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PREFACE

The 19th century bere witness to the alleged "frontal
attack™ of Charles Darwin upon the structures of traditional
religlosity., Darwin's theses, as they are recorded for us

by Ian G. Parbour in his study ISSUES IN SCIENCE AND

RELTGION, were seen to be especlally dangerous to the

nerveus system ef an organized Protestantism which was stilll
in the process of salving wounds received 1n the numereus
rationalistie-orthodox-evangelical-pletistie~-revivalistic
confliets. Thess theses, in brief, propound an Ilnherent im-
portance 1n change--=thus being eritical of any argument from
deslgn; state an organic lInterdependence of all components in
nature (including man:)-—-thereby strikling a blow agalnst the
notion of a peculiar human dlgnity; assert a rule of law to
all areas of nature which confronts the ehurch squarely with
the problem of what Ian Barbour calls "evolutionary ethies";
finally coneluding with the eontention that the ecipher "nature"
Includes Man and his culture as well gs the birds, and the
bees, and the sycamore trees.l |

The purpose of this paper emphatlically will not be tb
analyze Darwinian theory nor will it deal with the character
of Charles Darwin, It will attempt instead to show that the
so-called "Darwinian Revolution", understood in the pros-

pective of the broad compass of the development of theolog-

lcal doctrine, ras provided and may still provide healthy

1. Tan G, Barhour, Issues in Sclence and Religion
(Englewood Cliffst Prentlee-Hall Inc, 1966),
pPp.B4-96,




dlalogue for Christlian Apologetics as have similar-
"thought revolutions" in the past.

To provide a basis for argument, one may allude to the
area of 0ld Testament theology. As the Yahwist, Elohist,
Deuteronomic and Priestly "writer-theologlans™ were once
thought to be chronologically consecutive and reflecting
a progressively more refined conception of God and his
intercourse with Man, each receiving almost universal accept-
ance during the time of its predominance, are now, especlally
gsince the work of Artur Welseyr, considered by the majority of
scholars as being virtually concurrent =--- each representative
of different klnds of tradition which had come together in
what Weiser calls the "Israelite Cultural Sphere" as the re-
sult (in Weiser's words) "of the different tribes and sections
of the population 1n Palestine joining to form the sacral
union of Israel, the people of God".2 Just as these several
doctrinal-historical~literary strands reflect a particular
response or address to a speciflic situation pecullar to the
context of pre-covenantal tribal life, so may the develop-
ment of doetrine be seen and appreclated on the basls of its
own integrity as 1t responds contextually to a historical
situation or prevalling intellectial climate wlelding suffi-
cient influence to demand re-ssgessment , re-evaluation, and

refinement.

2, Artur Weliser, The Cld Testament: Tts Formation and

Pp.00-01




Firmly convinced that doetrinal development wes a process
far more complex than the simple stereotype of medieval Cath-
clic sccretion and perversion and Protestant repristination,
the writer willl attempt to show that econcurrent terdencies
were and are lndeed still present in the Church of Christ,

As g prolegomeron to his treatment of "Metaphysical Determin-
ism®, he simply defers to Noah Webster in declaring the latter
half of this designation to mean "the doctrine that everything
(including ¥Man) 1s entirely determined by a sequence of causes™
(which may compass a variety of possibllities ranglng from the
fiat of God, whether it be considered arbitrary or benevolent,
to the fist of an inalterable order which sweeps man along in
1ts tlde of evolutionary development), whlle the former is
understood in an equally traditional manner as "the branch of
philosophy that deala with first principles and seeks to ex-
plain the nature of belng or reality (ontology) and the origin
and structure of the world (cosmology)®.

The term "Metaphvsical Determinism®” may well raise =
question of subtle redundancy. Does not the term "metaphysical®
imply determlination by dealing with the nature of being or
reality while "determinism™ supposes s prior cause to a present
event? Apart from 1lts erudition, "metaphysical Determinism® 1is
a Justifieble and sensible verbal construction if two consider-
ations are presupposed:

First -- That Man sees himself as a "metaphyslical®

creature who has not simply been thrust out into the physical




world to exist for his allotted three score and ten years
only to be confronted with annihilation but i1s a participant
in a drama which may be traceahle to a first principle or
series of first principles in which hls lmmediate involvment
1s as necessary as a counter statement to the total symphonic
poem,

Secondly --- That Man sees his "determiniss™ (from
without) not as predetermination which has the effect of
reducing life to passlve acceptance of certaln lnexorable
prior causes thereby truncating human volition to utter
impotency but as his destiny (not simply in terms of finis
but in the dynamic of telos as well),

"Metaphysical Determinism" taken as a synthesis, may then
be defined as Man coming to grips with the "where from - what
now - where to" of his exlstence without falling prey to a
me taphysics of pure speculation by affirming his creatureli-
ness -- yet guarding, at the same time, against a rigid deter-
minlsm by asserting that this cereature stlll has a unique
potentlal to transcend hlmself and conjecture concerning his
beginning, present exlstence, and his fulfillment and end.

The thesls of thls study states that just such a sense
of "metaphysical determinism" was present in a variety of con-
current theological expressions involving the dynamic of
reason and grace and was present as well in formulations as
eérly as the primitive period of the Christian Church (which,
paranthetically, sees the metaphysical first principle as a
transcendent Creatoy -- God, and determinism as the conforma-

tion of human will to the will of God) and were refined and




nourished throughout the entire history of the development
of doctrine. If one gives due cognizance to the fact such
concurrent tendencles were indeed present and influential
and that no one theological expression was ever fully
accepted as the coin of the realm, such diverse express-
ions as fatalism, mysticism, nominalism, rationalism, and
Darwinlsm may well be understood as occasions involving
the plvotal question of "metaphysical determinism” from
which can stlll emerge s deeper and more significant
Christian apology. Should this be realized, all these
expresslons would no longer be subsumed under the same
category as was Darwinism in the preceding century, and
cease being llkened to the Moorish invasion as potential

fatal thrusts to the life and existence of the Church:




CHAPTER T: THE PATRISTIC FPERIOD

YFor consider, what have the phllosophep, the
writer and the critic of this world to show for
all thelir wlsdom? Fas not God made the wisdom
of this world look foolish? For 1t was after
the world 1pn its wisdom had falled to know God,
that he in his wlsdom chose to save sll who
would belleve by the "simplemindedness® of the
gospel message. For the Jews ssk for miracu-
lous proofs and the Greeks an Intellectuasl pan-
acea, but all we preach ls Christ crucified --
a stumbling block to the Jews and sheer nonsense
to the gentiles, but for those who are cslled,
whethey Jews or Greeks, Christ thepower of God
and the wisdom of God., And this 1s really only
natural, for God's "foolishness™ 1s wiser than
men, and his "weakness" is stronger than men."

I Coripnthiens 1:19-25
(J. Bo Phillips translation)

Rabbi Howard Singer, writing in the January 28, 1967

edition of the Saturday Evenlng Post on the very provocatlve

subject "Don't Try to Sell Me Your Religion" has thrust a
disarmingly honest prick at certain frothy ecumenicsl bubbles
by declaring Judeo-Christian dialogue to be "farcial® and
"gubtly demeaning® on the ground that "Christianity borrowed
at least as much from the CGreeks and Romans as it dld from
the Jews®. Behind this rather argumentative cast, the Rabbi
1s simply stating the trulsm that the Greek and the Febrew
were residents of two significantly different thought-worlds
-=-worlds of thought which often shared the same vocgbulary
yet infusing radicelly different meanings within simlilar or
identicel words.

The English exegete F, F, Bruce summarizes just thils




difficulty quite lucidly in two brief word studles on

pivotal New Testament terms. Bruce declares the two principal
terms vitel to the understanding of the relastion of Christ to
god are "SON" and WWORD® --- he is known both as the "Son" of
God and the "Word" of God. The crux of the problem is that
this terminology 1s teken from 1ts Febralc-Piblical context
and undergoes considerable modificatlion when it becomes mean-
ingful currency in the Greek thought-world. The word "Son",
in addition to 1ts literal sense of a filisl (bilologlecal=-
hereditary) relation, has for the Febrew a sense of what
Bruce calls "morsl kinship®. To substantuate this assertion
Bruce says that Jesus himself used "Son" in just such a con-
text by saying, "Blessed are the peacemakers, for they shall
be called Sons of God"™ ~--- reproducing within themselves the
character of ch.l Though it would not be germahe - at this
point to develop an excursus on the expression "Son of cod®,
let us deem 1t sufficlent to say that while many scholars
would see an incipient "supernaturslism™ in this term as it
evolved 1In the context of the Hebrew mentality, they would be
extremely hesitant to see any metaphysicsl declarations in-

2
heyrent within them.

l, ¥, 7, Bruce, The CGrowling Day (London: The Paternoster
Press, 1951), pp. L119-120,

2. Especially helpful at this polnt are the articles
"Son of God™ and ¥Son of Man® in the Interpreter's
Dictionary of the Bible, V. 1V,




The Greeks (and the Romans who emulated them) were in-
flicted with a "fatal® propensity to philosophize. A notion

of a "moral kinship" to a delty was ludlcrous to the educated

Greek. Even with an elaborate cultural mythology whose person-

ified heroes and villians were quartered in the rarifled air
of Mount Olympus, a pervasive fatalism dominsted the intell-
ectual milieu, ¥o less than Seneca, a Roman imbued with the
Greek mentality, said YFate gulides us, and it was settled at
the first hour of birth what length of time remains for esch.
Cause is linked with csuse (determinism’) and therefore every-
thing should be endured with fortltude. Long agc 1t was
determined what would make you rejoice asnd what would mske
you weep --- although the great crestor and ruler of the
universe himself wyrote the decrees of fate, yet he follows
them., FHe obeys forever, he decreed but once."5 Pliny the
elder states this even more succinctly when he says "we are
go much at the mercy of fate that fate herself, by whom God
1s proved uncertain, takes the place of God."4 Far from the
freshman philosophy class stereotype of trylng to determine
how imperfect a copy the professort's desk 1s to 1ts archtype

in the world of "forms”, the erudite Greek was impelled to

3. Senece, de Providentate 5, 7f. as cited in Rudolf
Bultmann, Primitive Christianity (Vew York:
Meridian Pooks, 1956), D. 140,

4, Pliny, op.cit., Natural History TI, 22,




philosophize for far more substantial reasons. Philosophy

was for the Greek a study in self-ldentity and, above all,

the reconciliation of the individusl with his flnite des-~

tiny, the equation of which was considered to be wisdcm (a

point to which we will return in greater detsil). When

regson experlences s fallure of nerve and ceasses to be

schoolmaster of the will, "evil"™ is concommitant because 1t

represents a regression to a lesser state of enlightenment,

a state at which Wan had still not accepted his determinate

end, Thus we see the urgency of the philosophlicsl entep-

prise, Philosophy refines and develops the reason, and the

"reason, perceiving what is best, communlcates 1ts insight

to the will, and the will automaticelly obeys 1lts promptings“.s
The Greek, soured shd dlsenchanted by "orthodox" fatalism

(to which even Plato and Aristotle succambed 1in the estimate

of Gilsons) and receptive to the kerygmatlic preaching because

of hils sojourn into the mystery religions would give them

hls own characteristic response to the declarstion that

Jesus was 5 ﬁfgag 7@;? é}iégx While the Febrew sought

an almost supernatural ¥man on horsebsck™ to rout the Romans

from the promiszed land and were more Interested ln pragmatic

activity than the nature and character of the one on the

5. Rudolf Bultmann, Primitive Christianity in its
Contemporary SettTng (New York: Meridian BOOKS

©), PP.

7

6. Etlenne Gilson, Reason and Revelatlon in the
¥ilddle Ages (New York: Charles Scribners' Sons,
1838), pp. 6-7.
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horse, the Greek, predisposed tre philosophy, Immedliately
asked the question "how"? Fere a decided metaphysical
(irstead of moral) emphasis was apparent, "In what sense",
the Greeks ask according to Bruce, "did Jesus derive his
being from ch?”v

The term "word" produced a similar difficulty becsauss
of the subtle yet decisive nuance of meaning held by the
Greekand Febrew thought-worlds. In Febrew thought "Word of
God" denoted divine activity. Thus Bruce says that it 1s
entirely possible for the Febralc mentality to declare
Jesus to be the "Word of God" because 1t 1s to say "that in
him God ls uniquely and self-reveslingly active whether in
ereation or in redemption.“g The Greek, however, had al-
ready used the term "word® (logos) in a decidedly different
context. "Logos"™ or "word" denoted the divine principle of
reason or order immanent in the universe, (The notion of
Immance makes the logos principle reasdily consistant with
our previous discussion of fatallsm) from which the newly
converted or inguiring Greek or Greek-Jew (Pgod-fearers™)

could equate the metephysically defined pre-existent Christ.

7. Bruce, op.clit., p. 120,
8. Ibld.
9. Ibid., pp. 120"121'

[*]
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We may readily appreciate Paul's words in his first
letter to the church at Corinth when he assesses the monu-
mental task of making an apology to the world around him.
"The Jews ask for miraculous proofs®, and;Zharismatic
military leader-miracle worker with the aplumb of a Moses
and the muscles of a Joshua, "and the Greeks an Intellsctual
panacea® --~ a philosophy which would make sense out of the
fatallstic non-sense they see about them. The skillful
apologist utilizes the thoughts, concerns, attitudes, and
fears of the audience who will give him ear. Saul of Tarsus,
the former Jewish excluslivist who had the unique benefit of
being reared 1n a fertlle Gresk environment, seelng the
Synagogue doors closed to him, turned to those ears who would
hear., The rest of the tale is commentary,

There are still a number of well-meahing souls who fepr-
vently attempt to repristinate in our time a thoroughgoling
Biblical theology; free of the cancer of philosophlecal specu~
latlion and terminology. They are to be commended for theip
fervor 1f for nothing else becauss nothing could be further
from the truth., Just as many held to the cherished belief
that the Kolne Greek must assuredly be language from hesven
because it was so radically different from the classical
language -=-- only to have their c¢laim rather rudely dispelled
when an excavation team found a first century grocery list
written in the same "heavenly" speech, so must these Biblical

Ingenues admit to the fact that variant philosophles and
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theologles are indeed present in the New Testament documents
and their proto-sources as well before even a feehle attempt
at upnderstanding can even begin,

Ry the time Paul confronted the Gentiles with the proclama-
tion of the gospel, impersonal "fate" had long been personified
into the E%Gﬁm§§i;.ﬁﬂfﬁm§&%ﬂ of Galatians4, principally through

the pre-Christian phenomenon of Gnosticism which persists in
10

- 1ts own pecullar shapes and expressions to our present day.

Even Paul cannot but help to be imbued with the speculative

’religious vocabulary of the world to which he ministered. As

they usurped 0ld Testament traditions and applied them to
their own formulations, the Gnostlc sems Man's situation in the
world ®as a bondage to the hostile cosmic powers, as a fate
brought upon him by the fall of the archtypal man."ll Paul
himself uses such an 1diom In I Corinthians 15:47ff when he
speaks of an "earthly man" and a "heavenly man", ¥o one
wonld deny the effect these thoughts, decidedly Creek in
origin, had upon the statement of Christian belief., The
notioh that matter was lnherently evil while the spirit was
Inherently pure, caused the Greeks to stumble wheﬁ they evgé
attempted to envision how a God, who by defibition was remote
from the material world, could function as he was purported

to do In the Kerygma. The Asiatic body of ldeas called
"Orphism"” which had been assimilated into Greek thinking, made

10, Bultmann, p. 190.
11, 7Ibid., p. 191,
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it virtually impossible to concelve of the human body and
the material world in general as little more than a prison-
house.lz One need only conjecture the effect such a mental-
ity bad on the fertlile formulations of the Gnostics, and the
Docetists who held a more respectable place oh the friﬁge of
the orthodox famlly,

Yet, by the same token, the Hebralic assessment that the
material creation, issulng from the hahd of an immanent-transcen-
dent creator, was by its very nature good, created no insupr-
mountable obstacle to the declaration that the Divine Word
became flesh.l5 Howeveyr, the traditional notlon of moral kih-‘
ship (without the effective complemeht of understanding the
full import of the metaphysical Implications which were attend-
ant to it) resulted in Adoptionism and Ebiohiam In which the
man Jesus is taken into an exalted "moral-kinship" relationship
with the Father in an albelt subordinate positlon.

Once the growing severance between the Jewish and Christian
communitles had become final and complete, the progeﬁy of the
apostles directed the bulk of thelr activity to the formulation
of a Christlan Apologetic. Such an enterprise, according to
Adolf von Harnack, had to be sensitive to a varlety of con-
dltions. They are, among others:

1., Historical continulty with the 01d Testament

witness

2. The Unlversalism of the Christisn revelgtion

12. Bruce, pp. 121-122,
13, 7Ibiad.
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3. Rejection of Gnostic schematics

4, 4 Desirse to present Christlanity to the educated
as the highest and surest phllosophy.

5., An attempt to make Christlanity ratlional and
giving it a form which appealed to the common
sense of all earnest, thinking and reasoning
men of the times.l4

The Gnostic heresy found a staunch opponent in the figure

of Tertullian, Yet even in his attempt to repudiate the Gnostiec

superstructure and affirm an anti-gnostic "regula fidei”, he
was forced to find recourse in the stolcism from which he had
come.l5 Gilsony, in his work to which we havs previously
referred, has developed what he calls Pthe Terullian family",
having the fellow by the same name as its spiritual father,
"In spite of thelr personal differences™, says Gilson, "the
species 1tself 1s easlly recognizable", These points of iden-
tification are, amcﬁg others, a selective reading of 8t., Paul,
a condemnation of Greek phllosophy and the absolute dichotomy
between religlous faith and reason in matters pertalning to
revelation.16 Although he discreetly avoids diwvulging hamea,
he intimates rather broadly that a man of the 1lk of Karl

17
Barth is firmly within this family structure, However,

14, Adolf von Harnack, Outlines of the History of Dogma
(Roston: My King Press, 1893), D. LL7.

15, Adolf wvon Harnack, History of Dogma, Vol,IV and Vol,V
(New York: Dover Publications, 1961), pp, 196ff,

16, Gilson, pp. 10-11,
17, 1Ibid., p. 8.
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the same patristie period bore witness to a man named Clement
of Alexandria who, while not having the distinetlon of having
a family named in his honor, dublous as thls may be, compli-
mented Tartullian by clearly not finding "philosophy to be
the foolishness of the world® but rather as™a gift from God,
a means of educating the pagan world for Christ as the Jew's
means of education had besn the law.“la Once agaln, just as
Paul's ostraclsm from the synagogue community, as was the case
with the primitive evangellsts, permanently altered the idiom
and thrust of the Kerygma, the attitude of Clement prevalling
over that of Tertulllian determined the nature of theological
Interrogation for the thousand years to follow,

As we, in summary, are mindful of our Integrating princi-
ple of "metaphysicsl determinism" while being cognizant at
the same time that the characteristle New Testament language
idioms and thought patterns did not simply issue forth from
- the ¢ld Testament but underwent subtle modification\and, in
some cases, radlcal reinterpretation, we may attempt to con-
trast the Febralc and CGreek mentalitles in light of our pivotal
principle, If one were asked to Ilnterpret the Hebrew mentality
within the context of "metaphysical determinism®™ his assessment
might include certain definite considerations, The primitive
Hebralc world view may be considered a-metaphysieal in a
somewhat narrow sense because personal existence 1s terminated

in death, yet, 1n a very real way, 1t ls solidly metaphysical

18, Frederick Copleston, A History of Philosophy - Vol.TI
(New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1858), pp.276-277,
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ingofar as it sees itself vitally and intimately related

to the transcendent first cause, It also has left its pe rm-~
enent mark on the Christian proclamation within its constant
dramatic parable of a gracious God and an ungrateful people.
The dynamic of cholece associated with the Hebrew was to be-
come crucial to the Kerygma which then addressed itself to
the dlsenchanted pagan. Were we to enumerate perversions
for which the Hebrew would be held accountable, the one
which would be paramouht would be that of peculiarity, the
rebellion against any form of universalism by dogmatically
contending that God is our Father to the exclusion of all
else,

The Greek world view with its fatalistic determibism
proved to be fertile soil for the Kerygma because it shows
within 1t the opportunity to master the fates by thelr incopr-
poratlion into the metaphysical figure who was at the focus of
the proclamation, The monumental alteration the Greek thought~-
world underwent was accepting the discovery that God is not
indifferent but can be empathetical and compassionate without
compromising his holiness and transcendence. Their shopt-
coming lsy in their pervasive willingness to subject God to
sterlle catagorization instead of plumbing the full Implica-
tions of hls personal address,

An ahalysis of "metaphysical determinism"™ in the patristic
era, could issue forth in nothing save a paradox --- a paradox

of freedom, especially in the Pauline sense, in which the
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person to whom the good news is given experlences his
greatest sense of freedom (from a fatalistle determlination)
when he makes himself transparent to that which God deposes
that he do, Where the Gresk, or, for that matter, Gnostlec
expositions heavily emphasize s flight from the material
world, the Christian proclamation, reflecting the Febralce
soil in which its roots are imbedded, affirms the goodness
of the material creation. While the Greek mentality con-
stantly speaks in terms of dualism whereby the spiritual
principle resident withinp the body is warned not to capltu-
late to the material-svil world,lg the Christian declares
that the world becomes "evil"™ only insofar as Maﬁ attaches
himself to the mutable good, attempting to attain 1life by
his own efforts, until he, in Pultmann's words "becomes....
a victim of transitory reality“.gg For, in the final anal-
ysis, the Christian sees no cosmological dualism of good and
evil, This will be of decisive importance in future formu-
lations of the nature of "sin®”, The material world does not
extend 1ts balling hooks and attempt to ensnare him and
drag him to his doom but affords instead the opportunlty for
him to express the vicegerency God always Intended him %o

have.,

19, Pruce, p. 122,
20, Bultmann, pp. 192-193,
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CHAPTER II: THE MEDIEVAL PERTOD

When Augustine, who may be collogulally called the first
theological ¥glant® of the medleval period, entered Into the
arena of apologetics, i1t became abundantly clear that the
attitude of Clement would prevall. Yet, it should be admitted
with the same abundant clarity that the motives underwriting
the apologetic task, as a result of pressures from without,
experienced a revision of principle which was st once slow ang -
deliberate while being historically inexorable at the same
time.

The apologetic endeavor directed to the non-Hebrale world
developed a means of expresslon which adhered like a chrysslis
to the primitive preaching. Whille its function may have been
salutary in the beginning, we shall see that 1t gradually be~
came a pecullayr stumbling block when 1t caused men to quarrel
oveyr 1lts external structure while they forgot that a vibrant

life was enclosed within 1t., As this first pressure was bas-

"ically Internal and self-engendered for purposes of compre-

hensibility, a second pressure, external by contrast, played
just as determinate a role in sltering the Christian apology.
Thig "pressure™, very simply, was the political transforma-
tion of the Christian Church from a clandestine sect to the
"RELIGIO LICITA¥, A raging debate could be undertaken over
whether this constituted a Ypressure" or a lack of pressure,
justifiable recognition or a fallure or nerve, In any case,

the apology ceased, for all intensive purposes, to fervently




justlify its existence and settled down to the rather comfortable
task of defining and refining its mode of expresaion., We, by
no means, assert that the only thing remalnling for the church
to do was to engage in some mild tea party polemics for noth-
Ing could be furthler from the truth. We do, however, see a
#ast difference between a struggle for acceptance, and, 1n
some cases, survival in an alien environment and a "family
quarrel®™, vitriolle as it may be, in which the orthodox seg-
ment has its predominance challenged periodically by a some-
what more enthuslastlic second cousln, VYet, as in the case of
the "first pressure", this too was salutary insofar as it

produced greater depth of understanding by challehging the

accepted formulation and thereby causing it to be more exhaustively

deflned or re-defined.

The system of Augustine, st first glance, seems to follow
the spirit of Tertullian as opposed to that of Clement for 1t
i1s elearly, to borrow Windleband's phrase, "a metaphysic of

inner experience®. Windleband equates this expression, which

‘he feels typifies the Augustinian position and has "beatitude"

as its goal, with the "socratic postulate that the possession
1

of truth 1s requisite for happlnesa,®™ This sounds more than

vaguely reminiscent of the urgency of phllosophy for the

classical Greeks, Ian Barbour equates the foundation of the

1, Wilhelm Windelband, A Hlstory of Philosopgg - Vol, I
(New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1058), DPP. 6=2%"7,
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medieval tradition (of which Augustine may be considered a
pillar) with the Platonlc and Aristotéllian emphases with the
notion "that there must be a reason (Parbour never clearly
elucldates the meaning Of‘“reason“ in this context) if the
world 1is not 1rrational“.2 It would be tempting to align
Augustine's motivations, as does Windleband, with those of
the classical philosophers who asttempt to answer the "where
from-what now-where to®™ of thelr metaphysical determinism,
and to generalize them, as does Barbour, into those factors
which are supposed to be constitutive of the medlieval milleun,
If such be the case, the only thing separating the figure of
Avgustine from those of his precursors would be the expansion
of the transcendent "first cause® concept, because of a legit~-
1mate Hebralec Iinfluence on the Christian community, to include
fatherhood and filial relationship, This would then mean that
little or no change has been effected in methodology (as some
vocal cri%i:s of the medieval thought-world are jealous to
emphasize) and, at best, only a nominal change was undertaken
ih the area of sentiment and terminology.

It would then be extremely interesting to compare this
mentality with the position of a scholar of no less repute than
Etlenne Gilson who goes so far as to sese Augustine as the

plvotal figure of a second unique family in the history of
Christian thought, Gilson reminds us how Augustine, in his

2. Barbour, op,cilt, pp.17-18,

2a, A. Wolf, A History of Science, Tech, & Phllo,
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Confesslons had falled to reach truth and falth by reasson alone

and how he arrived at the monumental discovery "that sll the
rational truth about God that had been taught by the philosophers
could be grasped at once, pure of gll errors, and enriched with
many a more than philosophicsl truth by the simple act of falth
of the most 1lliterate among the faithful“.3 This expression
has within 1tself the curious distinctlon of sounding like both
Thomas and Luther --- as well it might: Gllson continues, say-
safest way to reach truth is not the one that starts from reason
and then goes on from rational certitude to faith, but, on the
contrary, the way whose starting point 1s faith and then goes
on from revelation to raason”.4

The mysteries and the marvels of the human spirit pervade-
the thought and piety of Augustine. Although, as Reinhold
Niebuhr rightly points out, Augustine's statements ¥are not
derived solely from the insights of the Christian religion. They

are so remarkable because he was able to exploit what mysticism

and Christlanity, at their best have in common. ¥an, in feel-

ing his "inadequacy (a sense of rigid determinism) reaches out",

3., @ilson, op.cit, pp. 16-17,
4, TIbid.

5. Relnhold Nlebuhr, The Nature and Destiny of Man - Vol, I
(New York: Charles Scribners' Sons, 1941,), P. 157




in Copleston's paraphrase, "to an object greater than himself,
an object whilch can bring peace and happinesa"s-—- the know-
ledge of which leads to beatitude, What prevented Augustine
from postulating that which would be tantamount to a nirvana
concept was his abllity to percelve this as having a linear
quality --- an ongoing search for this beatlitude --- never
fully realizingit this side of eternity (which in 1tself pro=-
vides a point of demarcatlion with classical fatallsm-engendered
philosophy). The human mind for Augustine is man's singular
badge of his unlqueness =--=- so uﬁique In faet that he virtually
equates the human mind wilth the Imago Dei.l7 One would be in
difficult straits to find a figure In whose thought the "where
from-what now-where to" of metaphysical determinism is more
exhaustively treated than Augustine. Memory, he asserts, is

a paramount function of Man's unique ability for self-trans-
cendence.8 The only factor which saves Augustine from a )
Platonic mysticlism 1s the abiding belief that human life points

beyond 1tself yet cannot convert itself into that "beyond"
9

‘becsuse thils equation epitomlizes the very nature of ®sin¥,

€. Frederick Copleston, A History of Phllosophy - Vol, 2
(New York: Image Books, 1962), p. 66.

7. Avgustine, "Detriniate XTV,4,6." as quoted in
Reinhold Neibuhr, The Nature and Destiny of Man - Vol,T

op.cit., p. 155,
8. ©Niebuhr, p. 156,

9, Ibid., p. 158,
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In light of the Pelagian controversy, which preclipitated
certain definite questions concerning the role of the human
reason in the salvatory process, Augustine portrayed man's
metaphysical drama as wholly within the grace of God. Grace,
according to Augustine, is praevenlent (having the power to
withdraw man fro@ his sinful condition), cooperative (which
alone renders man capable of earning merit and, above all,
irresistable. The result of this process then 1s "justifica-
tion" --- the transition of the sinner from the impious to the
pious state as a result of grace coupled with merit.lo It is
curlous to see Augustine placing the initiative strictly in
the divine dimension (consonant with later Reformation tradi-
tion) while at the same time laylng the foundations of what
will become the normative Roman Catholic position of justifi-
cation (grace coupled with merit),

Since the system of Augustine was, 1ln great measure, one
of reaction to heretical (non-orthodox) tendencies within that
specific historical period, his concept of hature reflects his
reaction agalnst the Manicheans to whom he had prevliously
belonged who were characterized mainly by thelr dualistic world
out look, In order to assert the supremacy and singularity of
God, and emphatically avold the postulation of a dualistic
achema, he described evil as "privation® (which Copleston
attributes to the Neo-Platonic éﬁétinusll -=-= but which is in

concord with the New Testament in rejecting an sbsolute dualism)

10, FHistory of Dogma-Vol, IV and V, op. c¢it., pp. 205-209,

11, Copleston, p. 100,
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which later became normative for scholastic phllosophy as a
whole.

The most consplcuous debt Augustine owes to Platonlc and
Neo-Platonic formulation, however, 1s inextricably bound up
within his principle of self-transcendence, How may the human
mind which in itself is temporal affix 1ltself to the eternal?
Augustine retorts with his doctrine of illumination. PBecause
of the fact that the human mind l1s chahga;;ie and temporal and
the sternal, must by definltion, transcend 1t =--- therefore,
the only way the mind 1s capable of apprehending what 1t 1s, 1s
through the assistance of an outside source.lg What Thomas was
later to consider an aspect of simply God's creating and con-
serving activity, Augustine deems to be a separate and unique
functlion of God in hls gratultous actlion to man whereby he
transcends sense experlence and perceivqéaternal truths undery
the action of a Being who alone ls necessary, changeless and
eternal.l3

Due to the fact that this paper purports to be no more than
‘a historical survey to substantdate a central argument, the
second major fligure to be considered in this chapter ls St. Anselm
of Canterbury. Anselm provides intriguing material for study
because of his fldellity to the Augustinian tredition and hils
captivating proof for the existence of God wbich.defies a con-
tradiction little short of logical positivism, Firmly within
the tradition of Augustinian 1nternaiism, Anselm advanced his

famous proof of God's existence as that which affirms ¥ God is

12. Ibido) Pp- ‘78"79.
13. Ibido, Pp. 81‘82.
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than ﬁhich no greater can be thought", Thls argument was then
severely attacked by a Monk named Gaunilo, who contended that
an idea does not presuppose extramental existence and thst
Anselm had made an 1llicit traensition from the logical to the
real order., To this objectlon Anselm tendered the reply that
god being absolute perfection must exist by necessity.lﬁ Anselm
In no way depreclates that which can be known sensibly, as |
Augustipe would agree that eternal knowledge 1§*perceptihle
through experienqe,ls but contends that eternal truth 1s only
knowable through its csuse --- God, Therefore, an i1deallsm of
the Platonic variety persists though Anselm was, at the same
time, instrumental in laying the basis for the reallsm of a
rediscovered Aristotle and a Thomas,

Previty once again permits us to take a leap of some two
hundred years in order that we may round out our picture of the
medieval period by considering Thomas and Bonaventure -~ 1ts two

culminating figures, The Bplstomology of Thomas i1s thoroughly

realistic in character. 1In contrast to Platonic epistomology

(exerting a decidd influence on Augustine and later Bonaventure)

affirming the priority of thought and the faclility of thought to
engage in extension and which, flnally, most poslt a first cause,
a "super ens® valhalla of "forms" in order to codify (by the
Socratic doctrine of recollection) this subjective apprehension
of the external world, Thomgs sees a dynamlc encounter between
the perceiving subject and t he object to be perceived. PRoth

subject and object are rendered Msubstantlal” when the one per-

1‘%. Ibid., ppa 184"185.
15. Ibid., p. 8l.
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celves the other and internalizes and objectifles 1t., .Thomas
declares the action of the subject not to be merely Intelligible
(in an empirical, receptionistic sort of way) but "superintell-
igible®. WMan's rational facultlies thus have the sbility to
codify and generalize (specifilcally in the domain of specig?and
genera) as well as the previously mentioned ablllitles to internal-
ize and objectify. Yet, as in the case of Platonic epistomology,
a further refinement must be presumed to spare 1t from becoming
mere phenomenology. Thomas accomplishes thils glteration with his
doctrine of "subsistence"., Wan's ability to engage in super-
sensible, superintelligible determination does not reside in his
Innate abillty to generalize stimulus-response patterns, but in
the fact that he has been created and "subsista®™ through the
grace of God. Here Thomas comes closest 1n approximating a
"metaphysical determinism® as a gracious dispensation from God,
god thus crested within men not only the ablility to percelve
genslbly but also put whithin maen an active principle of know-

le
ledge which enables him to 1ntult that which he receives,

The analysis of Jacques Waritaln ls extremely helpful at this

point when he compares a Thomlstlec orlentation to education
with thet of Platonism., He contends that Thomas, in "de
Veritate®, would repudiate the idea of E-DUCC --- drawlng out
of the pupll knowledge already preexistent within him through
the development of the power of recollection --- while, at the
same time, carefully qualifyling the Aristotillan concept of the
"Tagbula Resa™ by adding that the subslstent God-given power of

16, Jacques Maritaein, Existence and the Existent (New York:
Image Pooks, 1948), pp, 20-91,




-2

?f/intuition imposes a dynamic and a Alrection to the learning i
process which ultimetely willl lead toc man's rational development.
We see withiln Thomas! realism an "openness"™ to the natural
order where "man thinking® is not a cognitive animasl subjectively
fostering meanlng on that outside of him nor s passive receptor of
sense impressions, but a ratiocnal creature given the abllity to
literally "drink’in® gll of nature in Ites variedness and multi-
plicity by hls subsistence in God. In hls determinatlion of whether
God may be known through the natural order, Thomas beglns hls
treatment of nature and grace by saying that ®although we cannot
know what God 1s --~ we canh use the effects of God“lg and ¥just
as other sciences do not argue to prove their own principles, but
argue from thelr principles to prove other things which the
sclences include, so neither does this doctrine argue to prove
its principles, whilch are articles of falth, but argves from these
to prove other things”.lg Fere Thomas must mgke, 1f I may pre-
sume to borrow from Klerkegaard, "a lesp of falth" by accepting
as an initlal premise man's subsistent ldentlty to God in much
the same way ss Platonism affirmed the priority of form --- and
thus must part company with tle positivists who concur with his
epistomology on the horizontal dimension but are loathe to enter
the vertical realm,

Interestingly enough it i1s within this article that the

first filssure develops which will eventumte in the Catholic-

17, Charles A, Fecher, The Phlilosophy of Jacques VMaritaln
(Westminster, Wd: The Newmsn Press, 10953), DD. 2B1TT,

18, gSumma Theologica, IQ.1, Art., 7.

19, 1I6. 1, Art, 8.




Protestant rupture. Thomas gsserts that "sacred doctrine
does not make use of human reason,..to prove the faith,

but to clarify certaln polnts of doctrine. Since grace

does not supplant nature, but perfects it, reason ought

to be the servant of falth iIn the same way as the natur-
al inclination of the will is the servant of charity".go
Thomas epltomizes the classified Catholic position by
seeing man at varlance with what God intended him to be
because of the "peccatum originale", but sees not rad-
ical cleavage and distortion of the human personality

a8 do the later reformers. As to whether or not God's
exiatence may be proven save by revelatory act, Thomas
once again says the exlstence of God may be demonstrated
by his effects.21 He then continues his development by
exhibiting five proofs (which have been previously quall-
fied) for God's existence (excludlng any insight into his
nature as loving father) which are sensible to the rational
facultles alone (a predisposition of faith not required)
which we will once sagaln allude to in our treatment of
st. Bonaventure.22 God's existence 1s for Thomas self-
evident --- however seeing hls activity as gracious, lov-

ing and personally directed to us still belongs in the
23
realm of falth,

20. Ibid,
21, 1Q.2, Art, 1
22, IQ.2, Art. 3

23, IQ. 20 ff,




In any discussion of reasson and revelation In the system
of Thomas, this discussion i1s conjoined with the expression

"Praeambula Fidei®, Barbour, in hls Issues in Sclence and

Religlon, regards thls to mean that "reason....ls an important

preamble to falth (for example)...lt can establish some theolog-
lcal truths, inecluding the existence of Gad“.24 Barbour contin-
ues 1n his observation that in the thought of Aquinass "revelas-
tion 1s necessary hecause the most important theological truths
are not accessible to reason.zS Within the translation of
praembula fidel this view 1s most certainly possible., "Fides”
g8 & feminine noun may be translated either as = dative ( as
Barbour does) 1In which reason is the legltimate preamble to
faith or may be translated as a genitlve (as Thomas actually
does) to produce the far more dynamic concept of the prlority

of faith to ratlonal activity. Just as the dative ussge ex-
poses Thomas to the stereotype of the reason functioning in
happy autonomy until 1t needs & slight sssist from God, the
genltive preamble of falth to reason provides coplous materiasl
for fruitful theological diglogue, Thomas readlly admits that
"there are some truths which the natural reason alsoc 1s able

to reach“zs (es we have dlscussed previously) yet, in the five

classical "proofs™ he declares gf the same time if Pthe know-

ledge of God were solely that of the reason, tle human race

24. Barbour, p. 20,
25. 1Ibld,

26, Thomes Aguinas, On the Truth of the Catholic Faith =-
Book One: God (Garden Cilfy: Hanover House,ltbb), P.63.
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would remain in the Hlackest shadows of ignorance®  ahd warns
"not (to) intrude...into the divine secret, do not, presuming
to comprehend the sum totgl of intelligence, pledge yourself
into the mystery of the unending nativity; rather, understand
that these things are 1ncomprehensible".28 With this mental-
ity, Thomas does lip service to the methodology of the
Péeudo-Dionysius.John Scotus Erigens and the aschool of St,
Victor while efégcting a qualltative break with what Gllson
calls the theologism of the early Middle Ages by malntaining
"that Revelation 1s a self-sufficient and self-contained order
of truth, whose ultimate foundstion ls dlvine guthority alone
and not the natural light of reason”.zg

In "Prime Secundae®, Questions 82 and 85, Thomas delves
Into the essence of original sin., The Thomlst definition of
sln 1s wholly consonant with hls earlier assertich concerning
man in kls incorporation in the natural order, He view sin sas
Yhabitual® ~-- not in the sense which inclines a power to act
(which would seem consistemt with the reformers equation of
sin with radical rebellious pricde) but in a second sense of
habit defined as "the disposition by which a composite nature

20
as well or 111 disposed in a certain way."  Here Thomas

-

Q

27, Ibid., pp. 67-68.
28, Iblidi, p. 76.

29, Gilson, p.78.

30, 12 ge, Q.82, Art, 1
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amplifies, in his own unlque way, the Augustégian definition

of evil as privation (assumed from Plotinus) by savling that
gin is much more than this =--- "it is a corrupt habit“.ag Once
again, Thomas, as did Augustine, conjolins the two "thought-
worlds™ spoken of in Chapter I, by introducing the element of
personal rebellion in what otherwise would be conslidered mere
deficiency in personality. The difference between actual and

original sin is of primary importance insofar as "actual sin

1s the disorder of an act” while Yoriginal sin is the dls-ordered

33
disposition of nature itself®. The cause of sin 1s deemed to

be "the privation of original justice, which took away from man
the subjection of his mlind to Goﬁ“.34

In his analysis of man in his relationship to God, Thomas
speaks of the "natural good" which may mean three things:

1. The constitutive power of nature--together with the

properties consequential to them.

2. The inclination to virtue.

3. The gift of original justice.
Within this deliniation Thomas explains "the constitution of
human nature 1s nelitheyr destroyed nor diminished by sin. The

gift of original justice was totally lost through the sin of

our first parept, The natursl inclination to virtue, fipally,

31, Frederick Copleston, A History of Philcsophy, V.2,Part

(Vew York: Image Books, 1962}, p. 100,
32. 12 sze, Q. 82, Art, 1
33, Ibld.
34, 12ae, Q. 82, Art. 2
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is diminished by sin --~ hence, slthough nature itself 1s not
changed by any alteration In 1ts voluntary sction, ité inclina-
tion 1s changed in respect of its direction to an end“.55 He
says further that there is a ﬁatural inclination to virtue which
ls diminlished but not taken away and goes so far as to say that
there 1s a "certain good, with 1ts mode, species, and order
which belongs to the very nature ~-- that la not taken away by
sin nor diminished by it.”ss (A possible precursor to Luther's
"Justita Civilis¥?),

We may make an appropriate transition from the treatment of

nature tc that of grace by alluding to Thomas'! Treatise on Grace

which malkes the assessment that in a staste of corruption, man
37
falls short of what nature makes possidble, Fuman nature 1s

not so entirely corrupted by sin as to be deprived of natural
good altogether, As we lave sald earlier, man confesses that
he subslsts in God -=- that ke was created for a supernatursl

end which the Catholic Encyclopedia defines as "the intuitive

vision of God...the enlightenment of the (human) intellect by a
positive revelation of god...Divine Grace 1lluminating and
strengthening tle human facilitles and sanctifying by which
human nature is elevated to a higher mode of activity“.38 In

the state of "pure nature” (which we would define as affirming

35, 12 gse, Q. 85, Art, 1
36, 12 se, Q. 85, Art, 5
37. 12 se, Q. 109, Art, 2

38. "Nature™, The Catholic Encyclopedia, V. 10 (New Yorks
Robt, Appelton CO. 1911), DP.715 If.
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our rational facilitles while belng bound by the contingencies
of physical determination) Thomas declares that "man needs a
powey added to hls natural power by grace in order to do and
to will supernatural good --- but in the state of corrupt
nature he needs this for two reasons, in order to be healed,
ard in orger to achlieve the meritorious good of supernatural
virtue.”ad He gsserts almost to the polint of redundancy that
"to love God above all things is natural to man --- the reagson
for this is that it 1s natural for each thing to desire and to
love something -~~ we must understand that a nature cannot be
Ircited to sn actlon which exceeds the proportion of 1its
power -=-- but to love God 1s not such an action --- thils is
natural ip every created nature”.40 When in the state of
"corrupt nature® man falls short of this desire of his
rational will ("which through corruption seeks its own private
good") unless it 1is "healed" by the Grace of God.él

Thomas then begins to fathom the question of the relation-
ship of grace to merit and good works =--- seen a8 such a polnt
of contention especially in Catholic-Iutheran polemics. The
wlll of man must be prepared for good works by grace (which
alone 1s the principle of meritorious works)., God's "help®

(grace) is needed In two specific ways:

39, 12%ae, Q. 109, Art, 2
40, 12ge, Q. 109, Art, 3
41, 7Tbid.
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1. As "mover® --- the primary force which lmpells
us to seek our supsrnatural end,
2. As "direction" --- which keeps thegoal of our
existence constantly before us.42
Once asgain sin is afflrmed as being "nothing more than to fall
short of what befits man's nature"™ ("and a man in the state of
pure nature could avoid this"). 7In this state of Ycorrupt
nature” a man needs grace to "heal hils nature continually, if
he 1s to avold sin entirely. 1In our present 1life this healing
ls accomplished first in the mind, the appetite of the flesh
being not yet wholly cured.“45 (It 1s interesting how such a
position may easlly glve theological credence to a doctrine of
voluntary celibacy). A man's Yhealed™ reason can prevent
"mortal® sins (defined by the Baltimore Catechism as having the
powey of depriving the soul of "sanctifying grace®") but his
"lower appetites still eventuate in "venial sins™ (defined by
the same source as a "less serious offense which does not
deprlive the soul of sanctlfying grsce, and whilch can be pardoned
even without sacramental confession“).44 It is further declared
that men needs God's Grsce 1in two ways:
1. As & "habitual gift" by which his corrupt nature
may be healedis (which is later defined as an

infusion of "habit" in the soul --- an endowment

42. 12 ae, Q. 109, Art, 6
43, 12 ge, Q. 109, Art. 8
44, Ibid.

45, 12 se, Q. 109, Art, 9
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of forms and powers inclined toward super- -
natural good.ée)
47
2. As motivation to act (defined in the same
later portion as man's mind helped to know,
will, and act).48
Tre thoroughgoing Thomist would take violent exception to

the TLutleran who regards the dsctrihe of "justification by
faith" his own particular "doctrine by which the church must
elther stand or fall®™, WMan is truly"justified by falth" in
the scholastic system. PJustificatlion® 1is defined by Thomas
as the "transmutation® of the sinner from a stste of injustice
to a state of Justice.4g However, 1t might be well here to use
an analogy from the Riblical disciplines to maintein a clear
pilcture of the two alternative concepts of "justification®
which do, in fact, exlist, One may say that the clsssical
Protestant (Reformation) concept of "justification" is akin
to the aorist tense in Greek --- slignifying completed action
wholly through the graclious activity of god while the Cathollc
position more closely approximates the imperfect tense whereby
action though begun in the past continues in linear development
and exerts 1lts influence In the present.

The word "schema” may be deeméd unfortunate becsuse

neither Thomas nor the Thomist In any way attempt to substan-

46, 12 ae, Q. 110, Art, 2
47, 12 ge, Q, 109, Art, ©
48, 12 ge, Q, 110, Art, 2
49, 12 ase, Q. 113, Art, 1
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tialize or deliniate ﬁhe activity of grace othey than for the
purpose of understanding and explication of the affects they
produce. Why and how God chose to be active among men re-
malns as awesome and ineffible to them as sttempting to fully
understand the trinity. Yet we must guerd sgalnst reading in
too great a similarity because Thomas 1s very explicit in say-
ing that "God does not justify us without ourselves, since
when we are justiflied we consent to his justice by a movement
of our free will, The movement 1s not the cause of grace, but
the result of 1t“.50 Throughout the explication of this
doctrine God moves man 1ln the context of his free will and
with all who are capable of beling so moved, God infuses justl-
fving grace in such a wey that he also moves the free will to
accept it. Even in the sscrament of Infant Paptlsm, God ls
saild by Thomas to "move the infants to justice by moving thelr
sculs“.SI Thus the activity eventuating in "justification" may
be summarized by Thomas iIn the following way:

1. Infusion of Grsce (prilor to all activity of man --=-
elthough considered subseguent from the human
dlimension,

2. Movement of free will toward god in falth.

3. Movement of free will to recoil from sin.

52
4, The remission of gullt.

50, Ibld,
51; 12 &e, Q. 113, Art. 5
520 12 8.6, Q‘ 113, Art. 6
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In what will regretfully assume the character of a brief
epllogue after considering merely two subdlivlslions of the

Summa Theologlca of St. Thomas, we shall compare him to hls

one noteble contemporayry --- The Seraphic Doctor, St. Bonaventure,

Both see philosophy tc be the hand-maild of theology and both
seec themselves ss a splritual and intellectual heir of St.
Auvgustine, FHowever, the one factor whlch separstes the two men
more clearly than any other --- and which profoundly colors
their theological systemization is Bonaventure's reticence to
abandon Platonhlc categories contrasted to Thomas! openness to
the recent ly rediscovered reslism of Aristotle.

The classlcal Augustinian proof for the existence of God
-== which Copleston calls "The Proof from Thought®™ --- may be
termed as bhoth covert and a priori, When the two doctors of
the Church speak of an Wimplicit khowledge of ¢od", Ronaventurse
remainsg solidliy within the tradltlion and sentiment of Augustine-
by recoghizing a "virtual knowledge of God, a dim awareness
(of a dlvine presence) which can be rendered explleit without
recourse to the sensible world“.s5 Thomas, however, harbors
definite misgivings concerning the "Augustinlan-Anselmic-
Bonaventurian® progression of argument and seemingly antlici-
pates the objection of the poslitivist by saying:

"neither can it be argued that God exists in reality,

unlegs it is granted that that than which nothing

greater can be concelved exists in reality, which 1is

not gragied by those who suppose that God does not

exiast¥,

55, Copleston, op. clt., p. 284,
54, T.Q. 2, Art, 1
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Previously we have sald Thomas declared "we cannot know god¥
sessdave in his effects.55 Yet he, 1h Copleston's words,
"admitted an 1implicit knowledge of God, but by this he meant
thet the mind has the power of attainling tothe knowledge of
God's existence through reflection on the things of sense and
by argulng from effect to cause“.SG Thuas, in each of his five
proofs for (God's existence, Thomas ﬁever varies from the pro-
gresslion of the extsrnal manifestation to the reality of the
one who renders this action violltional and purposeful which
demands simultaneously a breach of logic and a leap of faith.
The second point of consideration concerning which
Bonaventure and Thomas are at varlance 1s the doctrine of
¥illumination®”. Copleston consliders 1its inceptlion by Aurustine
as a Christian slternatlive to recollection in classical
Flatonic and somewhat less than classical neo-platonic thought.
Tt 1s obvious that both terms presuppose an a priori aésess-
ment of the knowledge of God. Bonaventure sought recourse in
the doctrine of i1llumination when confronted with elucidating
his definition of truth as "Adequatio Rei Et Intellectus",
Since no created object 1ls iImmutable, all senslible objects avre

perishable and the human mind 1tself fallible --- assistance

was required from without to apprehend the exlstence of God,

55, Ian 1: Art. 7, Dp.cit.
56, Copleston, p. 284,
57. 1Ibild., p. 80.
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Thus the i1llumination theory came to the rescue; the existence
of cod is perceived inwardly and in a way which transcends both
the senéible and reasonable faculties.58

Thomas, however, sees the doctrine as an unnecessary
accretion oh a theological schema, Since God makes hls pres-
ence known and felt int he sensible world and man has been
given the ability to intult such knowledge originally by God's
grace ~--- such an gddition is clearly superfluous, Thomas here
displays his Aristot®lian "realism" while Bonaventure clings to
what 1s basically a Platonic orientation to man and the world
around him, TUltimately the system of Bonaventure, with its
Platonlc predispositions, would edmit an element of d%épair
In attempting to perceive Cod acting in the tangible, material
world and view a qualified notion of metaphysical determinism
only in teyrms of the freedom a supersensible illuminstion could
afford from it, Thomas, by contrast, (were we to retain the
gimile of "freedom”™) would viptually sequate hls doctrine of
"subsistence® with what we have designated "metaphysical
determinism® and, in so doing, see with St. Paul that man's

greatest freedom rests when he makes himself transparent to

the determination of God,

53, Ibid., pp.316-317,
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CPAFTER III - PRELUDE TO REFORMATION

The Yew York Times Sunday Magazine featured an article
with the intrigaing title “american Philosophy is Dead”
(April 24, 1966}, In an extremely readable way, Dr. Lewls
Feuer documents the decline and fall of a discipline whose
regal status once stood second only to that of theology to
little more than a word game played by a hapdful of
dilettantes, Thus, in "American Philosophy 1is Dead", we
gsee the transition from a Willlam James, who refuses to
"accept the agnostic rules for truth seeking®, to a Joslab
Royce, who deems "the highest expression of philosophy® is
a covert "reflexive curiogity" to a Sidney Hook, who equates
metaphysics with ¥Yan indulgence 1in fancy", finally to a
Tudwig Wittgenstein, who completely repudiates the utillty
of metaphysical presuppositions and reduces philosophy to
"orammatical investigation®,

If we accept Nosh Webster's principal definition of
"philosophy” as "the study of the processes governing thought
and conduct®, we can easily observe the emasculatlon of
philosophy, the aforementloned period, from a metaphyslcally
grounded pragmatism to a lingulstic analysis offering 1littie
or no insight into the governance of thought or conduct.

Dr. Feuer describes his study as "the decline of philoscphy
from a Golden Age to an academlc cult and restrlicts this

phenomenon to a hundred year period, We would take
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exception with the declaration that the "golden age" ended
with William James 1f Webster's definition of philosophy

fs taken as normative. In place of the foregolng assertlon,
we offer the suggestion that philosophy's "golden age®™ came
into full fruition with St. Thomas Aquinas --- that in
Thomas "the study of the processes governing thought and
conduct? achieved its fullest expression as a true con-
junction of faith (as the ultimate ground of conduct) and
reason (as the ground and basls of tbought),l thereby
effecting the most comprehensive treatment of metaphysical
determinism qua divine gratulty, and that all subsequent
developments either directly or indirectly contributed to
philosophy's degeneration into a word game.

3. ¥, Chesterton's excellsnt paraphrase of Thomas'
answer to his critics (both past and present) states with
brilliant clarity the Thomlstic position on the conjunction
of falth and reason:

870 be brief...I do not bellieve that CGod meant

man to exercise only that particular, uplifted

and abstracted sort of intellect which you

(my opponents) are so fortunate to possess:

but T believe that there is a middle field of

facts, which are given by the senses to be

1. Josef Pieper, Scholasticism (New York: Pantheon
Pooks, 1960), p. l62.




the subject matter of the reason; and that 1in

hat field the reason has a right to rule, as

the representative of God in man.“2

Stated as simply as possible, it is by no means self-
evident to man that hils rational-cognitive facultles rep-
resent an indwelling manifestation of God. This discovery,
according to Thomas belongs to the "Praeambula Fidelf ---
the declaratlion that the acceptance of divine reveiation
by ah act of falth logically presupposes the knowledge that
a God exists who 1s capable of revealing himself, knowledge
then which can be gained in abstraction from theology.S
Wan thus, as an activity of body and soul togethey, has the
ability to gpprehend the particular and Intult the
¥potentially universal element contained implicitly within
it“.é Following in the tradition of Augustine, Thomas
declares that there ls a plurality of l1ldeas in God sincse
he knows each individual thing to be created and that this
has the character of an "exemplary form®™ which may be known
by the indlvidusal intellect 1n abstraction from the particu-

5
lay which it spprehends (not in the Platonic sense of being

2., G. K. Chesterton, 8t. Thomas Aquinas (London: FHodder
and Stoughton, Ltd., I1943), p. 22.

3. Frederick Copleston, A Fistory of Fhilosophy - Vol, 3 T
(¥ew York: Imasge Pooks, 1963), p. 20.

4. prederick Copleston, A History of Philosophy -Vol,2 II
(Vew York: Image Pooks, 1963), pp.l09o-110.

5., Copleston, v, 2, pp. 78-80,
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a less perfect copy of the formal --- but 1in the Aristot al- |
ian sense of the particular having within itself enough of
the character of the universal to make 1t comprehensible
to the intellect). |

John Duns Scotus may be considered to be the first
contributor to what Maritain calls "the blackest stain on
philesophy”a(a philosophy of exlstence without essence.)

Anne Fremantle, employing a quotation from D.J.B. Hawkins'

A 8ketch of Wedieval Phllosophy says:

"Duns Scotus denied the distinction between
essence and existence, because neither accounted
for the individuality of real things...things
(which) exhibit a principle of individuality,

a thisness which is not reducible to any other

fector, The singular adds an entity over and
above the entity of the universal. Consequently
the apprehension of the universal 18 not the
complete ground of an apprehension of the singu-
lar adequate to the whole knowledge of the
singular.gv
In thls same volume theyre is a further quote from Father
Christopher Devlin, who ingeniously compares the mind in

Thomas to ®a limpid and motionless pool in which both the

6., Jacques Waritain, Existence and the Existent (New
York: Image Books, 1Y), p. lo.

7. Anne Fremantle, The Age of Pelief (Roston: Houghton
Mifflin Co,, 1955), p.163.
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nature of the surrounding objects and the movements of the
heavens can be clearly discerned® until Scotus ralsed the
complaint "that the pool falls to represent...the secret
entrance and exit by which there is a contlnual influx and
drawing off éf the water without which it could not remain
fresh and sweet.“e The human soul then "is not co-extensive
with reason and ﬁnderstanding” but finds that its intellect-
ual powers have been extended to the fullest yet without
satisfaction until a "higher faculty is brought into play".9
Thomas and Scotus are also at variance In thelir treat-
ment of the powers of the soul. Aquinas places the intell-
ect's quest for the true to be a prior and nobler concern
than the will desiring beatitude.lU The intellect ls con-
cerned with the apprehension of the good while the will ls
concerned with the special empirical forms assumed by this
goodll However, consonant with his more transitory conception
of the activity of the soul, Scotus reverses Thomas' order
and states that it is the will which 1s ever directed toward
the good as such while the understanding (intellect) has %o

12
show in what the good consists in a particular case.

8; Ibid., pp. 181"'1820

9. Ibld.

10. 12ae, Q. 110, Art, 2

11. Wilhelm Windleband, A History of rhilosophy - I
(New York: Harper & Erothers, 1958}, p. 53%.

12, Ibid.
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Scotus' loudest objection to Thomas lles with the latter's

declaration that the mind (soul) only "knows"™ in abstraction
from the avenues of sense impression =--- that, outside of
divine revelation, the soul i1s dependent upon these vehlcles
for 1lts apprehension of the external world from which it

then may abstract and perceive the inherent formal or univer-
sal character infused 1ln a glven thing by God. Scotus sees
an lnconsisténcy in Thomas! analysis insofar as (according

to Scotus) dependance on an organ of sense infers a bondage
to the organ. In fact, he goes so far as to say, 1ln true
Platonic fashion, that the best argument for the immortality
of the human soul may be drawn from the intellect's independ-
ence of a corporeal organ.l5 In an articulate restatement
and refinement of the classlic Franciscan position Scotus by-
passed the reality of the natural creatlion itself, and there-
by took away the certainty of man's cognltion of it.14 Like
Karl Barth's resounding "wein", Scotus answers Thomas by
asserting that what falth tells us about God's work or re-
demption and grace can 1n no way be made intelligible to
reason because "there 1s no rational argument for those
things that belong to faith" (ad ea, quae fidel sunt, ratio

15
demonstrativa haberi non potest), Thus, 1n an attempt

op,cit,
13, Copleston,/V. 2, pp. 265-267,

14, Pieper, p, 146,
15, TIbid., pp. 142-143,
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antedating the Neo-Orthodox movement by some 600 years,
Scotus sought to protect the holiness and transcendence of
God but, in doing so, struck the flrst blow which would
eventually discredit the scholastic synthesls and thereby
divide what was a conjunctive unity of faith and reason
into a realm of faith and a realm of "intelligible reason“.le
The final blow which sealed the demise of scholastic
synthesis was not thrust by Scotus, but by a younger Fran-
ciscan brother named Willliam of Ockham. In the same spirit
as Duns Scotus (Phecause God 1s absolutely free, everything
that he doss and effects has the character of non-necessity®).
Ockkham lald great stress on the Christian doctrines of divine
omnipotence and liberty. Fe deemed these doctrlnes unsafe
unless the Greek notion of the metaphysic of essences could
be eliminated from Christlan theolOgy.18 Ironically, the
arguments he uses to protect Christian theology from Greek
contamination sound deceptively like the Greek phllosopher
Carneades, whose logic impelled him to say the existence of
god is by no means self-svident and tlerefore defles reason-
able proof.19 When Aquinas spoke of the objectivity of real
species and essences in the mind of God, Scotus countered
by saying what Thomas considered "real" distinctions in

20
essences or universals were merely "formal' in character.

16, Ibid., p. 145.
17, Ibid., p. 140.

18. Copleston, V.3, p. 61.

19. PBertrand Russell, A History of Western Philosophy
Vew York: Simon & Schuster 1945), pp.cdB8.

20, Ibild., p.62.




Ockham, howewver, in his insistence to protect the purlty of
Christian doctrine, repudiated the conceptlion of ¥"Divine
Tdeas" because God would then be limited in his creative act
by the eternal idsas or essences.21

It is precisely within William's jealousy to protect

God's infinitude, omnipotence and transcendance, that he

-unwittingly becomes the founding father of the totally

a-metaphysical modern "word game™, While this would not be
the proper place to go into profuse detall concerning
Williams!' logic, two of his most sallent points should be
considered --- the first of which being the power of God
(the conception of the divine FPiat) and the second belng
the integrity and comprehensibllity of the individual thing
which ls perceived (the notlon of Absolutism),

In his protection of God's “otherness®, William begins
with an analysis of Thomas' five proofs for the existence
derivative from experlence and arrives at the judgment that
the se arguments may be "probable® but not certaln becauss
they are not logically conclusive.22 The proof from motion
is deemed inconclusive because we cannot establish with
certainty that A i1s the cause of B in any other way than
actual experience; the proof from finallty also is rejected
because 1t cannot be proven that Individual things act

for ends which jJjustify God's existence (or, in other words,

to prove a teleological character in the world); the proof

21, 7Ibld., p. 93.
22. Ibid., pp.93-94.
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from efficient cause also meets the same fate because

"it cannot be proved by the natural reason that God 1s the
immediate efficient cause of all thipgs, but also that it
cannot be proved that God 1s the mediate efficient cause

of any effect"-, the proof from infinite regression of
causes 1s also dilspensed with because you would have %o
presuppose God's existence which clearly may not be done

in actual experience. To be brief, it ls impossible to
know God as an immediate and sole term of the act of know-
ing; furthermore, it i1s impossible to know God in his simplic-
1ty; flnally God may only be known in a connotative way
(principally through the traditional Via Negé%iVa de ve loped
by the Pseudo-Dionysius and John .‘Scmtus.g5 '

Continuing his effort to protect the prerogatives of God,
Willlam goes so far as to state that God weould produce in us,
if he so desired, the intuitlon of a non-exlstent object as
well as eliminating the mediation of any given secondary
cause if this were his pleasszxsm.m.2‘?c We remains consistant
as he transposes hls theological presupposlitions over into

the area of ethics. According to William, God can do or

will anything that does not involve logical contradiction.

Whereas Thomas states "1t 1s due to God that created things

should fulfil whateveyr his wisdom and his will ordains and
25
that they should manifest his goodness”, William declares

23, Ibid., p. 98.
24. Ibld L] pp-‘76"770
25, T.9.21, Art. 1
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that adultery and fornication may not be legitimate parts
of the moral order simply for the fact that God has forbidden
them --- thus the ultimate reason behind any given moral law

igs not fyrom a necessity on the part of the giver but purely

26
on the basis of divine fiat. Yet, interestingly, William
warns against license in the man-to-man encounter because
2%
it is contrary to "right reason®. Thus, he appears to

deliniate between the activity of divine inauguration and
af2irs on the human level. One almost gets the feellng that
he is reading the ®two kingdom" ethic in which man 1s both
saint and political animal simultaneously. Josef Pleper
describes this tendency in Willlam es "a paradoxical
dichotomy which became a virtusl model for the period follow-
ing him® --=- a paradox which demanded the appropriation by
faith of the divine fiat while submitting to the guidance of
pight reason“.ze

The second area in which Williem left his indel. ible
mark upon philosophy concerned the determination of fbe
particular and the universal, FTe rejects the moderate
reglism of Aquinas, who saw the universal individuated iIn

existence in favor of a position sounding deceptively like

that of David Fume. Williem apprehends in particular some

single objects intuitively or abstractly (caused by the object--

26, Copleston, V. 3, p. 117.

27, 1Ibid, p. 119.

28, Pileper, p. 145,
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or by a predisposition from a former act). A second act
produces universals, and second intentions (something not
left there befgreﬁgé le ft behind in imagirative faculty
mediated by the intuitive cognitlion of particular sensation)”.
However, Willlam is extremely careful not to equate this with
the object being perceived (as does Thomas, who states that
all human cognition is of the universal Insofar as the mater-
f1al object in abstraction constltutes the universal)so bub
considers it to be "a predisposition inclined to imagine a
previously sensed object“.51 He denles the Thomistic notlons
of "superintelligibility™ and “subsistence®™ in his epistomol-
ogy by stating that "there 1is no unitary, unvaried or simple
thing in the multiplicity of singular things nor in any kind
of crested individuvals, together and at the same time ---
(therefore) since the univeysal and the slngular are numer-
ically one --- one does not Include a greater plurality
intrinsic to things than does the other". ;

However, tre notlon of the universal is by no means dis-

carded., William appropriates this concept into his logical

system in an albeit subordinate position. FHe bypassed Scotus'

29, Willism of Ockham, "The Individual and the Universal¥,
Treasury of Philosophy ed, Dagobert D. Runes (Yew
Vork: Philosophical Library, 1955), p. 872.

30. Copleston, V.2, p. 109.

31. Ockham, op.cit., p.872.

32. Ibld., p.874.
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¥objective-formal® distinction dilemma simply by asserting
that it was of no major consequence --- and in much the

same splrit declared that the notion of a universal was
also of secondary importance becsuse it 1s to be conslidered
merely as an act of understanding --- a way of conceiving or
knowing resl things.gs Copleston asgesses Ockham's posltion
as having the tendency to split the world up into "absolutes®
--- distinet entities which are wholly dependent on the fiat
of God and between which there is no necessary connection.54
Tt is precisely within this mentallty that William 1s the
last creature in the o0ld aeon and the harbinger of things to
come. All who had preceded William held that the creature
had a real relation to God --- though God's relation to the
creature was mental. This was deemed Iimpossible by Ockham's
Tabsolutism® in which relations are capable of analysis only
when consistent of two existing "absolutes’. While we affirm
by faith that God created and conserves hils creatures, he
is (in modern parlance) ®wholly other" and in no way must
admit to a necessary relation.55 AS his predecessors spoke
of knowlng man only as he was subsistent to God, William

spoke in disapproval insofar as this would relegate the

study of the world and its creatures to an inferior position,

33, Copleston, V.3, p.6%.

34‘ ij—d L3 ] p.BO‘

35, Tbid., p.8l.




-50 -

But if the individual thing i1s deemed an "absolute” it may
be studied without any reference to (}od.:56 By this declara-
tion, Willlam was the first to throw open the myriad of
"absolute® things which constituted the "world® to what later }
would be known as scientific investigation. e
Were we to assess the results of Ockham's attack within
the totality of our study on what might be considered a
gcholasticism of a ¥golden age®, we would acknowledge a logic
whose universal class concept need no existential import be-
cause 1t is simply a "term" to describe a conglomorate of
individual things, an ethlec which for all intenslve purposes
might exist autonomous of any metéphysical foundation, and
an embryonlec empliricism seeing an integrity open to investi-
gation once again free of any presupposition of metaphysics,
YVet, we must remembeyr that all%his was unpdertaken by Willlam,
not because he was & village atheist or an intellectual
aghostic, but because he was a devout Franclscan who desired
to free the statements of falth from the danger of philo-
sophlical contamination. One cannot help but wonder if
William's reaction to those who championed his use of the
"razor" and elaborated his émpiricism without acknowledging
his dependence on a free and omnipotent God would not be the
same as that of Paul Tillich when he was told by the radical
theologians that he had fathered the "death-of-god® movement?

William of Ockham had remained loyal to the Franciscan

36, 1Ibid., p.B3.




tredition as he laid utmost stress on Yknowing” God directly
without recourse to the sensible world by attempting to show
the futility of such activity. The only questions which re-
main to plague theological inquiry to the present day ls the
legitimacy of the disjunctlion of falth and reason and whether
this bifurcation is to be lauded or scandallzed, and does
this not, in fact, represent a misunderstanding of what we
have defined as proper metaphysical determinism by having
inherent within it an incipient desire to flee from the
created world which the Bible tells us legitimately mirrors
the personality of God in favor of some higher gnosis? The
period of the Reformation, to which our present chapter has
served as a prelude, will mirror in even sharper relief the
Wafterglow® of the golden age of philosophical-theological
expression with an emancipated vitality colored with a

very slight, but ever present, tear of lament.
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CHAPTER IV -~ THE VIA MODERNA

When William of Ockham declared that "absolutely nothing
could be proved about God in the light of natural reason, not
even his sxistence“,l he, for all Intensive purposes, left
reason g stranger on the shore while falth cast itself out to
gea llberated from the concrete material world. In the words
of Gllson, the late Middle Ages was "called upon to witness
the total wreck of both scholastie philosophy and scholastie
theology as the necessary upshot of the final divorce of

reason and revelation™. To substantiste hls argument, he

polints to the Imitation of Chrlst of Thomas a Kempls as a

"late medieval protest agalnst the vanlty of all philosophy"
especlally when the latter declares "I am he who exalteth in
a moment the humble mind, to comprehend more reasonings of
the eternal truth than if one had studled ten years in the
schéola“.g The Christians caught in the wake of the schol-
astic dlsintegration, and equally disenchanted with the
traditional forms of Franclscan mysticlam, sought refuge in-
stead in an embryonic pragmatism which emphasized what they
envisloned to be a practical and workable Christian lifse,

One particular expression of this type of experiment was

1. Etienne Gllson, Reason and Revelation inthe Middle
Ages (New York: Charles Scribners' Sons, 1998,
pp.86-88,

2. Ibid., pp.88'89-
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the "Brethren of the Common Life" among whose students and
adherents was a young man named Desiderius Erasmus who
epitomized in his work the battle ery "away with philosophy
and back to the Gospel".5 Such motivation, borne by an
honest dissatisfaction with what was deemed to be a mholastlc
house of cards, and coupled by a recently invented printing
press, laid the foundation for what many consider to be the
re-discovery of the Bible and what we may consider the
corresponding re-discovery of the Hebralc thought-world
which had long lay subordinate to the Gresek,

All the aforementioned factors, given the added lmpetus
of an lnciplent nationaslism, prepared the stage for the
supessful performance of a Martln Imther where previously a
John Wyclif had been posthumously condemned and hils ashes
cast to the winds and a Jan Hus burned at the stake, As a
child molded by all thesses varled influences, not the least
of which was Ockham's "razor" and political theory whose
bases were a virtual magha carta from papal and emplre dom-
ination, Imther effected what many modern scholars now call
a "Copernican Revolution“.4 Philip S. Watson, one of those
scholars holding to the "Copernican Revolution® expression,
contends that religious formulgé long bound in an anthro-

pocentric, egocentric vocabulary (due to an excessive

dependence on the faculty of reason)werse in turn freed by

4, Philip S. Watson, Iet God Pe God (Philadelphia:
The Muhlenberg Press, 1947), p. 33.




Iuther with his corresponding emphasis on the diviné
1n1tiative.5 Firmly within the Ockhamist tradition, Luther
sees men "serving God for Hls own sake, simply because He
is God" without any thought of (anthropocentric) "ethical
attainments”.6 He evidences a further consistency wlth
post-Thomastic opinlon when, in his exoegesis of Isaiah 9:1-6,
he declares that "the prophet rejects the natural light of
reason, showing it to be mere darkness: for if we had light
within ourselves, the Gospel need never h%ve shone upon us.
Light 1llumines, not light, but darness.” Reason ls further
gseen as "belonging to the flesh --- and so blind that 1t can
nelther see nor know the things of God" and 1s, in the last
analysls (as Frau Hulda) equated with “arrogance”.s

It would be intrigulng to conjecture the response of
Luther if he understood Aquinas' treatment of the "pré&mbula

fidei™ in Pook I of Summa Contra Gentiles as well as he

proportad to understand the eritics who followed Thomas,

F——

Tuther declared reason to be an ineffectual organ of know=-

ledge in the "spiritual kingdom” and saw instead the only

5. Ibld., p. 34.
6, Tbid., p. 46.
7. B. A. Gerrish, Grace and Resson - A Study In the

Theology of Luther (London: Oxford University Press,
1962), p. 12,

8. Ibid.’ pp. 18"19-




-57 -

9
reliable guide to be the revealed Word of God. Although

we would be quick to admit that Thomas and Luther arrive
eventually at markedly different concluslons, could not
their initial premises be considered virtually 1ldentical?
Even though Thomas' theology draws hlm to a conclusion in
which he describes "science" as "gssensus to reason" and
"raith™ as "assensus te revelation® and the further declara-
tion that "faith" and "science™ are two dlstinct specles of
knawledge,lo a prolegomenon seeing Revelation as "a self-
suf ficlent and self-contalned order of tyuth, whose ultimate
foundation is divine authority alone and not the natural
light of reasen"ll contains nothing inherently within 1t te
which Luthey could object.

B. A. Gerrish, in his study Grace and Reason - A Study

in the Theology of Luther, is quick to point out that Inther's

misgiving concerning any conjunction of faith and reason is
finexplicably tied to his ethle of the two kingdoms.l2 "The
Erroyr of the Schools®, insofar as Luther was concerned, lay
in the confusion of tlese two kingdoms ("commlscuer unt

politlca cum ecclesiasticus®™) or, expressed in yet another

9. Ibid., p. 20.

10, @Gilson, op. cit., pp.72-73.
11, 7Ibid., p.78.

12, Gerrish, p. 8.
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way, "the error of the sophists is that they substitute
civil righteousness for Christian righteousnesa“.la Might 1t
not be that, at this point, William of Ockham's emphasis on
the independence of temporal power, as contrasted to the
traditional notlon of the "Civitas Dei" belng ad hoc to the
"civitas Hominibus®, and his insistence that the people be
free to settle theilr own fom of grmarmnen‘l:,1‘;c cause a sense
of confused loyalty within Luther and thereby produce this
element of inconaisteénecy? Even though he would repudiste

any notion of an analogia entis by declaring that "the
natural knowledge of God 1s wholly God-given®, Iuther makes
what Watson calls a "econcession™ to the traditional theologla
naturalis by assuming a priority of thls natural knowledge in
assesslng that "there could be no religion without it" nor,
for that matter, "any argument about God himself“.l5 Though

the Image of God be destroyed (Solid Declaration I, 10), man,

with all his powers, 1ncluding reason, has some knowledge of
16
god . The "light of grace", declares Llutheyr, by no means
17
extinguishes the "light of reason", Watson sums up this

13. Ibid .y pp;73-74.

14, Copleston, A History of Phllosophy - Volume 3, op.clt.,
pp. 130-131.

15, Watson, p., 84.

16, Wartin Iunther, A Commentary on St. Paul's Eplstle to
the Galatlans., ed. Erasmus MIddIeton {Tondon,l1807),p.213.

17, Watson, p.87.




diffieculty by mying that "when Iuther decries reason, he 1ls
not attacking the faculty of logical thought --- but 1s
attacking the use men meke of thls faculty in matters pertain-
ing to religion“.ls In summary of Iuther, we would not verge
too far into error should we say (with due cognizance of the
intellectual and political milieu in whiech Iuther labored)
that his intent was to underscore a notion of aln as radieal
rebellion instead of wvariance from a norm, and, in so doing,
paint the ante fidem and post fidem states of man in bolder
relief than even Thomas had done.

We now progress from the rhapsodic inconsistency of
Inther to the monumental, almost symphonle hyperconsistency
of John Calvin, A%t the expense of a mixed metaphor we may
further compare these two glants by likening the theology of
Tuther to an "impresslonist®™ painting which must be studied
from every possible angle to determine all the intricacles of
form and ecoloration while Calvin, with the aplumb of a c¢classi-
eal painter, presents a schema which may be awesomely compre-
hengive to the eye but immedistely apparent to the mind and
spirit as something lacklng any dark stops open to interpreta-
tion. Reinhold Nlebuhr, in the first volume of The Nature

and Destiny of Man, provides for us some helpful insights to

this contrast between Luther and Calvin by portraging the
former as belng caught up in a passionate cruaade’to "re-astab-
ligh the Augustinian doctrine of original sin agalnst the semi-
Pelagianism of Cathollcism that all hils Interpretations of the

18, Ibid., pp.88.




B0 -

Image of God are colored by his eagerness to prove, whatever

the Image ls, it is now 1ost".19 Niebuhr accuses Iuther of
being "so lnexact that his thought 1s not very helpful in
Interpreting tbe real import of the Christlan conception of the
Image of God".go He concludes hls eritique by saying that
Luther veers dangerously close, because of the theologlecal
emphases hé 1s jealous to protect, to "obscuring insights
into the dimension and the structure of the human spirit”.21

Gaunt, phlegmatic Calvin appears to be the utter anti-

thesis of the bombastic Luther (at least in the assesament of
Erik Erikson and John Osborne) who blunders forth a theolog-
lcal pronouncement only to be forced to bite his lip and

offer copious quallfication., The Institutes of the Christlan

Religion may be justifiably accused of having a literary style
barely superior to a metropolitan telephone directory, com-
pared to the almost Boccacclo quality of Iumther, yet never
does the reader doubt the argumentative direction in which he
is being taken nor fall to appreciate the theologlical fabric
which 1s being woven before hils eyes. Unlike his German
counterpart, who had to resort to allowing the legitimecy of
the human reason enter via the rear door once he had success-
fully barricaded the front, Calvin begins his study of the
nature of man by declaring that since the beginning of the

world there has nrever been anyone "totally destitute

19. XYilebuhr, op.cit., p. 160,
20. Ibld., p.161,
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of religion, 1t 1s a tacit confession, that some sense of
Divinity, is inscrlibed on every heart."22 Calvin, in fact,
goes so far as to say "the worship of God is --- the only
thing whieh renders men superior to the brutes, and makes
them aspire to 1mmortality."23 It is within this context
that Calvin first departs with what we have impllcitly de-
fined as Luther's "frontal® position, when he declares "that
seed, w hieh is impossible to eradicate, a sense of the
existence of a Delty, yet remains; but 1t 1s so corrupted as
to produce only the worst of fruits”.24 AS he procedes to
"God's Manifestation in the World™, Calvin (as Luther)
harkens back to Thomes (as opposed to Oeckham) when he states
"god's essence indeed 1s incomprehensible, so that hils
Majesty is not to be perceived by the human senses; but on
all his works he hath inscribed his glory in characters so
clear, unequivocal, and striking, that the most illiterate
and stupld cannot exculpate themselves by a plea of ignhor-
ance“.25 Calvin thus jolns Thomas and Iuther 1n saying that
man has a due sense of metaphysical determinlsm by seeing

god active in the effects of nature and cultural intercourse

in comparison to a thinly veiled quasl-Platonlsm with 1ts

22, John Calvin, A Compend of the Instltutes of the
Christian Religlion, ed. Hugh T, Kerr (Philadelphia,
The Westminster Press, 1932), p.7.

23. Ibid., p.8.
24, 1Ibid.
25, Ibid., p. 10,
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alternate 1llumination theories. However, the contrast be-
tween Calvinand Thomas --- and Calvin and Iuther, especially
when confronted with a doctrine of ubliquity and an explana-
tion of the Lord's Supper, would be a voluminous study in
and of 1tself. PReason®, in Calvin's words, 1ls deemed to be
"a natural talent (ineapable of being) totally destroyed, but
1s partly vitiated so that it exhiblts nothing but deformity
and ruiln --=- gome sparks contlinue to shine in the nature of
man, even in its corrupt and degenerate state, which prove
him to be a rational creature, and different from the brutes
because he 1s endued with undarstanding”.26

In a certain sense Tuther and Calvin put forth a refine-
ment to what we previously defined as the fullest flower of
metaphysical determinism which we have epitomized in the
Thomistic synthesis, yet in an equally real sense buttressed
the "modern way" set in motion by Williaem of Ockham. Both
figures admlt a knowledge of God through his effects, whether
they be called "mirror of his works" or the "larva dei%, yet
would hesitate to postulate a metaphyslic of essences as does
Thomas. Where Aquinas put forth an objectivity of real
specles and essences, only to have Ockham repute such an ob-
jectivity as a non~Christlian invention with no place in
Christiamit;y,g'7 Luthe r devised a "kingdom on the le-fi:"28 in

which a sense of clvil righteousness was entirely possible

26, Ibid., p. 48.
27. COplGStOD, VOl. 3, Part I’ Pp.62-65.

. - .

28, Imuther's Works, Philadelphia Editlon, III,
Pr.23E=3"T




without any apparent notion of God, and Calvin a humanity, who,
when confronted by God's effects chose in hils depravity to
"gset up dreams and phantasms of our own brains; and confer
on them the pralse of righteousness, wisdom, goodness and
poweyr, due to him”.gg Thomas' metaphysic of essences

issued forth direetly from his "praembula fidei" (which
Copleston defines as "the acceptance that divine revelation
logiecally presupposes the knowledge that God exists“)so and
was rudely taken to task by the logle of Ockham. Since, in
the estimate of Willlam, no cogent proof eould be offersd
for the existence of God, theology and phllosophy must by
necessity be considered autonomous disciplinas.al Theology,
a8 Ockham envisloned 1t, by ilts very character 1s restricted
to "concepts about God“sg bearing little or no relation to
his secularity which antedated Cox's utopla by some six
hundred and fifty years.

Iuther and Calvin both gcknowledged a praembula fidel,
though not directly employing such an expression, while
wltnessing at filrst hand the decisive effeect of Ockham's
"razor® on the secular beard., A justifiable emphasis on a

notion of radical sin was deemed a necessary corrective to

what the Reformers considered a one-sided interpretation of

29. Calvin, p. 2.
30, Copleston, op,cit., p. 23.
31. Ibld., -
32. Ibid., p. 99.
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the theological doctrine of Man. This emphasis caused g
yet further emphasis on the reason's inabllity to function
without the presupposition of faith, All these factors,
coupled with a secular world come of age, provided a sur-
prisingly receptive audience for the Reformers ~-- an
audience seeking an autonomous national state, autonomous
logical and scilentifie methodologies, and ultimately a man

who fancies himself to be autonomous of God,
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CHAFTER V =--~- THE AGE OF REASON

Caivin, as he spoke of the self-evident quality of
the "clear representations given by God in the mirror of
his works", seemed more than mildly disturbed when he
saild, ¥*in the present day, there are many men of monstyrous
dlspositions, who.....will not say that they are dis-
tinguished from the brutes by chance; but they ascribe it
to nature, which they consider as the author of all things,
end remove God out of sight“.l The fact that the reformer
eould speak of "many men of monstrous dispositions” would
provide better than a slight Indicatlion of the secular
world's asppropriation of the "via NModernsa" even at the
beginning of the 16th century. A further indication of
the changing temperament to whieh the Christian apologlst
was forced to address hlmself can be seen in the work of
Philllp Melanchion, who served as Calvin's counterpart in

the ILutheran camp. Melanchthon attempted to infuse a

-sagging Thomlsm with a new viability by declining that

"aivine revelation 1s addressed to the reason and the
intellect™ because 1t is solely within the nature of this
address that "man 1s separated from the beast™, THe

firmly places himgelf within the tradition of Thomas in

1. CalVin, OE.Oit., D 11,




contrast to Scotus and Ockham by seelng the priority of
intellect to wlll within the mechanics of the salvatory
process.2

The post-reformation era maey be well classiflied as
an almost frantic attempt to malntein the integrity of
a "praembula fidei" in a world which deemed itself
sufficiently come of age that it no longer felt logically
eompelled to consider Genesis 1l:]l as & prime axiom. It
mugt be admitted at the same time, albelt ironically,
that genuine religlious motivations contributed to thils
movement of emancipation. Ockham's logic sought to pro-
tect the soverelignty of God whille ILuther's two kingdom
ethlc attempted to render human life intelligible after
hls mereiless assault on a semi-Pelaglaniem --- yet
both the nominalist loglc and the two kingdom ethic in-
advertantly found themseles appropriated by those without
the church as well as within., Tan Barbour, in his prev-

lously clted work, points out quite incisively just how

. these religious concerns illumined the path for an autono-

mous sclence. Sclence reascted to institutional religion
3

by proporting an "interest in nature for its own sake”,

s,

S

2, Jaroslav Pellkan, From Luther to Kierkegaard
(St .Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1050),p.28.

3. Barbour, op.clt., p. 45,
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Fere incipient science repudisted what Paul Tillich
calls the "ontological principle (in which)....man is
immedlately aware of something unconditional which is
the prius of the separation and interaction of subject
and object, theoretically as well as practieally“.4 Then,
a8 now, the Scientist, in refusing to admlt a prsembula
fidel or metaphysical determinlsm, simply harkens back to
Ockham's loglc 1in seeling a transcendent first csuse as
being irrelevant and unnecessary when one could posit an
Infinite regression of finite causes with equal facllity,
The second and third contributions of religlon to
the growth of selence, according to Barbour, are not so
much reaction to a position of failth as they are an actual
agreement in prineiple. Barbour states "the doctrine of
creatlon implies that the detalls of nature can be known
only by observing them“.s One need only turn to the prev-
lously cited paraphrase of Thomss by G. K. Chesterton

to realize how deeply imbued such a sentiment had become

in theological expresalon whether it be the "mirror® of

Calvin or the ™mask" of ILuther. Yet, without the preamble

4, Paul Tillich, Theology of Culture (New York:
Oxford University Press 1959), p. 22.

5., Barbour, p. 46,




of falth whilch presupposes a subslistent identity in God,
such observation emerges little more than the empirical
investigation of cause and effect. The final eontribu-
tilon, which Barbour classifles as "an affirmative atti-
tude toward nature”s suffers a simllar fate as the one
preceding 1lt. While St. Francis and St.Thomas see an in-
herent integrity in nature, they are gquick to point out
that & preamble of falith ls necessary in a Creator to
preclude a deification of either nature or the method by
whlech it 1s studled. Once sgaln, if one omits the

initiel premlse of God he must be willing to accept the
rigk of a positivism which can produce an unbridled optim-
lsm or an lnexorable despalr (which we shall witness later
in our study).

If we may "read between tle lines"™ of the theologlans
of the period we may grasp the threat sclentific method-
ology posed to the church., The orthodox father Follaz
eppeared to be sufflcliently agltated at this growing men-
tallty that he refused to accept the e¢lassical position

that there 1s nothing in the intellect which i1s not first

in the senses. When Follaz speculated concerning a remnant

of the dlvine Image which persisted after the Fall, he

6., Ibid., p. 47.
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quickly observed that such a remnant would not be dependent
upon the senses.7 The traditional argument and rationsle
for t he most notorious product of the century following the
Refoymation, the verbally lnerrant Bible, as one of a
necessary counterclaim to Papal infallibility may well
merit eloser scrutiny if we be sufficlently cognizant of
the growth of sclentific methodology., While the Roman
Church had s definite polemical instrument 1ln lts venerable
tradition, 1t would be well to remember that the infalli-
bility of the historical pontificate was not officlally
dogmatized until 1870.8 The doctrine of plenary inspira-
tion, which had an effect tantamount to turning the wit-
ness of God's activity into a sacral recipe book, erested

a source of ultimate authority serving as a Protestant
appositive to the Pope -~- but whieh, 1n effect, created

a counterclaim to a pervading empiricism., Werner Elert,
one of the most comprehensive historians of the Reforma-

tion period, aseribes this phenomenon as growing out of

tre fear that the "possibility that doubt as to the rellia-

bility of the Biblical witness (by exposing them to the

same rigors of methodology) endangers faith", If a

[3é it.
7. Pelikan/p. 66,

8. Jaroslav Pelikan, Luther the Expositor (St.Louls:
Concordia Publishing House, 1959), D. 73.
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doectrine of inspiration were evolved leaving God the
scle author of Seripture, the Bible would contaln only
"words of God™ and therefore, by definition, "binding
doctrina“.g

The inerrant Blble, as an apologetic device, was
more than a mere antlidote to Papal authority. It rep-
resented an attempt to place the wvalidity of the Chrlstian
witness on a neweyr and more secure foundation after 1ts
earlier bases were, as we have seen in Barbour's summary,
preempted by forces outside the religlous community.
However, it econtalned within 1t certain inciplent dangers
whieh its adherents have never successfully been able to
defend. The "Paper Pope" of the orthodox period allowed
himself, albeit inadvertently, to be allied with Ockham's
nominalistic loglc insofar as 1t assigned this Infalll-
bility to the realm of faith and 1n so doing (in
Copleston's words) "snapped the link between metaphysies

10
and theology” by assigning to falth an absolutely supreme

trmath capable of apprehenslon without the mediation of the

sensible world, Whlle such a mentallty by no means was the

9., Werner Elert, The Structure of Lutheraniesm
(st. Louis: Concordia Publishling House, 1962),
p. 108,

10, Copleston, Vol, 3, Part I, p. 24,
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mg jor factor in the developmert of philosophical ideal-
lsm, 1t would be erroneocus weyre we not to admit the in-
fluence it wielded especially on a Lutheran Kant or Hegel,
This same depreciation of the knowledge offered by the
sensible world 1s not without its dangers. Gustaf Aulen
polints to just such a danger 1n a verbal inspiration
doetrine when he says "that 1t degrades the act of God
in Christ, The event of Christ loses 1ts domipant pos-
ltion; it is no longer the standard by whilch everything
is measwured, or the divinipg rod which guldes us to the
springs of living Water.”ll While we would not dlspute
the implications of Aulen's argument at thls point, we
would simply wonder if the plenary lnspiration of the
Bible as an apologetie device doss not do violence to the
central affirmation around which all apology procedes ===
the incarnation of God 1n human history,.

Such Protestant tendencies were not without parallel
in Catholoelsm. As early as the lnception of the 15th

eentury, a full hundred years before the Reformation,

" Nicholas of Cuse declared God to be the "eoinecidentis

oppositorum® which Copleston defines as "the synthesis of

11. Gustaf Aulen, The Faith of the Christian Church
(Philadelpha: The Nuhlenberg Fress, 1960),
p. 68,
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12
opposites In a unique and absolutely infinite being%.

Be continued to say that the lowest stage of human know-
ledge was sense-perceptionand reasson, though qualita-

tively higher in facility, could at best only Yeonjecture®
concerning what it has reecelved., What ultimately is

needed in Nicholas' system is "intellectus™ --- a superior
actlivity of the mind which reveals and makes comprehensible
what sense~-perception and discursive reasson eannot fatbom.l3
Such an lnecipient notion whieh (as the Augustianian- Francis-
can illumlination theories) carries within 1t more than a
mild suggestion of lndependence and autonomy of the mind
was fated to undergo a variety of expression and refine-
ment in future philosophical inquiry. A child of Jesuit
educatlon, Rene Descartes, effected a thought revolution

of no mean proportion when he decided (owing to the pervad-
ing sclientific empiricism) to doubt everything that could
be doubted, for to doubt, in & sense reminisecent of

14
Nicholas of Cusa, was to think, Salvation from complete

Op.clt,
12, Copleston,/Vol, 3, Part IT, p. 41.

13, Ibid., p. 43.

14, Tewls White Beck, "Editors Introduction" as
cited in Immanuel Kant, Prolegomena To Any .
Future Metsphysics (New York: The lLiberal
Arts Press, 1950), p. IX,
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doubt came only from what Windleband ealls his "Augus-
tinlan argument of the Reallty of the conselous nature

or essenee“l5 which enables him to retain his phileosophie
optimlsm as well as his "neo-Anselmic™ proof for t he ex-
lstence of God. The pervasive tendency whieh Windleband
later ealls "the mechanistie despiritualisation of
nature”,l6 which was influentlal in molding the Cartesian
system of Descsrtes, was Instrumental as well in ecalling
forth a reaction from a younger Catholie contemporary
ngmed Blaise Pascal., Paul Tillich lauds Pascal as the
"first existentialist™ insofar as he represented a
"protest against,.,.man as object”. This response of
Paseal, in Tillieh's estimate, grew out of the admission
that "reality as such has ceased being meaningful to
man".l7 Were we to place this remark within the context
of the argument we wish to develop, eould we not say

that what began as an incision by Ockham's razor into

the classical expressions of the interdependence of

15, Wirdleband, op.cit., vol, II, p, 391,
16, Ibid., p. 403,

17, Paul Tillich, Theology of Culture, op.cit.,
p. 46,
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philosophy and theology had now finally effected a
copplete severence of the two? Metaphyslecal inqulyry no
longer returned by definition to a dictum of falth but
rather attempted to plumb the depths of what appeared

to be, because of the dlsseminatlion of Newtonlan physlecs,
an autonomous, mechanistic world mechine. If one were

to accept sueh a world view with complete credulity and
8tlll cling to a notlon of a transcendent first cause, he
eould postulate a machine designer, as Folgny filrst did

18
In his book Terre Australe Connue published in 1676,

This approach, known popularly as "Deism", repudiates
(1n spite of its spparent simllarity to) the classical
proofs for God's existence for the very same reason that
the faclal features of Henry Ford ecould not be inferred
from observing the front end of a "Model ™. A declars-
tlon of falth in a first esuse, a prime mover --- even
if he should assume the benlgn demesnor of a little old
watchmakeyr --- still retained an sura of intellectusl
respectablllity because too many dark eorners remained

in a god-autonomous cosmology for lack of sufficlent

alternative theories to explain them,

18, L. Charles Bireh, Nature and God (London:
S.C.M, Press, Itd,, 1965), p. 13.
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Perhaps the most lnventlive and comprehensive reasction
to the tendencles of both Empiricism snd Cartesianbm was
embodied in the figure of Immanuel Kant, Responding to
the inquiries of Descartes and the English Empliricist
David Hume, Kant asked "whether such a thing as metaphysics
be even possible at all."lg ®Tf (metaphysics) be a secience”,
asks Kant, "how 1s it that it cannot, like other seciences,
obtaln universal and lasting recognitiont If not, how can
1t malintaln lts pretensions, and keep the human mind in
suspense wlith hopes never ceasing, yet never fulfilled?"20
He praises Hume for hls attack on those who accept autono~-
mous reason as an almost rellgious principle yet questioned
very eritieally Burme 's conclusion which rendered reason
"nothing but a bastard of imaginstion, impregnated by
expsrience“.zl Having exposed the weaknesses in Descartes
and Hume (within the 1limits of subjective thought and ex-

tension, and passlive reception of sense perception without

any verifiable necessary copnnection), Kant offered an

19. Immanuel Kant, Prolegomena To Any Future
Metaphysics (New Yorks The Liberal Arts Press,
950), p. 3.

20, Ibld.
21. Ibido; ppoS-GQ
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alternative to the legitimacy of metaphysical knowledge
by attributing 1t to "pure understanding” and "pure
reason”.22 Man thus did not percelive an extension of
himself nor was he passively pelted with sense perceptions;
he contained a priori within himself the abillity to foster
order and coherence upon s separately existént external
world, KXant believed, in much the seame way as Chesterton's
previously cited paraphrase of Thomas, "that there is a
middle field of faects, whieh are given by the senses to
be the subject matter of the reason",

A somewhat more unlque response to the dilemma im-
posed on religious thought by "sclentifism”, insofar as
1t was the product of a theologlan, was given by Friedrich
Sehlelermacher, Where Kant put forth subjective ldealism
employing "pure understanding® endr”pure reason",
Schleiermacher advanced & notion of "feeling" --- the
point 1n the human ego where "willing" and "thinking" are
8t11l one. It i1s & the polnt of "feeling™ that the Absolute

or Divine 1s dlsclosed to man or, in the words of Emil

Brunner , this "most individual and subjective element of

our nature 1is the place where the prineiple behlnd t he
23
world 1s revegled®”. Brunner eontinues in his assessment

22, 1Ibid., p. 13.

23, Emil Brunneyr, The Phllosphy of Religion (New York:
Charles Secribners' Sons, 19 » D. 435,
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by saying that "by being identifled with feellng, relig-
lon attalns an independent standing as mystlical experience
side by side with secience and morality".24 God 1s thereby
removed from the arena of the sense-reason debate by pre-
supposing him within the realm of an indefinable. Though
we would 1n no way deprecliate the insight of Sehleliermacher,
we would only wondeyr if his attempt did not have virtually
the same effect as the lnerrant Bible of Orthodoxy and the
little old watchmaker of Delsm by removing God from the
field and plaeing him safely outside of the concerns which
demand attention within the "secular” area of existence.
Georg Hegel, in a source no longer availsble to the author,
once took Schleiermacher to task by contending that his

dog "felt™ and he himself preferred some alternative claim
to man's uniqueness. While Schleiermacher's reduction of
the sense of God to the human synapses did relatively
little to restore in man a cognizance of his metaphysical

determinism which we have previously deflined, insofar as

1t would lead to his meaningful integration into and appre-

‘clation of the physical world, it did represent a decided

advance over the formulation of William Paley's Natural

Theology which, though concurrent with Schlelermacher (1802),

slmply gave delsm a Christian baptism,

24, 1Ibid,
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While the contingencies of scope and space once
again limit our treatment of the time following the Re-
format ionand antedating the publication of The Origin of

Specles, we may render some provisional conclusions con-
eerning this period. Once the conjunction of falth and
reason as 1t was known in its classical sense Bad been
shattered, it became incumbent to find a sultable and
workable substitute for coherent thought in the separate
realms of church and soclety. Slnce the world no longer
engaged in Thomas' "eonverslo ad phantasmagoria®, nor
could it see any valus 1in postulating Iuther's two kingdoms
when one would do very nicely, nelther was 1t imperatlive
to seek out the effects of God in a natural order which
functioned as a well-olled machine, God ceased belng the
necessary initial premise and began belng consldered as
an accretion from a bygone day demanding little other
tran polite veneration, Several unlque attempts were
underteken to infuse this"inital pfemise” with a somewhat

greater measure of respectability =-- not the least of

whilech were notions of plenary inspiratlion of the Bible,

cartesian and Proto-existential reactions to empiriclsm,
attempts at en rapport wlth sclence through a delstie
cosmology, a Subjectlive ideallsm --~- albelt strongly

anthropocentric, and a "feellng®™ of the absolute. They all

e
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shared one common trait insofar as they jealously strove
to protect a uniqueness in the human personality which
set 1t qualitatively apart from the rest of nature. All,
in addit ion, were further buttressed in their endeavor
because those aforementioned dark places still remained
in a God-autonomous cosmology. In the year 1837, a young
mah set sall on H.M.S. Beagle to engage himself in in-
tensive biological study. While he was by no means the
first to underteke such study, his work was destined to
become an alternative source of light which 1llumined a
seculayr cosmology to make the most potentially dangerous

frontal attack upon traditionsl religious presuppositions,
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CHAPTER VIs DARWIN AWD HIS CHIIDREN

The Bible -~ the commendable film production of Dino
de Larentis should be pralsed for 1ts herole attempt to
present visually a literal six day creationlsm while at
the same time paving due cognlzance to generally accepted
scientific theory, The characteristic divislon of the
waters 1s portrayed in the image of volcanic eruption as
a concesslion to the geologlst while organlc life proceeds
out of the primordial sea to placate the marine blologist.
However, at the point of man's)inclusion into the schema
of things, Genesis 1 proved to be a rather inflexlible scriptl
Contrary to the predisposltions of sclentific opinion, man
is metamorphasized before the viewers eyes from the dust of
the earth --- a unigque creature whose lnception was wholly
singular 1n quality when compared to the rest of the ani-
mate, organlic creation.

It was Immediately apparent to the wrlter that even
this noble effort by the finest technliclans In the cinema-

graphic art could be only relatively succeszful in infusing

an archlac coamology with an element of plausibllity ---

especially when just such a cosmology 1ls at worst accepted
with a "sacrificium intellectws" in the name of religion
and at best with a taclt, yet honest, rejection.

Just as there are militant advocates of the plenary




Insplration theory who clutch thelr moroceo bound volumes
of inerrant guldance fully prepared to do battle with all
those deviating from their opinion, are thers much larger
numbers of urbane creatures who simply cannot fathom why
the churches have become so agltated over such an
"insignificant™ matter, This latter faction proposed the
"simple" substitution of acknowledged biological theory
for the cosmologies of Genesis 1 and 2, After all, could
not God have been the initlator and dlrector of the evo-
lutionary process, molding hls creation in metaphorical
"days" constitutive of the geological epochs?

Such a substitukion would be fine except for the
fact that it glves credulity to nelther evolutionary
theory nor the Biblical witness., TIan Barbour, to whom we
alluded at the beginning of our study punctures this con-
venlently devised equivocal bubble by documenting the far
reachl ng consequences of a strict evolutionism. The in-

1
herent importance in change precluded a statlc world view

and went so far as to declare that the notion of "stablility"

was little more than an i1llusion produced by man's limited
2

time scale. Needless to say, Darwin's convineing portrayal

1. Barbour, op.cit., p.86.
2, Ibid., p. 87.
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of nature as in a state of flux literally drove the "little
old watchmaker? into oblivion., How could something deemed
complete be still in a state of flux? Was the creation as
it had been traditionally understood simply a germinal
creation which still awaited structural fulfillment? %If

I am to understand my progression from the ape®, one might

question, "what proof have I that 1t was God who provided

the necessary impetus for me to forsake bananss as a diet

staple in preference for something more sophisticated?®,
It is more than mildly difficult to concelve of an under-
lying design when the organism 1s reacted upon and modi-
fied by external forcea, Unless one comes armed with an

Ironclad doctrine of providence and is not adverse to

equating human personality with sheer absurdity, he must
seriously consider random "chance™ as a very real yet vir-
tually elusive factor ip his destiny. By a single termin-
al substltution we mlight wonder with Pliny the Elder, to
whom we have previously referred if we are not, in truth,
"so much at the mercy of (chance) that (chance) herself,
by whom God 1s proved uncertain, takes the place of
'God?“8

Secondly, a strict evolutionism declares an organiec

4
interdependence of all components of nature. Superficially

3. Pliny, op.cit. Natural History 11, 22,
4, BPBarbour, p. 87,
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this seems as little more than a trulsm to which all may
ascribe, What could be more innocuous than admitting that
man is part of nature even if this should place his meta-
morphasis from dust on rather tenuous ground? One century
ago, as now, men seemed suprisingly willing to make intell-
ectual concessions econcerning the congstltution of thelr
moyrtal shell provlded theipr quélitative uniqueness from the
beast remained unsullied, Thls was, in fact, by no means
peculiar to the 19th century ihsofar as Auvgustinian-Fran-
ciscan 1llumination theories, Ockham's Jjealousy to protect
the soverelignty of God, and Hollaz's inerrant Bible were
g8imilar in motivatlon and purpose, Men's abllity to en-
gage in Intuitive thought and discuralve reasonling was
considered his (God-endowed qualitative "Magna Charta® of
geparation from the lower orders of nature, Darwin's coup
to this hallowed presupposition was thrust when he dec lared
that this was completely consonant with evolution. For the
sake of brevity, we will Include the concluding emphases

of Darwin (the problem of "evolutionary ethlcs™ and the

premise that the cipher "nature® included man and his

5
culture ) within the body of our present dlscussion, Darwin

asserted that this uniqueness, tradlitionally understood to

transcend nature, could just as readlly be incorporated in

5. Ibld.,, pp.87-88,




theory of evolutlon by its presentation as az refinement
of a tribalism differing only In degree between man and any
other higher animal.6

While the notion of flux was Iindeed pivotal to Darwin's
formulation and served as the basls for hils theoretical con-
struct, the correspondent notlons of organic lnterdependence,
ethiecal evolutionism, and man and his culture subsumed under,
and capable of observatlon by the "laws" of nature, issued a
far more dlirect challenge to the institutlonal church. Suffi-

cient light had now been cast into the dark places of a god-

autonomous cosmology to make more than mildly respectable.
Herbert Spencer appropristed Darwin for his laissez~faire
philosophy of private enterprise which he aptly calls d
"Soclal Darwinism“? the cynical art of Thomas Hardy imbued
Darwinism when it masterfully described the Egdon Feath of
England's Dorchester district as sullen, unmoved; awaiting
only one last crisis -=-- "the final overthrow"? a seventeen
year old boy samed Sigmund Freud devoured the new theory and
declared it to "hold out hopes of the extraordinary advance
in our understanding of the world“9 -==- who, 1n his major

- work Into the psychology of religion, Totem and Taboo, could

6. Ibidu, pp-gl‘%.

7. Richard Hofstader, "Social Darwinism in American Thought"
a8 quoted in Tan G. Barbour, Issues in Sclence and
Religion, op.clt., p. 95,

8, Thomas Hardy, The Return of the Native (New York:
New American Library, 1959), p.l2.

9, Helen Walker Puner,Freud-FHis Life and ¥Mind (New York:
Dell Publishing Company, 1947), p. 48,




assert that his own Jud&lc religious heritage had borne
out Darwin's conjecture that originally men liged in hoards,
each hoard domlnated by a single powerful man, °

As more and more of the world's institutional express-
jions, to use a phrase colned later by the German theologlen
Bonhoeffer, had sufficiently "come of age" to see that they
could stlll function rather nicely without the cipher "GOD",
the church appeared to be doomed to uttey impotency. Martin

Martyts The New Shape of American Religion chronicles two

attempts to counteract such development which were notable
for their diametrically opposite methods, The great "fifth
awakenlng" which Dwight I. Moody brought to t he English
speaking world was for Marty "a new band of fidelity to

march out against infidelity" while "awakening" number six

led by Billy Sunday 1s considered as little more than "last

gasp old time revivallsm adding to (traditional revivglism)
11

this mixture little that was new except noiseV¥, This raw

boned attempt to do battle with the Darwin-spawn forces of
infidelity was contrasted with the "Soclal Gospel" which

sought its own peculilar entry on to the evolutionary band-

‘wagon by declaring it was entirely possible to "Christian-

ize" the social order because of God's divine immanence in
12
the structures of socilety. Man is thus portrayed with

10, Ibld., p. 188,

11, Vartin Marty, The New Shape of American Religion
(New York: Harper and Row, L1958), De O

12, Ibid., pp.l6l-le62,




an afterglow of Semi-Pelagianism, a colloquial "good guy"
capable of transforming his world with what its chief
exponent Rauschenbusch called “moral for'coz-ﬂ:“:u5 and dolng
battle with an imperfect soclety with lts competitive cus-
toms and bad institutions which are given the vague label
"superpersonal forces of evil”.l4

While the revivalist and the soclal gospeleer held an
antipathy to each other comparable to the Hatflelds and the
MC Coys, they were ironically consigned to the sare oblivion
by the cannons of the first great war and the headlines of
depression once the post-war prosperity balloon had burst.
The superfarcial "decision-making™ of revivallsm withered
like the seed cast in shallow soll as the soclal gospel
felt its optimlsm choked by the thorns 1t once thought
elimlnated. Only when tle postmortem was pronounced on

the se two heroic-yet incomplete attempts was theology ready

for a ecomprehensive reconstruction.

13, ¥. Richard Niebuhr, Christ and Culture
(New York: Harper and Row, 1951), pp.l00-101,

l4, 1Ibid., p. 112,




CHAPTER VII -~ THEOLOGY IN RECONSTRUCTION

In histyplcal terse fashion, Noah Webster defines
"reconstruc t¥ (according to the more abstract second mean-
ing) as "to build up, from remaining parts and other evi-
dence, an lmage of what something was in 1ts original and
complete form"¥, The critlecal questlion growing out of the
strife of World war I and the deprivation of economic de-
pression could be contained in the single word "WEY?" why
was God relegated to a position of utter impotency? Why
was "revivalism" little more than religious stimuli for the
spinal ganglia and the liberal formulations and the sccial
evangels exposed as being more ethereal than real? A
highly probable answer may be that these attempts were
analogous to applylng a bright new coat of palnt to an
existing superstructure ylelding little more than & shiny
anachronism when what was needed was & complete leveling to
the solid foundation in order to make reconstyruction possible.
The brief historical sketch we have undertaken has revealed

to us the truth of our analogy. As we attempt to study the

"Reconstructionists® (whom we shall limit to Karl Barth,

Reinhold Niebuhr, Karl Rahner, Plerre Teilhard de Chardin,
and Paul Tillich) we will pay due cognizance to the broader
sentiments they represent gs well as their own peculiar
contributions. Included within our study will be an analysis

of the germinal bases of thelr articulasted systems in the




-2 -

history of dogma. This will be done to confirm one of
the emphases considered at the beginnlng of our study whiech
envisloned a conecurrent development of doctrinal formulae
from which even the ®Reconstructionists" can trasce a llnear

ancestry.

THE NEW ORTHODOXY

Had the world, who deemed 1tself sufficiently grown to
sever the umbilical cord whlech bound 1t to the church, really
succeeded 1in exposing God as a rosy-cheeked antiquarlan? Was
"Religion" literally fighting for its life in a world who,
for all intensive purposes, refused to take 1t seriously and
who looked instead to Daywin for its cosmological theory,
the positivism of Comte for a deseription of lts soclal
structures, and to Freud for lts linsights Into human nature?
In 1918, a German theologian named Karl Barth answered these
guestions with a resounding "NEIN", The "death of God®
theologlans currently 1ln vogue ought well to harken back to

Barth who realized that God encounters man on his terms, and

that man, in and of hlmself, does not have the power to

effect the converse of this statement, Barth, however, in
his reaction against such a conversion, paid hls own pecullar
price for his reformulation of the faith, Just as Ockham
bifurcated man Into a religlous animal and a political animsl

in hls attempt to protect the sovereignty of God, Barth




crushed the traditional "analogia entis" in favor of an
"analogia relation™ wholly depsndent upon the divlne
1nitiative.l In a poem entitled "Dle Neuen Helligen',
John Updike, having exposed the broad side of his blade to
Kierkegaard and Kafka, turned his attention to Barth with
the followlng words:

"Karl Barth, more healthy,
end married, and Swiss,
lived longer, yet took
small comfort from this;
Neini he cried, rooting
in utter despalr
the Credo that Culture

left up in the air.“a
Updike 's dyy humor palnts fayr better than the suthor's
slightly overbearing verbage the dllemms in which Barth
found himself. In a somewhet less polemlcal tone, Rarth
goes so far as to say that "man can know by his own power
according to the measure of his natural powers, his under-

standing, his feellng, will be at most something like a

‘supreme beling, an.absolute nature, the i1dea of an utterly

3
free power, of & being towering over everything"™. vYet this,

1. Xarl Barth, Church Dogmatics III/2 (New York:
Charles Scribners! Sons, 1936), D. 325.

2. John Updike, Telephone Poles and Other Poems
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1965), p.69.

3., Karl Barth, Dogmatics in Outline (New York: Harper
and Brothers, 1959), p. 23,




by no means, represents a concesslon to an “analogi#

entis" or its attendant arguments of God's existence, belng
clearly perceptible through his externsl effects. Fe
denles any such attempt with the strict qnalificatioﬁ that
"this absolute and supreme belng, the ultimate and most
profound, this 'thing in itself', has nothing to do with
God. It ls part of the intultions and marginal possibil-
itles of man's thinking, man's contrivance, Man is able to
think this being; tut he has not thereby thought God. God
1s thought and known when in his freedom God makes Himself
apprehensible“.4 Barth continues "knowledge of God takes
place where there 1s an actual experience that God speaks”.s
The pivotal question at this point may well be "what means
does God choose to speak?® According to Parth, it is im-
possible to glean a perceptible knowledge of God from
nature by hils repudiation of the "analogla entis™. Once
again, he concludes that "knowledge of God is a knowledge
completely effected and determined from the side of its ob-
ject, from the side of God" although it 1s presumed to be
"a relative knowledge, a kgowledge Imprisonsed within the

1imits of the creaturely”.

4, 7Ibid.
5. Ibid.

6. Ibild., p. 24,
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Shifting his emphasis from god to man, Barth réjects
the historicity of the early dhapters of Genesls and regards
them instead as "saga" bearing little relation to a proper
understanding of man.,7 He finds his c¢lue to this problem
by asserting it to be ®a sgimple deduction of anthropology
from Christology "although™ there can be no question of a
direct eguation of human pature as we know 1t 1n ourselves
with the human nature of Jesus“.g Barth here in no way
attempts to provide us with an ilnsight into the prlstine
nature of Adam before tre "FALI" as he desires to show the
prototyplecal character of Christ as it exemplifies what
God intended humen nature to be, For Barth, "Jesus is
man g8 God willed and created him“.9 "The truth of Jesus
Christ is not one tyuth among others; 1t 1s the truth, the
universal truth that creates all truth as surely aslt is
the truth of God, the prima veritas which is also the
ultima veritas".l0

America's 1ndigenous contribution to the "Neo-Ortho-
dox" movement rests in the flgure of Reinhold Nlebuhr,

currently Professor Emeritus of Christlian Ethics at New

7. Ibid., pp.50-52.
'8, Church Dogmatics III/2, p. 47.

9. Ibid., p. 50.
10, Dogmatics in Outline, p. 26,
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York's Unlon Theological Seminary. Nlebuhr's approach
differs from Barth's insofar as, in his major work, The

Yature and Destiny of Man, he begins with man as the given.

He deals with what he calls the "paradoxes of human self-
knowledge™ which point to two facts. The first, which
Niebuhyr deems most obvious is that "man 1s a child of nature,
subject to its viclssitudes, compelled by ites necessltles,
driven by its lImpulses, and confined within the wevity of
the years whieh nature permlts 1ts varied organic form,
allowing them some, but pot too much latitude, The other
less obvious fact®, sccording to Niebuhr, "is that man 1s

a splirit who stands outside of nature, life, himself, his
reascon, and the warld”.ll Where Barth relegates self trans-
cendence, for all intensive purposes, to the fact that God
breaks in and provides content for man's finitude, making
man little more than a receptor of divine actlon, Niebuhr
exhibits a far greater sensitivity tot he pecullarly human
agency wWithin the transcendent process. Fe further makes
his unique contribution to a reconstructed theology by his

dismissal (as Parth) of the Genesis 3 narrative as "histori-
12

‘cal - literalistic i1lluslion® in preference for a defini-

tion of evil and sin whlieh embodlies the ironic character of
man's self-transcendence within the bgses of his finitude.

Yet, Niebuhr is particularly careful to avoid making

1l. Reinhold Niebuhy, op.cit., p. 3.
12, Ibid., p. 150,




finitule the concomitant and result of sin, He declares
sin end evil to be "a consequence of his linevitable though
not necessary unwillingness to acknowledge his dependence
{on God), and to accept his finiteness, and to admit to his
1nsecﬁrity, an unwlllingness which involves him 1n the
viclous circle of accentuating the insecurity from which he
seeks escape”.l3

Barth and Niebuhr evidence remarkable similarities yet
display‘interesting contrasting emphases which we can trace
back to the roots of doctrinal development. When Barth pro-
pounded the "Credo that Culture left up in the air", his
mot ives were wholly in the name of faith. Just as Ockham's
nominaliam sought to protect the soverelgnty of a god who
was being transformed by some into a sterlle loglical premise,
Bafth uttered a resounding "Nein" to the notion of an emas-
culated God drawn along in the tlde of soclal progress. 7Yet,
as Ockham's logic pald the price of severing a once unified
man into a homo fides and a homo politicus, Barth unwittingly
gave further credance to a God-autonomous world bvdeclaring

"God" and "falth" to be a superadded inclusion from above.

‘Thus man ls driven to his knees by nothing save God's verbal

gddress which is, thereby, the only thing capable of making
man transcend his creatureliness. The cosmology of Genesls
is clearly piaced in a minor key in Parth's system as
humanity sees ita impotency when confronted by the figure
of Christ.

13, Ibld., p. 150.
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Nlebuhr, by contrast, phces self transcendence within
the capabllity of man. WMan is not gimply addressed by the
transcendent "other” but contains within him the unique
potential to transcend himself, while finitude is part of
the glvemess of the creaturely world for Barth, it is at
the 1lnexorable root of anxiety for Niebuhr. Man's aim ex-
ceeds the boundaries of his physical identity and his am-
bitlon stumbles over tre barrier of his biological non-
existence. Where Barth displays a spiritual affinity to
Ockham, Niebuhr reflects a proximity to Augustine who
declared that memory wass a leglitimate function of self
transeendence and that human life pointed beyond itself.l4
Though Barth was clearly an eloquent resction to a
sacclerine, out-dated libverallism by putting forth the trans-
cendence of a God who was rapidly being Immanentalized,
his "wholly other" God could simply be deemed an item of
indifference to those who desired to remain oblivious to
the audlble word, Niebuhr, however, provided more fertile
food for thought insofar as he infused an Augustinian hunger

for God with new meaning and urgency.

FERMENT TN ROMAN CATHOLICISM

In the encyclical "Lamentabili Sane", St. Pius X

roundly condemned what he numbered as the sixth error of

l4, 7Ibid., pp.l52-156,




the so-called "Modernists®, This henious error declared
that "since the deposit of Faith contains only revealed
truths, the church has no right to pass judgment on the
assertions of the human seiences”.ls The sixty-fourth and
sixty~fifth "errors" rendered anathems by Plus X also
asserted that M"scientiflic progress demands that the con-
cepts of Christian doctrine concerning God, ereation, rev-
elation, the Person of the Incarnate Word, and Redemption
be adjusted®™ and that "modeyrn Catholicism can be recon-
ciled with true science only if 1t 1s transformed into a
non-dogmatic Christianity; that 1s toc say, into a broad
arnd liberal Protestantiam".l6 The magisterium of the
Catholic Church, in 1ts characteristic encyclopedic mannenr,
managed to draw the loose strings of dispute (affecting both
Catholiclism and Protestantlism) togethey into a relatively
conclse statement of the problem confronting the institu-
tional churches. Does the Church deal only with ®"revealed
truths¥ In a Barthian sense? Has the church a prophetic
role to fulfill when accosted by the (sometimes) equally
dogmatic pronouncements of modern sclence? Is "sclentific
progress" a creature of such overwhelming maghitude that
the concepts of traditional Christlanity must not only

underge a process of re-artlculation but one of "readjustment"

15. Anne Freemantle, ed., The Papal Encyclicals in thelnr
Historical Content (New York: New American Library,
19867, pp.202-23.

l6, Ibid., p.207.




as well? Finally, must we accommodate ourselves 1n order
to be reconciled with a "truwe" sclence?

Naturally, the errors condemned by St. Plus represent

the mentality of another sge --- an age which saw as 1nviolable

the logical application of microcosmic causal relationships
to the infinitely more complex macrocosm. Thls was an era
similar to the one which produced "the 1llttle o0ld watch-
maker? --- an era in which the creature attempted toc make
provision for the creator within the creation lest he
(according to the creature) pale away and die. During the
period, science was deemed as "true® because of its "verifi-
ability" while religion was eonsigned to the more ethereal
study of physlic phenomens.

Pius XII, in his "humani generis®, gave spiritual
counsel to a world which no longer held such a cavalier
assurance in the "tyuth" of science yet who had to make an
effective response to such concomitants as Yimmanentalism®
"pragmatism", dialectical materialism (which, 1n its more
fully developed, post-Marxian expression, was & curious

nuptlal of Hegel and Darwin) and "existentislism" --- the

new rival " for supremacy in what Pius XII calls "the

philosophy of error®, All contaln the same error because
as they, according to the Pope, ¥leave the unchanging
essences of things out of sight, and concentrate all thelir

attention on particular existences™. Yet, despite this,

Pius could atlll assert in the same encyclical that

17. Ibid. 3 p.284.
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"the Teaching of the Church leaves the doctrine of Evolu-
tion an open question, as long as 1t confines its specula-
tions to the development, from other living matter already
in existence, of the human body”.ls Rapid qualification is
given to this seeming antitheslis to Plus X with the reminder
"that souls are immediastely created by God”lg which bears
more than just a polite resemblance to our earlier assertion
that man is extraordinarily ready to examine his mortal coll
while showing extreme reticence to conjecture concerning his
power source.

The pivotal question, as Plus XII sees 1lt, whlch involves
ore's theologleal presuppositions, 1s whether there was a
singular, unique creation of a man Adam. The denial of this
event, called polygenism, would by necessity have to posit
an earthly race of men net literally descended from .‘&cvitam,.z9
who, 1f we take Catholic doctrine to its loglicsasl concluslon,
could concelvably not be afflicted with the llnear and genetlc
transmission of man's predlsgposition to sin. A theologlan of
no less a reputation than Karl Rahner devotes 68 psges of his

dogmatic corpus to what the writer feels to be a "half-

" hearted® justification for a singulayr Adam concluding with

an extensive four point argument as "a metaphysical proof

of monogenism™ developlng from the principal assertion that

18, Iblid., p.287.

1l9. 7Ibid.
20, Ibid.
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man as man represents a divine institution and not a
"terrestial eause“.21

Although Rahner (who may be collogulally considered
a "mainline" theologlan desplte his affinity for Martin
Feldegger) genuflected politely to the wisdom of "Humani
generis® in his affirmation of monogenism, his chapter on
"The Dignity and Freedom of Man" refledts quite a differ-
ent mentality: Here Rahner effects a fusion of a "neo-
orthodox" vocabulary with traditional Catholic theological
emphases. He begins his development at a point whilich
would offend neither the Thomist nor the Barthian by say-
ing that the content of Revelation 1s superior ¥o rational
metaphysical knowledge.gz What man "edsentially” knows of
god, himself and the world, he recelves by revelatlon which
renders him capable of employing a "transcendental method®
very similar in expression to Thomas! "conversio ad phantas-
magoria“ as he percelves the given world.gs Man's essentisal
dignity rests in the fact that within "spatio-temporal his-
tory" he experiences an openness to the love of Christ, This

dignity cannot be non~existent in some individual because

~of its character as divine gift though God may choose to have

it"exist as something denied, as foundation for damnation
24

and judgment®, Here one may ralse an interesting question

€1. Karl Rahner, Theologlical Investigations-Vol, T
Baltimore: HelXcon Press, L961), p. 202.

22. [Theological Investigations-Vol., TI, P. 236,

23, 1Ibid., pp.236-237.

24, 1TIbid., p. 238, p. 240,
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(In light of the polygenlam-monogenism controversy) insofar
as since this dignity 1s a donum of God, why need this pre-
clude polygenism? Especially when one admits the semi-
Pelagian flavor of Cathollc theology, why may 1t not be
within the realm of possibility to see Adam as "manklind®
&s well as single man-making him a symbol of perennlal
condition as well as (and hopefully in lieu of) an origlnal
misdeed?

Rahner counters this questlon, at least in part by
dec laring man's dignity ls threatened by external events
which (symptomatic of the 20%th century) tend to deperson-
alize him and obscure his identlty and well as his own
rebellion against his ontological nature. Rahner 1s here
quick to observe that the former ls slways the result of
the 1atter25 --- gnd not the converse as the liberal 19th
Century Europeans and the American soclal-gospeleers
believed. With the classical doctrine of original sin
acting as the only barrier which (in the writer's estima-
tion) prohibits him from admitting a wholly "reallzeg"
notion of man viewing the Adamic sin sul generis 1In each
~human personality, Rahner articulates several concluding
statements concerning the nhature of Man, The first state-
ment, which causes one outside the Catholic Church to be
just a bit mystified, is that man carries within himself
the potential to realize his essentlal dignity "without

any supernatural help of grace and external revelation

25. Ibid., p. 242.
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26 :
of God®. However, becsuse of the %long temporal dura-

tion" given man %to realize this dignity, he needs the help
of God's grace.g7 These phrases are rife with contradictlon
and seem only to nourish the stereotypes Protestants harbor
concerning Roman Catholics. The second of these concluding
statements 1s decidedly more frultful in that it declares
that man's dignity 1s dependent upon the fact that he is
“end-directed"28 ~-= opr, in other words, not only musing
about his beginnings (monogenists take note.) but casting
his eyes ahead to see where he is moving -- or being led.

A second Catholic theologian, emphatically not on the
"mainline" yet exerting just as profound an Influence as
Karl Rahner, i1s Pierre Tellhard de Chardin. While one
clearly feels Rahner's theological exhaustiveness may rival
that of 8t. Thomas in certaln respects, one may wonder 1f
Teilhard is a scientist with religlous sensibilitles or a
Religious whose faith has led him to a geologist's plck.

As a Jesuit-paleontologlst, Teilhardls thoughts and motives
represent a curious compound, as this term may indlcate, of

religion and science., Rahner and Teilhard exhibit an affin-

" ity since both are scholastics bound within the vows of

the same Order and both exhlbit an understanding of man on

the basls of his "end-direction®™. However, it would not be

26, 1Ibid., p. 243.
27. Ibid., p. 244.
28, Ibld., p. 2 45,
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unfalr to elther man If we were to say that this isthe
point at which any affinity i1s terminated. Rahner expends
nearly 70 carefully written pages to justify the singular
creation of Adam while Teilhard, in his two major works,

The Divipe Milieu and The Phenomenon of Man does not even

mention Adam once,

Man, for Teilhard, is bound up within a linear-chono-
logical process in which he, along with the rest of creation,
is caught up i1n a process of "involution" in which he be-
comes more intensively aware of the end to which he and the
world areé being directed, He 1s"experiencing a coalescence
or gravitation of these divergences and convergences back
to a central axis of meaning® --- a phenomenon which
Tellhard describes finally as YPLANETTSATION® www eloquently
yet vaguely envisioned as "the expected plenitude of t he
earth".29

When pressured by the secular seientist of the Julian
Huxley 1lk to provide sufficient cause to postulate an

"Alpha-Omega God" when "planetisation™ can, at least in

theory, just as easily issue forth from a god-autonomous,

thoroughly optimistiec (in the sense acceptable to the log~
lcal positivist), socio-biologlcal, humanistic determinism,
Teilhard alludes to three basic beliefs towhich he is
committed. The first, a bellsf in "progress" which he

29, Plerre Teilhard de Chardin, The Phenomenon of
Man (New York: Harper and Row, 1950), p. 212,
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admits is undemonstrable to sclence (1f understood as pur-
poseful direction) yet to which he clings as a faithful
hope of "an unevitable perfection® inherent within the
created, evolving world.SQ The second belief, put rather
simply, 1is the inference of an Archltect by an observation
of the house, and the further inference of g master plan
on the basis of the initial premise, "Hence®, in Teilhard's
words, ®belief in unity”.51 And, as the second belief postu~
lates Alpha-Omega by his efforts (in the noble tradition of
the Schobl of St, Vietor), the final bellef put up for dis-
play by Teilhard attempts to find rationale for God qua
person by asserting a supreme center or polnt of coheslion --
®the special binder or cement which will assoclate our lives
together -~-- hence, bellef 1In a supremely attractive centre
which has personality".52

The theological expression "Grace", all but wholly

absent from The Phenomenon of Man, curlously permeates

The Divine Milieu, yet does so in the disconsolate lmages

: 33
of a divine ocean sweeping the individual along in the tide.

If one were disposed to use figures from the game of chess,

50. Ibid., p. 284.
31, Tbid.
52; Ibido, pp.284—285.

3%. Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, The Divine Milleu
(New York: Harper and Row, 1957), pp.l<6-128.
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he would develep the uneasy feeling that man is simply the
pawn whose life and ldentlity may well be sacrificed (in
curious contresst to Rahner's emphasis on human dignity)

in order to ésnclude the cosmological drama and pronounce
the verdict of "checkmate”., One need only imagine the
difficulty the explication of this positlon caused Tellhard,
who publicly and privately was forced to reconclle this
with a magisterium anything but tolerant to a notion of an
evolving humanity as the work of his fellow Jesult Rshner
hgs borne witness,

In summary, one cash witness a genulne ferment within
Roman Catholicism, especially in the characters of Rahher
and Teilhard, even though the former was bound by his
church to justify a literal "Adam® and the latter was
forced to resort to sopheeoric proofs to vindicate the nec-
esalty of a God in an otherwise tightly knit sclentiflc
system. The peculiar values of their attempts lay 1n the
greater en rapport created with thelr "separated brot he rg¥
through the effort of Rahner and with those holding compre-
hensive, sclentific world view thyrough that of Teillhard ---

thereby giving greater credence and urgeney to the re-

| articulation of a proper natural theology.

TOWARD A PROTESTANT NATURAL THFEOQLOGY

It is significant that as we draw our treatment of
Pierre Teilhard de Chardin to a close we begin an investiga-
tion of Paul Tillich, for never have two individuals laﬁénted
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the dlvorce of the religious dimension from the move mun-
dane, concrete, practical side of life. Poth shared with
equal Intensity a belief that the natural, perceptlible,
tangible world bore witness to God's activity and championed
the re-inclusion of the category of the "natural™ into the
discipline of theology. However, one must observe with equal
care the methodologies each employed to heal the breech the
preceding century had effected between sclenee and religion,
Both men were front-llne witnesses to the "war to end
all wars" (Teilhard as a stretcher-bearer and Tillich as
a mllitary chaplain), and, though both emerged profoundly
moved and changed by the conflict, an immediate dlvergence
became apparent, Tillich returned to Germany to become a
leader in an activistic movement as Teilhard jolned a
sclentific expedition to Chins seeking to find humanity's
missing link, Nowhere does the basic deliniation between the
culturad activist and the dispasslonate scientist become
more evident than when both view the content of the world
around in the context of its "givenness", when both con-
Jecture concerning the purpose and end to which the world
1s seemingly moving, and when both try to fathom within
this the nature and destiny of man,
True to his sclentific presuppositions, Tei lhard, as
we have seen, viewed the content of the world arocund him
as a physically and chronologically conditioned conglom-

erate capable of verification., Even his elaborate concept
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of progression from the biologlcal to the noetic operated
under the structures of an ironclad space-time determinism
in which the preceding sphere of activity pales and ls
ultimately lost in the sphere which supercedes it, Tillich,
however, in his analysis of what we, for convenlence, have
clessified as the "given® evidences a markedly different

out look. He abandons any thought of a concept of ¥levels"
(which 1s a reaction not so much to Tellhard's empiricsal
terminology as it is to an outworn, pre-Darwinian 17th
century Protestant Orthodoxy) when he speaks of man within
the limits and bases of the created order, preferring to

use lnstead in place of "level® tis designations "dimensions®
and "realm" (which he defines consecutively as "encounter
with reallty in which tke‘unity of life 1s seen above its
conflicts® and "a section of life In which a particular
dimension is predominant“).gé The reason Tillieh puts
forth for this semantic substitution is that Pdimension"

and "realm" are “social“ss--— and, if the writer of the

paper may presume to understand what Tillich is sayilng, ---

the "givenness" of life 1s meant to be experienced and lived

and not merely measured. It is within this area that Tillich

mekes his greatest contribution. Though broadly classed as
a "Neo-Orthodox" theologian which may stem from his repudla-

tion of a literal interpretation of cenesis 3, his eglsten-

34, Paul Tillich, Systematic Theology - Vol, III
(Chicagos The University of Chicago Press, 1963),
pPp.15-16.,

35, Ibid.
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tiallism is the device he employs to arrive at a more
relevant understanding of nature, man, and the grace of
God.

Tillich is thankfully lacking of any such vulnerabll-
ity which so palnfully characterized Teilhard. 1In =
fashion reminiscent of Kant, he declares "time" to be a
superimposition of the mind upon the encountered reallty
in an attempt to codlify the latter and thereby render it
more megningful.36 When man ceases to recognize "time® .
a8 a creature of his cognltion and view the attendant
notlons of "time” and "space" as barriers across which he
cannot vénture, he falls prey to the deviations yunning the
gambit from a flight ihtou"myéticism“ (which, if we are
allowed a certaln latitude, méy include a verbally inerrant
Bible as well as a rigidhhyper~Barthianism_capable of
calling Genesis "saga" yet bifurcafing as sgééessfully as
Ockham's razor to a pérverted nationalism (taking us the
expanse between Sﬁen&er's "Social Darwinism" to a ﬂ.Ne;t’t:lonal
socialism® to a dlalectical “Communism“).57 Asbone delves
furtkér into his analysis, he begins to realize the buttress
Tillich 1s'creating against the afguments which seemed so
poténtially destructive to Teilhard, "Religion" clearly is
someth ing which Tillich does not reserve to the final scene

(as a misreading of The Phenomenon of Man may indlcate)

36, Theology of Culture, op.clt., p.30.

37, 1Ibid., p. 34.
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but 1s, as he declares in Theology of Culture, "the

dimension of depth™ in the totality of man's existence.
"Religion®™, according to Tillich, "is at home everywhere
in the depth of all the functions of man's spiritual life"
and that which "opens up the depth of man's spiritual life
which 1s usually covered by the dust of our daily life and
the nolse of our secular work."58

Tillich's unique contribution to the effective recon-
struction of theology lay in the liberationof 1t from the
linear-chronological, deterministic bondage under which it
chaffed in the prevlious century. 1In his chapter "The
Eternal NWow™ from the book with the same title, Tillich
draws the various notlons of time, space, and the function
and nature of religion into a concise unity. Fe reaffirms
what may be considered the modallty of time and declares
the futillty of imagining eternal life as a "time after
time" because Meternity (is) above time".39 We, according
to Tillich, "have our past because we remember it in the

present" and "have our future because we anticipate it in

the present” only thereby to discover "the riddle of the
40

- present 1s the deepest of all the riddles of Time",

38. Ibld., p. 9.

39, Paul Tillich, The fHternal Now (New York:
Charles Seribners? Sons, 1963), pp.l22-B2,

40, Ibld,
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He concludes by saying "each of the modes of time has 1ts
pecullar mystery, each of them carries its peculliar anxl-
ety --- there is only one answer to these questiong =--- -
the eternal. @od gives us rest in his eternal Presence“.41
It Is within this mentality that T1llich expands the
notlon of the "end® of the world by stating that the word
"end™ has inherent within it the notion of "aim® as well as
”finish“.éz The eschaton for him is envisioned not merely
in terms of "spatio-temporal'” conclusion but as a tpulita~
tive-valuating" event as well.43 While the popular piety
endorses a "supranaturalistic" realm of heaven (towhich
the Rarthian brand of modern theology pays more than token
respect) effecting a severance between God and his creation,

Tillich presents a "paradoxical understanding of the rela-
44

tilon of the temporal to the eternall. Thus Tillich does

not occupy himself with a painful analysis of man qua
creature or even qua spirit --- not only because such under-
takings fall to do justice to the "dimenslons" and "realms®
of the created world but fall to appreciate and respect man's

self transcendence as well, Tillich sees all of life sub-

sigtent within the "now" of the Divine. Man's end consists

41, 1Ibid.

42, Systematic Theology~ Vol, III, p. 394,

43, 1Ibld.

44, 7Ibid., p. 397.
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(as Xarl Rahner declares) in the realizatlion and éppro—
priation of his essence. This, for Tillich, constitutes
the moment of existential decision (the nunc existentiale)
for man.és Appropristion brings attendant with 1%
(reinterpreted concepts of) justification and forgiveness.
Withln his "eschatologlcal pan-en-thelsm®, Tillich postu-
lates an ultimate fulfillment of allthings in the dlmension

46
of the Divine. Cne wonders 1f due cognizance 1s paid to

_the notions of "sin"™ and the "demonic" --- yet one can

easily see how Tillich affords to the jittery resident of
the concluding half of the 20th century a much more worksble
and livable schema of existence who, unlike Tellhard, whom
we have previously considered, 1s more linterested in how

comfortable he can make his pullman seat than in how quickly

- the train is moving.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

At times our study must have appeared as a potpourri
of disjunctive toplics bearing little relation to each other.
Howeveyr, it did attempt to document what it deems to be the
incontestable fact that theological expression has always
been,‘and Will always be in flux. It contended further to
prove, at least by historic documentation, that the concerns
driving man to "theologize™ in a particular fashion are in

fact perennial while the peculiar historical civrcumstance

45. Ibid., p. 420,
46, Ibid., pp.420-421,
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1s In reality acting as the variable to draw forth a

"new" apology. This observation rested further on one of
the original assumptions that within such develcpment, no
single theology receives universasl gcceptance bubt 1is

rather in g position of predominance whlle the alternatlives
to it stlll exist with thelr own loyal adherents concurrent
to it. Finally, we have attempted to remain loyal to our
conebpt of "metaphysical determinism as being descriptive
of man's ldentity in the world and before God.

As we endeavor to draw these dlverse emphases 1lnto a
cohesive unity it would be fitting to do so in acknowledge-
ment to the 1nsights of Etienne Giison; We spoke earlier
of the verbal devices Gilson employed to make the lnvestiga-

tion of theologlcal development more comprehensible., He

" spoke of the "Tertullian family” who was characterized by

the ®absolute opposition between religious faith in the
word of God and the use of natural reason in matters per-~
taining to Revelation”;év the "Augustinian family" who
declared Pthat the safest way to reach truth is not the
ore that starts from reason and then goes on from rational
certitude to faith, but, on the contrary, the way whose
starting point is faith and then goes on from Revelation
to reasbn";ég and finally, the "Thomistic family™ in which

"all members....grant that there 1s a true Revelatlon; the

4’7. GilSOI'}, OE.Cit .y pp, 10"‘11.
480 Ibid.; pp.le*l'?.
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Christian Revelation, They grant it, but they do not
take it for granted“.49

When we examine the implications of the distinguish-
Ing cheracteristics of Gillson's three familles, we would
be In difficult stralts to seek out a theologlan or relig-
jous philosopher who cannot be subsumed under one of the
three. The Tertullian family tree grew from its name-
sake who received philosophy as folly to a Willlam of
Ockham who saw God's sovereignty tarnished by 1dle specu-
lation to a Karl DPBarth who drove an incisive "nein"™ be-
tween credo and culture. The conjunction of "metaphysical®
and ”determinism“ would be a loglcal and, above all, an
ontological impossibility because of the very fact that

man (according to this mentality) labors under a creaturely

determinism and is liberated from this only through a

supranatural (as contrasted to supernatural) metaphysical
Intervention. The Tertullian famlly will never be at a
loss for second cousins in each generatlion because esach
age harbors those who see relliglon as a pristine super-
additum to a grimsyy world. Should the "Tertullian"
attempt to engage in dialogue with one who dces not share
his "supranaturalism® and who may, in fact, posit the
reslity of only that which he can see, taste, smell, or
touch (whether through his own six senses or by the use

of advanced equipment) --- these two individuals may have

49, 1Ibld., p. 81.
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little in common as far as meaningful intercourse 1is
conceyned. It 1s not without purpose that John Updike's
acidic humor has called our modern "Tertullian” Karl
Parth to task because the latter did nothing to fill the
chasm between "reason"™ and "falth™ and, in fact, only
mgde it wider and more difflcult to traverse.,

The "Augustinian family" contalns a cluster of lumin-
aries which inolﬁde Thomas (Whose exlistence as a separate
family progenitor will be justified later), Iuther and
Calvin., Even though the middle figure, in hils swester
mome nt 8, could characterize reason as "Frau Hulda the

Whore", he, as the other two figures, was willing to see

the legitimate place of man's rational facultles provided

it 1s not cavalierly assumed to be an inductive device

to fathom the mystery of God. To the "Augustinian®™ (we
use the term here in the sense of Gllson's analogy), God
is not simply the loglcal first cause to a lengthy se-
quence of events, but the transcendant cause and ground of
all that is, Paul Tillich, of the personalitles we have
considered, perhaps 1s the most elogquent present day
"augustinlenism! in his development of an "eschatolog-

50
ical pan-en-thelsm" in which man is not forced in

50, Systematic Theology - Vol, III, op.cit.,
Pp.420-421,
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desperation to utter "all matter 1s illusion" (as Mary
Baker Eddy's avant garde misreading of Bishop Berkeley
declares) but to see both lnorganic and organic matter,
Including man, as infused by and determined by cod.
However, the Yaugustinian" is prey to the same risk
as the "Tertullian" insofar as the other party with whom
he wishes to engage in dialogue may chocse to turn a
deaf ear to the preaMble of faith which the former declares
provides meaningful content for the reason, The precise
point of demarcation between these first two famllies
which clothes the YAugustinlan®™ position with greater
respectablility in the dialogical context is the fact that

it does not déepair of creation but rather affirms it as

~ a meaningful vehlcle of God's getivity. The stumbling

block (the premise that Y@od 1s%) still remains within
the realm of faith (as God himself may purposely desire)
and does nothing to resolve the tension with which the
Kerygma has slways been imbued,

The Thomistic Family” (which the writer accepts in
order to maintain Gllson's analogy --- yet harbors cer-
tain reserVations concerning its legitimacy apart from
the "Augustinlan® approach) affords the greatest oppor-
tunity for dialogue with a world unwilling to wholly
accept the previous two approaches, There one admits
reason's ldentity as both preamble of --- and to falth

a8 he acknowledges that the "whatness" of God is per-
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celvable from His effects in nature., While this
inductive approach is more palat@ble to the person who
cannot 1n good conscience make a presupposition of falth,

i1t runs the decided risk of immanentalizing God to the

extent that he grows and Lﬁs refined along with his crea- L
the
tion instead of being/transcendently perfect one who

51
glves the creation meaning and depth.

The Assault of Darwinism upon the dogma of the
church rendered é positive service by exposling the weak-
nesses 1n all three of Gilson's famlly constructs; it
showed in a new and more forceful way that &n ad hoc
¥Tertullian® type of God can easlly be dlismissed without

doing violence to a god-autonomous world view; it pre-

~ sented the "Augustinian® with the possibility that a

capaclty for self-transcendence could be the greatest
irony man 1s destined to suffer as well as a path wich
leads him to seek out and find rest in god; it evidenced
to the "Thomist" how induction based on causal inferences
breaks down in a given world whose present status could
be just as easlly the result of random chance as well

as the activlity of the hand of God. The tension which

Darwin eloquently re-~expressed has, even to this present

51, Ibid.
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déy not been adequately resolved. What has resulted,
howeveyr, is a2 much more virile and workable concept of
the nature of man --- be he simply biologlcal organism
with the ironic power to transcend his organic shell ---
or the vicegerant of creation capable of walking in
meaningful communication with his transcendent God, who,
by grace, has revealed himself through perceptible means.
We have simply stated tle condition --- the reply must
come from the theologlan who must simultaneously justlfy
his existence while he speaks the message (tod has given

him to proclaim,
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