttl 

Sin is classified as the i.l'lertia of llani.m.al nature. rr Ideal

ism fails to recognize finiteness as part of human spirituality. 

(2) Naturalism. 

Naturalism reduces the whole quality of spirit in man to a 

11 stream of consciousness, 11 or to mere mecba..-·1ical proportions. rrNatural

ism loses the individual because it does not vieYr life in sufficient 

depth to comprehend the self-transcendent human spirit.rr2 

(3) Romanticism. 

A modern attempt to escape from the universality of reason 

and from natural causation is Romanticism. This school of thought re

fers to man 1 s characteristics as feeling, :imagination, and rr.i.ll. The 

non-rational forces in human personality are emphasized, and indrv-idual

:ity is related directly to God. That is, man has an :immediate relation 

to God. This, then, absolves the distinction between creature and 

creator. T'.o.is is self-deification. This vrould seem to be highly 

individualistic, but man cannot bear to think of himself as the center 

of meaning. Ultimately he must seek support from something greater and 

more inclusive than himself. Consequently, this pure inctiv:idualism is 

. . . . . . 
1. Ibid.' p. 76. 2. Ibid.' p. 81. 
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enlarged into a state or nation. 11 In romantic naturalism the individu

ality of the person is quiclr-ly subordinated to the unique and self

justifYing individuality of the social collective.n1 

This deification of self or state leads to complete relativ

ism in morals, in,religion, and in politics. As Sclllier.macher said, 

"If you want to grasp the idea of religion as a factor in the infinite 

and progressive development of the World Spirit then you must give up 

the vain and empty desire for one religion.n2 Niebuhr adds, IIThis JJi.eans 

that the only meanin.g of life is that there should be a variety of 

meaning.n3 

Thus, Romanticism, in correcting Idealism and Haturalism, 

does recognize the good of creation, but does not recognize the true 

nature of creation: that it is ruled over by a Creator. Individuality 

then is lost in collectivism, as the very nature of man seeks for a 

greater reality outside himself. 

Thus today man faces the loss of individuality either by being 

absorbed by the universality of reason, or by being nrin:imized by natural 

causality, or by constructing a greater self based upon relativism of 

Romanticism. 

c. 1vla.n 1s Sin. 

The easy conscience of modern man is universal, says Dr. 

Niebuhr, because the essential goodness of man is assumed. The Christian 

view· of salvation is rejected and judged irrelevant because there is no 

need of it. I:fan "considers hi..'1l.self the victim of corrupting institu-

. . . . . . 
l. Ibid., p. 92. 2. Ibid., p. 86. 3. Ibid. 
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tions which he is about to destrqy or reconstruct, or of the confusions 

of ignorance vrhich an adequate education is about to overcome. 111 Even 

in today 1 s chaos man is able to arrive at a view of hililSelf Ylhich is 

obviously contrary to the facts of history. This is done by ascribing 

evil to an historical source. :Marx derived evil from a faulty economic 

organization. Others attribute evil to the complexity of civilization. 

I'Ja.n turns to so:me particular event in history or to some 

specific historical corruption to escape the responsibility of sin. 

Yet these explanations do not explain how evil has arisen in human 

history. At the same time they consider either nature or reason vir

tuous. 11Nature and reason are ••• the t-vro gods of modern man, and 

sometimes the tvro are one. u2 

Modern culture r s great achievement, the u..11derstanding of na

ture, is also the cause of misunderstanding human nature. Complete 

trust is given to the scientific method, empirical observation and 

mathematical calculation. Man interprets himself in terms of natural 

causality or unique rationality, but entirely overlooks man's essential 

nature: that man has a freedom of spirit which transcends both nature 

and reason. 

(1) Idealism. 

Idealists identi~ spirit and reason too easily and do not 

understand the relation between nature and reason. Consequently they 

overlook the fact that human freedom actua~ transcends that which is 

commonly known as rational. In addition they depreciate nature and con-

• • • • • • 

1. Ibid.' p. 9h. 2. Ibid.' p. 95. 
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sign it to evil. 

~rofessor 7Jhitehead, for instance, believes that the root of 

evil lies in upragmatic reason, n ~:Yhich he defines as that reason 1'l11ich 

is connected -vr.i.th :nature. Sin is the inertia of tl1is intelligence. 

To Spinoza the Fall signified that reason is unable to con

trol passions completely. According to Leibnitz nature and reason are 

in harmony -vd th each other, but not perfectly because of the friction 

caused by 11the inertia of matter. 11 

Idealists see the problem of human freedom more clearly than 

naturalists. They are aYmre of the paradox of man's involvement in and 

yet transcer'..dence over nature. Ho-rrever, they cmmot define sin as 

spiritual because they regard spirit as essentially good. 

(2) Naturalism. 

Naturalists recognize that reason is not harmless, but fail 

to see that freedom is the source of creativity as vrell as vice. They 

see the "natural-i'lill-to-live,n but fail to see the nspiritual-will-to

live. 11 They call men back to the simple harmony of nature. With keen 

insight Dr. Niebuhr states that they 11lead man back to the la-as of na

ture a11d its n~onj- but it is not e1qplained how he could ever l1ave de

parted from.them.n1 

Others, such as John Dewey, appeal to the scientific method in 

order to observe things disii'lterestedly. In th:i.s Tray, he propounds, 

self-interest vrlll be cured. He attributes evil, or anti-social conduct, 

to the 11cultural lag, 11 th2.t is, to the failure of social science to keep 

abreast of technology. New educational techniques are lus cure. Conse-

. . . . . . 
1. Ibid., p. 106. 
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quently, scientific-freed intelligence could unbiasedly attack insti-t:,u-

tional and traditional injustices and thus free irrGelligence more. 

This is the easy conscience of modern culture. It is based 

primarily upon moral optimis;·n. However, even the pessimists are of easy 

conscience, for they do not hold man responsible for the evils in hurnan 

nature. Modern culture has given many reasons for evil vihich contribute 

to this eas-J conscience. The conflicting vieYlS, hol'rever, testify that 

they are not adequate. Each has hold of a half-truth. trThey failed to 

understand the human spirit in H,s full dimension of freedom. ul 

11Neither naturalism nor idealism can understand that man is free enough 

to violate both the necessities of nature and the logical systems of 

reason.u2 

Dr. NiebuJ1r affirms Luther's view in stating: 11The final sin 

of man ••• is his unYr.i.llingness to concede that he is a sinner.n3 

2. The Adequate Principle of Interpretation. 

The failure of modern thought is 11 the lack of a principle of 

interpretation which can do justice to both the height of human self-

transcendence and the organic unity bet·\'Jeen the spirit of man and his 

physical life. u4 

Dr. NiebuJU' presents the CJU'istian view· of man, which he quali-

fies as the Biblical view, as the correct principle of interpretation 

11vmich neither reduces the stature of ma..n. to the level of nature, nor 

yet destroys it in an empty and lmdifferentiated eternity. rr5 

1. Ibid., p. 122. 
h. Ibid.' p. 123. 

. . . . . . 
2. Ibid.' p. 124. 
5. Ibid., P• 126. 

3. Ibid., p. 121. 
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The cm~istian viev: is based upon a religion of revelation in 

which God discloses H:iin.self. Niebu..'rlr states: 

11 From the stancipo:L'Ylt of an understanding of human nature, the sig
n-ificance of a religion of revelation lies in the fact that both 
the transcendence of God over and His intimate relation to the world 
are equally emphasized.nl 

That such a revelation is true is indicated by private revela-

tion. Private revelation is the test~~ony in the consciousness of every 

person that his life touches a reality beyond himself wl,; ch is deeper 

and higher than natu.re. Characteristics of this are the sense of de-

pendence and the sense of being lmmm, commanded, and judged from beyond 

ourselves. This consciousness, or conscience, is clarified by the Bibli-

cal faith as a relation betvreen God and ma..'Yl, .for it is a fact that man is 

judged and yet there is no sufficiently transcendent point in his own 

life from v1hich judgment can take place. 

Without tl1is revelation, the private revelation of conscience 

becom.es falsified and is e:t.."Plained as social approval of the judgment 

of one t s o-vm rrtest self • 11 The conclusion then is, 11 I am justified.n 

Revelation is o.ivided into two distinct categories, general and 

special. General revelations are creation, and the prophetic-historical. 

General revelation contributes three elements to human consciousness: 

(1) the sense of reverence for a majesty, (2) the sense of moral obliga

tion, and (3) the longing for forgiveness. TI1e doctrine of the God of 

creation confirms the fact that creation is not, evil .or new.ingless. 

Natural causation is rejected as being the rule of life. The errors of 

idealism are also overcome, for creation is created out of notl~g and 

. . . . . . 
l. Ibid. 
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is not a fonnation by mind of formless stuff. The doctrine of C~d as 

judge is revealed 1Ty prophetic and historical revelation. The prophets 

declared that catastrophes come because man was unwilli.l'lg. to aclmmrledge 

his creatureliness and dependence upon God and tried to establish a se-

curity to 1'1hich man has no right. 

11 The serious view -vvhich the Bible takes of this sin of man's re
bellion against God naturally leads to an interpretation of 11istor-s 
in Ymich judgment upon sin becomes the first category of interpre
tation.nl 

This view is justified y,,hen the faith in the God of the prophets is 

assumed.2 

SUch an interpretation needs one addition: that is, can and 

does the Divine overcome this tragic character of history and of man? 

The good nel'rs of the Gospel of Christ is that God ta..t::es the sinfulness 

of man into Himself, a....11d overcomes in His ovm heart what cannot be over-

come in human life. This is special revelation • 

"Christian faith regards the revelation in Christ as final 
because this ultimate problem is solved by the assurance that God 
takes man 1 s sin upon Fj.rnself and into I-lii·nself and that vd thout this 
divine initiative and this divine sacrifice there could be no re
conciliation and no easing of man's uneasy conscience. This reve
lation is final not only as a category of interpreting the total 
meaning of history but also as a solution for t .. lle problem of the 
uneasy conscience in each individual.n3 

Dr. Niebuhr asserts emphatically that Christ can be thought of 

properly only as a unity of two natures. He is the revelation of the 

characte1~ of God and the revelation of the true character of :n1an. And 

basical~ He is the revelation of God's atonement ~l'ld justification de-

1. Ibid., p. 140. 
2. Cf. Ibid., p. 141. 

that the principle 
3. Ibid., p. 143. 

. . . . . . 
Dr. Niebuhr develops tl1is affirmation by stating 

of interpreting history must be outside of history. 



-41-

claring to men that God 1 s final Tmrd is not one of judgment but of 

mercy. Dr. Niebuhr insists that this nis an absolutely essential pre

supposition for the understanding of human nature and human history.n1 

c. The Formal Presentation of Niebuhr 1 s Doctrine of !Jan 

After sho·wing that all other views but the Christian vieT'f of 

man are inadequate, and establishing his principle of interpretation, 

Dr. Niebuhr defines ma.."l 1 s essential nature, analyzes man as a sinner, 

and sets forth man's regenerate life in Christ. 

1. Man's Essential Nature. 

n ••• modern culture fails to resolve the problems of vital-

ity and form in human nature (creativity), of the meaning of individu-

ality, and of the origin of evil," says Dr. Thelen in commenting on 

Dr. Niebuhr's book. 2 The first two are understood in the light of the 

fact that :rnan is made in the image of God. That is, man is created as 

both finite and free, both body and spirit. Creativity is more than 

either reason or instinct, or P..ature. rffan stands 11in the juncture of 

nature and spirit.n3 Creativity involves both form and vitality. How--

ever, man is more than either reason and nature, for he not only trans-

cends nature, but he transcends himself. Therefore creativity is under-

stood neither on the basis of reason or of nature, but man is interpreted 

as a unity of~ in which human vitality, natural and spiritual, is set 

under the ordering ·will of God. 

1. Ibid., p. 148. 
2. 1'iary Frances Thelen: 
3. Niebub..r: op. cit., p. 

. . . . . . 
l!Jan As Sinner, p. 87. 
17.-



-42-

From this view it is obvious that neither the harm.orr.r of na

ture nor reason is adequate to control human life. In addition, neither 

matter nor reason is essentially evil, for they are part of man; man is 

C~d 1 s creation; and God's creation is good. 

In regards to individuality, man vie·wed as creature again is 

the only adequate view. Idealism equates man ·with absolute mind so that 

the individual is snallovred up in the universal. Naturalism reduces man 

to a natural ustream of consciousnessn where the uniqueness of the indi

vidual is insignificant. Romanticism, in attempting to correct these 

errors, deifies man by failing to distinguish between creature and 

Creator. Consequently man, in seeking something greater than himself, 

has deified a collective group--a nation or state. 

The adequate view is that individuality is a product of both 

nature and spirit. Nature contributes particularity and spirit con

tributes freedom. :Man is able to transcend himself Tfhich enables him to 

be capable of endless. variation. A...Tld man vr.ill never, even beyond 

history, lose his particularity nor his uniqueness. Here is real 

individuality! 

This then is Ban 1 s essential nature. As a creature of God, he 

is both body and :spirit. He is finite and free. I!Ian is involved in the 

necessities of life and yet he ca.n look beyond the necessities and can 

to a certain extent control those necessities. This freed .. om, enabling 

man to •Jill, and to a certain degree dete~ine his destiny, is the ve~J 

situation which precipitates sin. It is from tl1is essential nature of 

man that Dr. Niebuhr also declares that the origin and nature of evil 

is adequately treated. 
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2. I.ian 1 s Sinful Nature. 

"The uniqueness of the Biblical approach to the huma.11 problem, II 

vrr-ites D".c. Niebuhr, :rlies in its subordination of the problem of finite

ness to the problem of sin. nl It is to the problem of sin that he 

directs the major part of his book. 

a. The Occasion of Sin. 

Han's essential nature is the occasion for man 1 s sin. Han, 

bound to nature and of free spirit, seeks to escape the necessities of 

nature. Or, avrare of limitless possibilities because of his freedom, 

he vrithdraws from that freedom by reverting to the harmonies of nature. 

The parado:c of man Is nature is the occasion of anxiety Tihich precipi

tates sin. trJn short, man, being both free and bound, both lirn.itea and 

limitless, is an::dous. Anxiety is the inevitable concomitant of the 

paradox of freedom and finiteness in which man is involved.tr2 

Man 1 s very nature, finiteness and freedom, though not being 

evil (for it is God 1 s creation), is the situation leading to sin, for it 

causes anxiety. Anxiety is not sin either, but is the forerunner of sin. 

It is not sin, for faith could overcome the tendency of self-seeking. 

Also it is not sin because it is the basis of all creativity, for rffian is 

anxious not only about his ljmitedness, but also about his limitlessness. 

He does not l:now his possibilities 1 and therefore cannot regard anything 

as perfectly done. Consequently, man cannot rest contented upon any of 

his achievements. 11Man may, in the same moment, be ar>.xious because he 

has not become what he ought to be; and also an.tious lest he cease to be 

. . . . 
l. Ibid., p. 178. 2. Ibid., p. 182. 
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a11.u1 Thus, anxiety may lead to creativity or destruction. 

!San's essential nature, then, is the occasion of :man 1 s s:in. 

b. The Nature of Sin. 

The paradox of man's nature, his finiteness and freedom, is 

the ba5is of man's sin and of his achievements. This fact sets the stage 

for further examination and definition of man's sin. The anxiety caused 

by this parado:<:: results. in lack of trust in God. Man in attempting to 

appease his anxiety makes himself the center of his loyalty. Thus, man 1 s 

basic sin is unbelief. He refuses to trust God implicitly to resolve 

the tension of finiteness and freedom. This sin is of tr.o tJ~es gener-

ally. Man may attempt to deny his nature, that is, pride, or he may try 

to escape from his freedom, ·which is sensuality. 

(1) The Sin of Pride. 

11 . . • pride is more basic t..'lJ.an sensuality and • . . the 

latter is, in some -.,vay, derived from the former, 11 declares Dr. Niebuhr. 2 

In relating this basic sin to the observable behaviour of men, he 

analyzes pride according to four distinctions: the pride of povrer, of 

lmowledge, of virtue, and of spirit. 

(a) On the surface, pride of povrer is of two types. The first 

type is prompted by a sense of security, by those w.ao have much porer and 

assume that they ·will al1vays be that way. The second type is prompted 

by a sense of insecurity, by those v1ho seek porrer to guarantee their 

. . . . . . 
l. Ibid., p. 184. 
2. Ibid., p. 186. Note: Niebuhr quotes Augustine, Pascal, Aquinas, 

luther, Calvin to illustrate that this conforms with the traditio:r..al 
ciu~istian view. 
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security, even at the e.."qJense of others. Greed is a characteristic of 

this second type. Eodern technology has encouraged this lust, for it 

has seemed to conquer nature, thus enabling man to conquer that which 

seems to ult:i..mately conquer him in death. Hm-rever, Dr. Niebuhr con-

siders the sense of insecurity the cause of all pride of pm~r. Even 

those Yrho are establ:l.shed in povrer i..TJ.crease the danger and fear of fall-

ing for they either incite o~hers to oppose them, or fear that no one 

will be able to perpetuate their efforts. The uncertainties of society, 

of history, and of death all incite a reaction of pride of porrer. 

11Thus man seeks to make hiL11.self God because he is betrayed by both 
his greatness and his wealmess; and ther.e is no level of greatness 
and power in which the lash of fear is not at least one strand in 
the -i"vhip of ambition. ttl 

(b) "Intellectual pride is ••• the pride of reason Tihich 

forgets tl1at it is involved in a temporal process and liaagines itself 

in complete transcendence over history. If 2 This is illustrated by phi-

losophers i'IDO insist that their views are final, or -who like to think 

that their view is uniquely their mm thought. Or again, intellectual 

pride is obvious when one is unable to recognize limitations in himself 

that he sees in others. Whoever opposes that one's views is vehemently 

judged as incorrect. Intellectual pride then is caused by the tempta-

tions of man 1s freedom and man's finiteness. His freedom gives him 

great concern for finality of truth. His finiteness causes him to assert 

his truth against all competitors. 

(c) Moral pride, or pride of virtue, is akin to intellectual 

pride in that one feels that his position of righteousness is the final 

• • • 

1. Ibid., p. 194. 2. Ibid.' p. 195. 
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position a-TJ.d that all others should conform. The pyrimid of this pride 

is when man no longer has need of God. This sin is the worst and most 

destructive of all sin. HThe '.'ihole historJ'" of racial, natioP..al, reli-

gious, and other social st1~-~gles is a coa~enta1J on the objective 

wickedness and social miseries vr.nich result from self-righteousness. n1 

(d) The fruit of moral pride is spiritual pride. 11 The ulti-

mate sin is the religious sin of naking the self-deification implied in 

moral pride explicit.n2 This is manifest in those vr.ho claim that God 

has given them unique truth, and because of that, they are more righteou.s 

than others. 

All of this pride involves deception, priwzrily of self. In 

order to deceive oneself, one deceives others in order to corroborate the 

self-esteem ·which he is protecting. This deception is not done pri.:'"!larily 

by ignorance. The juncture of nature and spirit creates a general state 

of confusion, and that coP21lsion incites deception. Yet, in moments of 

despair, one 1 s deception and confusion are lifted and he sees himself as 

he really is. This very realization of truth about himself causes man 

to deceive others to help him deceive hinlSelf. 

"All efforts to impress our fellm"illlen, our vanity, our display of 
po;;rer or of goodness must, therefore, be regarded as rev-elations of 
the fact that sin increases the insecur:L ty of the self by veiling 
its vrealmes s with veils vmich may be torn aside. The self is afraid 
of being discov-ered in its nakedness behind these veils and of being 
recognized as the author of the veiling deceptions. Thus sin com
pounds the insecurity of nature viit.."h a fresh insecurity of spirit. n3 

(2) The Sin of Sensualit,y. 

11Wi thout Cj_'Uestion Biblical religion defines sin as primarily 

. . . . . . 
1. Ibid., p. 200. 2. Ibid. 3. Ibid.' p. 207. 
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pride and self-love • • However, because sensuali "bJ is more ap-

parent, it is usually condemned most harshly. 

Greek thought even as it entered Christianity attributed evil 

to animal passions, vrl th sex as the symbol of lust. Paul considered 

lust a consequence of and punisrunent for the more basic sin of pride and 

self-deification. Sensuality is a secondary consequence of man's rebel-

lion against God. Sensuality is both self-love expressed in terms of 

indulgence, and an attempt to escape from self by indulging in that which 

will place man's center outside of himself. 11 It [sensualit"iJ betrays an 

uneasy conscience • • Tnus it may be either a desire to eru1ance the 

ego or to escape from it. It is obvious that man's sex passion exceeds 

the requirement for procreation. The i~pulse is something different from 

animal impulses. It enters into the spirit of man. 11 ••• the instincts 

of sex are particularly effective tools for both the assertion of the 

self and the flight from the self.n3 

Finally, sex may become the means of escaping from the tensions 

of life. The important part sex plays in man 1s relationship to God is 

illustrated by the account of the Fall in Genesis. Sin vras primarily 

disobedience to God, but a consequence 1v.as man's consciousness of se~~-

ality. The Freudian thought that sex guilt is caused by repression over-

looks the cause of the repression. Of course, undue repression is harm-

ful and aggravates the sex problem. The real ansH~r is that sex itself 

is not sinful, but that man, losin~ his true center in God, falls into 

sensuality of which sex is the most obvious expression. 

. . . . . . 
1. Ibid., p. 228. 2. Ibid., p. 234. 3. Ibid.' p. 237. 
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u. • • sex reveals sensuality to be first another arid final form of 
self-love, secondly an effort to escape self-love by the deification 
of another and finally as an escape from the futilities of both 
forms of idolati"J by a plunge into unconsciousness.n 

Both pride and sensuality then are products of man's anxiety. 

Man falls into pride vmen he tries to raise his finite existence to in-

finite significa...11.ce. He falls into sensuality -r • .J.'len he tries to escape 

his freedom by losing himself in some natural vitality. 

c. The Inevitability and Responsibility of Sin. 

Dr. Niebu.hr accuses both the "moralist" and the 11litera.listll 

of obscuri..11.g the true is-sue of sin. He sums up all moralistic vie1•rs as 

Pelagian and arraigns them on the charge that they have minimized the 

rule of sin by attempting to solve the obvious paradox of inevitability 

and responsibility for sin. In attempting to place the responsibility 

for sin squarely upon man t s shoulders they have defined will as es-

sentia.lly free. The bias toward evil is not man's responsibility but 

is attributed to the :rinertia of P..a.ture." This imposed bias is not sin, 

for sin is the conscious defiance of God's Ydll. Original sb1 is described 

negatively by these men--that is, that a superhuman quality rm.s removed. 

Therefore, accordb1g to this vievr, actions not consciously perverse 

~rould not be condemned, and the responsibility of sin -rrould be removed 

from man. 

The literalistic error is classified as Augustinian. Their 

mistake, according to Dr. Niebuhr, is to j..nterpret original sin as an 

inherited taint--that man 1 s essential nature :bas actually been changed. 

The inevitability of sin is changed to an historical sin. 1\.dal;I is the 

. . . . . . 
1. roid., p. 239. 
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generic father of sinners and not only representative man. This vie-rr 

also tends to remove the responsibility of sin from :m.an. 

Dr. Niebuhr attempts to mediate the positions of the Pelagians 

and the Augustinians by redefining the occasion of sin and effect of sin 

upon a person's vvill. In so doing he defines sin as inevitable and yet 

as mm1 1s responsibility. He does recognize the seeming absurdity of the 

Christian vi~w of sin: "The whole crux of the doctrine of original sin 

lies in the seeming absurdity of the conception of free-vdll which 

underlies it. 111 He then states ~0he Christian vieYr, declaring that it is 

built upon the Pauline doctrine: 11 • • • the 1v:ill is free in the sense 

that man is responsible for his sin, and is not free in the sense that 

he can, of his O"Vm -vdll, d.o nothing but evil. n2 

Sin is neither a necessity of man's nature nor a caprice of 

his -vdll. It comes from a defect in ma..'1 1 s vdll, and as it is from 

man 1 s vrl.ll, and Yiill presupposes freedom, the defect cannot be blamed 

upon a defect in man's nature. 

This is Dr. Niebuhr 1 s dialectic. lh:an as spirit transcends the 

world and himself. This transcendence is the basis of his freedom. 

This transcendence is also the basis of his temptation, for in his free

dom he stands within the necessities of nature and can observe his de-

pendence upon it. Consequently, he is anxious. His reaction to his 

a.md.ety is to try to overcome his dependence upon nature, to ex.a.lt him

self rather tban to trust himself in subjection to the w.ill of Him who 

created him as a finite, spiritual creature. The self, does not have the 

. . . . . . 
1. Ibid., p. 243. 2. Ibid., p. 244. 
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faith to trust itself to God's vr.i..ll and attempts to overcome the 

anxiety by itself. :Man then L"lcreases his insecurity rather than 

curing it, for he points himself tO"ward a false center in life, thus 

defeating his very purpose. This false center is the mother of pride, 

of injustice, and of sensuality. The primal sin is lack of trust in 

God. This is the sin of :unbelief. It is obvious that this unbelief is 

neither from ignorance nor from necessity, but is caused by man's 

~freedom. 

Hm·rever, Dr. Niebuhr goes on to state, the Biblical vievr 

adds to this. The idea of inevitability is caused not only by the 

situation :in Tlhich man stands because of his essential nature. Evil 

enters tl1..is very situation prior to any human action. This is the Bibli

cal figure of the devil. Even Adam 1 s sin was not t):l..e first, for the 

devil first tried to overcome his omJ. finiteness by asserting himself. 

Thus Niebuhr concludes that :rthe situation of finiteness and freedom 

iVOUld not lead to sin if s:in were not already introduced into the situa

tion. nl This is the paradox of the inevitabilit";IJ and responsibility 

of sin. 

To affirm this, Professor Niebul1r appeals to experience. The 

remorse or repentance that a person has after he sins testifies tl1at man 

is responsible for the act. It is true of course that some have only 

complacency, but the fervency with which these protect their complacency 

reveals their uneasy consciences. The Pharisees, :in protecting their 

righteousness, sen·[j Jesus to the cross. The element of sacrifice in 

• • • • • • 

1. Ibid., p. 254. 
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different religions testifies that sin can be understood truly only in 

the relation of a person to C~d and that man feels responsible for his 

sin. Even the saintliest people are aware that they are not free from 

sin. And the more saintly they become the more conscious they become of 

sin which they commit. Their continuous repenta...J.ce testifies to their 

sense of responsibility for sin, and also the inevitableness of sin. 

In conclusion, it is -within man's freedom that he sins. Yet 

here is the paradox; man sins, it is inevitable, yet he participates in 

the sin and realizes it. Tl1is is freedom. "I¥.fan is most free in the 

discovery that he is not free. ul 

d. Ma...~•s Present State and Original Righteousness. 

There is a contrast bet11een man r s essential nature and what 

he actually is. There is the sense of a conflict betvreen m1at man is, 

and 1.'That he ought to be. Total depravity, -vihich interprets man as 

knovdng no good, distorts the real issue. This distortion has come from 

those ·who adhere to the doctrine of an historical. Fall. 11When the Fall 

is made an event in history rather than a symbol of an aspect of every 

historical moment in the life of man, the relation of evil to goodness 

in that moment is obscured.n 2 

(1) The Relation of Original Righteousness to :Man 1 s 
Present State. 

Essential nature is composed of t-vvo elements: man's natural 

endowments and man's freedom of spirit. Although it is not precise to 

d...i_stinguish bet1reen them strictly as to their expression, yet it is ob-

. . . . 
1. Ibid., p. 260. 2. Ibid., p. 269. 
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v-lous that there are certain lavrs or regulations for both. Man's na-

ture · is guided by and made harmonious by certain na. tural lavTS. Man 1 s 

spirit has also certain laws which are for the purpose of ha.i'ffiony. 

These lavrs of the spirit which are necessities of freedom are faith, 

hope, and love. Man needs faith, for in his freedom he seeks security 

beyond nature, ·which ca.L""lnot give adequate security. Hope is a deriva-

tive of faith projected into the future. Without it the ·world ITOuld 

hold only terror. Love is also dependent upon faith ·and is essential 

for harmony in the world. Love presupposes faith, for one needs a 

faith in God to free h:L."Uself from self that he may love. 11Love thy 

neighbor11 is preceded by 11 Love thy God.n 

These three virtues are basic requirements of man 1 s freedom. 

They exist as lavrs because man does not obey them rightly. The fact 

that he realizes them as la-....-s in his life indicates that man is avmre 

of good. These requirements are :man 1 s origj_naJ. righteousness. Ori-

ginal righteou~ness is not a question of historical chronology, but is 

that law of freedom of which man is conscious. It is not an historical 

state of perfection but a consciousness of original perfection. This 

consciousness is not a possession of perfection but the memory of per-

fection. This memory is God's la1v written upon man's heart. 

This of course radically affects the traditional vie·w of man's 

original perfection, historical Fall, and his resulting depravity. To 

Dr. Niebuhr, perfection before the Fall is perfection before the act,1 

and it is not a possessed perfection, but a demanding perfection. 1~~ 1 s 

. . . . . . 
1. Cf. Ibid., p. 278. Dr. Niebuhr defines llact 11 as arry thought or 

motion of self for j_ts o1m. protection. 
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depravity then is not total in that he does not lmow good, but is total 

in that he does lmow good and does not do it. 

This br:ings one to the core of DJ.~. Niebuhr's 1.riew. Ean 1s es-

sential nature eP...ables him to lmow the demands of orig:L11al righteous-

ness. His essential nature is t..he occasion of sin. But this sin is 

not lmoi'm b;y- the self until ~ ~ act tffien the self takes a position 

outside the self (as enabled by its essential nature), and becomes con

scious of wrong action. 1 Therefore, man does not lmO"vr sin until after 

the act. Adain, says Niebuhr, was s:inless before he acted and sinful in 

- his first recorded act. 11This is a symbol for the tffiole of hruna.n 

histor-.r. 112 

Thus, orig:inal righteousness is co-existent Trl th man 1 s moral 

depravity. 1Ta.n is not coopletely depraved in that he is aware of ori-

g:inal righteousness as the law of his life. He is depraved :in that he 

lmovrs it but does not do it. Therefore, original righteousness e..'tists 

in history as moral law. 

(2) The Nature of Original Righteousness. 

The P...ature of original righteousness is su.m.'lled up :in Jesus I 

commandment: lfThou shalt love the Lord thy God vr.ith all thy heart, and 

vr.i.th all thy soul, and 17i th all thy mind, 11 and IIThou shalt love thy 

neighbor as thyself. n3 This commandment of love demands a h.armoey be-

tween self and God, -vnth self, and between self a..11d neighbor. If such 

• • • • • • 

1. Cf. Ibid., p. 279. NiebUlu~ adds the fact that, unfortnnately, man 
often judges himself not on what he does, but upon uhat he ought to 
do. His sense of oughtness justifies him. Moralistic Christianity 
makes the mistake of defining men according to their ideals. 

2. Ibid., p. 280. 
3. :WJ.atthevf 22:37-39 (American Standard Version). 
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a condition were actually so, there would be no need for a command. 

If there were not a sense of what the 11thou shalt11 should be, the com-

mand would be irrelevant. 

Here then is man's locus of righteousness. He does not pos-

sess it but knows that he ought. Ma.n 1s origmal righteousness is to 

him original law. It is of three parts·: 

(a) nThou shalt love the Lord tby Godll is man's perfect re-

la tion to God in Tlhich complete obedience is made possible by love. 

This is trust; it is perfect belief in God. This lavr is basic for it 

is a faith that produces hope and love. Niebuhr states: 

11Fa.i th in the wisdom of God is thus a prerequisite of love because 
it is the condition 1rlthout 1'1hich man is w..xious and is driven bl 
his anxiety into vicious circles of self-sufficiency and pride.n 

But this faith is not a simple possibility of lru.man existence. :Man 

never perfectly trusts God. nFreedom from a.ILxiety ••• is an ulti

mate possibility vihich man as sinner denies in his a.ctions.n2 

(b) The second command-- 11 • • • with all thy heart, and m th 

all tby soul, and with all thy mindll--is for a. unity of self in love. 

Although sinful man is vrell a.vmre that this unity would give good 

health, and although man 1rould intend to do it, yet he never succeeds 

in doing anything 1rlth all his heart, soul, and mind. .An."'dous self is 

centeredib..self and can offer only coerced obedience. Tln.ts the perfect 

harmony of self is possible only if there is perfect love tovm.rd God. 

(c) The law of neighbor is also a. derivative of love to1v.ard 

God. ];fan's anxiety inhibits him from a. genuine concern for his neighbor. 

. . . . . . 
1. Ibid.' p. 289. . 2. Ibid.' p. 290. 
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The law of love, then, toward God and toward others is the 

requirement of human freedom. If it is perfectly .fulfilled it super

cedes justice. But it remains as a moral requirement because man does 

not perfectly obey. ttLove is the lai7 of freedom, but man is not com

pletely free; and such freedom as he has is corrupted by sin. ul 

(3) Suirm:ary. 

In conclusion, this is man 1s original righteousness and 

present state, according to Dr. Niebuhr: 

(a) 1la.n's essential nature is nature and spirit; organic 

structure and freedom. 

(b) Man's sin is occasioned by his essential nature plus a 

present-existing force of evil. 

(c) Man's essential nature enables him to lmoy; the require

ments of righteousness. It is inevitable that he fail in keeping them, 

yet his ver<-J lmowledge places him in a position of responsibility for 

them. 

(d) These requirements are man's original righteousness. 

The requirements of his freedom are faith, hope, and love. 

(e) This righteousness is not completely lost in ~an 1 s Fall, 

but remains vr.i.th sinful man as the lmowledge of what he ought to be, as 

the law of his freedom. 

(f) 1Jan is sinful, yet he lmows the ultimate requirements of 

his nature as free spirit. He is not fully conscious of the nature of 

these requirements; yet rrhen they are defined he is not ready to meet 

them. . . . . . . 
1. Ibid., p. 296. 
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3. 1fJa.Il's Regenerate Nature. 

Every system of thought that takes history seriously presents 

some solution to the problem of history. The solution depends upon the 

analysis of the problem. The analysis by naturalism is that axry de

parture from the harmony of nature is chaotic. Therefore the solution 

is to return to the harmony of nature. To them all truth may be lmovm 

by observation and reason; thus any appeal to knowledge by faith is 

sheer nonsense. Death is the end of history for each man. Yet, it is 

significant that it has been necessary to beguile men from the fear of 

death; not that man fears extinction, but he fears what awaits him 

after death. 

Idealism and nwsticism attribute the problem of man to the evil 

of matter. Their solution is to resort to pure reason or to contempla

tion, and their yearning is to be freed from }:!; storJ. Their eternity 

means a loss of particularity and individuality. 

Dr. Niebuhr states unequivocally that the problem of sin is 

the basic problem of life. It is to be expected then that the solution 

to his problem will be one that handles the sin question adequately in 

history and beyond history. 

a. ~1e Basis of Regeneration. 

Jesus chl~ist, the disclosure of C~d's mercy, is the ultllnate, 

final, and sufficient basis of man's regeneration. This is true 

l.lessianism. Not every view of Messianism has agreed ~:ri.th this. The 

Jemsh nationalistic view was that God would come to the Jews, vindi

cating them from their enemies and firmly establishing them as God's 

ldngdom of righteousness. The ethical vie1'l is that God will save the 
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righteous and destroy ·the evil ones. 

Jesus rejected both of these vievm in that He came not to 

rule as ldng of the Je11S, nor to redeem the righteous. The revelation 

of God in Christ Jesus is a revelatiam of sacrificial love Ylhich redeems 

the unrighteous. Niebuhr states: 

11The final enigma of history is • • • not how the righteous will 
gain victory over the unrighteous, but hovr the evil in everrtJ good 
and the unrighteousness of the righteous is to be overcome. nl 

The Christ of the Cross is God 1 s supreme and final revelation, for this 

is the true basis of regeneration. 

This resolves the problem of the prophets Tfuo proclaimed 1r.ith 

passionate certainty the wrath and justice of God but were less certain 

about F; s mercy. The contradiction of justice and mercy baffled them. 

God 1 s suffering love resolved this contradiction, for He voluntarily 

accepted the consequence of sin. L~ this God does not abrogate His 

justice, for God takes the consequences of His 1'lrath and judgment into 

Himself. 

This is God 1 s wisdom, the -rrisdom of the Cross. The highest 

justice of God is the holiness of His love. This does not mean that 

forgiveness and justice are one. God overcame evil by displaying in 

history His purpose to take the judgment of evil upon Himself. This 

emphasizes the seriousness of sin rather than min:iJnizing it. It is on 

this basis that ma11 despairs of himself and re-centers his life in di-

vine, sacrificial love. ManIs -very nature of freedom v.rhich enables h:im 

to transcend histor--..r necessitates a solution to his problem i'rhich is 

. . . . . . 
1. Reinhold Niebuhr: The Nature ~ Destiey 9£. Man, Vol. II, p. 43. 
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beyond history. He finds justification in the love of Christ, for it 

is understood from a point beyond history. The sacrificial love of 

Christ is a.11. act in history but it cannot justii'y itself in history. 

From the standpoint of histo~J, mutual love, and not sacrificial love, 

is the highest good. Sacrificial love is a love which 11seeketh not its 

orm. 11 Such a love cannot maintain itself in history. Not only would 

it suffer at the hands of evil, but justice in history is balanced by 

competing vr.i.lls and interest, eliminating anyone who does not partici-

pate in the balance. The love of Christ can be justified only beyond 

history. It is this revelation alone that can re-center man properly. 

Here is the point Yi.<lere the siP~essness of Christ is expressed most 

clearly. The Cross is the point in history where the sinful rivalry 

of self against self is cast aside. 

11The Cross symbolizes the perfection of agape -which transcends all 
particular norms of justice and mutuality in history. It rises 
above history and seeks conformity to the Divine Love rather than 
harmony w.i.th other human interests ••• ul 

A life which is not in conformity with the actual situation 

in history and thus sacrifices its life cannot be measured in terms of 

history. The gain of such action can be measured only in terms of 

eternity. 

11 The pe_rfection of agape as symbolized in t..'!-J.e Cross can neither be 
·simply reduced to the limits of history, nor yet dismissed as ir
relevant because it transcends history •••• It is the final norm 
of a hu171an nature w.hich has no f:inal norm in histor:>r because it is 
not completely contained in history. n2 

In tlrl.s sense Christ is the second Adam as vrell as the Son of God. 

"Christ t s perfection reestablishes the virtue vlhich Adam had before the 

. . .. . . . 
1. Thid., p. 74. 2. Ibid., p. 75 •. 
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This revelation requires a response of faith and contrition: 

faith because it is contra~J and beyond the comprehension of man's 

reasoning po-..rer, and contrition because only in despair of self vdll 

man be 1v.rested from the sin of self-centeredness. 

11Faith and contrition a.J."'e so closely correlated because it is the 
apprehension of the truth beyond ourselves in faith which makes 
us contritely conscious of our previous effort to complete the 
structure of truth from -vr.i.thin ourselves; and this contrition in 
turn validates the truth of faith. n2 

The only adequate basis for man 1 s supreme problem of sin is 

the revelation of the Christ of the Cross. It is revelation because it 

is God-initiated and is lmorm only by faith. It is adequate because it 

resolves the problem of justice and mercy showing that C~d's justice is 

satisfied in Himself. It is adequate because it is the op_ly norm of 

righteousness that can meet man 1 s problem, for it is beyond history and 

·yet in histo~J giving the proper center of man 1 s life in sacrificial 

love. It neither ignores histo~j nor negates history but fulfills 

history, for God has entered history and has disclosed the meaning of 

history to :rnan. C:b..rist is the vr.i.sdom of God. 

b. The Nature of Regeneration. 

The primary result of man 1s regeneration is one of peace. 

The disclosure of God 1 s vr.i.sdom in the Cross of Christ is mercy. ~m1en 

man is re-centered in Christ he is reconciled to God. Dr. Niebuhr gives 

three steps in the regenerated life, basing them upon Galatians 2:20: 

(1) 11 I am crucified 1ri.th Christ. 11 Self must be shattered and re-

• • • • • • 

1. Thid.' p. 76. 2. Thid., p. 63. 
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centered in Christ. ( 2) 11Nevertheless I live II is the eJ>.--perience of 

new self-hood. "· •• the vicious circle of self-centeredness has been 

broken.ul (3) ttYet not I; but Chrj_st liveth in me 11 indicates t.bat the 

new self is a result of grace, and not actual achievement, but inten-

tion. The divine grace is imputed perfection, for Paul adds, 11 ••• and 

the life which I now live in the flesh I live by faith of the Son of God 

. . . II The peace of conversion is not the contentment of acluevement 

but the knowledge of forgiveness. 2 

Ho1mver, Niebuhr asserts tbat an actual change is effected. 

TI1e Cross of Ghrist is not only a disclosure of God's 1v.isdom, but also 

of God 1s po-.ver resulting in a ne>mess of life. 11Grace is the power of 

God over man. Grace is on the other hand the povrer of God in :man • n3 . . 
This idea of a source of power beyond man agrees with the conviction 

that human life and history cannot complete themselves. The povrer is 

the presence of the Holy Spirit. 

The nevmess of life, ho-.vever, is very limited according to 

Niebuhr. Sin is overcome in principle but not in actuality, for as long 

as man remains :in .history he remains in the tensions of life which make 

perfection impossible. Christ spoke of t1vo aspects of His kingdom,--it 

~ come, and it wi.ll come. Between these tw·o periods of time is an 

interim period in 11hich man is yet subject to the necessities of his 

nature. 

. . . . . . 
1. Ibid., p. 110. 
2. Of. Ibid., pp. 101,102. Dr. Niebuhr refers to Romans 6:11-12, 

Ephesians 4:17-32; 5:8, and Galatians .5:24-26 to shoyr that this is 
a distinctly Biblical doctrjne. 

3. Ibid., p. 99. 
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"In thus conceiving history after Christ as an interim betrreen the 
disclosure of its true meaning and the fulfillment of that meaning 
• • • a continued element of inner contrldiction in historj is ac
cepted as its perennial cha:racteristic. 11 

Inasnmch as man as man must continue to dwell :in history until 

history is fulfilled, he must live according to the contradiction of 

historj-. It is on this basis that Dr. Niebuhr bas constructed an 

"interim ethics" in which man centers himself in sacrificial love. 

(agape) and conducts himself according to mtual love and justice. Even 

the best of saints cannot meet the demands of sacrificial love. Tn the 

light of this, Niebuhr contends that to live according to mutual love 

and justice is sufficient for man in history. 

n ••• it is not even right to insist that every action of the 
Christian must conform to agape, rather than to the norms of rela
tive justice and mutual love by 1'lhich life is maintained and con
flicting interests are arbitrated in history.n2 

Dr. Niebuhr's view of the regenerated life, then, is that 

although sin is not completely eradicated, yet man does lay hold of the 

resources as well as the revelation of God by faith. EVen so, man is 

yet al'vmys conscious of his sin. The primary result of regeneration 

is peace. This peace is not a product of achievement but of reconcilia-

tion. Perfection will never be within history but only upon the fulfil-

ment of history when God's lcingdom comes. 

11To understand that the Christ in us is not a possession but a hope, 
that perfection is not a reality but an intention; that such peace as 
vre lmow in this life is never purely the peace of achievement but the 
sereni t-.r of being 1 completely lmown and all forgiven 1 ; all this does 
not destrqy moral ardour or responsibility. On the contrary it is 
the only ~ of preventD1g premature completions of life, or arrest
ing the nmr and more terrible pride •·mich may find its roots in the 
soil of humility, and of saving the Christian life from the intoler
able pretension of saints 1mo have forgotten that they are sinners. n3 

. . . . . . 
1. Ibid., p. 49. 2. Ibid.' p. 88. 3. Ibid., p. 125. 
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c. The Fulfillment of Regeneration. 

"Everything in human life and history moves tmmrd an end. u1 

Here is the tension bet~~en time and eternivJ. It is here that man's 

finiteness ceases to exist and vmere his freedom finds fulfillment. 

~~e Biblical idea of the end is v~apped up in the symbol of 

the second coming of Christ. This must be understood symbolically 

rather than literally for if it -were literal then histoi"J ·would be ful-

filled despite the persisting conditions of finiteness. Dr. Niebul1r 

presents tlu~ee fundamental Biblical symbols of the end. 

(a) The return of Christ .:is really "an ·exp1·ession of faith 

in the suff.:i.c.:i.ency of God r s sovereignty over the ·world a..'"J.d history • 

The f;nal consummation of history lies beyond the conditions of the 

temporal process. 

(b ) The last judc,O"JUent s-ymbolizes the fact that Christ will 

• • 

be the judge of history--that .:is, that man vdll be judged by his ovm 

.:ideal of possibility. The judgment Tdll be upon sin and not finiteness. 

This refutes all conceptions of history ·which assert that redemp·t..:i.on 

will be by self or by grovrth. This produces fear, for man will be 

judged by an absolute standard. 

(c) ~ resurrection~~ boqy s.yrnbolizes the fact that 

eternity ·will fulfill and not annul the richness and variety of human 

individuality. It also implies that only the coming of God's kingdom. 

can solve the problem of man--finiteness and freedom. 

Dr. Niebuhr admits that the Christian vievr of the fulf.:i.l1ment 

• • • • 

l. Ibid., p. 287. 2. Ibid., p. 290. 

n2 
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of history is quite incomprehensible, but affirms that 

11The Christian hope of the conSU!Dlllation of life and history is 
less absurd than the alternate doctrines 'Which seek to comprehend 
and to effect the completion of life by some power or capacity 
inherent in man and in his history. nl · 

In summary, Dr. Niebuhr 1 s view of the regenerated nature of 

man is that it is based upon the sacrificial love of God as revealed in 

Cl1rist upon the Cross; that this love both atones for and brerucs the 

principle of sin; that as long as man remains in history he is subject 

to the contradictions of finiteness and freedom even though he experi-

ences nevmess of life; and that sacrificial love will culminate in a 

fulfillment of history which is beyond history of such nature that 

human individuality will be filled 1'lith meaning. 

D. Summary and Conclusion 

It is evident that Dr. Niebuhr has presented contemporary 

religious thinkers 1vi th a penetrating and profound philosophy and 

apologia of man and the Christian faith. He has brought all secular 

philosophies to judgment before the bar of logic, sho1rlng that meta-

physically both Idealism and Naturalism have presented only half-truths, 

one asserting the essential goodness of mind and ignoring nature, the 

other guilty of exactly the reverse. He has also ably sho1'm that 

epistemologically neither Rationalism nor Romanticism have discovered 

the fount of truth, for pure reason is neither pure nor infinite, and 

on the other hand there is certaiP~y more to life than the harmony of 

nature. 

. . . . . . 
1. Ibid., p. 298. 
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The true principle of understanding ma.Tl and the universe is 

that the transcendent God YJho is beyond history has disclosed Himself 

in history :maldng Himself the object of man 1 s devotion and revealing 

truth beyond man's natural understanding. This revelation is the Cross 

of Christ, shocving God to be a God of mercy as well as justice. 

These presuppositions--the inadequate and adequate principles 

of the interpretation of man--clari~J ~an's nature. In the light of 

these, the formal doctrine of Niebtlhr 1s view of man is presented. 

He insists that in order to understand man's sin it is neces

sary to understand man's created nature. By the creative hand of God 

he is both body and spirit, finite and free. It is this very nature 

that is the occasion of man's sin, for man, aware of his limitless pos

sibilities, seeks to escape the necessities of nature. This paradox 

causes anxiety which precipitates sin, for man seeks to resolve his 

anxiety either by exalting his freedom or by indulging in nature~ 

Either vmy, he centers himself in himself. Basically this is unbelief 

in God, for he refuses to trust in God. The nature of his sin is 

either pride or sensuality. 

This sin is not a result of ignorance nor of natural or his

torical caus?Jity. It is a result of man's choice, for he knows to do 

better. That he does not do better shmm that sin is inevitable. That 

he lmows to do better testifies that man is responsible for his sin. 

This lmowledge of the better is man's original righteousness 

which is with him as law~ His original righteousness is selfless love. 

Its existence as a 11thou shalt" declares that it exists as lai'T and is 

not fulfilled by man~ The nzyth of Adam's Fall symbolizes the truth of 

this, for his original righteousness consisted of a "thou shalt not" 

which he disobeyed. 
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From the beginning of self-consciousness, then, man has been 

depraved, not totally in the sense that he lmovrs no good, but totally 

in that he had never completely fulfilled the demands of his own ori

ginal righteousness. :Man is centered in himself. 

God has entered into this dilemma. of w.an, hovrever, by provid

ing man the proper center of his devotion. That center is CliTist yffiose 

death on the cross has atoned for man's sin, reconciling him to God. 

By faith and contrition man finds nevflless of life in Christ. 

This nem1ess of life is primarily one of peace, for man has 

been forgiven for his sin. This nem1.ess of life also is one of po1rer, 

for man 1s life has been re-directed tm~d God and hence his life actu-

ally is changed. However, on the vrl.1ole man 1 s life is changed in inten

tion rather than in actuality. As long as man remains in history he 

cannot escape the necessities and demands of historical existence. 

As one reconciled to C~d, man looks hopefully to a complete 

fulfillment of righteousness beyond history. The doctrine of the resur

rection of the body symbolizes that man w.i.ll ult:il11ately be redeemed by 

God and will retajn and realize fully all of his individuality in 

eternity. 

This comprehensive and profound treatment of the problem of 

man justifies Carl F. Henry 1 s tribute in his statement that Reinhold 

Niebuhr 1 s The Nature and Destiny of J\!fan is "the most important work in 

the field of theological and philosophical anthropology for a genera

tion ••• n1 

• • • • • • 

1. Henry: op. cit., p. 135. Cf. Ante, p. 27. 
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CHAPTER III 

A COMPAL'1ATII!E STUDY OF THE DOCTRThlE OF MAN 

ACCORDING TO i>'IIEMA.lf MID NIEBUHR 

EVALUATED BY THE EPISTLE TO THE ROWANS 

A. Introduction 

Upon casual observation one might think that these two men 

do not differ greatly in their vie·ws, for both claim to be theistic 

and both insist upon submission to God. HoTiever, a:rry serious study 

vrill reveal that they differ radically. The fact is that this writing 

is not the first to bring them together, for in 1947 the Beacon Press 

published a book entitled Religious Liberals Reply in vJhich Dr. Tfieman 

has an article. It is significant that of the seven liberals who 

blasted Neo-Orthodoxy and Supernaturalism, four directed their attack 

at Reinhold Niebuhr, accusing him of being illogical, incomprehensible, 

and mistaken. 1 One man wrote: 

u. • • if • • • the disciples of •transcendence r proceed to make a 
virtue of incomprehensibility and incoherence, they 11ill have at
tacked something that -vre can speak about and do knovr to be valid-
the rational coherence of ordered and tested thought.n2 

Dr. -:rrieman, after referring to Dr. Niebuhr, writes : 

. . . . . . 
1. Note: Of the other three vievrs, tYro are attacks against J:Ieo-Thomism, 

and the third is an attack against Protestantism and Roman Catholi
cism in general with reference to Niebuhr. 

2. Artlmr E. Murphy: ucoming to Grips with the Nature ~J.d Destiny of 
Man,n essay in Religious Liberals Reply, The Beacon Press, editors, 
p. 33. 
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"Neo-Orthodo:xy is a stage through ·which re had to pass to recover 
from a situation that might otherwise :have been hopeless. It is like 
the fever of a diseased organism • • • We have learned more from it 
tnan from any other 1~ligious teaching of recent date and are deeply 
indebted to its outstanding leaders. But the time is caning shortly 
vmen we must get rid of it if vre can. A fever may be deadly vrhen it 
passes beyond the period and intensity of its corrective function. 111 

These two men are opposed to each other on about ever,y issue except 

that ID.a.J."'l needs help. Hmrever, this comparison will be confined to 

man's source, his nature, his salvation, and his destiny. 

In addition, these four issues will be evaluated by a Biblical 

standard, the Epistle to the Romans. This evaluation is not an exposi-

tion of the Epistle. Only that 1mich is salient to these issues will 

be presented. It is recognized also that Paul's letter does not treat 

each point fully, for he did not anticipate this comparison. Hovrever, 

'Vlha.t he did vrrite vr.i.ll have a vital bearing upon the issues involved. 

It is obvious that Professor Tifieman makes no attempt to ad-

here· to or to represent the Biblical doctrine of man, whereas Dr. 

Niebuhr does, but reserves for l~elf the right to freshly interpret 

and criticize that doctrine. As Dr. Niebuhr claims to represent the 

Biblical vieYr it will be '\'Jell to exa.u"1ine his claims, as well as to dis-

cover the major points upon v-mich Dr. Wieman radically differs. 

B. The Comparison and Evaluation of the Views 
of Wieman and Niebuhr 

1. The Source of Man. 

a. The Comparative Study. 

True to his naturalistic metaphysics, Professor Wieman attri-

. . . . . . 
1. Tlieman: 11Neo-Orthodo:xy and Contempora.-ry Religious Reaction, n essay 

in ReligiouS Liberals Reply, p. 5. 
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butes man 1s origin to the processes of nature. 1vfa.n is more than the 

fruit of causality, hO'lrever, for he is the product of a creative process 

in the -rrorld which is continually 1rorking tovm.rd unities of structure. 

These unities become more and more complex when conditions are favor-

able, giving greater meaning and richer e:A.'})erience. Y11len unity cont.rols 

complexity that is ma..."timum good. 1-Ja.n is the highest order of that 

structure. However, man as personality is not the highest Eossible 

order of that structure, but is a nnecessary incident in the actualiza

tion of highest values. 111 The creative process, vlhich creates these 

structures and >mrks toward the highest values, is God, the Creator of 

man. 

Dr. Niebuhr asserts the essential truth of the Biblical view 

in stating that TJ.an is a creature of the transcendent personal God, i'Jho 

is the author of all nature, creating man and nature ~ nihilo, out of 

nothing. 

b. The Evaluation. 

The Epistle to the Romans does not deal specifically with the 

problem of man's source. Yet it is obvious that Paul was in harmony 

with and assumed the truth of the Je1vish view that man is a creature of 

the transcendent God. Paul does refer to creation and creator in speak

ing of judgment and redemption.2 Hence it is obvious ·t.hat Dr. Niebuhr 

is here in harmony with the Biblical view. 

. . . . .. 
1. Wieman: The Issues of Life, p. 229. 
2. Cf. Romans 1:20 and 15:19-20. 
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2. The Nature of :tvian. 

a. Man 1 s Essential Nature. 

(1) The Comparative Study. 

The highest level of the creative event is rna_~, according to 

Wieman. 1'fa.n is an w..imal grown up. The most distinctive feature of man 

is that he is able to CrnThuunicate in a complex fashion and therefore can 

share experience. Tnis characteristic makes fitrther gro1vth possible so 

that man may become super-man, progressing to higher and higher levels. 

If man ceases to interact with others, he ceases to be a human person

ality, and ultimately vrul become again mere animal. An individual per

sonality has no value in itself. 

:Man is free in that he is domip..ated b;y the creative event and 

thereby is free from othei~ domination. tiThe metaphysics 1re are defend

ing interprets freedom as a kind of determinism. 111 Men lose their free

dom to the extent that their lives are lived in opposition to the 

creative event. Thus man is the highest form of nature with the freedom 

to know alternatives, to choose, and to submit to the force which en

ables him to fulfill that choice. If he chooses anything less than the 

creative event, his freedom is lost. If he does choose the creative 

event, p;s freedom is being dominated by the event. 

uFiniteness and freedom 11 are the key ·words of Niebuhr's vie1v 

of the essential nature of man. IJan 1 s two-fold nature keeps him de

pend~nt upon the necessities of nature, but at the sa111e time enables him 

to go beyond the limits of both nature and himself. He is able to make 

. . . . . . 
1. Ylieman: The Source of Hlli!lan Good, p. 301. 
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himself his own object. Man not only possesses a consciousness, but 

possesses self-consciousness. However, as a creation of God, his bo~ 

--that is, his finiteness-is as much he as his spirit. Both natural-

ism and idealism err in interpreting man only in terms of either nature 

or m:ind. Naturalism is furthest from the truth, for it does not con-

ceive of the real freedom of the human spirit. 

Dr. Wieman's reply to this is: 

11Those who look to man for self-transcendence and creative po-vrer are 
driven to despair of history and hence look beyond it for salvation. 
They have not yet cast off that adolescent arrogance vn1ich swings 
between folly and hopelessness.ul 

(2) The Evaluation. 

It is noteworthy that Paul tells the Gentiles that they ax·e 

vdthout excuse for they know God's law. 2 Here is a rr..a.rk of transcend-

ence. Man is aware of a.l'l objective moral order wi1ich is beyond creation. 

This is man's spirit. 

In the light of both r.riebuhr and Romans, Wieman has a loi'r viei7 

of human personality. man is not made in the image of the creative 

process. Wieman justifies his definition of God as non-personality by 

reasoning that God is much greater than personality. No one would argue 

11ith him that God is much greater than human beings, for we are crea-

tures of the Creator. But Wieman reveals that he has no conception of 

what personality really is. As a naturalist he can conceive of man's 

nature only in terms of man 1 s body. 

It is not possible at thiq point to determine whether the 

Epistle to the Romans supports Niebuhr 's view of man 1 s essential nature 

. . . . . . 
l. Ibid., p. 308. 2. Cf. Romans 2:15. 
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in its entirety. There is no doubt that Niebuhr has presented a pro

found view of man which does not deviate drastically from the Biblical 

view. A discussion of man 1 s s-i Dful P..ature w.i..ll clarify this issue. 

b. I·Ja.n 1 s Sinful Nature. 

(1) The Comparative study. 

To Dr. Yiieman, man's sinful nature is only one part of tllis 

present dilemma. 1"l8.11 1 s present predicament is that created good is op

posed at certain points to creative good. The creative good, or event, 

or process, is always working in human life or nature for good. This 

is by making possible greater relations:b..ips between created things. 

The greatest relationship thus far is the structure of interrelated 

human personalities capable of cow~ication. This created good in 

turn makes possible greater created good capable of greater relation

ships and meaning. 

This created good, horrever, may become evil, for it may be

come the object of devotion usurping the place of creative good. Or 

it may become evil if the abundance of created good fails to be unified 

in harmony. Either -vro.y, further creativity is retarded. Even religion 

may become evil if the created good stands in the way of creativity. 

For instance, if the symbols of Christianity (such as the cross of 

Christ or the resurrectli.on) are worsllipped, real creativity ·will be re

tarded. 11a.n1 s present dile:mrrra is caused by an abundance of created good 

which ha.s not had opportunity to become related and ha.rr..uonious. Tech

nology and science have brought the world in close relationship, but 

tllis ha.s happened so quickly that there has not been harmony of rela

tionships. Thus evil is a. result of nsocia.l lag, 11 which Wieman calls 
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' inertia of matter. 

Man is not exempt from responsibility in tl1.is evil. Much of 

man's sin is caused by ignorance. Yet man does give devotion to created 

good lmowingly. This is his primary sin. Man centers himself in the 

vl!'ong thing. 

Evil, then, is the sluggishness of nature or relationships, 

and it is sin -when man devotes hi.111self to anything less than the 

creative event itself. 

Dr. Niebul1r never digresses from his basic proposition of 

man's essential nature vrhen he defines sin. The whole understanding 

of evil rests in a proper understanding of man. Man is the index of 

evil. Nature is essentially good, for it is God 1s creation. Yet, it 

is man's essential nature which is the source of sin~ His created 

finiteness and freedom cause a.n..'tiety which in turn inevitably causes 

sin. Sin is inevitable, for man always tries to resolve his ar1xiety 

by trusting in himself or some other created thing rather tllan God. 

Hm1ever, sin is not necessary, for tl~re is always the possibility 

of trusting in God~ In addition, man lmows that he sins because his 

original righteousness is Yr.ith him as law. The sin of Adam is the s.ym

bol of a present recurring fact. Thus, sin is not done in ignorance, 

and man is fully responsible for it even though his created nature 

precipitates it. 

Both Wieman and Niebuhr recognize that this present age has 

an 11easy conscience. 11 YJieman attributes this to outmoded mores of 

society ~ch are iP~dequate for today. Real and wholesome guilt is 

caused by an avr.ikened sense of values. Niebuhr attributes the easy 
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conscience of modern man to a culture WD;ch underestimates the problem 

of freedom and necessity in nature and thus underestimates the freedom 

of man. These are they, says Dr. Niebuhr, vrho reject the Christian 

faith as irrelevant and blame man's present predicament upon the great 

advance of modern culture causing great concr1asion, or corrupting insti-

tutions, or the coru-"usion of ignorance vmich can be overcome by educa-

tion. i:-Iis conclusion is •;rorth repeating: 11Nature and reason are thus 

the t-rro gods of modern man, and sometimes the t·wo are one. 111 

(2) The Evaluation. 

The Epistle to the Romans is quite explicit on the problem 

of sin. Paul, as does Niebulu1
, places the responsibility of sin pri-

marily upon man. Sin is not done in or caused by ignorance, but is 

done in knowledge. It is caused by not glorifying God whom they lmovr: 

"• •• because that, lmoirlng God, they glorified him not as God, 
neither gave tha...ilks; but became vain in their reasonings, and their 
senseless heart nas darkened. Professing themselves to be vrl.se, 
they became fools, and changed the glory of the incorruptible God 
for the likeness of an image of corruptible man, and of birds, and 
four-footed beasts, and creeping things. 11 2 

Man 1 s lmovrledge is not only of the existence of God but also somevd1at 

of His character. His majesty and divinity are clearly seen in crea-

tion. In addition to this man is aware of an objective moral order, 

God's law. The Gentiles have a law i"ll'itten upon their hearts which they 

do not obey, and the Jews have the revealed law· ·which they do not obey. 

It is on this basis of lmovrledge that Paul is able to say, "IVherefore, 

thou art without excuse, 0 man •• • u3 

. . . . . . 
1. Niebuhr: The Nature and Destiny S?£ ~' Vol. I, p. 95. 
2. Romans 1:21-23. 
3. Romans 2:1. 
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The universality of sin is also evident in Paul's m-itings. 

It is upon the basis of observation that he concludes: ~~~ • • all have 

sinned and fall short of the glory of God. ul Here is defined the nature 

of sin also. Hamartia is the word used for 11 sinn and literally means 

lfmissing the mark. 11 The Biblical use, however, conn.otes more than 

error. It is not a defect; it is a positive reaction--a personal of

fense against a personal God. In identi~g sin with disobedience in 

Romans 5:19, Paul emphasizes that sin is revolt against God. This re

sults in a great gulf bet-w·een man and God. It is a broken relationship, 

the seriousness of vvhich can be seen ~ in the light of God's extreme 

means of salvation, the sacrifice of His Son. 

The 1Vrr:y of man's sin is ansvrered by Paul in Chapter 5. There 

is no doubt but that Paul m.s referring to an historical man as the 

c~el of the entrance of sin into the world. Paul does not labor to 

say that all men are totally depraved because of this, but he does 

labor to say that the force of evil entered human history through the 

disobedience of one man. "Therefore, 11 he writes,nas through one man sin 

entered into the world, and death through sin; and so death passed unto 

all men, for that all have sin.'led ••• 112 Thus Paul traces man's sin 

back to an historical event, not to man's created nature. In no •aay 

does he allow· sin to be traced back to the r."'rk of God. Sin entered 

history through one man 1 s disobedience and his nature has appeared again 

in every successive generation and person. This presents a paradox 

much William Sanday states: 

• • • • • <> • 

1. Romans 3:23. 2. Romans 5:12. 
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"1fan inherits his nature; and yet he must not be allowed to shift 
responsibility from h:Lrnself; there is that mthin him by virtue of 
1'rl:lich he is free to choose; and on tbat freedom of choice he must 
stand or fall. ul · 

Paul adds to the understanding of the effects of sin in Romans 

8, vmere he contrasts flesh and spirit. By flesh is meant what 1'i"e see 

of man, y.Jhat he does and what happens to him. It cannot mean body as 

material, for in chapter 6 Paul speaks of the members of our body being 

controlled by whatever we yield them to. Thus flesh pertains to man 1 s 

Tiill, his povrer of choice <mich is perverted by the force of evil which 

is in every man. This includes the passions of the body -~7hich them-

selves are either controlled by or become the tyrants of man •s will. 

They are controlled 1men man is controlled by God. They become tyrants 

when man centers himself in anything other than God. IIAnd even as they 

refused to have God in their knovrledge, God gave them up unto a. repro

bate mind, to do those things which are not fitting ••• n2 J. A. Beet 

writes on this problem: 

11That Paul speaks • • • of the body as a dwelling-place of sin and 
of the desires and works of the flesh as bad, implies tbat all men 
are by nature fallen ••• We cannot distinguish the influence of 
sin from the influence exerted through the flesh by the principle of 
sin. Hence sin may be looked upon as the animating principle of the 
flesh ••• Frequently all our mental and bodily powers are at work 
to get that vlhich vdll preserve or indulge the body: e.g. intelli
gent efforts to make money, prompted by desire for bodily gratifica
tion. Probably all sin has a. similar ultiruate origin • • • Since the 
body desires objects merely for its own preservation and gratifica
tion, the desires of the body are essentially selfish. Consequently, 
indulgence of them puts us in opposition to our fellovJS; and 1 jealousy 
and strife' are constant results of a. life according to the :flesh. 11 3 

• • • • • • 

1. William Sa11da.y a..11.d A. c. Hea.dlam.: A Critical and Exegetical Com
mentary on the Epistle to the Romans-;" p. 138. --

2. Romans 1:28-.- - --
3. J. A. Beet: A Corrnnentary .9E. St. Paul's Epistle~ the Romans, p. 221. 



-76-

Thus, sin in the vrorld is attributed directly to man. It is 

uni-versal. This sin is direct rebellion against God in knowledge aJ."1d 

results in a separation of judgment between God and :rnan. The force of 

sin is traced to its entry into human history through one man's dis

obedience. Man's present sinful nature is lmo;m as 11flesh11 meaning his 

01m self-centeredness. Man is both a -victim of it and responsible for it. 

According to Romans, Wieman's -view of sin itself is hamartia 

--he has llmissed the mark"l Sin is rebellion against the Creator, not 

an inhibitioi1 to creativ-ity. Here Wieman falls under judgment of 

7Jilliam Sanday 1 s words: 11 It is impossible to ha-ve an adequate concep

tion of sin withou:t. an adequate conception of God. 111 lVieman1s greatest 

error is attributing e-vil to nature and gi-ving it a functional rather 

than a moral conno·t.ation. On the contrary, says Paul, nature ha.s been 

made e-vil by man.2 Man is fully responsible for all the sin that is 

in the ·world. Wieman fails to see the seriousness of man 1 s sin. 

Niebuhr is more difficult to analyze on l1:i.s doctrine of sin. 

Romans corrects him in respect to Adam, and here may be the point uhere 

Niebuhr also fails to see the seriousness of man's sin. He does not 

affirm that sin is in the -very core of :man's nature, that creation it

self has been affected by one man's disobedience. He attributes a~~ety 

to man's created nature m1erea.s it 'h""Ould seem that Paul attributes 

anxiety to man's revolt against God. Thus Niebuhr traces the inevita

bility of sin back to God 1 s creative -vrork and supports its probable in

evitability upon empirical grounds. Paul traces the inevitability of 

• • • • • • 

1. Sanday: op. cit., p. 14h. 2. Cf. Romans 8:20-21. 
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sin back to man's disobedience. Paul 1 s empirical presentation of sin 

in chapters 1 to 3 show sin to be universal, not inevitable. 

Niebuhr must be credited, however, with ma.lcing it c:cystal 

clear that man sins by lmowingly violating his relationship Ylith a 

personal, holy God. He has given profound insight into the fact that 

man sins, not in ignorance, but in knowledge of God's moral demands. 

3. The Salvation of Jlfa_Tl. 

ll1e subject of salvation vv.ill here be treated as to its 

basis, means, and historical results. 

a. ll1e Comparative Study. 

Both Wieman and Niebuhr strongly appeal to man to trust in 

God. However, their definitions of God radically differ. It must be 

conceded tllat inasmuch as Wieman defines God as one order within the 

vJhole order of nature, and that order expresses itself in creativity, 

he is really beckoning man to submit himself to the harmonies of na

ture. He does inject a transcendent tinge by emphasizing worship. 

Even then, however, as man is purely nature, it is to nature he must 

bow. It is true that he calls. us to a particular force of nature. Here 

it is noteTrortey hovr he determines vmat we 7rorship. Knowledge is a 

product of observation, which iLJ.cludes experimen·G, intuition, and 

reason. Inasmuch as ignorance is one of the chief causes for sin, an 

enlightened mind is one of the chief ansrrers. 

Faith is necessary in addition to lmo-wledge, but it is not the 

kind of faith -v1hich is operative only when knowledge is inadequate. 

Faith is basically an act, not a belief, of giving oneself into the 
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keeping of that -vi'.nich cbmmands faith. Thus faith and knowledge work 

hand in hand. IIKnowledge is needed today not primarily to engender 

faith but to guide faith in the service of creative good 'Vihen science 

and technology are the tools -vre rrru.st use in renderi.J.'"1g service. nl 

Wieman opposes Nee-Orthodoxy exactly at this point. He says 

that it errs in attributing reality to myth and insisting that faith 

in this myth is revelation Ylhich is beyond rational knowledge and 

examination. He states: 

11Religious leaders and others who perpetuate the old myths 1'/hile 
repudiating the knowledge now attainable concerning the creative 
source of human life and its values, and even denying that intel
lectual analysis of observed events can ever attain such lmo'lt'tledge, 
are blocking the vray of salvation.u2 

To Wieman all results of salvation are historical because 

nothir~ exists outside of l1isto1~. Therefore, the comparison :iLll here 

be limited to the inunediate results of man's nature. It is difficult 

to distinguish between the individual and his world in Wieman's view·. 

·when man becomes transformed, not only politics and society will be 

transformed, but even nature and earth. Man r s immediate transformation 

consists of re-centering his life from created good to creative good. 

Sin may and does continue in one largely because man's nature, :w-eaning 

structure, is vrhat it is. He may even oppose creative good. Yet the 

creative good w.i.ll continue to work in him taking supreme control in 

his life. 

•ro Niebu..l-Jr, even as man 1 s sin is personal and against a per-

sonal God so is his salvation personal and accomplished by a personal 

. . . . . . 
1. Wieman: The Source of Human Good, p. 48. 
2. Wieman: ii"freo-Orthodoxy a...D.d C""Oiltemporar-.r Religious Reaction, n in 

Religious Liberals Heply, p. 13. 
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God. Man's salvation is dependent upon forgiveness from Him who is 

supreme Judge, and thus it must be a forgiveness tha:li does not abrogate 

God's justice. The anS'ller to th:ts is that God has taken the conse

quences of His judgment upon si.L"J. into Himself. This "\'laS accomplished 

in the sacrificial death of Christ. This is God's supreme and final 

expression of sacrificial love. 

Man's part in this salvation is one of response to C~ 1 s 

sacrificial love. This response is one of faith. Faith involves both 

belief and action--belief because the revelation of C~d in Christ is 

foreign to and beyond man's rational pm;rers, and action because man 

must re-center his life in Christ in devot,ion and principle. 

The result of faith is one of transformation. The primary 

characteristic of the transformation is that the principle, not the 

fact, of sin is broken. Man does not suddenly, nor eventually in 

history, bec:ome perfect, for his essential nature of finiteness and 

freedom. continues, but his life is re-directed. He has forgiveness in 

Christ's atonement. He is reconciled to God. This is C~d 1 s grace. 

Grace includes power as v.rell so that man 1 s life is actually 

transformed also, but he is constantly in need of forgiveness. T'.nus 

man continues to live in history subject to its demands, but he is for

given outside of history. 

b. The Evaluation. 

The Epistle to the Romans is dedicated to the theme of sal

vation in the death and resurrected life of Jesus Christ. Christ is 

the revelation of God's righteousness ru1d thus defines righteousness 

as judgment and mercy. This seeming contradiction is resolved in the 
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c~oss. Paul referred to Christ as the propitiation for our sins. 

He vn:'i tes of Christ: 

11 •• ~ whom God set forth to be a propitiation, through faith, in 
his blood, to show his righteousness because of the passing over of 
the sins done aforetime, in the forbearance of God; for the showing, 
I say, of his righteousness at this present season: that he might 
himself be just, and the justifier of him that hath faith in Jesus.ul 

Godet calls these two verses the nmarrovt of theology, 11 and supports that 

by quoting John Calvin: "• • • there is not probably in the 1vhole Bible 

a passage which sets forth more profoundly the righteousness of God in 

Christ.n2 

First, it is apparent that this salvation is God-initiated. 

Secon~, this salvation is propitiatory. That is, it is favorable 

to God. Its favorableness is accomplished by the blood of Christ; that 

is, the life of Christ. I~nce Christ is the favor~le sacrifice. The 

efficacy of this sacrifice is on the basis of a response of fait~ 

Thus propitiation is not effective except t~xough faith on the part of 

the person, and through the shedding of blood on the part .. of Christ. 

The primary purpose of the blood of Christ is to demonstrate God's 

righteousness. This is a demonstration tl1at Christ's death was suf-

ficient to pa;y for the judgment of all. Tn this way God retains His 

justness vinile He justifies guilty people. 

This meaning is heightened in Romans 5:10 by the presentation 

of God's reconciliation of man through the death of Iiis Son. This sup-

ports Niebuhr's vie-vr of the Cross, that God has taken upon Himself the 

• • • • • • 
l. Romans 3:25-26 
2. F. Godet: Comenta.ry .<?!! ~ Paul•·s Epistle to ~Romans, p~ 150. 
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sins of the world. However, this same verse presents another part of 

salvation which Niebuhr almost completely overlooks, namely that 

1'being reconciled,11 we shall be 11saved by his life • II • • He has 1rell 

represented the atonement of Christ, but novrhere in his Nature ~ ~

tiQy o~ ~ does he refer to the resurrection of Christ or the Resur

rected Ch~ist. He refers to the doctrine of the resurrection of the body 

as a ~ol of particularity of the individual in eternal life. It is no 

wonder then that Dr. Niebuhr has a limited view of man's regenerated 

nature. He has not appropriated the newness of life vmich results in 

11dying vdth Christn and being 11alive unto God in Christ Jesus.n It 

appears that his rational approach to Christian doctrine inhibits him 

from sharing in Paul's glorious and yet logical treatment of identifYing 

oneself 1vith C~~st's death. 1 Our newness of life is more than are-

directed devotion; it is a new participation in Christ. Therefore Paul 

was able to v~ri te : 

11Let not sin therefore reign in your mortal body, that ye 
should obey the lusts thereof: neither present your members unto 
sin as instruments of unrighteousness; but present yourselves 
unto God, as alive from the dead, and your members as instruments 
of righteousness unto God. For sin shall not ha~e dominion over 
you: for ye are not under law, but under grace. 11 

This does not mean perfection, but it does carry us closer to it than 

Dr. Niebuhr would have us believe. He concludes a discussion of sacri-

ficial love (agape) and ethics -vdth these words which cannot be supported 

a~~1ere by Paul's exhortations of holy living: 

11 ••• it is not even right to insist that every action of the 
·Christian nmst conform to agape, rather than to the norms of rela-

l. Cf. Romans 6. 
2. Romans 6:12-14. 

• • • 
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tive justice and mutual love by vv.hich life is maintained and con
flicting interests are arbitrated in history.,ul 

Paul, in Romans 8, seems rather to put the emphasis exact:cy-

the opposite: 11 ••• for if ye live after the flesh, ye must die; but 

if by the Spirit ye put to death the deeds of the body, ye shall live. 112 

One does not find Paul mediating a position betvreen sin and sanctifi-

cation as Niebuhr does for his 11 interi.rn of history. u Perhaps it is at 

this point that Niebuhr considers himself to be realistic. 

Wieman's chief difficulty in grasping the Christian view of 

salvation is his metaphysics of naturalism and his epistemology of 

rationalistic empiricism. He cannot conceive of any realit,y beyond na-

ture and thus he insists that it is impossible for a supernatural God .to 

participate in· history. If God participates in history, then He is com-

pletely in history. As a naturalist he does not see the seriousness of 

man's personal anarchy and he is thus able to describe man's relationship 

with God as one of continuity. Atoning salvation to him is completely 

irrelevant. 

His epistemology also keeps him from knovring God correctly, 

for to him there is no reality outside experience and tlm.s all reality 

may be examined carefully. For Christ to have a pre- and post-historical 

existence is nonsense. That cannot be examined and vJha.t cannot be 

examined is of no use to us. Thus a divine Christ ·who mediates salvation 

is an impossibility, and of course one ·who is not divine could hardly 

mediate salvation. 

It is no wonder that Wieman insists that man's lmowledge of God 

. . . . . . 
1. Niebuhr: Nature ~d Destiey of Man, Vol. II, p. 88. Cf. Ante., p. 6. 
2. Romans 8:13. 
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remain vague. To him, God tt. • • is simply that which is supremely signifi-

cant in all the universe for human living, however lmown or unknovm he may 

b nl e. 

Thus Wieman's worship is a worship of values, and he encourages 

each ~~ to humbly do the best he can in life. 

4. The Destiny of Man. 

a. The Comparative Study. 

Dr. Wieman freely admits that 11No one lmows what happens to the 

individual after death. n2 1Vhether death is the end or life continues, the 

great demand is to commit oneself to the creative event. Wieman holds out 

a little more hope for society than he does for the individual. Created 

good may progress or it may regress, but there are possibilities beyond our 

imaginations. Science and technology, if used properly, may overcome all 

inertia and thus remove the major causes of man's sin. All this will be 

accomplished in histor.y. 

In direct contradiction, Dr. Niebuhr asserts that man will find 

his true destiny beyond histor.y. He also admits that what happens after 

death is difficult to determine, but he is sure of one characteristic--that 

sacrificial love 1v.ill vindicate itself and rule in the lives of all vmo 

share in eternal life. 

b. The Evaluation. 

St. Paul wrote glowingly of final glorification to the Romans. 

• • • • • • 

1. Wieman: Religious Experience and the Scientific Method, p. 10. 
2. Wieman: The Source .£!. Human Good,P. 279. 



He established its certainty upon the basis of ~~'s sonship to God 

in the Risen Christ~ He described it as a i'uJ..fillm.ent of all the 

expectations of cor1~pted creation, for all of creation shall be re

deemed~ And finally, the ultimate result 1vill be that all of regene

rated mankind will be conformed to the image of C-od's Son. It is only 

in the Biblical vie11 of the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ that 

one gets a clear idea and the certaint,r of the hope that God has given 

us. 

c. Summary and Conclusion 

It is evident that Dr. Wieman in no way represents Biblical 

Christianit,r. On every major issue he stands under the judgment of the 

Scriptures. He is very ingenious in his effort to unite Christianity 

and naturalism. Hovrever, his metap~ics inhibits him from recognizing 

that man is a creature of a Sovereign God and that man is more than 

complex nature. The evil in life must be attributed to nature, and he 

proposes a sort of "cultural lag 11 theory. This leaves no room for the 

atoning work of Jesus Christ which is the very crux of Christianity. 

Tlm.s it is evident that Dr. VITieman does not present a Christian anthro

pology or soteriology a11d does not share in the hope everlasting~ 

Dr. Niebuhr rightly considers man as created in the image of 

God, possessing not only nature, but spirit. Man has revolted against 

C-od and thus needs salvation w".aich has been provided by C-od in the 

atoning work of Christ. Hovrever, Dr. Niebuhr does not properly repre

sent the Biblical view on all points. He affirms that man's created 

nature, though good, is the occasion of sin. The view in Romans is 
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more harsh than this i.11dicat:ing that man r s very created nature has been 

corrupted by one man's disobedience. Dr. Niebuhr's vievr of regeneration 

is his poorest representation of Christianity, for he overloru~ the 

vital truth of the living, Resurrected Christ dwell:ing in the believer 

and making him, not ne:c:essarily sinless, but certainly freed from the 

pr:inciple and practice of sin~ Dr~ Niebuhr refers to the :Fall of man 

and to the resurrection of the body as nzy-ths, a.Tld gives evidence that 

he considers the resurrection of Christ a myth also. To him, these 

myths have a meaning. However, his attempt to rationalize the Biblical 

tradition leaves him unprotecteq against the attacks of liberals such 

as Arthur E~ Murphy who 1'iri tes: 

"What this seems to mean • ~ • is that these doctrines have some 
:L-rnportant element of truth :in them but are not tru.e :in the form 
:in which they were traditionally accepted, while a:ny attempt to 
sa:y what is true in them ends :in logical incoherence. It ought 
to follow from this that Dr. Niebuhr cannot conceive them in a:ny 
way that does not violate the principle of logic, and hence, on 
these critical matters, literally does not know what it is that he 
believes, eY..cept that it is something strongly suggested to his 
mind by these traditional doctrines, but something which turns out, 
in every attempt to thin.l{ it through, to be either false or logically 
:inconceivable.nl 

Dr. Yvieman states: HNeo-Orthodo:xy has confused myth and :in-

tellectual understanding, and it tries to live under the guidance of 

an incoherent mixture of the t-rro.n2 

Paul, in 1vri ting to the Romans, vm.s more straightforvmrd :in 

proclaiming the Gospel than the declaration that :in it we find profound 

truth~ 

• • • • • • 
1. Arthur Murray: "Coming to Grips w.i th the Nature and Desticy of 

Man, 1' essay in Religious Liberals Reply:, The Beacon Press, Editors, 
p~ 19.. 

2.' Wieman: Essay in Religious LiberalS Rep].yr:, p~ 13~ 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

A~ Summary 

This is an era of swiftly shifting thoughts and theologies~ 

The crisis of the times has demanded a rethiiLldng of established 

theological positions. Man finds h:iJnself not only the contender for 

truth, but also the center of the contention~ ~! theological issue 

:must take man into account for man's response and the ensuing results 

are the nexus to the destinY of civilization. Therefore, the propo

nent of a.n:y system of religion must adequately define man, his essential 

nature, and his need. 

There are two general vievm on the American scene to~, 

claiming to be theistic, that are vying for dominance~ They are 

Theistic Naturalism and Neo-Orthodo~. Trro emminent men represent 

these vievm respectively: Henry Nelson Wieman and Reinhold Niebuhr~ 

It has been the purpose of this study to determine the validity of 

their views in respect to man•s nature by comparing them with one an

other and by evaluating them in the light of st. Paul's Epistle To 

The Romans. 

Chapter one contains Dr • Wieman's view· of man~ Inasmuch as 

his Vli'itings have been devoted to the doctrine of God, it TiaS necessary 

to present this doctrine first in order to understand his view of man~ 
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His doctrine of God is dependent upon his presupposition of a natural

istic metaphysics and upon an empirical epistemology. That is, as far 

as man is concerned, nothing exists outside of nature and its activ.it,r. 

Events constitute the basic reality of life. These events can be 

known by observation, analysis, and evaluation. This method measures 

the value of these events. The complexity of the events presents 

richness of experience and promotes .f.'urther growth of events. The 

complexity and harmony of these 1mltifarious events is caused by a 

creative event, for the events co·uld not cause themselves. This creativee 

event is God. 

On the basis of this, Dr. Wieman defines man as the highest 

organism of the creative event. The instrument used in developing man 

is communication. Man is capable of complex communication which enables 

him to have a harmony of related events. This qualifies man as person

ality. However, man's ability to communicate may contribute to his 

doom rather than enrich his life, for it has created innovations which 

may be too much for man to accomodate himself to. Modern science and 

technology have advanced so rapidly that man's cultural and spiritual 

resources have not accompanied the development. This is the occasion of 

Wieman's liberal use of the term 11evil. 11 Evil is anything that opposes 

or inhibits creativity. Matter itself is evil inasnmch as it is slovr 

to respond to creativity. Created goods are evil if they be considered 

as an end in themselves. Social relationships and religious traditions 

are evil if they in any way tmmrt the creative processes of God~ Man 

is evil and guilty of sin when he inhibits the creative event from 

having full control in his life. 
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As man is the most highly developed organ-ism, he is the index 

of salvation. Upon him rests the responsibility of co~ilitting himself 

completely to God. Upon him rests the destiny of this present civili

zation. This submission is not a blind submission, for man, with the 

aid of science and meaningful myths, may determine what is genuinely 

worthy of his full devotion. Determining 1vhat is vrorthy of devotion 

is a lmge step in the right direction, but two steps are necessary. 

The other is the step of faith -.vhich is man 1s act of submission to God. 

This is the demand for today. Upon these ti;o steps rests the destiny 

of the ·world. 

Chapter T\ro contains Dr. l'Jiebuhr 1 s view of man as fou...11d in 

his t·lro volumes, The Nature ~ Destiny of :Man. He clarifies his ovm 

view of man 1 s nature by shovring the errors of all other vie·,~-s. Ideal

ism errs in stressing mind as true reality and looking upon matter as 

temporal and evil. Naturalism negates any possibility of exis"l.;ence 

which is more than nature and its possibilities. Both have hold of 

truth, but only partial truth. The truth of man is that he is both 

nature and mind. Furthermore he is more than mind in its usual mean

ing, for he is capable of transcending not only himself, but also time 

and space. Therefore, the only adequate principle of interpretation 

is one that meets the needs of both nature and spirit. The principle 

of interpretation that is adequate is the Biblical view of the trans

cendent God who has revealed Iti.mself in history. As He is transcen- . 

dent He is the proper center of devotion for man. Anything less than 

that 1•rould not ni.eet man 1 s need, for nothing w.i.. thin history is sui table 

for his devotion. As he has disclosed Himself in history, He assures 
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man that He is not only a God of justice but also of mercy, for F..is 

supreme revelation is the sacrificial death of Christ on the Cross. 

On the basis of this principle of interpretation, Niebuhr 

presents his view of ma..11. As a creation of God, man's nature is es

sentially good. He was created both body and spirit. That is, man 

is both finite and free. His finiteness compells h~~ to depend upon 

the demands of nature. His freedom enables him to see the inadequacies 

of nature and the limitless possibilities of spirit. This paradox 

causes anxiety. The resulting tension of this anxiety is the pre

cipitant, of sin. It is not that man must sin, for he could choose to 

trust in God in order to resolve his tension. Hoy-rever, such is not 

the case. Even though sin is not a created or conditional necessity, 

yet it is inevitable, for man alTmys centers self in self rather than 

in God. 

This self-centeredness is man's basic sin. He knows better 

but he does not do it. This knowledge of the better is accountable to 

man 1 s original righteousness. Original righteousness is the purest 

la-.v of God, sacrificial love, existing mth man as law·. If man satis

factorily fulfilled the demands of sacrificial love it would cease to 

exist as law·, but inasmuch as it is a 11mustJ1 for man, it is obvious that 

man's original righteousness is not a realized fact but a moral demand. 

That man is avrare of this noughtness 11 places rnan accountable to God. 

TI1us, even though sli1 is inevitable, yet man is responsible for it. 

Tilis sinful nature in man cannot possibly be overcome unless 

man centers himself in that which is beyond himself and a.rzy- relative 

entity. Either is idolatry. Thus man's salvation is in centering him

self in that which is beyond history. This can be knovm because that 
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which is beyond history has revealed himself in history--yet in such 

a way that only judgment b~ond history justifies the revelation. 

This revelation is the cross of Christ. His death is efficacious as 

an atonement for the sins of mankind, for God has laid on Him the ini

quity of us all. In this -..vay God does not abrogate His justice and 

yet He is able to display mercy to the ·w-hole i''Torld. The death of 

Christ is truly our reconciliation to God. 

This reconciliation is prL~rily the forgiveness of sin. In 

addition the tyranrr.y of sin is broken, for man is re-centered L~ Christ. 

Hmvever, man is not completely free from sin. As a resident in his

to:ry and still of the nature of body and spirit, man is continuously 

involved in the paradox of his nature. History is of such nature that 

if man were entirely freed from sin and lived a life of sacrificial 

love, he vrould cease to ~cist in history, for histo~J does not justi~ 

such a life. Therefore Niebuhr proposes that man live according to 

an trinterim ethics" until histor"J is fulfilled in eternity. This 

"interim eth:i.cs 11 is a life in tune with the balances of justice and 

the harmonies of nm.tual love. 

When history is fulfilled, man 1 s destiny will be fulfilled. 

His essential nature vdll have fruition of mea.~g. His spirit vrlll 

be liberated from all anxiety, for the demands of historical existence 

1·r.i.ll have passed mvay. His body will remain as symbolized by the do.c

trine of the resurrection of the body retaining for man true indivi

duality and particularity. 

This is Niebuhr's view of man's P..ature and destiny. 

Chapter Three revealed that these two men are opposed on every 

main issue. Their views i'rere compared as to the source of man, the 
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natu.re of man--including his essential and sinful nature, man's sal

vation, and his destiny. 

Dr. l:Tieman opposes Niebuhr most strongly on his supernatural

istic view of God and :b..is definition of faith. Whatever is super

natural is irrelevant to man 1 s needs and is beyond man 1 s rational in

quiry. The times are too crucial, insists Wieman, for man to be de

voting himself to something that cannot be validated by observation 

and reason. The greatest error of the Nee-Orthodox and Niebuhr is 

that real truth is obscured by clinging to a literal interpretation of 

traditional myths. These m;.yths, such as the living Christ, are not 

themselves to be the object of devotion, but are pointers to a deeper 

devotion to the creative event which they represent. 

Dr. Niebuhr accuses the view that Wieman holds as minimizing '-"/ 

the seriousness of man's sin. S~ is prllaarily man's revolt against 

God, and not the inertia of matter nor the ignorance of man. Wieman 

makes this error because he fails to see that man is more than a pro

duct of nature. He is spirit also, able to make the world and l"liluself 

the object of his consciousness. In depreciatiP~ man Wieman fails to 

see that man is created in God 1 s image. Thus 'Nieman vie>V"S personality 

as a step in the creative y.rork of God. Niebuhr affirms that man is the 

object of God's creation ru1d that man 1vill be fully redeemed by God in 

the fulfillment of history. 

The Epistle to the Romans judges Wiem~~ and corrects Niebuhr. 

The Epistle does not bear directly upon the issues of ~~n 1 s source and 

essential nature except to affirm that man is the created child of God. 

On the problem of sin it 1ms shovm in 8hapter Three that 7fieman 11missed 
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the marlc. 11 Sin is certainly more than an inhibition to the processes 

of creativity. Sin is the rebellion of man's vdll against his Creator. 

Evil cannot be blamed upon nature, for nature has been made e-v-il by 

man. Man is fully responsible for all the sin in the world. Thus 

1Jfieman does fail to see the seriousness of sin. 

His view of man and sin also prohibits Dr. Wieman from having 

a proper understanding of mal1 1 S salvation. Atonement is irrelevant to 

man's need, for it is supernatural. The nzy-th of the living Christ is 

a ~Jrnbol, not a person. Dr. ·wieman stands in danger of Paul 1 s i'rords : 

11 • • • lmovrlng C-od, they glorified him not as God, • • • but became 

vain in their reasonings, and their senseless heart i"JaS darkened. 

Professing themselves to be wise, they bec~ne fools . . . ul 

Dr. Niebuhr reserves for himself the right to a critical view 

of Scripture and therefore stands corrected by the Epistle to the 

Romans. In his attempt to make man fully responsible for sin, he has 

traced the cause of sin back to God. Accordil.ng to Niebuhr man 1 s sin 

is occasioned by his created nature. Paul never traced man's sin back 

to the work of creation. Paul affirms that sin is at the very core of 

man 1 s c0rrupted nature, 1mereas Niebuhr contends that the core of 

man's nature is good but that the core is the cause of sin. 

In the treatment of man's salvation Dr. Niebuhr has presented 

only one-half of the dynamic of Christ. He has ably presented a phi

losophical treatise on the atonement of Christ which gives forgiveness 

to all men of faith. But he has left out the great truth of the 

resurrection of Christ and His livli1g presence in the believer. He 

. . . . . . 
1. Romans 1:21-22. 
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does refer to the Holy Spirit as tl1e presence of Cl1rist, but affirms 

strongly that :man Is sin is broken in intention but not in actuality. 

In side-stepping the doctrine of the resurrection of Christ, Niebuhr 

leaves the reader in doubt as to ·what he believes about the truth that 

Paul gave his life to proclaim. 

It was this vivid sense of the Risen Christ that enabled 

Paul to -write vr.i th forceful clarity of the certainty of final glorifi

cation. On an issue of such importance, Dr. Niebuhr might well abandon 

his metaphysical dialectic and assert Yrith unabashed certainty that 

"It is Christ Jesus that died, yea rather, that 1"/aS raised from the 

dead, 1iho is at the right hand of God, who also maketh intercession for 

us,nland that we shall "be confonn.ed to the image of his Son ••• n2 

B. Conclusion 

The study of man according to Henry Nelson Wieman and Reinhold 

Niebuhr has illu.TUined the subject tremendously. It has revealed that 

giant minds are attempting to define man and his universe. Each pre

sents his case with earnestness and sincerity. The comparison of their 

views has shm·m that although both claim to be theistic, they are com

pletely opposed to each other in respect to their views of the nature 

of reality, of man, and of his salvation. It may be concluded that 

there will be no wedlock of Theistic Naturalism and Nee-Orthodoxy. 

For one 1iho holds a Biblical view of man, Dr. Wieman 1 s -whole 

emphasis must be considered not only incorrect but also dangerous. To 

. . . . . . 
1. Romans 8:34. 2. Romans 8:29. 
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the casual reader his appeal is inviting, and his ingenious use of 

-Christian realities as S'IJffibols mal{es this appeal beguiling. It nru.st 

be recognized that any recourse to a naturalistic vievr has seeming 

validity to those who find a life of faith difficult. F~s incOljpora

tion of certain Christian truths has made his writings acceptable to 

:ma.ny Christian-minded people. But his failure to comprehend the truth 

of man 1 s sinfulness and the forbearing love of God eliminates him from 

being received by those 1~10 have beheld the Son of God. 

Dr. Niebuhr's philosophical and rationalistic approach to 

man 1 s problem is obviously of tremendous value. His careful analysis 

enables one to compare the validity a_~d value of other viervs with his. 

The Biblical theologian, however, must be discriminate in incorporat

ing Niebuhr 1 s vimvs. Vii th logical ease he as signs many Christian 

truths to the position of S'IJIDbols. He follows the principle that 

Biblical truths must be subservient to his rational dialectic. Such 

a practice by brilliant men may not be dangerous, but it encourages 

others to render Scripture as they see fit. 

Finally, this study has shown the profound understanding of 

man as revealed in the Scriptures. They are still the fountain-head 

of lmowledge. The brilliant beauty of Biblical truth is accentuated 

by the fact that eminent men today have not surpassed it in its real

istic vievr of man's sin and its message of salvation ·which is foreign 

to man's spemllation but exceedingly relevant to man's deepest needs. 

For one who yrould knmv the nature of man, let h:i.;·n study the writings 

of men if he vdshes, but let him also have recourse to the Scriptures. 
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