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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION: A PROSPECTUS FOR THE WHOLE PROJECT

This chapter is introductory. It serves as a prospectus
for the entire study. In it will be given an overview of the
basic problem for which an answer is sought as well as the over-
all purpose and general procedures to be followed in this study.
Each of the succeeding chapters will be an elaboration of the
basic direction indicated in this chapter. But before the pro-
cedure is outlined it is necessary to state clearly tﬁe problem

for which an answer is sought.

The Problem this Study Seeks to Answer

w——

The basic problem for which this study seeks an answer is
this: how can one discover adequate criteria for testing the
reality of the transcendent object of religious experience?

That is, can sufficlent tests be devised by which one can deter-
mine if there is a basis in reality for the ultimate object of
his religious experience? This study does not attempt to come
to a conclusion as to whether or not there is a transcendent
reality. Rather, it seeks to dlascover some criteria by which an
individual may determine whether or not there is a basis in
reality for the ultimate object of h;s religious experience.

1
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But in order to more fully understand what iz implied in this
basic problem it will be helpful to have a better understanding
of the meaning of some key terms like experience, raligious, and
reality.
Meaning of Experience

Experience 18 not easy to define. But in general experi-
ence may be described as consciousness or awareness such as indi-
viduals have. Experience is something which subjects havé. and
it is in this sense that experience may be said to be subjec-
tive.l

ience is merely subdeetivn, i.e., that there are no objective

This is not meant to imply, of course, that all exper-

referents for at least some experiences. Experience is the statq
of consciousness of an individual who may be aware of something
as other whether or not it is really other. Of course experi-
ence may be an awareness of one's self or self awareness. But
even here there is at least a psychological distinction between
the self which is the subject of the awareness and the self of
which it is aware.

Experience may be viewed in two ways, generally and speci~-
fically. Experience in general is the totality of consciousness

like that of being alive. A specific experience is a focusing

lPaul Van Buren seems to overstate the point when he says,
|"Every experience is subjective by definition. We use the word
with a person as its subject 'I' have an experience. A stme
does not . . . ." The Secular Meaning of the Gospel (New York:
The Macmillan Company, 1963), P« S4. There 18 no good reason
why we can't speak of animals and even plants having awareness or
consciousness in our sense of the word experience. In this w
it makes more sense to speak of overlapping levels of consciousnese
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on a given aspect of moment within the whole of one's conscious-
ness like a certain event in one's life. Or, the difference
respectively is like that of the awareness of being in a state
of marriage (i.e., the consciocusness of being a married man) and
that of getting married (i.e., the consciousness of taking a
wife in the ceremony of marriage). In this study we will be con-
cerned primarily with religious experience in general rather
than with specific religious experiences for the following
reasona.2 First, because experience in general is the backdrop
and basis for particular experiences like vision is the general
field which makes it possible to focus on this or that particulanx
objeet. Secondly, religious experience ;n general is more readi-
ly available to men in general. Not everyone has had a special
religious experience like a mystical experience. But as shall
be argued subsequently, religious experience in the general
sense is both more readily available and understood by men in
general. This will be made more explicit once religion is de-
fined. First,‘however, we must distinguish different levels of
experience.

The most basic level of experience may be called primary
awareness. It is the basic unreflective consciousness an indi-
vidual has., BSecondary awareness is the conaciousness of being

conscious; it is being aware of the fact that one has awarenass.ﬂ

2For a further discussion of this see chapter 3.

3Michael Novak makes a similar distinction between primary
and secondary awareness. See Belief and Unbelief (New York:
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within this secondary awareness there are many activities such
as remembering, reflecting, relating, and reasoning. All of
these presuppose or build upon primary awareness.

The study of religious experience undertaken here will
treat both kinds of experience. It will recognize, however,
that primary awarenesas is fundamental to ssecondary awareness,
even though secondary awareness may be necessary for getting at
primary awareness. Furthermore, it is recégnized that in order
to get at the religious awareness of other people one does not
have direct access to either their primary or their secondary
awarenesses. In order to understand the religious experiences
of others one must depend on their expressions of these experi-
ences. In brief, expressions of experience will be studied to
understand the experiences behind these expressions, and secon-
dary experience must be studied in order to understand the pri-
mary experience behind it. And primary religious experience in
general (as opposed to special religious experience) will be
the primary center of concern. 8Special religlous experiences
may be used to illustrate a focusing or intensifying of the
experience which is more generally available for men in general.
But precisely what is meant by a religious experience?

Meaning of Religion

Attempts to define religion have been notoriously unsuccess-

The New American Library, 1965), pp. 72-75.
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4 And yet the vast majority of

ful at gaining universal acclaim,
these definitions of religion have at least one common element--
that religion involves awareness of the transcendent. They
differ, of course, in what kind of awareness is involved and
what 1s meant by the transcerdent. We will begin with what
appears to be common to most definitions, and then attempt to
discover what must be characteristic of an awareness of the
transcendent to make it qualify as a distinctive experience to
which we may give the title of religious.

There are at least two senses in which religious experience
may involve transcendence. First, transcendence may refer to
the process of overcoming the conditions of one's finitude,
frustrations, etc. This may &lso be called self»trana@andence.s
Transcendence is also used in the sense of the gbject of reli-
gious experience, viz., the transcendent. It is in this latter
sense that we are primarily concerned with religious transcen-
dence in this study.

It should be pointed out that the transcendent is not

“w. C. Smith wrote: "It is perhaps not presumptuous to hold
that no definition of religion so far proposed has proven com-
pelling, no generalization has come anywhere near to adequacy."
The Meaning and End of Religion, (New York: The New American

rary o% world Literature, Inc., 1964), p. 16.

5But self-transcendence can be misleading in a religious
context if it is taken to mean transcending by one's self or on
one's own. Por, as shall be seen, one of the characteristics of
religious awareness is what Schleiermaeher called a "feeling of
absolute dependence" (see chapter 3). If a religious experience
involves a sense of dependence, then it cannot in the same way
involve an attitude of independence.




6
intended to be a synonym for God; it is not equivalent to a the-
istic conceptualization. God as defined by western theisms is
one (specific) form or way of viewing the transcendent. What is
lmeant by the transcendent is a much broader, more general and
less specific notion which is inclusive of pantheistic as well as
theistic, personal as well as impersonal religious views. Brah-
man of Hinduism, Nirvana of Buddhism, the Tso of Taolsm, Schleler-
macher's All, Otto's Numen, and Tillich's Being beyond being are
all ways of viewing the transcendent.

The transcendent not only has many descriptions but it may
also have many dinensiona.6 It need not be viewed:as being
"above"; it may be thought of as a transcendence in "depth."
Then too, it may be the transcendent "origin" or even the "goal"
of one's religious experience. In brief, we do not intend in
this analysis of religious transeohdenca to narrow down or limit
the meaning of the tranacendent to any particular direction or
dimension.

By the transcendent we mean simply two things. First,
something is transcendent if it goes beyond or is more than one's
immediate consciousness., In this sense the subconscious is
transcendent, for it goes beyond one's immediate consciousness

and yet he is somehow aware that it is thore;7 The transcenden-

61n chapter 3 a detailed analysis is given of the multidi-
mensional possibilities of transcendence.

7U1111am James calls the subconscious the "hither side"™ of
the transcendent but it is definitely beyond the individual's
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tal egb is also an example,a for we are conscious of it but are
consciocus that it is beyond our consciousneas.g Even other
selves are transcendent, for we are conscious of them but con-
scious of them as being beyond ourselves. Fant's noumenon is
transcendent, for he somehow knows that the noumenon is there
even though he cannot say what it is¢1° Purther, it is more
than what is experienced in the way that the whole is greater
than its parts (e.g., there is a wholeness, structure, or rela-
tionship missing when the parts are scattered). It is more in
the wey that a word or sentence is more than letters (viz., a

unity of meaning not in the parts taken 8eparately).ll or the way

conscious self. See Varieties of Rellgious Experience (New York:
Modern Library, 1902), p. SUB; Gf. Do 532.

8Poter Koestenbaum develops this point in an excellent sum-
mary of a phenomenological approach to religion, "Religion in thed
Tradition of Phenomenology"™ in Religion in Philosophical and Culw-
tural Perspective, ed. Clayton ¥eaver and willliam ﬁoroaz ince-
ton, N.J.: D. Van Nostrand Co., Inc., 1967), pp. 186-193,

9wa gre not here arguing for the existence of the subocon-
scious, the transcendental ego or other minds. We are simply
saying that if they exist, they would be real examples of what
we mean by transcendent. If they do not exist they would be
merely possible examples.

10
See Immanuel Kant, e Critique of Pure Reason, trans.
Lewis White Beck (New yor%’@b?ﬁ%ﬁ-ﬁ'éﬂm Co., Inc., 1956),
P. 273, where he says, ". . . on the contrary, it itself limits
sensibility by applying the term noumenon to things in themselves|
(things not regarded as appearances). But in so doing it at the
same time sets limits to itself, recognising that it cannot know
these noumena through any of the categories, and that it must

:ﬁ:refgre think them only under the title of an unknown some-

nge.

llIt is noteworth{ that even Bertrand Russell uses this il-
lustration in An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth, pp. 335~336.
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there is more in a painting than the pigment and colors.12 That
is, something is transcendent if there is more in it than ‘'meets
the éya.' If there is a depth or perspective that is more than
the empirical experience of it, then it transcends the empiri-
031.15

S8econd, by the transcendent object of religious experience
is meant what we are aware of as going beyond or being more in an
ultimate way. It is that which is the object of a total commit-
ment; that for which one would make even the supreme aacrifico.l4
The transcendent is the object of ultimate concern beceuse it is
thought to be ultimate or final. It is that beyond which one
sees no need to go. It is the beyond beyond which one seeks no
more beyonds. Examples of such commitment outside of religion
are difficult to find but to some degree the patriot's "My
country right or wrong,"” or the moralist's "duty for duty's
sake,"” or the artist's commitment to Beauty are exanplas.ls

If he were consistent with the implications of this illustration
1tn;0uld indicate the meaningfulness of what we call the trans-
ceondent.

123:. gohn Wisdom's article “ngg“lin Classioal gﬁg Conten~
> ad 8 the 80 of Re on ¢ JO )
?ﬁsﬁfﬁ#s%a*a??rf%? K.J.3 %%enffoowﬁali Inc., i964), Pp. 413428,
13

See Ian Ramsey, Religiou nguage (New York: The Macmil~
lan Co., 1957), PDp. 4é~55;%or a detailed discussion (with illus-
trations) of this point. Johmn E. HSmith c¢alls this a "religious
dimension" to experience, Experience and God (Oxford University
Press, 1968), PP» 46 f.

14?0: a development of what is meant by "total commitment”
see Ramsey, op. g¢it., pp. 172, 35-41, 55.

ISA further and clear elsbhoration of what we mean by this
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To restate the problem in view of these elarifications: we
seek to discover adequa%e criteria for testing the reality of
that object of consciousness which is more than and goes beyond
one's consciousness and to whiech he makes a total commitment or
by which he is grasped with an ultimate concern. Or to put it
another way, how does one know that beyond to which a men will
commit himself without reserve is real? How can one tell if
there 1s a basis in reality for the object of a man's ultimate
concern? Is the goal or ideal to which men are willing to dedi-
cate their whole life, and for which they are willing even to
die, real? But, before determining whether the transcendent is
real the word real must be defined.

Meaning of Reality

Pirat there are several things that are not meant by real-
ity., For it would be easy to c¢onclude that the transcendent is
real 1f the word is used in a very broad sense. Only after one
sees clearly what is not meant by the word reality (first four
points below) can he fully appreciate the problem of trying to
determine the reality of the transcendent. The last two points
attempt to provide a more positive characterization of the mean-
ing of reality.

1. Reality is More Than a Subjective Condltion of Human
Experience.--That men have experiences which they feel are ulti-

mate and religious no one can reasonably doubt; it is not the

kind of concern or commitment will be found in Paul Tillich's
Ultimate Concern, ed. D. Mackenzie Brown (London: SCM Press Ltd.,
I9E§§, Pr. 7y 8, 11, 30, 106 and below in chapter 2.
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experiences but their reality basis which is in question. The
problem is compounded by the fact that in many roligious and mys-
tical experiences there seems to be no sure way to separate the
hallucinatory from the real. As Henri Bergson noted, even the
great mystics have recognized this fact and have warned their
disciples about 1t.1® There is always the possibility that one's
religious experience ¢an be explained on a purely psychological
1evel.17 There is no question that religlous experience is sub-
jective; if 1t were not, it would not be an experience. The
important question is: is it more than subjective. As even\relio
gious men admit, ". . « there cannot be any important sense in
which God is for me unless there is some real and objective
sense in which God is, irrespective of my belief or my lack of
belief.1® Religious transcendence must be more than a subjestive
condition in religious experience before we are willing to c¢call
it real.

2. Reality Is More Than a Projection of Human Imagination.
In brief, religious transcendence is not real if Ludwig Feuer-
bach is right that it is nothing but a projection of human nature|

164 So

enri Bergson, The Two Sources of Morality and Religion
trans. R. Ashley Audéa, C. Brereton, W. H. Carter (New Yorgz ’
Doubled&y and 00., Inco‘ 1935)' P 229-

1736¢ William Sargant's Battle for the Mind (Villiss Heine-
mann Ltd., 1957), where he explalns religious experience like
brain washing in a behavioristic way along the line of Pavlov's
conditioned response.

8pavia E., Trueblood, EE&EQ%@%%% of Religion (New York:
Harper and Brothers Publishers, s De .
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which is commonly called God. He wrote, ". . . the nature of
God is nothing else than an expression of the nature of feeling"

for "the object of any subject is nothing else than the subject's
own nature taken objectively." That is, the object of religion
is not real if man makes it. If what man thinks is God be
nothing but an unconsciously worshipped projection of the best
in his own human nature, then it is misleading to call it real.
If consciousness of God be no more than unwitting self-conscious~
ness; if while adoring God one is worshipping nothing but his own]
naturo;19 if every advance in religious thinking is nothing but
an advance in self-knowledge, then certainly it is a meaningless
use of words to call it real. As Karl Marx wrote, "Man, who
looked for a superman in the fantastic reality of heaven and
found hothing there but the reflexiocn of himself, will no longer
be disposed to find but the gemblance of himself, the non-human

[Unmensch™] where he seeks and must seek his true reality."ao

That is, if man is a reality seeker and should discover religion
is but a projection of his own imagination, he will turn to the
human reality instead of worshipping the mirror which reflects ity
3. Reality Is More Than an Object of Wish-Fulfillment.-
Freud contended that religion was an illusion, not in the sense

that it is necessarily untrue, but that it is suspect because it

19 '
Ludwig Feuerbach, The Essence of Christianity, trans.
ggorge Eliot (New Yark:'Harper and Brothers, . 5p. 9-12, 13,

20
Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, On Religion (New York:
Sohocken Books, 1964), p. 41. =
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resulted from a wiéh that there be a God, etc. "An illusion,”
he said, "is not the same as an error, it is indeed not necessar-
ily an error. . . .It is characteristic of the 1llusion that it
18 derived from men's wishes." He differentiates an 1liusion
from a delusion which is necessarily false, whereas "The illu-
sion need not be neeeasarily false, that is to say, unrealizable
or incompatible with reality." However, the religious illusion
is highly suspect of not being true for several reasons. First,
because of the primitive (ignorant) period in which it arose,
then because of the specious, inauthentic grounds upon which men
would Justify it. Furtharnope, it is suspect because of its
very nature as an illusion, yiz., that human wishes play a domi-
nant role in its motivation. "We say to ourselves: it would in-
deed be very nice if there were a God who was both creator and
a benevolent providence, if there were a moral world order and
a future life, but at the same time it is very odd that this is
all Just as we should wish it 0ursolvea.”21 In view of this, we
hold as minimal to the definition of real that it be more than
an illusion in Freud's sense. That is, it must be more than
something men wish, or even deeply wish, to be 80; it must actu-
ally be so apart from their wishes.

4. Reality Is More Than a Subconscious Force in Human
Experience.~-William James somewhat side-stepped the basic issue

21 | ’
Sigmund Freud, The Fu of an Illusion, trans. W. D.
Robson-Scott (New raékmoﬁ“‘ﬁzu eday and Co., Yac., 1957), pp. 52-

551 40"501 540 57"’58¢
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when he defined the "hither" side of the transcendent in terms
of the subconscious. He wrote, ". . . whatever it may_be on the
farther side [that is the crucial question], the 'more' with
which in religious experience we feel ourselves connected is on
its hither side the subeonscious continuation of our conscious
life.“22 The "farther" side is a matter of what James called
"over-beliefs" which he personally Jjustified on pragmatic
grcunds.23 But the concern here is not with how James justified
the "farther" side of transcendence but whether or not there is
a "farther" side. Certainly one should not corsider the "hither"|
side or "subconscious continuation of our conscious life" to be
the transcendent of which thelrelisicua man speaks. There would
be no difficulty in saying, as James admits is possible, that thej
subconsoious is the doorway to the divine,24 that the ultimate
transcendence which men call God works in and through the sub-
conscious. But to identify the transcendent with the subcon=-
scious forfeits the right to call it real in a meaningful sense
of the word.

I seems undeniable that certain subconscious patterns of
mental activity and symbolism occur and have depths of meaning
not always obvious to the consciousness of the individual in

22James, The Varieties of Religious Experience, p. 502.

23James, "The Will to Believe," Pragmatism and Other Essays
(New York: Washington Square Press, Inc., 1963)s PP+ 103=213.

2%7v1d., pp. 232, 237, 265.
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whom they occur.25 In view of this fact men cennot help but won-
der whether the objsct of their religious experience is any more
than a product of subconscious symbolism. Nor will it suffice
to do as Jung and call the collective subconscious the real, for
as Fromm observed this does not in itself show that the transcen-
dent is more than a mass deluaian.26 As Alfred N. Whitehead
indicated, to move toward the dark recesses of the subconscious
is to surrender finally any hope of a solid foundation for reli-
gion.27 If by the reality of ultimate transcendence one doss not
mean something more than the human subconscious, whether indivi-
dual or collective, it seems inadvisable to call it real to say
nothing of the inappropriateness of calling it ultimate or trans-
cendent.

5. Reality Means to have an Independent Existence .20~
If the transcendent is to be more than a mere subjective experi-
ence, more than mere human imagination, more than what men deeply
rork: Chariss Seeibacnis Boutsipys,Berisuce of Jemiad, (lov,
strongly denounced Freud's view of subconscious determination in
his Existentialism and Psychoanalysis, he admitted to a 'depth of]

consclousness’ that wo not necessarily conflict with the abdove]
assertion of SBmart.

26pric Promm, Pbggheana;zp%a and Relig;on (New Haven and
ILondon: Yale University Press, 1950), D. .

27
Alfred North Whitehead, Religion in the Making (Cleveland
and New York: World Publishing M‘;Bo@.. %807, 5. 120,

28§he word "existence" 1is not meant here to imply that the
transcendent has to be a being to be real. It has a broader
meaning such as the word "presence" has as used by Leslie Dewart.
Cf. Foundations of Belief (New York: Herder and Herder, 1969).
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wish to be true (viz., an illusion), more than the realm of hunanﬂ
subconsciousness, then it means that which has an independent
existence of its own.29 That is, the transcendent must mean that
which exists outside of the minds of the men who conceive it and
outside the experience(s) of the men who experience it., For it
is certainly not proper to attribute to the transcendent a real-
ity of its own if it exists only in the consciousness of finite
men, That is to say, if the transcendent is dependent on the
consciousness of others for its reality, then it seems unfitting
to attribute to it an independent existence of its own. For
example, by real we mean.somathing like that a material object
would have (viz., outside of a mind) as opposed to the existence
of a number (which, say, exists only in a mind). This is not to
say that only things like material objects can be real, for
things like minds can be real too. But this is to say that the
transcendent will not be considered real unless it has an exis-~
tence on its own, outside of the reality of other things that
exist.

6. Reality Means to have an Objective Existence.--Another
way to describe what is meant by real is to say that it has an

objective existence. By objective we do not mean merely to de

299his does not mean that nothing dependent can exist; it
can have a dependent existence (say, dependent on the Universe,
God, etc.) and yet exist independently (i.e., separately ffom
other things). That is, everything but a Necessary existence
would in some way be a dependent existence. But things that are
dependent ultimately for their existence can still have (rela-
tively speaking) an independent existence of their own.
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an object (of a mind) nor to objectify, for in both of these sen-
ges something is not real. Rather by objective we mean what is
not merely the objectification made by a subject but what is it~
gelf a subject or thing. It should be noted that the meanings
of subject and object have reversed since the Middle Ages. TFor
the Scholastics, subiectum meant that which exists (objectively)
in itself and oblectum meant that which is only (subjectively)
represented in a mind. Whereas, in common usage today (due to
the influence of idealism) objective means real in itself and
subjective means not having an independent existence of its
own, >0

So when it is said that real means to have an objective ex-
istence we mean objective in the modern sense which is to be a
subject (subiectum) in the medieval sense. To claim that the
transcendent is objectively real is not to say that it is a mere
object or objectification of a mind. In this sense objectifica~
tion is that which is done by a subjJect, in which case if the
transcendent were merely an object (or objectification), then it
would not have an independent exlistence of its own.

In summary, this study seeks to discover adequate c¢riteris
for testing the reality of the transcendent object of religious
experience. And in view of the further definitions given this
means that we wish to find sufficient tests or ways to determine

50391&95 er makes this same point in "The Problem of a Non-
Objectifying nking and Spesking in Gantemggrary Theologg; in
1080] and Religion, o%é Jerry H. Gill (Minneapolis: gess

3 UOa » .
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whether or not that beyond or more to which a man will commit
himself without reserve has an independent and objective exis-
tence outside of man's subjective awareness. In other words,
does the object of man's ultimate concern exist on its own apart
from his ideals and awareness of it? So it may be concluded
that, whatever else may be implied by the word reality as applied
to the transoen&ont. it means that which has an independent and
[objective existence of its own gpart from any existence in the
jconsciousness of other things. 'It must be more than an object

WOI other subjects; it must be a subject (or thing) itself.

The Purpose of this Study

The basic reason for this study is to examine the alleged
preality basis for religlous experience. Believers do make real-
Hty claims both implicitly and explicitly, and our purpose is to
lexamine the basis for such claims.

The credal confessions of the existence of God common %o

%ajor Western religions make an explicit claim for the reality

f the transcendent and prayer is an implicit testimony for it.
oth the sacrifices of preliterates and the ultimate commitment
f moderns reveal a belief in the reality of the ultimate object
£ their religious devotion. Mircea Eliade contended that it

as part of the very genius of a religious'man that he seeks
eality and thirsts for it with all of his heart, ot

3lMircea Eliade, The Sacred and the Profane, trans. Willard
« Trask (New York: ﬁaFEﬁhrE. Brace and Worlid, Iﬁo., 1959), p.

«
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If a religious man does not seek reality, at least he gught
to do so., For of all men the religious person should be con-
cerned with fidelity and maturity, neither of which is evidenced
by a refusal to be concerned about the truthfulness of one's
religious beliefs. As Freud observed, no mature man will be
satisfied with his childhood beliefs simply because he wants
them to be true whether there be a basis for them in reality or
not. To cling to religion simply because it is a beautiful
dream or to hold to it as if it were true are insufficient
grounds upon which to base the ultimate commitment which reli-
gion denands.52

Further, the believer ought to examine the reality basis for|
his belief in the transcendent because of the haunting suspicion
that he may be wrang.53 As even religious men acknowledge, "It
is hard to rid our minds coﬁplotely of the haunting suspicion
that the entire religious struofufe may be nothing more than a
grand and beautiful castle in the air."?* e religious man no
less than any other man is subject to self-deception. In fact,
as Blaise Pascal pointed out, the individual has a thousand
stratagems for deception and there are not four honest men in a

aentury.35 Even allowing for some over-statement here, the

3asignund Freud, The Future of an Illusion, p. 50.

338&3 chapter 4 on the need for ressonable criteria in de~
termining the reality of the transcendent.

3%prueblood, Philosophy of Religion, p. 17.
35Pascal as quoted by Michael Novak, Belief snd Usbslief,p 89.|
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honest religious person will no doubt agree with Pascal that he
has some doubts of his own about the reality of the transcendent
object of his religlous devotion.

Finally, whether there be serious doubts or not, anything
which demands an ultimate commitment, as does religion, ought to
be examined as to its reality, if the commitment is to be worthy
lof a critical mind. It may be meritorious to believe in the
reality of the ultimate where one has had little evidence or
opportunity to examine it, but it certainly is not wvery noble or
worthy of a rational creature to totally submit himself to some-
thing without having reason to believe in its reality. To be-
lieve in a cosmic Santa Claus simply because one wills to baliavi
or because it is comforting or simply because it works 1is unsat-
isfactory for a thinking man in search of reality.

The Presuppositions of this Study

There are several working principles involved in this study
which are not formally Justified but are clearly implied. Some
of them will be at least partially vindicated in a pragmatic or
indirect way, while others will be valuable because of their con-
sistency with the problem and approach which we have chosen, It
is not contended that these are the only ways to approsch this
subject but that they do provide at least one signitiaént way to
understand and evaluate the reality basis for religion.

1. The basic working principle throughout this study is

that religious experience is a key to understanding the meaning




20
of religion.as This implies thatreligious experience is at the
heart of religious expressions, that religion e¢an be understood
well from the inside. This means that the bellever, i.e., the
one who has the religious experience, is in a favorable position
to understand what is at the basis of religion. This does not
mean that an outaider cannot understand a religious experience
which he has never had. It means only that if he is to under-
stand the religious experience of another as a key to understend-
ing religion that he must try to enter into this experience in
an empathetic and imaginative way. This does not mean that one
has to become religious to understand religion, but it does imply
that he must exercise a aympathetic and penetrative insight into
the situation of the one who does have a religious experience.

2. Another presupposition of this work is that one is in a
better position to determine the reality of religious experience
after he has a better understanding of the meaning of it. That
is, one is in a better position to evaluate religion after he
knows more fully what it is. It is in view of this principle
that it is deemed necessary to fully discuss the various kinds
or dimensions of religlous experience before an evaluation of it
1s offered. PFor it 1s assumed here that one cannot sufficiently

Judge the reality of a religious experience without knowing the

Bsmhis is what W. L. King called viewing religion from a
"detached within" as opposed to the "within" of the partisan de-‘
votee, the "semi~-within" of the missionary, or the "semi-without'
of the theologian or the "without" of the social scientists,
Introduction to Religion (New York: Harper and Row, Publishers,

9 PDe »
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imeaning of it. From this it follows that a proper evaluation of
religious experience can be made elther by a critical believer
or by an understanding non-believer. The former has a good "in-
side" vantage point for understanding the meaning of the experiw
ence, and he can develop the ability to critically evaluate it.
The non~believer already has the critical facultles since he is
not predisposed to believe it, and he can develop the ability to
understand it by sympathetic insight. Consequently this study
proceeds on the premise that both believers and non-believers
will be able to add to our understanding and evaluation of reli-
gious experience.57
3. Further, it is assumed here that religious expressions
are the key to understanding religious experience. This means
that initially at least the believer is in a better position
than the non~bellever to understand the meaning of his own reli=-
gious experience. It ﬁay be that once the believer has expresse&
these experiences that a more articulate non-believer can state
them better. Nevertheless, the "insider" im in a better poai-
tion %o express what his experlences really mean, even if he
cannot express them as well as a more eloguent "outsider."38

Of course one who has both had the experience and the ability to

37As Augustine confessed, "S8o0, many are awakened from sleep
gg the hgrgz gs. sgrthat gheg mgy ;;;legdéa(ééght andee slsd.“

pory !_T_%Q on 4 AlBe vs He De elg cagot Henry Regw

nery Co., I§§35. P+ l1l6.

38?0r a further discussion of the relation between experi-
ence and expression see chapter 4,
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express it well is in the best position of all. Thus it is that
gso far as the meaning of religion is concerned the expressive
believer plays a crucial role,

4, Finally, this study presupposes that verbal expressions
are a key form of religious exprosaicn.Bg That is, since lan~
guage is one of the highest and most expressive vehlcles of com-
municating human experiences it is assumed that religious lan~
guage will be a key way to understand the religious life behind
it. This is not to say that verbalizations are the most vital
part of religion nor the beat way to ‘catch' a religious experi-
ence, for this may be done more effectively through character,
ritual, or au:*":.‘m It does imply, however, that since language
is one of man's most effective powers of expression that it is
to be expected that it is a key area in the analysis of man's

deepest experiences.

The Progcedure of this Study

There are many ways to examine religion, but in view of thig
study's problem and purpose--to examine the reality basis for

396:. Wilem P. Zuurdeeg who characterizes man as homo

loguens Analytical Philoso of Religion (New York: Abi
EQ&M ’ )AE __zég____‘ Philosophy of Religion ng-

@88), D.

4°Rudolr Otto may very well have been correct when he said
of religious experience (not expression): "It cannot be 'taught,’
it must be 'awakened' from the spirit . . . . More of the experi-
ence lives in reverent attitude and gesture, in tone and voice
and demeanour . . . than in all the phrases and negative nomen-~
¢lature which we have found to deslgnate it," dea of the
_folii trans. John W. Harvey, (New York: Oxford niversi%? Presa,

§_
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religious experience--the following guidelines seem best suited.
while this is not the only wvalid way to work out a philosophy of
religion, it is g valid way to do so.

1. An Experiential Basis for Studying Religion

This is perhaps the most basic guideline of our methodology. It
aigues that however essential religious expressions are to the
understanding of religion that religious experience is ggggg.4l
In this approach consciocusness of the transcendent is fundamental
to conceptualizations about it. That is, as Friedrich Schleler-
macher pointed out, one must feel the absolute before he can fore
mulate it.42 Meaningful affirmations about the transcendent are
Yuilt on prior awareness of it. VWhatever atructure may be given
to religion by reason the basic "stuff" of religion comes from
intuition. A man must somehow sense the supreme before he can
state it. PFor experiencing the presence of the divine is a pre-
requisite to stating propositions about it. Or as Whitehead put

or schematization of the nous is the most important part of
the history of religion for guards religion from falling into
fanaticism and mysticality. However, he assumes a Kantian view
of the schematization as a priori cate§§§§ like Kant's aatosor§
of causality (vis., it operates consti lvaly not intuitively),
The Idea of the Holy, pp. 115, l46, 46-51, 116-120, But we re-
Ject s Kantian implication on the grounds that one cannot de
an intuitive knowledge of reality (the noumens) unless he alread;
has an intultive knowledge of it, One can't limit the bounds of
knowledge unless he has already transcended those limits. He
can't say that he knows that he doesn't know reality without c¢ons
tradicting himself, As Wittgenstein said, ". . . in order to
draw a 1imit to thinking, e should have to think both sides of

1l
this limit," Tractatus lLogico-Philosophicus, Preface.

42
Priedrich Schlelermacher, On Rel on, trans. John Oman
(New York: Prederick Ungar Publisﬁfhg CO.y %é"

*otto makes this same ;oint by saying that rationalization
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it, "The true method of discovery is like the flight of the aero-
plane., It starts from the ground of particular observation; it
mekes a flight in the thin air of imsginative generalization; and
it again lands for renewed observation rendered acute by rational
interpretation.45 But all these rational operations, William
James reminded us, presuppose immediate experience as their sub-
ject matter. BExplanations do not replace the need for the exper-
ience of which it is the 1nterpretatien.#4

This does not render reason unessential in a philosophy of
religion. On the contrary, reason plays an essential role in
understanding, expressing and evaluating the religious experi-
ence. However, experience plays a fundamental role, for without
it there would be nothing for reason to understand, express or
evaluate. What is being suggested is that if we are to under-
stand religion experientially, then a man's awareness of or con-
sciousness of the transcendent is fundamental. ILike Whitehead's
aeroplane, we seek consta¥tly to keep in touch with down to earth
experience lest we are carried away in the thin air of pure spec-
ulative imagination.

2. Religious Expressions as 8 Key to Understanding Reli~
gious Experience (chapter 2). In order to understand the basic

religious experience(s) one will analyze their expresaions, par-

45whitehoad5 Process and Reality (New York: Harper and Rdw,
L]

Publishers, 1929 g. 7. Whitehead said elsewhere, "Thus the
r%%él rac%ical problems of religion have never been adequately
8 ()

in the only way in which such Eroblems can be studied,
namely, in the school of experience," Religion Ifi"the Miking, n 141.

44Janes. Varieties of Religious Experience, p. 424,
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[ticularly in language. Hence, it will be necessary not only to
‘ Lnderstand what the religious language intends to say about the
transcendent and its alleged reality but whether or not language
is an adequate means‘ror expressing religlous experience. In
lother words, one must face squarely the challenge of Paul van
Buren and others that language is inadequate to express God, the
transcendent or any of its equivalenta.45 Once assured that
religious language is both basically and adequately expressive
of the transcendent, then we may proceed to analyze the meaning(s)|
of what religious languege reveals.

3. 7The Need to Determine the Character and Dimensions of
Religious Experience (chapter 3). In erder to fully understand
what is meant by religious experience an attempt will be made to
determine its essential characteristic(s). Religlous experience
must be distinguished from moral experience and from aesthetic
experience. Once the common core of religious experience is
discovered, it must be clearly defined. And onme it is defined,
then we will examine the various dimensions which religious
transcendence has taken. For unless a typology of the directions
of transcendence is outlined, one may mistakenly reject as non-
religious what is essentially religious. In brief, one must

have a full understanding of what religious experience is in all
of its basic characteristics and dimensions before one can pro-

ceed to examine its alleged basis in reality.

45van Buren, The Secular Meaning of the Gospel, p. 84.
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4, Criteria for Testing the Reality of Religious Experience]
(chapters 4, 5). It is not enough for a philosophy of»religion
to discover and define the meaning of religious experience; it
must also devise ways of testing its reality. The crucial ques-
tion is not what do religious statements about the transcendent
mean. The important questions asks: is the transcendent real?
Even proponents of the reality basis for religious experience ad-
mit that "All experience is liable to misinterpretation [and]
« « o much which the experiencer is inclined to take for ‘'reli-
gious' experience is illusion.“46 To be successful these criter-
ia must show that the transcendent is more than a subjective
reality; they must establish it to be an objective reality.
Furthermore, the criteria must be more than logical tests which
would show only the possibility or impossibility or the reality
of the transcendent. They must be epistemological, establishing
at least the probability or improbability of it.

Conclusion

The basic problem for which this study seeks an answer is:
how can one discover adequate criteria for testing whether the
transcendent object of religious experience is real? Can we find
sufficient ways to determine whether that which goes beyond or
is more than one's awareness in such a way as to make him willing]

to make a total commitment to it has an independent existence

465, E. Taylor, "The Argument from Religious Experience" in
The Existence of God, ed. John Hick (New York: The Macmillan Co.,

7y P
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outside of himself? Are there ways to test whether the beyond
to which men will devote themselves without reserve is more than
a subjective part of their own experience, viz., to discover
whether it is an obJective reality of its own? This study will
not attempt to apply the criteria discovered. Rather, it will
content itself with the more modest (and yet essential) task of
discovering and defining sufficient criteria which can be applied
to religious experience.

There are some decided advantages for not attempting to
determine whether the transcendent is real but instead to be con-
tent with merely laying down the criteria for doing so: (1) It
may be that both believers and unbelievers can agree as to how
the reality of the transcendent should be tested. If so, then
there may be less disagreement in the end as to whether or not
there are some reality-based religious experiences. (2) The
believer will be able to diseover for himself whether all of his
experiences are illusory or which (if any) are real. From this
follows another advantage, viz., (3) No approval or disapproval
of religious experience(s) in general need be concluded. Each
experience must be judged on its own merit. It is not to be
ruled out a priorl because others are illusory nor is it to be

accepted naively because others may be real,




CHAPTER II

RELIGIOUS EXPRESSION AS A KEY TO
UNDERSTANDING RELIGIOUS EXPERIENCE

This chapter is built upon the premise that religious ex-
pression, especially in language, is an important key to under-
standing the basic religious experience(s) these expressions
intend to convey. It seeks to answer two questions: what is the
basic experience beneath religious expressions which eharaqperw
izes religious awareness in general? And, is there an adequate
language for expressing what is experienced?

The discussion proceeds on the assumptions that: (1) there
may be something common to religious experience in generalj (2)
religious expressions, especially in language may be helpful in
ldiscovering what element(s) may be involved in religious aware-

ness.

The Variety of Religious Expressions

Religious experience has been expressed in a variety of
basically different ways. Among these the most common are ritualy
symbol, myth, and dogmn.l The first three will be treated only

lﬁther religious expression may be found in art, image, con-
uct, and institution but they are not directly related to our
study here. W. C. Smith has a good comparison of many of these,
The Meaning and EAd of Religion, p. 156 f.
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driefly.
Religious Expression in Ritual

Some have argued that ritual is the earliest formal reli-
gious expression, even before myth, because ritualism c#n be ob-
served in animals, while they are destitute of a nytholegy.a
Others argue that ritual comes before mythology, sinée it is
more likely that pre~literates danced out their religious values
before they thought them out.3 On the other hand, it may bde
argued that the 'revelation' of the myth must come before the
re-enactment of it in ritual.4 Whatever the case may be, it is
certainly reasonable to conclude that somewhere behind the ple-
thora of religious expressions there was for someone an experi-
ence that gave rise to these religious expressions both mytholog-
jcal and ritualistic.”

In any event, ritual may be defined as that formalized sym-
bolic way in which s social group periodically expresses and
strengthens its beliefs and valuea.6 Or, Whitehead described it

2
Cf. Alfred N. Whitehead, Religion in the Making, p. 25.
However, he acknowledges that in specific eases“E"Ei%ﬁ may pre-

cede the ritual. ‘
>W. L. King, Introduction $o Religion, pp. 141, 142,

4H1roea Eliade h and Reality, trans. Willard R. Trask
(New York: Harper aﬁdgzgw,”PﬁbIIuﬁors: 1963), p. 8.

5which comes first will probably depend on whether a myth or|
a ritual was used to evoke the religious experience. If the re%%l
glous experience came via a myth, then the ritualistic ressi
of that experience would be subsequent and vice~versa. If, how-
ever, the religlous experience came some other way, then the
tirst means of expression would depend on whether éhe individual
had greater propensity to act or to talk.

€ging, Introduction to Religion, p. 141.
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as ". . o the habitual performance of definite actions which
have no direct relevance to the preservation of the physical
organisms of the actor."7

We are not concerned here with precise rituals or their
aignifioance.s What is of significance is that religion iz not
found without ritual.g That 18, a religious experience inevita-
bly engenders symbolic expressions. It is through these expres~
sions that one is able to discover and analyze basic religious
experience behind them. Since the ritualistic expressions are
represented in the mythical forms (whichever were first) we will
analyze both of them together under the mythical.

Religious Expression in Symbol

Symbol is the broadest term for religious expression includ-
ing both myth and ritual.l® Without pausing here to pass judg-
ment on the validity of the distinection, Paul Tillich draws be-
tween a "sign" (which, he says, does not participate in the real-
ity to which it points) and a "symbol" which does,l! it is suffi-

?Whitehead, Religion in the Making, p. 20.

8For a treatment of this kind the works of Eliade are sug-
gestad. viz., e Sacred and the Profane, h and Reality, and
h of the ‘EEEI“noturn. trans. Will ﬁEEEE‘%ﬁ
theon BooEs. Inc., 1954),

201 9803 Bergson, The Two Sources of Morality and Religion, p.

"10payu1 P411ich ics of Paith (New York: Harper and Row
Publishers, 1957), : E¥¥§E“‘maxxaaﬁfsallz these latter two the
;%pgui vu he "activn" forms of symbol expression respect-
@LlY.
llgee the discussion of Tillich's special use of "symbol"
later in this chapter.
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cient to note that "Symbols have one characteristic in common
with signs: they point beyond themselves to something elee."12
To summarize W. L. King, symbols are non-literal figures which
point beyond themselves.13 That is, religious symbols are direce
tional but not contentful pointers toward the transcendent.

Michael Novak likens symbols to arrows shot in the direction
of God but which fall back to sarth before they touch Him.l4 In
other words, since a symbol points beyond itself it is a fitting
way of getting at the transcendent which goes beyond man. And
it may be safely assumed that ag long as religious experience
involves something which transcends this empirical world, there
will be a nead for some sort of symbolical or non-literal means
of expressing it.ls This is why Tillich argued that %*. . . no
aymbol should be removed. It should only be reinterpreted.”
"Thelr symbolic character is their truth and their power. No-

thing less than symbols and mybths can express our ultimate con-

1294114ch, Dynamics of Faith, p. 41.
13King, Introduction to Religion, pp. 134-136.
1%Michael Novak, Belief and Unbelief, p. 110.

15wrt [demytholization] is an attempt which never can be
successful, because symbol and myth are forms of the human con-
sciousness which are always present. One can replace one myth
by another, but one cannot remove the myth from man's spiritual
life. For the myth is the combination of symbols of our ultimate
concern,” Tillich, ng%ﬁ%cs of PFaith, p. 50. With this Jaspers
agreed when he wrote, e real task, therefore, is not to demy-
thologize, but to recover mythical thought in its original puri-

tye « ¢« «" Karl Jaspers gxﬁh and Christianity, ed. Karl Jaspers
and Rudolf Bultmann th’ ork: The Noonday ea;, 1958), p. 17.
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cern."le That is, religious symbols are an attempt to express
the object of one's ultimate conscern, and no words in their or-
dinary meaning express this extraordinary object. Religioua Sym-
bols are an attempt to express what cannot be literally and ex-
pirically stated. They point %o something beyond the ordinary
experience, something transcendent.

Religious Expression in Myth

Religious experience spontaneously and inevitably engenders
myth.l7 That is, as Tillich said, "The symbols of faith do not
appear in isolation. They are united in ‘'stories of the gods,'
which i8 the meaning of the Greek word 'mythos'--myth. . . .Myths
are symbols of faith combined in stories sbout divine~human en-
countora."ls Religious man is a myth~maker, for he has the irre-
pressable tendency to express what he experiences, and myths are
the verbal expression of his religious experience(s).

Perhaps the most important thing that can be said about myth
to the modern reader is that for the religious man a myth is a
true story.lg The myth is regarded by the primitive as a ‘true'
story because it always deals with what they consider to be

16p114ch, Ultimate Gonoern, pp. 96, 97, 53.

42;70f. William Jamee, The Varieties of Religious g;gerience.
pa [

186, m11ich, Dynamics of Faith, pp. 48, 49.

kg"What is important, is the fact that ‘primitives' are al-

:a{s awar; of the(é%i{oren:e 2ot?§:nE;{tgs ('true sgo§i;;;) and

ales or legends se stories iade Gh tealit .

1in, Eiiads points out that it has only DeeW.¥H THE ZULN ¥HAtu-

ry that western scholars have rediscovered myth as a 'true' sto-
ry as opposed to a ‘'fable' or ‘'fiction,' op. cit., p. 1.
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existence of

realities. The cosmogonic myth is true
the World is there to prove it; the myth of the origin of death
is equally true because man's mortality proves it, and so on.20
Of course the mere fact that primitives believed their myths to
be true in no way guarantees that they were true, but it does
suggest that for a full apprecliaticn of their reiigious experi-
ence it is necessary to view them as if they were true (i,e., by
a sympathetic insight). W
While the concern here is not to trace the origin of mytha%l

it suffices to say that the myth-making ability 1s coterminous

with rational man.22 What is important, however, is to note tha
myths are the symbolic forms by which the religious man expresse

his awareness of transgendence.23 A myth, said Earl Jaspers, is

20¢e, miaaeé.% and Reality, p. 6. PFrom the time of
Xenophanes (c. 56 on, the Greeks came to reject more and
more the mythological expressions found in Homer and Hesiod until
the word ‘myth' was eventually emptied of any metaphysical value,
Ibido' P 1. cfo ppo 152""153.

. PhiiOn the ?§1gi§ aﬁ n%ths sa:ng.nﬁ. Cgsgigrg. ngeli ion
0 80 (New York: Harper ow, shers, s PDe
13971 EIfase, gzﬁ% and Reality, pp. 145 f., and Bergson, The
Two Sources of Moralily and Religion, pp. 119 f.

22Bergson writes, "ILet us take, then, in the vaguely and
doudbtless artificially defined realm of imagination, the natural
‘cut' which we have called myth-making and see to what use it is
naturally put. To this faculty are due the novel, the drama,
mythology together with all that preceded it. But then, there
have not always been novelists and drematists, whereas humanity
has never subsisted without religion," op. cit., p. 108.

25Hwtha have other functions too: (1) They are the means by
which religious men became aware of the transcendent (cf. Jas-
ers, op. ¢it., p. 3); (2) They supply models for human behavior

cf. Effade, Myth and Reality, p. 8).
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a "oipher" of the transcendent, a “code" pointing to God.24 In
fact it is the very incomprehensible nature of the transcendent
which a myth revealé that gives rise to the nature of a myth as
such. For "When the will to comprehend (which does not content
itself with external cognition) runs headlong into the incompre-
hensible, the latter elither shows itself in mythical figures and
speculative concepts, as though it were striving to disclese it-
self, but still concealed in magnificently ambiguous lansuage.”25
80 then it is because the object of myth is the transcendent
which necessitates that a myth be understood symbolically dut
never literally. "If a myth is understood literally," wrote Tile
lich, "Philosophy must reject it as absurd."zs On the other
hand, the myth understood symbolically ". . « is the fundamental
creation of every religious community.?27 It is because a myth
is not to be understood literally that it cannot be empirically
verified. "For thevreality of the myth," said Jaspers, "is not
empirical, i.e., it cannot be investigated in the world."a8 How
ever, it 1s because the myth is not to be understood literally
that it becomes a symbolical way to ‘open up' to the transcen-

dence for the religious man,

243aspers, Myth and Christianity, pp. 85, 87.

25;.1:,1’_2«. p. 29.

26p1114ch, Dynamics of Faith, p. 121.

2?;2;@. Cf. also Jaspers, Myth and Christianity, pp. 16,17.
28 taspers, Myth and Christisnity, p. 85.




35

There have been many attempts to describe more fully what is
meant by a myth. Mircea Eliade listed five characteristics of a
myth,29 but many of them are applicable only to myths of origin
within primitive religions and are, therefore, too narrow to
apply toreligion in general. Jaspers! analysis is more widely
applicable. He wrote,

(1) The myth tells a story and expresses intuitive in-

sights, rather than universal concepts. . . .(2) The

myth deals with sacred stories and visions, with stories

about gods rather than with empirical realities. (3)

The myth is a carrier of meaning which can be expressed

only in the lan e of a myth., The mythical figures are

symbols which, by he%r very nature, are untranslatable

into other languages.>0
This may be summariezed by saying that a myth is a story or
series of images through which the transcendent world is symbole

ized.51 It is a symbolic way of expressing one's awareness of

29%11ade said, "In general it can be said that myth, as ex-

perienced by archaic societies, (1) constitutes the History of
the acts of the Supernaturals; (2) that this History is consi-
dered to be absolutely (because it is concerned with reali~
tieaz and sacred (because it is the work of the Supernaturals);
(3) that myth 18 always related to a '‘oreation,' it tells how
something came into existence, or how a Eattarn of behavior, an
ingtitution, a manner of work were es abliahad% this is why

hs eonstitute the garadigns or all significant human acts;
(4) that by knowing the mit one knows the 'origin' of things an&
hence can control and manipulate them st willy this is not an
'external,' ‘abstract' knowledge but a knowledge that one !exper
iences' rituall s elther by ceremonially recounting the myth ag
bg gerforning the ritual for which it is the justification; (5
that in one way or another one ‘lives' the h, in the sense
that one is selzed by the sacred, exalting power of the events
recollected or re-enacted,” Myth and Realggz, Pp. 18«19,

30Jaapers h and Christi * - 1516, The untrans-
latabil typof a §§§5 V8 tEKé €0 MesH u gins atable into non-my=-
thical (i.e., into non-symbol language . hs are trans%atab e
from one language (say, Greek) into another (say, English),

8 31e. Ninian Smart, The Religious Experience of Mankind,
p. 8.
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ultimate transcendence; it is an empirical way of expressing the
non-empirical transcendent. A4s men came to exercise more fully
their powers of verbal and raticnal expressior it was ipovitable
that these mythological expressions would take cn a more perma-
nent verbal and credal form.
Religious Expressions in Creed and Dogma

It is often not éasy to draw a clear line between the mytho-
logical and the doctrinal dimensions of religion. Usually the
former is more colorful, symbolic, picturesque,'and story-like.
"Doctrines,” observed Ninian Smart, "are an attempt to give sys-
tem, clarity, and intellectual power to what is revealed through
the mythological and symbolic language of religious faith. . . !>
In brief, doctrinal representations of one's faith are attempts
to give a logos for the mythos.33 "Po the mystics of all ages,"
wrote F. M. Cornford, "the visible world is a myth, a tale half
true and half false, emboding a logos, the truth of which is
cne.“54 That is, dogma grows out of a more sophisticated attenpﬁ

to generalize and universalize the earlier mythological expres-
328mart. The Religious Experience of Mankind, pp. 15, 8.

330orntord, ? E phy ‘ '
s+ From Religion to Fhiloso s P 141, Cornford‘'sg
discussion is helpful on this poin%t. we need not follow him
when he adds that "It then becomes an ‘'explanation' (aition),
professing to account for the existence and practice of the ritu-
al, just as the | Platonic | Tdea is erected into an explanation on
account (logos) of the things that partake of it . . ." Ibid., P.
259, There seems to be no reason why a logos can't De an o8-
gion of a mythos without being an gxplapation or Justifica%ion of]
. Bee the discussion below.

3400rntord, From Religion to Philosophy, p. 187.
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gions of a religion. With this Whitehead agreed when he wrote,
“A dogma is the precise enunciation of a genmeral truth, divested
go far as possible from particular exempliti@atien.”as

As a result of this close connection between mythos and
logos, one can see why many philosophical concepts have mytholog-
ical ancestors and that most mythological symbols have conceptual

¥

elements.36 And because literate cultures tend to prize intelleo|
tual knowledge, the historical religions generally have a more
developed doctrinal dimension than there is in tribal and preli-
terate raligions.37 This has proven to be both a great advantage
and a grave danger for religion.

The great advantage of conceptualizing and rationalizing
about one's religious experience is that by it he can better
understand, propagate, and preserve his faith. As Alfred White~
head said, precise expression is in the long run a condition for
the vivid realization, for effectiveness, for apprehension, and
for survival. Mor progress in truth--whether the truth of soi-
ence or-the truth of religion--is mainly a progress in the fram-
ing of concepts, in discarding artificial abstractions or partial
metaphors, and in evolving notions whiech strike more deeply into

35Whitehead, Religion in the Msking, p. 122.

5660rn£ord lists several examples of concepts borrowed by
Greek philosophy from their religious predecessors, From Reli-

gion to FPhilosophy, Chapters l-4.
370¢. smart, The Religious Experience of Mankind, p. 27.
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the root of reality‘BB Also, as Rudelf Otte correctly observed,
the process of conceptualization of religious transcendence
guards a religion from sinking into fanaticism and pure mystical-
ity and qualifies it as a religion for all of civiliszed human
1ty.39 Otto went so far as to say that this process of rationale
ization and moralizing of the Numinous is the most important part|
of the History of Relisien.“o It 48 in this sense that Martin
Marty correctly observed that fashionable reaction in recent
theology to reject a belief that for a belief in im over exten-
ded. “Attemptas to rule out one at the expense of the other do
violence to the fuller expression of faith throughout Christian
history. . . .“4¢

Purther, it may be argued that conceptualization of reli-
gious experience is not only helpful but it is in some sense
necessary. Certainly man's incessant propensity to create myths
and oreeds would lend support to this contention. It might even
be argued with Hegel that a concept (Begriff) is necessary to
‘grasp together' cxpsrionce.“a And even though experience is
foundational to expressions about 1%, nevertheless experience is

not meaningful unless it is conceptualized.

38ynitehead, Religion in the Making, pp. 139, 127.
3Rudorz Otto, The Idea of the Holy, p. 1l46.
“‘OM" P 115.

41
Martin E. lardeties of Unbelief (New York: Double-
day and Co., Inc., 1 ’)% 5. 20,

“23¢e G. W. 7. Hegel, Science of Logis, III.




39

0f course, as W. C. Bmith rightly remarks, any attempt to
conceptvalize completely a religion is a contradiotion in terms,
for there is always in principle more in any man's faith than any
other man can gee and even more than he himself can ggx.43 None-
theless he admits that man must somehow conceptualize and intel~
lectualize ", . . in such a way as to do justice to the diversity
of the phenomena and at the same time not to do violence to a
conviction of those involved that through it all there is a com-
mon element of transcendence.”

The real dangers in doctrine and dogma, in ereed and concep-
tualization are overextension and disassoclation from experience.
Overextension means that what 1s contained in dogmss can becone
distorted if it is stretched beyond its own sphere of applicabil-
ity.45 Disassociation means neglect of the experience which is
at the basis of the oredal expression. For example, when such
words as God, transcendent, and ultimate are used 1t is easy to
deceive ourselves by having no concrete understanding of their
meaning. As Josiah Royce observed, "We forget the experience

from which the words have been abstracted. To these experiences

“38nith, The Meaning and End of Religion, p. 128.

“41bid., p. 151.

45Wh1tehead wrote, "Accordinglg though dogmas have their
measure of truth, which is unalterable, in their precise forms
they are narrow, limitative, and alterable: in effect untrno,
when carried over bayond the proper scope of their utility,"

Religion in the Making, p. 140.
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we must return when we want really to comprehend the world, n*6
Or, if one 12 an outsider to the experiences, he must remember
not to substitute the rationalization for what the believer feels
to be the reality. Whitehead said it well: "The importance of
pational religion in the history of modern culture is that it
gtands or falls with its fundamental position,; that we know more
than can be formulated in one finite systematized scheme of ab-
stractions. . . 47 If one is not careful with his creeds he
may be guilty of clinging to words and neglecting the reality
they represent.

William James was too severe in saying that when a genuine
experience becomes orthodoxy, its day of inwardness is ovnr.“a
Dogmas, he said, ". . . are only bits of truth, expressed in
terms which in some ways are over-assertive and in other ways
lose the easence of truth.“gg At least we can safely say that
creeds must be personal and homest to be meaningful. As Smith
pointed out, sentences have no meaning in themselves; only per-
sons mean (or intend) things.50 And what religious persons in-
tend to express by their statements is their experience with the
transcendent.

#6J0s1an Royce, "The Problem of Job" in % of Reli-

o s 6d. George L. Abernethy and Thomas A. Lan ew York:
emillan o.; 1968), p. 442,

47\hitehead, Religion in the Making, p. 137.
487ames, The Varieties of Religious Experience, p. 330.

49Whitehead, Religion in the Making, p. 139.
Ogmith, The Meaning and End of Religion, p. 164.




_ 41

In brief, religious conceptualizations or creeds are salua-
tory, even necessary, but they must never be a substitute for
religious experience. However, this does not mean thaf‘religieusl
creeds cannot have authority, even final authority.51 Walter
Kaufmann engaged in overstatement when he said, "The original sin
of religion is to objectify the divine and to accept as final
some dogma, sacrament, or ritual."52 Pillich is less severe and
more to the point in saying that ¢reeds are not ultimate, rather,
their function is to point to the ultimate.’> But the danger of
verbal idolatry ls present wherever there are conceptualizations
of the ultimate. "It has led," said Erich Fromm, "to a new form
of idolatry. An image of God, not in wood and stone but in words
is erected so that people worship at this shrine."”’ That is,
to consider an image of the ultimate as ultimate is idolatry

51ce. whitehead, R
. s Religion in the Making, p. 125. Whitehead
said, "You cannot claim absolute finallty %cr a dogma without
claiming a commensurate finality for the sphere of thought within|
which it arose," dey Pe 126, This is not true if by "dogma"
one means the tru ei expressed and not the expression of the|
truth. PFor surely the finality of the truth which is being ex-
pressed does not necessitate the finality of the way in which it
is bein§ expressed. PFurthermore, even a given expression of truth
can be "final" within a given linguistico-cultural milieu, in the|
sense of being the very best way posaible to express that truth
in those terms. Then too, one should be careful not to confuse
"finality” and "authority," for a given expression of truth (dog-
ma) may be authoritative within a given linguistico-cultural mel-
ieu without being finasl in the sense that no other or no future
expreasion of it could be better.

52ya1ter Kaufmann, Criti uegg%)ﬂelig%on and Philosophy (New
+ Po .

York: Doubleday and Co., Inc.,
53pi111ch, Dynamics of Faith, p. 29.
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Lhether the image is mental or metal.ss Perhaps this is why the

WGOd of the 0ld Testament so Jjealously guarded his own name, say-
ing to Moses who enquired, "I AM WHO I AM" (Exodus 5:14).56
However, even if no doctrinal formula were ultimate and
final, one need not concede that all doctrinal expressions are
lJautomatically fallible and insufficient. On the contrary, a dog-
Ina can be adeguate without being final. Its adequacy, like all
other representations of religious experience will depend not on-
ly on how well it expresses an awareness of ultimate transcen-
|dence but how effective this expression is in identifying and
ﬂclarifying this experience for others of like faith.57 The his-
tory of the Christian Church, e.g., is a continuous narrowing
Wdown and defining, without which many elements would have under-
Lcut and denied its existence. "The dogma, therefore, is not
something merely lamentable or evil. It was the necessary form
by which the church kept its very identity.">® In brief, intel-
lectual formulaﬁions of religious experience refer only indirect-

ly to the transcendent. Doctrines are derived, historical con-

>5Jobn A. T, Robinson, Honest to God (Philadelphia: The
Westminster Press, 1963), p. 127.

56On this point Yan Ramsey suggests, "Only God could know
his own name. « « . The inevitable elusiveness of the divine
name 1s the logical safeguard against universal idolatry,™ Reli-
gious Language, p. 129.

57On this point Tillich wrote, "'Adequacy' of expression
means the power of expressing an ultimate concern in such a way

that it creates reply, action, communication. Symbols which are
able to do this are aiive. But the life of symbols is limited,"”

Dynamics of Faith, p. 96.
| 58Whitehead, Religion 1ln the Makine, p. 138,
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structions which indicate but do not completely capture the real-
ity they express. In many respects, dogmas are negative and pro-
tective, trying to defend what is held to be a living reality
against distortion.59

What we must not forget about dogmatic (or any other kinds
of) expression of religious experience is that "Religions commit
suicide when they find their imspiration in their dogmas.“ﬁo
As Schleiermacher remarked, dogmas are but general expressions
of definite religious experiences, but the dogmas are not abso-
lutely necessary to religion.61 That is, religious experience
is fundamental, and the dogmas of religion are the clarifying
modes of external expression.62 "The Dogmas of religion," said
Whitehead, "are the attempts to formulate in precise terms the
truths disclosed in the religious experience of mankind."63 And
cleser examination of the religious experience of mankind will
reveal the primary function of a creed or dogma: is its expressio
of the believer's awareness of the ultimately transcendent. It

is his attempt to render the credible intelligible; to find a

r4114ch, Ultimate Concern, p. 66.

60
Whitehead, Religion in the Making, p. 138. But it is too
much to say as Smi oes, é?"% vivid faith bhas little need for
abstractions. On the contrary, one can't have a vivid understan-
ding of his faith without abstractions (i.e., conceptualizations}
Smith, The Meaning and End of Religion, p. 1l16.

GISehleiermaeher. On Religion, p. 87.
62

Whitehead, Religion in the Making, p. 132.
631bid., p. 57.
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logos in the mythos of his faith, or to penetrate the meaning of
its mystery. DPerhaps this is why so many verbalizations are
really only distilled mysteries or paradoxes put in propositional
form, because there is more to the mystery than a word (logos) or
words can capture.ﬁu
Perhaps, too, the inability of words to completely conceptu-
alize transcendence is the reason 20 many religious assertions
are either directly or indirectly negative. Kaufmann suggested
that even monotheism was not originally a positive concept but
an expression against polythaian.as Possibly no one in the his-
tory of thought has held to the absolute simpliecity of the transe
cendent more than did Flotinus, and he frankly confesses that
even "unity” is a negative notien¢6s Moses Maimonides and the
medieval thinkers after him atressed the via negativa as we11.57

Of course, if knowledge of transcendence is completely negative,

64803 Vernon C. Grounds, "The Postulate of Paradox," -
tin of the Evangelical Theological Society, Vol. 7 (Winter, 1 b
PP. 3=2l. Eiggey sug%es 8, £00, £ is the reason many of
the Christian's verbal models of God are seemingly incompatible,
such as God is both "impassible” and "loving." Neither term, he
gaid. is tg b: gn%e::tgéd literai Yy but ag a “modelg (gidhwc n:y
ave many "models th varying degrees of adequacy) which mus
be understood not descriptively as a "acale uogel”yiut as "dis~
closure model,™ capable of evoking a characteristically religiousj
awareness, Ramsey, Models and tery (London: Oxford University
Press, 1964), pp. 19-20; and Re 8 language, p. 10l.

65kaufmann, Gritique of Religion and Philosophy, p. 287.
Gémetinua, Eoneads, V, 5,6 (quoted below, see n. 76).

LVIII-IX, and Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica i, 3,)é and 5,

6780 Moses Maimonides, for the Perplexed, trans. M.
Friedlander (New York: Dover cations, Inc. I?Ba Part _one,| -
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it is legitimate to ask the question as to whether verballzations
of man's religious vision have any meaning at all. That is, is
language really adequate as s medium for the expression of the
ultimate?

Ihe Limitations of Language as a Means of
Expressing Ultimate Transcendence
Many words have been uttered to lament the limits of lan~-
guage as a means of expression. Among these lamentations mystics
have contributed not a few sigeable volumes which attempt by
language to say what they say language cannot really express.
This very irony itself may be an indication of the indispensabil-
ity of language, whatever its inadequacies may be. The problem
is this: how can limited language express the unlimited? How
can earthly terms convey heavenly truths? How can the immediate
and immanent reveal the ultimate and transcendent?
Negative Language of Transcendence
The form of the problem is so forboding that many have virw
tually despaired of speaking meaningfully of the ultimate\or God
in anything more than negative terms. It is for this reason that
Hegel identified religion with a philosophical dialectic, insofar
as both must negate the given. "“For roliéion'oqually with phil-
osophy refuses to recognize in finitude a veritable being, or
something ultimate and absolute, or non-posted, unoreated and
eternal.'68 Even Immanuel Kant admitted that "The concept of a

L SGHage1, Iogig. Vol. Y. Bk, T, Cn. 3.
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noumenon is thus a merely limiting concept . . . and it is there-
fore only of negative aaploynent."eg Tillich, likewise, admits
the need of negations to express the ultimate, saying it ". . .
cannot be defined beyond these negative terms."Vo Spinoza's
famous dictum: all determination is by negation,7l is typical of
a philosophy of definition by negation that is traceable as far
back as Plato's "nan~baing.“72

However, the classic example of negative theology in the
west is Plotinus., The transcendent source of all things (which
he often called the "One") is s0 far beyond all sensible and even
intellectual awareness that he says it is even beyond all being?3
Agreeing with Plato, Flotinus said of the "One" that ". . . it
can neither be spoken nor written ot.”74 When he does, neverthe~
less, speak of it in sny other terms than absolute simplicity or
oneness, he readily admits that these ". . ., assertions can be no
more than negations.”75 In fact, "If we are led to think posi-
tively of the One," said he, "there would be more truth in si-
lence.” Similarly, "Even in calling it the FPirst we mean no more

sgxhnt, Critigue of Pure Reason, p. 272.
7Ops115ch, Ultimate Concern, p. 43.
713enedict Spinoza, Epistola 50 (QOpera, IV, p. 240).

72P1ato wrote, ". . .what is not, in some respects has being
and conversely that what i1s, in a way is not," ggpgggg 241 a.

730¢. Enneads V, 2, 1 and V, 3, 11.
P enneads, VI, 9, 4, of. Plato, Parmenides 142 a.
?Enneads, VI, 8, 11, of. also V, 5, 6.
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than to express . . . that it 1is not of that compound nature
which would make it dependent upon any constituents."” Although
Plotinus says many apparently positive things about the transcen-
dent "One,® such as calling it good, supreme, absolute beauty,
nevertheless he carefully qualifies all these with warnings like
the following: "When therefore you seek to state or to conceive
Him, put all else asidej; abstraeting all . . .} see that you add
nothing; be sure that there is not something which you have failed
to abstract from Him in your thought«”76

Now the merit of negative religious assertions cannot be de-
nied, for the danger of verbal idolatry is always a réal one.
To repeat, idolatry is idolatry whether the images are mental or
metal., Iiteralism about the transcendent deprives it of 1its ul~
timacy and its majesty, said Tillich.’’ But all of this is avoi-
ded by negative assertions, for it is precisely all limitations
and finitude which is being negated so that the negative words
may express the unlimited and transcendent.
However, there is a serious, if not fatal, difficulty with
purely negative religious assertions. Flotinus himself touched
on it when he admitted "It is impossible to say 'not that' if
one is utterly without experience or conception of the 'that.'"

That is, all negative predications presuppose some positive

75 Eineads, II, 9, 1; emphasis mine.

77#11110h, Dynamics of Faith, p. 52.
®Bneas, VI, 7, 29.
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inderstanding of that about which the predications are being
made. Tillich said, "There would be no negation if there were no
preceding affirmation to be negated . . . .*?%  Peuerbach's re-
mark is instructive in this regard: "The truly religious man
can't worship a purely negative being . . . . Only when a man
loses his taste for religion does the existence of God become one
without qualities, an unknowable God."SO Indeed, the mystic him-
self, said Henri Bergson, ". . . has nothing to do with proper-
ties which are mere negations and can only be expressed negative-
ly; he believes that he sees what God is, for him there is no
seeing what God is no’c."a1

Of course, that is precisely the problem, viz., the believer
sees the transcendent as a positive reality, but can he gay any-
thing about it in language with other than a purely negative meanq
ing (which would seem to be equivalent to no meaning at all)?

In other words, even if one can experience the transcendent, can

ted answer to this problem has been the doctrine of analogy.
Analogous Language of Transcendence
In line with the many references of Thomas Aquinas to the

doctrine of asnalogy his followers have sensed its importance and

79
Paul Pillich, The Courage to Be (New Haven: Yale Univer-
sity Press, 1952), p. 40, =

soFeuerbach. The Essence of Christianity, p. 15.

8lBergsan, The Two Sources of Morality and Religion, p. 252.

he express it in terms which have a positive meaning? One attempt
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have given a great deal of time to it.82 Since Thomists do not
agree as to exactly what Aquinas meant by analogy, we will offer
a summary of our own interpretation.s3 Basically, there are
three alternatives for language about God: its meaning can be
‘lequivocal (totally different as applied to God),S" univocal (tot-
‘ally the same), or analogous (similar), Now if it is equivocal,
Jthen one is really not saying anything meaningful about God when
he affirms, e.g., that God is goed. For if the meaning of good
‘is totally different when applied to God from what it means as

- Jlapplied to finite goods, then they are really not alike at all

in meaning.86
Nor, on the other hand, can one's language about God be uni=-
vocal in meaning for concepts are finite and limited and God is

infinite and unlimited, and there is an infinlte difference

seﬁhe first systematic treatment was made by Cardinal Caje-
tan, The Analogy of Names (Duquesne University Press, 1953). The
most compreﬁensgve textual study is a recent one by George Klu=-
bertanz, St. Thomas on Analo Loyola University Press, 1960).
Another signi¥Icant con%rI?u%ion has come ﬁecentlgsfgom Ralph
McInerny, The Logic of Analo 2Kague: Nijhoff, 1961), But Eriec
Mascal's Analogy and Existence (ILongmans, Green, 1949) is perhaps|
more well known than the others. The most significant treatment,
however, is that of Battista Mondin, The Principle of Analogy in
Protestant and Catholic Theology (Hague: E53531¥7"1§53 .

83nnch of this analysis is a summary of our urpublished mas-
ter thesls, The Use of Analogy in Thomistic Theism, Wheaton Col-
lege, Illinois, 1959,

84Aquinas sometimes says it is "almost equivocal," De Trini-
tate, VI, 3, reply, as translated by Armand Maurer in The Divi=-
slon and Methods of the Sciences (Toronto: The Pontifical Insti-
ey 637,

858ee George Klubertanz, An Introduction to thegPhiloaoz%§
y aat .

of Being (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., L
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between a finite and an infinite. Or to put it another way, if
God is beyond and completely other than this world, then how can

terms applied both to him and to the world mean entirely the same

Perhaps the other most significant factor in the defense of
analogy which Thomists have put forth is that analogy is based on
causality. That is, the creature must bear some resemblance to
the Creator simply because an effect must in some way pre-exist
in the cause¢87 To put it another way it would be contradictory
to say that God can produce perfections which he does not himself
possess. That is, it would be contradictory to affirm that the
creature has a perfection which its Creator doesn't have.

The attempts to defend analogy notwithstanding, it has not
met with wide acceptance in the modern philosophical world for

86"Partly” is not intended to imply parts. It means at onc
alike and different or similar.

873¢e Aquinas, Summa Contra Gentiles I, 29-30; Summa Theo-
logica I, 4, 3.
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70 basic reasons: it seems to them to prove either too little or
o prove too much. Some medieval Scholastics after Aquinas (like
Scotus) took the former position and many moderns (like_Hume)
ctupported the latter view. Let us briefly examine these charges.
"?;The basic argument Scotus advances is this: unless there is

R

‘;(ethi e same (univocal) in one's predications of God, he
thot be sﬁre he is really saying anything about God at all.

‘ 88

1t is not true, ". . . a disconcerting consequence ensues;

2ly that from the proper notion of anything found in creatures
hing at all can be inferred about God, for the notion of what
i@ég%?h is wholly di!ferent."go Basically, his argument comes
he following: if there is to be a certainty in one's know-

g dge about God, then there must be univocity in his predications
ibout him.91 fThat is, either skepticism or univocity.

Now it is precisely this skeptical alternative that Hume

Baﬁhe reason for this is that "God cannot be known naturally
less beil is univocal to the created and uncreated," John Duns

ng
otus, Philosophical Writings, trans. Allan Wolter (New York:
The Bobbs~ﬂerrif1 To., Inc., I§64). p. 6.

Bgﬁe adds, "Consequently, every inquiry regarding God is
based upon the supposition that the intellect has the same univo-
Fal concept which it obtained from creatures,”" Duns Scotus, Phil-
osophical Writings, p. 28.

Orpia.

[ous._ Therefore, either there is another concept [ which is cer-
taidj » Or there 1is no concept at all, and conseqiently no certi-

tude about any concept,® Duns Scotus, 9p. eit., p. 23.

91“One and the same concept cannot be both céftain and dubi-
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lbook. Fundamentally, he argued that analogy proves too much [and
hnivocity, a fortiori]. For if God is like the world then God is
imperfect for there are imperfections in the world.92 He wrote,
‘"You have no reason, on your theory, for ascribing perfections to
" lkhe Deity, even in his finite eapacity.“ga
Pollowing up Bume's line of thought, Kaufmann argued that
"The whole theory of analogy, even if otherwise free of holes,
ould still be shipwrecked on the Christian conception of hell
Ehat is to say, if God is like everything he created, then (repug;
lpant as it may sound to a believer in God) he is like hell., It
is for & similar reason that Plotinus held that God (the One) did

ot possess what he produced. For God produced finite, limited,

ultiple things, and he is none of these.gs But for Hume, if
alogy (or univocity) were true, then God would be finite, phy-
ical, and evil since he has produced all of these. However,

Eost theists are not content to accept these as characteristics

pf God. On the other hand, if nothing can be predicated of God

tt least in an analogous sense, then it would seem to follow that
e must remain cognitively unknowable.

Despite the fact that the doctrine of analogy has not been

Rddely accepted outside Thomistic circles among modern thinkers,

92pavid Hume, Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion (New
York: Bobbs-Merrill Co., iaa.,'rgszﬁ, 51.

B1via., V.

Raufmann, Critique of Religion and Philosophy, p. 189.
95¢e. Plotinus, Euneads, VI, 7, 15.

.
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it seems to us that it deserves more serious eonsideration.96

Certainly Hume's criticism is not definitive. For it can be ar-

Eued that only perfections, not imperfections, are to be applied
o

God. Imperfections are privations or lacks and no lack of

erfection can be attributed to God who by nature is said to have
Ell perfections. Furthermore, if God is held to be infinite then
fof course nothing which necessarily implies a limitation can be
attributed to him. At this point a theist may argue that what-
lever cannot be applied to God without necessarily implying limi-
tations (such as materiality) must be said at best only metaphor-

cally or symbolically. And whatever implies evil may not de
E;;;zzd to God at all, for he is held to be absolutely good. On
the other hand whatever perfections can be predicated without
jpecessarily implying limitations may be attributed to God meta-
aicéll or substantially.

However, if it is granted that there is an intrinsic simi-

larity between God and creatures based on the connection of

960ne of the reasons Thomistic analogy has been rejected by
any thinkers is that it has been wedded to Cajetan's view that
roper proportionality is the basic Thomistic analogy. PFor it
seems to many that this analogy which is built only on the indir-
ect relation between two relationships (e.g., finite love is to
the finite nature of man as infinite love is to the infinite na-
ture of God, like 2/4::3/6) does not really establish any intrin-
sic similarity at all. More recently, however, Thomists have

ome to acknowledge that St., Thomas himself based his doctrine of
analogy on the intrinsic relation that God bears to creatures as
the cause to its effects. B8ee Mondin, sg. it., chapter 4,
James F. Roas reopened the study of Thomistic analogy in the con-
text of analytic philosophy in a significant article, "Analogy as
a Rule of Meaning for Religious Language," International Philoso-
phical Quarterly, Vol. 1, No. 3 (September, 1361), pp. 468-502.
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lcause to effects, then it would seem to follow that what may be
properly attributed to both God and creatures is based on a uni-
vocal meaning of the terms. For example, the term love which can
be applied to both God and man will have to have the same meaning
even though it is applied to the former without limits and to the
latter with limitations. 1In this sense, the univocal-analogical
debate may be solved by saying that the meaning of the terms which|
are applied properly to both God and creatures is the same but
they are not applied in the same way. That is, the meaning is
univocal but the predication is analogical.97 For example, the
word love has the same univocal meaning in and of itself but as
lapplied or predicated of man it means finite love and gs applied
to God it means infinite love. In one case the same meaning of
the word love is predicated without limitation and in the other
ase it is predicated with limitations. And since there is an ind
finite difference between a finite and an infinite, it cannot be
said that the predications have entirely the same meaning in both
Jcases. However, if there must be an intrinsic relation between
the Source of all love (that is, Love itself) and love as it is
found in its finite manifestations, there must be some similarity]
between love as it is found in God and as it is found in his
lcreatures. For even if there is an infinite difference in per-
fection between God and creatures, there nevertheless need not be

a total lack of similarity. There could in fact be an analogy.

9'7Se<-:- Armand Maurer, "St. Thomas and the Analogy of Ge-
nus," New Scholasticism, Vol. 29 (April, 1955), pp. l43-1i44,
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Whether in fact there is an analogy between God and crea-

#ures will depend, of course, on whether or not there is a God

ho in fact did create creatures in his image. It is not our pur4
ose here to decide this question. What we can contend, however,
s that if there were a God who is the cause of every perfection
in the world, there would seem to be no compelling reason why one
could not speak meaningfully about him even though he be infin-

ite. And on the other hand, even if there is no such thing as a
[branscendent reality, one can still speak meaningfully about such
l supposed reality in analogous language. As long as there are

ays to apply words which do have positive meaning beyond the
cope of their usual finite application then it will be possible
o speak meaningfully of the transcendent. If it can be shown
hat it is impossible to extend the positive meaning of a word
Eeyond the limits of immediate human experience, then at best one
ay be able to speak of the transcendent only negatively or sym-
olically. In order to complete the treatment of religious lan-
kuage attention will now be turned to other attempts to defend
the meaningfulness of symbolic talk about the transcendent.
Disclosure Language about the Transcendent
Jan Ramsey seeks to elaborate a meaningful language about
transcendence by what he calls "disclosure models." Contrary to
"picturing models" or "scale models" a "disclosure model" does
Bot attempt to describe anything, rather it becomes currency for

[2 moment of insight. "The great value of a model," said Ramsey,
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kongue-tied." Disclosure models are the means of the universe
evealing itself to man, and they are to be judged primarily on
Eheir ability to point to mystery, not on their ability to
icture it. Indeed, it is part of the purpose of a model and its
Eu&litiers to leave a mystery intact (e.g., God may be modeled
Es 'love' and qualified by the word 'infinite').98 The intention
is to produce, from a single model, and by means of some qualifi-
ler, an endless series of variants, . . . in this way witnessing
to the fact that the heart of theology is permanent mystery.99
Other examples Ramsey gave are words which have evocative
#owers like indefinite pronouns or nicknames. The latter is a
" o o word which has intrinsically the fewest possible empirical
%onnections, but is very much filled out 'in use.'”loo That is,
language about God 1s not declarative; it is evocativn.lol Ram~
Fey holds that by the use of non-descriptive, evocative language
ne can avoid being literalistic or purely anthropomorphic about
tod. for he has learned that no one model has single, all-exclu-
lsive track to mystery any more than one metaphor can do full jus-
tice to a sunset or to human love and affection. That is to say,

Kisclosure models ". . . are not descriptive miniatures, they are

®ransey, Models and Mystery, pp. 73 19-20; 12-13; 71, 6l.
991bid., pp. 60, 65, 21.
loonamsey, Religious Language, p. 162.

IOI"HW suggestion is that we understand their {l.e., names
for God] behaviour aright if we see them as primarlly evocative

of whagawe have called the odd discernment . . ." Ramsey, Reli~
Egous nguag

@, Do 50,
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lhot picture enlargements; in each case they point to mystery, to

v

the need for us to live as best we can with theological and scien;

tific uncertainties.”loe

Is not this latter statement an admission of skepticism

bout God? Is it not merely another way of saying man does not
Eﬁow. or that his knowledge of God is equivocal? To answer this

from Ramsey's perspective one must remember that his concern is

ot with a descriptive knowledge of the transcendent but, rather,
E;th meaningful disclosure language about it.

The least that can be said for Ramsey's "models"” is that
they do answer Wittgenstein's challenge to keep silent unless one
kan speak meaningfully.m5 Even if disclosure models do not
jpllow one to spesk descriptively about God, nevertheless they do
permit one to speak.loa Indeed, by virtue of the fact that Ram-
%ay's disclosure models are not cognitively descriptive nor em-

pirically verifiable (as are scientific models)m5 and by virtue

E. 102wgne intention is to produce, a single model, and b
eans of some qualifier, an endless series of variants, . . .
this way witnessing to the fact that the heart of theoiogy is

Ramsey, Models and Mystery, p. 20.

103wty ig interesting to notice, first, that the posaibility
Ef articulation is a‘«::’:.:l.e.'i as it always was, the basis of a model#
T

permanent mystery,

sefulness., The great tue of a model is that it enables us to
e articulate when before we were tongue-tied., But it is evident
hat articulation now is much more tentative than it was before,
that is when it was develogad on the basis of a scale model . . .
In fact on the new view, the crucial question is: How can we be
reliably articulate?" Models and Mystery, pp. 12-13;

1041, a doctoral dissertation on Ian Ramseg, Jerry Gill con-
Icludes that "Ian Ramsey's interpretation adequately meets the
challenge of Iogical Empiricism concerning the cognitivity of

Christian language." Ian Ramsey's Interpretation of Christian
Language (University PIcrorilms, Inc., %ﬁi Xrbor, Mich, 1967), V.

105”But now we must quggsize that models in science . . .
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of the fact that they are indefinitely qualifiable, one cannot

nly speak about God but speak endlessly. And in so speaking,
Eamsey contends, one's language does not suffer "death by a
thousand qualifications™ but rather gives "life by a thousand
lenrichments."

The question, salid Ramsey, is not whether one can speak
descriptively about the Divine Rature; the real question is: How
Fan he be reliably articulate? Models help us to reliably artic-
hdate theology when two conditions hold: 1) "In all cases the

odels must chime in with the phenomena; they must arise in a
Eoment of insight or disclosure,® and 2) "A model in theology
does not stand or fall with . . « the possibility of verifiabdble
feducticns. It is rather Jjudged by its stability over the widest
possible range of phenomens, by its ability to incorporate the
h@at diverse phenomena not inconsistently." This is what Ramsey
lcalls the method of "empirical fit," which has no scientific
@eductions emerging to confirm or falsify the stated theories.
"The theological model,” he said, "works more like the fitting of
|2 boot or a shoe. . . ."'w6 In brief, religious language is em-
pirically anchored (in disclosure situations)lo? and pragmatic-
ally tested by the way it enables one to piece together the

enable us to generate verifiable deductiohs, and models in the-

ologg » + » make possible empirical fit," Medels and Mystery,
po .

1061p3a., pp. 13, 15-17.

107366 chapter 3 for a discussion of Ramsey's disclosure
situations.
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lempirical data.

Further, even though disclosure models are not ontologically
eseriptive,los nevertheless they do help to build "family resem-
Elances.” "Let us always be cautious," Ramsey warned, "of talk-
ing about God in stralghtforward language. Let us never talk as
Bf we had privileged access to the diaries of God's private life,
eese" When we speak of God as "supreme love," @.8., ". . . We
re not making an assertion in deseriptive psychology. « « «"
gather, we are using a gualified model ("love" is qualified by
"supreme"”) whose logical structure can only be understood in termd
fof the disclosure-~commitment situation in which it arose.109

What he calls "qualifiers" are ". . . words which multiply

odels without end and with sublle changes." They create what
ittgenstein called "family resemblances" or a family of models¥E
y means of qualification of one model or metaphor,lll many of

them can be related in an overall meeting place between contexts.

And it is at this juncture where the mystery resides.llg That

los"The English physicists of the nineteenth century were
right in wanting some 'ontological commitment,"” some 'real exis-
tence'; they were only wrong, but badly wrong, in thinking this
ould be given descriptively. It is this error which the contem-
Eérary use of models makes evident and spotlights and is deter-
ined to avoid," Ramsey, Models and Mystery, p. 20.

lognamsey, Religious Language, pp. 104, 99.
IIORamsey, Models and Mystery, pp. 60-6l.

111A disclosure model and a metaphor are very much alike in

that both ", . . enable us to be articulate and are born in in-
sight," Ramsey, Models and Mystery, p. 48.

121p44., pp. 51, 61,
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8, by mapping out the similarities engendered by the meeting of
he many metaphors, one may gain increased insight into the mys-
ery. As Max Black put it, "A memorable mebtaphor has the power
o bring two separate domains into cognitive and emotional rela-
ion by using language directly appropriate to the one as a lens
for seeing the other. . . ."113 It is in this way that metaphors
help to visualize the similarity in various situations and thus
To begin to form a master map of family resemblances.
Metaphors then are not just link devices between differ-
ent contexts. They are iecessarily grounded in inspira-
tion. Generalizing, we may say that metaphorical ex-
pressions occur when two situations strike us in such a
way as to reveal what %ncludes them but is no mere com-
bination of them both.ll4

Ramsey does not spell out what this common element is in

hich the various metaphors and models coincide, but it is at

his point that he comes closest to admitting what the scholas-
ics were getting at in their "univocal element" in analogy. In-
eed, it bears a striking resemblance to what Sgren Kierkegaard
Feant by approaching a "paradox" from many sides. He wrote,

«ssI entered into the whole foregoing discussion--not as
though Abraham would thereby become more intelligible,

but in order that the unintelligibility might become more

desultory. For, as I have said, Abraham I cannot under-
stand, I can only admire him.

Ey desultory Kierkegaard meant a ", . . leaping from one point

o another so as to illuminate the subject from all sides, or in

113nax Black, Models and Metaphors, as quoted by Ramsey,

Eodela and Mystery, p. Sh.
114Ramsey, Models and Mystery, p. 53.
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order that the unintelligibility might be broken down into its
several parts."115 But if each one of Ramsey's disclosure illu-
&unes a common meaning, or if each one of Kierkegaard's perspec-
tives helps one to understand the meaning of the paradox, then
there must be a common core of meaning (a univocal element)
which they all convey. That is, if all the models converge to
leive meaningful insights into the transcendence, then there must.
be a common basis for them, otherwise the divergent models are
not really providing insights into the same thing after all. In
this sense disclosure language is doing the same job that the
univocal element in analogous 1s intended to accomplish.

But the basic question which must be answered here is not
whether Ramsey's "disclosure" language is really "analogous" lan-
guage or whether both are like Kierkegaard's "paradoxical" ex-
pression, but whether any of these are adequate ways of speaking
about ultimate transcendence. However, before we are ready to
answer this question we must first review other approaches aimed
at discovering an adequate language for the transcendent,
Symbolic Language about Transcendence

Paul Tillich suggests that the answer is to be found in
"symbolic" language about God. "Man's ultimate concern must be
expressed symbolically,"” wrote Tillich, "because symbolic lan-

115531 tor's note ear and Trembling, trans., Walter Lowrie
(New York: Doubleday An O.y INC., IgBE;: pP. 121. Kierkegaard

admits that there is a way to understand a paradox, saying, "How-
ever, if I regard the problem { of God commanding Abraham to tran-

scend the moral law and kill Isaac ]} as a paradox, then I under-
gtand it in such a way as one can ° derstand a paradox," Fear and

|Zrembling, p. 84,




. 62
%guage alone is able to express the ultimate." But a "symbol" 1is
not the same as a "sign" for Tillich. A sign is something that
points beyond itself, but a symbol is more. "It points beyond
itself while participating in that to which it points." For
example, the flag is a symbol of the nation because it not only
points beyond itself to the nation for which it stands but in
addition it participates in the power and dignity of that
nation.116
According to Tillich there are three criteria of a true sym-
bol: 1) True, living symbols should be immediately understand-
able; 2) There should not be resistance to them because ofhanxi-
ety concerning the idolatrous use of symbols; 3) They should be
expressed in a contemporary stylistic form.ll?
The great symbol of faith for Tillich is the word "God"™ be-
cause somehow the word participates in all the honor and dignity
that is attributed to God himself. However, this is not to say
that any of the attributes of God or even the word God itself are
really descriptive of Goed. "All the qualities we attribute to
him, power, love, Justice, are taken from finite experiences and
applied symbolically to that which is beyond finitude., . . ."118
They are symbols tsken from daily experience, and not information
about what God is or what He can do. They do not form a logos

about God but a hos.

116m4311ch, Dynamics of Faith, pp. 41, 45.
117rillich, Ultimate Concern, p. 92.
118pi11ich, Dynamics of Faith, p. 47.
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Tillich admits that symbols may lose their meaning and may
even die,]‘l9 but adds that they may also be revived. '"Therefore,
no symbol should be removed. It should be reinterpreted.”
"Classical, traditional Christianity," he said, "has lived in
symbols--Creation, fall, reconciliation, salvation, Kingdom of
God, Trinity. These all are great symbols, and I do not wish to
lose them." Indeed, Tillich envisioned his writings as ", , .
directed precisely to the interpretation of religious symbols in
such a way that the secular man--and we are all secular--can
understand and be moved by them.“120

Tillich's concept of symbolic language about God has not
been without resistance by contemporary philosophers. Kaufmann's
response is to the point:

Some people think that the conception of "symbols" which

is fashionable in our day can do the job that "analogy"

has failed to do. It is argued that religious proposi-

tions which are literally false are true when understood

symbolically. The first point to note here is that there

is no nonsense whatever which may not be said to be sym-

bolically true, especlially if the symbolic meaning is

not stated.

If, on the other hand, Kaufmann continued, the ". . . claim that
religious propositions are symbolical means that they are richly

ambiguous, it is true~~but put very misleadingly. . . ."121

1191443., pp. 47-49.
lzomillich, Ultimate Concern, pp. 97, 96, 88-89.

lzlxaufmann, Critigue of Religion and Philoso s+ PP. 189,
191, Furthermore, Raufmann contends that Tillich's gistinction
between "sign" and "symbol” is both arbitrary and ridiculous,
for ", . « it would make ‘mythical thought' and the 'primitive
mentality' of undeveloped peoples and children the norm for all




‘ 64
Tillich was eventually forced to acknowledge that one's know}
ledge of God could not be completely symbolic by the argument,
", . » that in order to speak of symbolic knowledge one must de-
limit the symbolic realm by an unsymbolic statement."122 His
reply was that the one unsymbolic, and therefore unambiguous,
statement that can be made of God is that he is "being itself.”
"But," Kaufmann responded, "this is surely neither a symboliec
statement nor a nonsymbolic statement: it is no statement at all,
it is a definition--and as it happens, a definition utterly at
odds with the meaning of 'God' in probably more than 95 per cent
of our religious tradition. . . ." He continues, "Tillich's
*being itself' is nelther the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob nor
the God of Jesus and Paul « « . « In short, Tillich's proposi-
tions about God are through and through ambiguous."123
However,inadequate Tillich's symbolic language of God may
be, Kaufmann is not entirely consistent in basing a rejection of
it on its ambiguity. For Kaufmann himself wrote, "Propositions
lcan be multivocal without being equivocal: to the perspective
they speak with many voices, signify many things, and mean a
Jgreat deal."?* On the other hand, to argue (as Tillich eventu-

%f Us . « « «" for they share alike the superstitious belief
that a sign is somehow real or participates in the reality which
it symbolizes, Kaufmann, Ibid., p. 194.

122A criticism given by Professor Urban of Yale which Kauf-
ann relates, Critique of Religion and Philosophy, p. 195.

1251pid., pp. 195, 196.
1241vi4., p. 72.
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ally did) that all symbolic statements must have a nonsymbolic
basis is reminiscent of Scotus' contention that there must be a
univocaly non-ambiguous basis for all ambiguous and non-univocal
predications.lzs
The other alternative to arguing for a univocal basis for
Jall symbolic predications of God is to say that all language
about God ls purely symbolic. Such is what Jaspers does by call-
ing religious language "cipher" language.

Cipher Language About Transcendence

Jaspers said, ". . . the meaning of the cipher is that
through it I actually become aware of something that cannot be
expressed in any other language. . . ." For the idea of God,
taken seriously, excludes definite determinations, and requires
that one go beyond all languages. That is, ". « . a cipher be-
comes a symbol of a reality that cannot be expressed in any other
way." Cipher language is a code language about God because there
is no content language about Him. It speaks in a mythos about
God because there can be no logos about Him., There can be no
clarity where there is mystery.126

It is interesting to observe in this regard that sone of
contemporary philosophy is moving in a somewhat reverse direction]

from the early Greeks who threw off the vast symbolic visions of
mythology and attempted to get a clear-headed picture of the way

12536 aiscussion in above notes 89-92.
l26Jaspers, Myth and Christianity, pp. 87, 89; c¢f. 85.
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things really were--they sought a logos in place of a gzﬁhos.lg?

It would seem that Jaspers and others are saying that the quest
for the logos for more than two millennia of Western thought has
proved futile; we must return to myths as means of describing
reality.l28

Be that gs it may, Jaspers' "cipher" language is admittedly
methical and non-obJjective. It is in this réspect that he oppo-
ses 80 strongly Rudolf Bultmann's attempt to de-mythologize.

"We should not destroy, but restore the language of myth," he
writes. "To speak of 'demythologization' is almost blasphemous.
Such a deprication of myth is not enlightenment, but sham en~
lightenment,” he continues. "Does the splendor of the sunrise
fease to be a tangible, ever new and inspiring reality, a mythi-
lcal presence, just because we know that the earth is revolving
jaround the sun . . . ?" Bultmenn, he complains, fails to recog-
ize that mythical language conveys an untranslatable truth,
"The elements of truth in the myth . . . cannot be separated from
its historical garb, once the latter has been stripped away."
The real task, therefore, is got to demythologize, but

to recover mythical thought in its original purity. . .
and indirectly bring us closer to the lofty, imageless

127Cornfard, From Religion to FPhilosophy, p. 42.

lgalndeed, the later Heldegger's return to the pre-socratics

nd interest in the poetical utterances of Holderlin would lend
upport to this analysis, as would Altizer's deep interest in
lake's mystical poetry. See William Barrett, Irrational Man
(New York: Doubleday and Co., Inc., 1958), p. 205, an omas

tizer and William Hamilton, Radical Theology and the Death of
God (New York: The Bobbs-Merrill Go., inc., 1966), pp. 171 T.
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transcendence, the idea of God which no myth can fully
express for it surpasses them all,129

The real task, then, is not to demythologize but to "remytholo-
lgize." Nevertheless, Jaspers admits there is a half truth in
demythology, viz., that of ". . . denouncing reification, or con-
lceiving the myth as an alleged reality, opaque and tangible."150
In brief, Jaspers'! ®"ciphers," Tillich's "symbols" and Ram-
sey's "models" are all attempts to avold two extremes: verbal
idolatry (or identifying God with verbal images of him)131 on
the one hand and theological silence on the other hand. But do

they succeed?

1o lagJaspers. Myth and Christianity, pp. 85, 17, 16, 33-34,

13OJaspera conceives of his own task as one of existential
hermeneutics which depends on two c¢ritical factors:

"First: Whereas mythical language is historical, and hence
its truth can lay no clsim to the universal wvalidity of know-
ledge, it is precisely by virtue of this quality that it can lend
the historical Existenz something of the unconditional. The un-
lconditional thus brought to light remains conditioned in expres-
sion, historically relative, and obJjectively uncertain. . . .
Second: All mythical images are ambiguous., This idea is
inherent in the Biblical commandment: Thou shalt not make unto
thee any graven image. Everything mythical is a language that
grows falth before the transcendence of the one godhead. While
we see, hear, and think in the language of myth conceived as
code, while we cannot become concretely aware of transcendence
without a code language, we must at the same time keep in mind
that there are no demons, that there is no magic causality, no
such thing as sorcery," Myth and Christianity, pp. 16-17, 18-19.

131". e « if we were wvouchsafed with God's name, our vision
pight soon become atrophied-~loving the name more than him who
had disclosed it--we can only meet this difficulty by supposing

that the name of God will never at any time be completely vouch-
safed to us," Ramsey, Religious Language, p. 125,




The Adequacy of Language as a Means of
Expressing Transcendence

The ability to avoid successfully these two extremes will be
part of the criteria for the adequacy of religious language. For
on the one hand, surely no religious expressions about tiranscen-
Jdence can be deemed adequate if they dé not point beyond the con-
fines of limited empirical experiences to that which is ultimate.
And, on the other hand, certainly no talk of the beyond is ade-
quate if it is not grounded and anchored within finite, human - -
lexperiences. Or, to state the criteria positively, any language
which can point beyond limited, himan = experiences while re-
taining its basis within them has at least some adequacy for ex-
pressing the transcendent.
Before deciding whether or not a given language or way of
rspeaking about transcéndence is adequate, one must decide whether
or not language itself of its very essence rules out this possi-
bility.

Does Language Necessarily Imply Limitations?
If it could be determined that linguistic expressions always
Hand necessarily imply limitations and are neither applicable to
nor evocative of anything beyond empirical limits, then the bat-
tle for an adequate religious language is lost. Or, to be more
|specific, if language necessitates objectification, then there
will be no way to speak of a transcendent subject which goes be~
yond all objectification. Only a careful analysis of what
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language is can answer this question.

There can be no doubt that language often involves objecti-
fication. Certainly scientific speaking involves objectifica-
tion, i.e., considering something as an object of our study. In
the scientific sense, said Martin Heidegger, ". . . thinking and
speaking are objectifying, i.e., positing something given as ob-
ject in the field of scientific-technological representation
(Vorstellen). « . " He continues, "Outside of this field think=

ing and speaking are by no means ob;jectirying."l32 To put it in
Ramsey's terms, "scale-model" language is obJective but "disclo-
sure-model" language is not.135 The language of pure objectivity
is empirically limited, but the language of subjectivity is not,
because the former tries to picture whereas the latter points.l34
As Kaufmann observed,
The question is how we use language--to vivisect experi-
ence, killing it for the sake of generalized knowledge,
or to capture experience alive. The scientist does the
former, the poet the latter, and the philosopher must
often try to do both and capture the experience before
analyzing 1t.135 :
What probably tends to mislead many Westerners into thinking]

that the nature of language is obJjective is the influence of

1520!. Martin Heideg%er, "The Problem of a Non-Objectifying
Thinking and Speaking in Contemporary Theology," in Philosog%*
and Religion, ed. Jerry H. Gill (Minneapolis: Burgess shing

oo, T068) —p. 64

1338&3 Ramsey, Models and Mystery, pp. 19-20.

134
See Ramsey, Models and Mystery, pp. 7, 19, 20, and Reli-
gious Language, pg: 56, 162. ’ ’ ’ ’

135Kaufmann, gritigue of Religion and Philosophy, p. 88.
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gscientific type thought in their culture plus the inherent ratimn=-
alistic bend inherited from the Greeks.136 As F. M. Cornford
pointed out, the genius of the Greeks was to translate their
mythos into a ;gggg.ls? i.e., to seek clarity where there had
been ambiguity. The problem comes, however, when the logos is
taken to be an ontos, when language is given a being or essence
of its own.

It is to the credit of Wittgenstein that many philosophers
are coming to recognize that language has no essence.138 To be-
lieve that language has a nature or essence is an illusion which
contributes to semantical confusion on empirical topics. More
important for this study, it would imply that there aré neces~
sarily implied limitations of language which render it incapable
of speaking of anything beyond the empirical. In Greek philos-
orhy an essence is definable and circumscribable and, therefore,
limited. Essences refer to entities and, like the platonic
Forms after which they are patterned, they are distinctly limi-
ted. So from the recognition that language has no essence fol-
lows the conclusion that language is not necessarily limited and,

therefore, not inapplicable to the transcendent.

136
See A. J. Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic (New York:
Dover Publications, Inc., IE ,’pp. 52057

lB?Cornford. From Religion to Fhilosophy, pp. 141~-142, 258~

259.

138\ ttgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, 28th ed.
(New York: Barnes and Noble, inc., 1969), D. Ol.
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what Is Language?
This raises the question as to precisely what language is.
For Plato and his followers language was a revelation of the
Logos, an expression of the common wisdom which is in all men.

According to Cornford's interpretation of Plato, "The Logos is

evealed in speech. The structure of man's speech reflects the
£tructure of the world; more, it is an embodiment or representa-
tion of it. . . ." Language, like the visible world, is a mani-
Fold, and so half unreal and false.

Language, that astupendous product of the collective mind,
is a duplicate, a gshadow-soul, of the whole structure of
reality . . . nothing, whether human or superhuman, is
beyond its reach: Speech is the Logos, which stands to
the universe in the same relation as The myth to the
ritual action.l139

Phat is, as the myth is sometimes a verbalization of the action

f a ritual, so is speech & verbalization or logos of the living
Eeality of the whole world.

Several things emerge from this analysis of language which
pre significant for this study. PFirst, if language is a kind'of
logos of a community (or oosmos)}“o the question arises again as
Jto whether language is not therefore limited by its very rational
ktructure as a logos and, therefore, incapable of expressing the

pnlimited? Of course, the answer to this will depend on what is

lsgcornford, From Religion to Philosophy, pp. 192, 141.

140cornford contends that this is the original meaning of
he word cosmos. "We are reminded that the very word cosmos was
political term among the Dorians, before it was borrowe
hilosphy to denote the universal order," From Religion to Phil-
sophy, p. 53.
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meant by a logos. A survey of the Greek usage of the term re-

141 Jost of which may be divided

veals that it had many meanings,
into two broad basic categories: logos means either expression of|
or explanation for; discourse or definitionj; a verbalization or
rationalization.

Now in the former sense of the word there would be no prob-
lem in calling religious language a logos. For religious lan-
guage would be a word about God or the transcendent, not in the
sense of describing it but declaring it; not in picturing it but
in pointing to it; not in rationalizing it, but in revealing

it.142

141The Greek word logos may mean: 1) A computation or reck-
oning (as to account, measure, esteem, or value); 2) relation,
correspondence, proportion; 35 explanation (as a plea, theory,
law, thesis, reason, formula, la:§; 4) inward debate of the soul
(as thinking, reasoning); 53 continuous statement, narrative (as
fable, legend, tale, speech); 6) verbal expression or utterance
(as single word; talk, report or tradition, discussion, debate,
or deliberation); 7) a particular utterance or saying (as a div-
ine oracle, proverb or maxim, assertion, express resolution, com-
mand); 8) a thing spoken of or subject matter; 9) expression,
utterance, speech (as intelligent utterance, artistic expression,
phrase or complex term); 10) Word or Wisdom of God (as Christ).
Taken from Greek-English Lexieon, pp. 1057-1059, Thayer, ed.

142Especially would there be no objection for the Christian
in view of the Incarmation. Christ was called the Logos of God
who lived among men and manifested God's glory. Religious lan-
guage could profitably follow this paradigm for logos, for it is
dynamic and not static. It is not object-centered for Christ
was a living subject. Neither is it abstract and impersonal but
concrete and personal, and so on. Cf. John 1:1, 14.
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However, there are grave dangers with the other meaning of
the Greek word logos, if not insuperable difficulties, in apply-
ing it to the transcendent. If logos must imply a limited con-
ceptualization, then there would be no way to speak of the un-
limited for all concepts are by nature limited, involving as they
do some kind of mental picture or image.

Likewise, if language means logos in the sense of rational-
ization, it seems to be virtually impossible to avoid what has
been called ":::'eif‘:!.a:a.tion"J'“3 or verbal idolatry. That is, men
will inevitably be led to give explanations for God rather than
be content with expression of God. Perhaps it is this inherent
tendency in Western language to conceptualize and objectify which
has led some to reject the view of language as a logos.

Whatever the reasons may be, there is certainly some merit
in viewing language as a "macromyth" or "aupermyth."l44 Since
the purpose of a myth is to point beyond itself, then religious
language as a macromyth would be suitable, could be appropriately
characterized as a "macromyth," for that is precisely what reli-
[gious language intends to do.

Further, as a myth is a kind of '"code" or "cipher" to re-
veal transcendence, then language as a macromyth could be studied

in order to decipher the transcendent which it conveya.145 And,

145Smith, The Meaning and End of Religion, pp. 105-108,

M"'l’iezvarsh.ad.l McIuhan uses the former and W. L. King the lat-
ter term. See King, Introduction to Religion, pp. 138-139.

145This seems t0 be what Ramsey means when he says that we
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if language like myth is a revelation, a letting-be-said (by a
subject) as opposed to a saying-about (objects), then religious
language as a macromyth can avdid, as Heidegger said, ". . . the
untenability and arbitrariness of the thesis that thinking and

n146 It would

speaking as such of necessity are objectifying.
[seem to follow, then, that an adequate religious language must
be a language capable of expressing subjectivity, for it is pre-
Icisely as subject that man transcends the limits of objectifica-
tion and becomes a paradigm for speaking of the transcendent.

A Language of Subjectivity
As Michael Novak observed, in one respect the difficulty of
finding a suitable language to speak about God is really in find-
ing a suitable language for talking about the self. "Language
borrowed from the object world is systematically misleading when
applied to the self or to God. . . ." Language which is formed
for the pragmatic purposes of everyday living, he said, ". . . is
jvrenched out of familiar channels when it is used of God." And
1anguage that is sharpened for philosophical purposes ". . . is

more fitted for the needs of the system of which it is a part

than for speaking of him who . . . moves beyond every system."

khould constantly be on the look-out for 'odd' language as a
'‘tip-off' of the Transcendent. See Religious Language, p. 54
here he says, ". . . a useful antidote to the craze for
traightforward language might be found in suitable doses of
oetry or greater familiarity with words thrown up in scientific
heories . . . and we might even conclude in the end that the
dder the language the more it matters to us."

14€heige ger, Being and Time (New York: Harper and Row, Pub-
ishers, 1962), p. 6&. :
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Even though Novak admits that ordinary language in its use of

"I" and "you" provides hints for enquiry about God, he warns that
it is basically a language of objects, and is inherently idola-
trous. He concludes that ", . . if any language is even remotely

useful for talking about God, the likelihood is that it will be

the language by which we speak of intelligent subjectivity."147

Novak offers the following two interpretive principles for
a language of "intelligent subjectivity":

Qur first assertion is that the experience on which reli-
glous language is best grounded is the experience a man
has of himself as a subject. éng Our second assertion is
that of all the experiences of intelligent subjectivity,
the one most suitable as a guide to our thinking about
God seems to be that of intelligent cons¢iousness, in-
cluding insight and coritical reflection.

In developing this language he offers two guiding princi-

ples:

Thus, first, we will not use any predicate about God
that does not at least apply to ourselves as subjects.
Secondly, we will heed the warning that language bor-
rowed from the object world can mislead us into think-
ing that awareness is like sense perception, or that
the "world" of subjects is an imitation of the world
of objects.

Therefore, for a man to state fully what he means by 'God' he
would have to:
« « « 1) narrate many of his experiences (at prayer, in
worship, even in secular action), 2) describe the con-

texts in which he belleves he used the word 'God' well,
and, above all, 3) enunciate his understanding of human

147Novak, Belief and Unbelief, pp. 99, 94, €9, 28.
lqhslbido’ pp. 98"'990
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understanding. For what we mean by ‘'understanding' deter-
mines what we mean by 'man,‘® an% what we mean by ‘man'
guides what we mean by 'God.'l#¥
However, Novak admits that by the language of "intelligent
gsubjectivity",

We cannot answer directly what God's mode of life is

like; at best, we can single out which things in the

world he is not like, and which things he may be more

like. The chief virtue in taking intelligent conscious-

ness as a model for conceiving of God is that it does

not require a corporeal body for its referent.
For example, "In moments of intellectual concentration, or again
in moments of artistic contemplation or c¢ommunion, we find our-
selves ‘rapt,' forgetful of the demands of our bodies, of the
passage of time, of fatigue, of the need to eat."™ It is such ex-
periences as these, Novak continued, that ". . . furnish us the
direction in which total, unlimited, unconditioned consciousness
is the upper limit."lso

An Adequate lLanguage About Transcendence

And now to summarize the discussion and draw out a conclu-
gsion. Does language necessarily imply limitation? The answer
is negative, unless the function of language is misunderstood to
be a rationalization rather than a revelation. Only if language
is mistaken to be a definition rather than a declaration is it
necessarily limited in its spplication. It is not language as
such which is inadequate but obJectifying language. Tﬁerefare,

in order to have an adequate religious language one must avoid

1491p14., pp. 101, 70.
1501p14., pp. 102, 103.
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objectifying the transcendent. Basically this can be done in
two ways: (1) By devising a non-objectifying language (as Novak);
(2) By using objective language with appropriate qualifications
so that it is not understood objectively (as Ramsey, et. al).
However, in either case if religious language is to be more than
purely evocative non-cognitive insights into the transcendent,
then there must be some common element of meaning at the basis
of all symbolical and metaphorical predications such as is pro-
vided for in analogy. Otherwise, religious language could do no
jmore than evoke an experience with a meaningless beyond, but it
rcould not provide any meaningful understanding of the beyond.
Without some common basis for meaning religious language will at
best be only metaphorical declarations but not metaphysical
Wdescriptions of the transcendent. It will be no more than an
exercise in what is linguistically possible about the non-empiri-
eal; it will.not provide one with what is ontologically true

about the transcendent. Without a common basis of meaning for
Emetaphors. models, and symbols the best one can have is a mean-
ingful way that he may speak of the tranacendent, without any
knowledge of the way the transcendent really is (if it really
is).

There are certain essential features of an adequate lan-
guage about the transcendent which emerge from this study. PRirst
as Tillich discovered, all symbolic statements must ultimately beL
lgrounded on what is not symbolic. Metaphysical statements are
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some univocal meaning between things which are applied to the
human experience and to what goes beyond it, It means too that
if analogous language is to be meaningfully descriptive of the
transcendent that there must be an intrinsic relationship betweenL
the transcendent and the immanent. There must be a univocal ele=-
ment or common meaning in the analogy.

Second, since all language taken from finite experience is
limited in the empirical setting from which it comes, there must
be some way to qualify it before it can be appropriately applied
to that which transcends empirical experience. This may be ac-
complished in at least two ways; by negation and by extension.

By negation or appropriate qualifications one may rid a term of
what would otherwise be inapplicable to the transcendent.lsl
However, since every negation rests upon some positive knowledge,
there must be some meaning at the basis of all the negations
which can be applied by extension from its limited empirical cir-
cumstances to the transcendent.

This leads to a third point., There are some terms which arel
limited and empirical in meaning by derivation but are not neces-
sarily so limited in their application. For instance, the con-
cept of "love" is limited gas we know it, but it does not follow

from this that love as applied to the transcendent is necessarily

151pnd when the language is not transparent; when it does
not point beyond itself, then it obscures God gf. Buber, Writings
of Martin Buber, ed. Will Herberg (New York: e World Publis
To., 1956), p. 108, stifles the religious life (cf. Whitehead,
Religion in the ing, p. 132), and leads to verbal idolatry.
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limited and empirical. Is there not something about the meaning
of the term love itself which makes it possible to extend it
without negating its positive content to the transcendent? And
is this not also true of other terms such as "being" (in the
sense of "to~be~ness")152 and "consciousness." However, there
are many terms which cannot be extended in their positive meaning
to that which transcends the empirical. The word "rock," for
example, is not applicable to the transcendent in any more than
a symbolic way. PFor the very concept of a non-empirical or in-
finite rock is contradictory. In brief, only those words whose
positive meaning is not essentially changed by extending it be-
yond the limited, empirical circumstances from which it is de~
rived in human experience can be adequate currency for expressing]

the transcendent.

Summary of the Chapter

There are many ways religious men have attempted to express
their experience of the transcendent, in symbol, in myth, in dog-
ma, etc. The present study has chosen to examine the verbal ex-
pressions as a key to understanding what men mean by religious
experience. Upon analysis of religious language it was discov-
ered that the fundamental purpose it manifests is to express that
which goes beyond the limitations of empirical experience.

Since language was taken tc be a significant way of expres-

15214 is in this sense that the Thomistic notion of God as
pure esse (from Exodus 3:14) was not inappropriate.
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ging the transcendent, it was necessary to ask which kind of
language, if any, is adequate for the purpose of expressing this
non-enpirical object of religious commitment. The answer to this
is two-fold. Both negative and symbolic language are adequate
ways of expressing the non-empirical aspect of the transcendent.
However, in order for there to be any cognitive content and com-
Jmon meaning in religious language there must be at the basis of
these symbols and negations some positive knowledge which c¢an be
extended without changing their essential meaning to that which
transcends the empirical confines from which the term comes.

There must be some metaphysical basis for all metaphorical predi-

ations about the transcendent. This is best found in the

anguage of analogye.




CHAPTER IIX
THE CHARACTER AND DIMENSIONS OF RELIGIOUS EXPERIENCE

The plan of this chapter is to define more precisely what
is meant by a religious experience. This will involve two things]
first, it will discover and define precisely what is characteris-
tic of a religious experience, and secondly it will examine the
various dimensions which religious experience has taken.

The purpose for this chapter is twofold: first, a religious
experience will be defined and distinguished from other kinds of
experiences such as ethical and aesthetic experiences. After re-
ligious experience is understood, then it will be evaluated.

That is, we will determine its identity before attempting to dis-
cover tests for its reality; we want to know what it is before
devising ways of determining whether or not it is real.l Second-
ly, we will seek to elaborate the various dimensions or direc-

tions which religious experience may take so as to forstall

lEven if it were possible to know whether something is with-
out knowing precisely wha%t it is, it certainly would be more
helpful to be able to define it more clearly before attempting to|
make determinations about its reality. Furthermore, it is proba-
bly impossible to know that something is without having at least
some general notion as To what it is. For example, one may know
that there are other persons without being able to define pre-
cisely what is meant by a person but probably not without some
general idea such as they are "speaking somethings."

81




82
Imistaking experiences which are essentially religious for non-
religious ones. In brief, this chapter is an attempt to under-
stand what the nature of a religious experience is before seeking
to find ways to evaluate its reality basis.

The Common Characteristics of Religious Experience

There have been many attempts to define religion. Most of
these definitions have at least one common element--an awareness
of the transcendent. That a religious experience involves the
transcendent is held not only by theists and pantheists but by
[many atheists as well. The dimension and definitions of the
transcendent differ, but a religious experience involves the
transcendent nonetheless.

Religious Experience Involves an Awareness
of the Transcendent

Sonme havevdenied that there is little or any cognitive con~
tent common to all religions, but few if any have denied that
there is a transcendent dimension which goes beyond the finite
individual and his empirical circumstances. Those who believe
the transcendent has a reality of its own beyond the human have
identified it with the "Universe™ or "All"(Schleiermacher), the
"Numinous" or "Holy" (0Otto), the "Wholly Other" (Kierkegaard),
"Being itself" or the "Being beyond being" (Tillich), the "Trans-
cendental Ego" (Koestenbaum), and numerous other realities, per-
sonal and impersonal, panthelistic, deistic, or theistic. On the
other hand, those who deny its objective reality often admit,
nonetheless, that belief in the reality of the transcendent is
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characteristic of religion. Some identify it (at least in part)
with the individual's subconscious (James), the collective sub-
consciousness of men (Jung), the collective consciousness of the
group (Cornford), the projection of human imagination (Feuer-
bach), man's absurd project to become self-caused (Sartre), the
illusory object of a universal neurosis (Freud), man's higher or
ideal self (Fromm), the imaginative unity of human values (Dewey)1
and so on. But whatever the description or name for the trans-
lcendent there is something transcendent (real or not) which goes
beyond the individual in which or by which he transcends his
finite conditions.

The Religious Person Is Aware of the Transcendent as Otheri-—

Not only is it acknowledged that religious experience involves
the transcendent, but it is also recognized that the transcen-
|dent 1s essential to religious experience. Feuerbach contended
that 1t is absolutely essential that the religious man believes
God is really out there, for he would not worship it as the ulti-
[mately other if he knew it to be nothing but himself.2 Indeed,
if there is to be any kind of experience, there must be at least
a (mental) distinction, if not an (actual) difference, between
the one which is aware and that of which it is aware. Even in
the experience of self awareness there is a distinction between
the "I" and the "me." It is difficult to see what the word

"experience" (or awareness, consciousness) could mean if there is

2Ludwig Feuerbach, The Essence of Christianity, pp. 13, 30,

2. lo
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absolutely no distinction between the "I" (finite individual) and
the "Thou," i.e., the transcendent. As Koestenbaum points out,
religion is an I-Thou but not an I-I relation.3 That is, there
is no meaning left to the word "experience" if there is an abso-
lute merging of the individual and the tranacendant.“ And even
if it is possible to effect an ontological merging of "man" and
"God" (though most mystics probably refer to psychological not
lontological merging), this state could hardly be called one of
lawareness or consciousness (which is what we mean by experience).
If experience by its very nature will involve an "other,"
then it follows that religious experience must also involve some-
thing beyond or transcendent, W. C. Smith summed it up well when
ﬁe wrote, ". . . what they have in common lies not in the tradi-
tion that introduces them to transcendence, nor in their faith by
hhich they personally respond, but in that to which they respond,
Fhe transcendence itself."s

The Unity of Meaning in the ITranscendent.--The point of gen-

leral agreement among scholars is that religions have a great di-

versity of experience and expression and little if any unity of
fcontent. With regard to the first point Schleiermacher argued
that multiplicity, far from being bad for religion, is necessary

3Peter Koestenbaum, "Religion in the Tradition of Phenomen-
jology," op. cit., pp. 204, 205.

4In view of this, if the attainment of Nirvana is taken to
ean the loss of all awareness, then it would not be a religious
Experience. It would be the experience of losing all experience.

>W. C. Smith, The Meaning and End of Religion, p. 173.
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for the complete manifestation of religion.6 James suggests that
plurality in religious experience is necessary to fit the plural-
ity of human needs.7 Tillich thinks that we should not pretend
an identity where there is a very fundamental difference in the
whole experience and attitude as between Western and Eastern re-
ligions (e.g., as to their views on history as liniar vs. hori-
zontal).8 Nor does he feel that they should be mixed, for "A
mixture of religions destroys in each of them the concreteness
which gives it its dynamic power¢"9

Having said this, however, is not to deny any possibility
of identifying a common meaning to religious experience. Dewey
was no doubt not far from the truth when he argued that there is
little if any specifiable content of value which is common to all
religians.le However, this conclusion can be misleading, for it
discourages the effort to find and define the elements which are
commen to most if not all religious experiences.

The analysis of William James 1is more profound and reveals
a greater appreciation for the common elements of religious ex-

periences. He suggests that all religions have the following

OPriedric Schleiermacher, On Religion, p. 213.

7william James, The Varieties of Religious Experience, pp.
326, 568, 477.

~ 8paul millich, Ultimate Concern, pp. 152, 153.

%Paul Tillich, Christianity and Encounter with the World Re-
ligions,(New York: Columbia University Press, 1963), De 96.

10John Dewey, A Common PFaith (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 193%4), pp. 7-1l.
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three characteristics in common:

1) That the visible world is part of a more spiritual

universe from which it draws its chief significance;

2) That union or harmonious relation with that higher

universe is our true end;. . . 3) That prayer or inner

communion with the spirit there-of be that spirit 'God'

or 'law'--is a process wherein work is really done, and

spiritual energy flows in and produces effects, fsycholu

ogical or material, within the phenomenal world.ll
And as to the basic "creed" or cognitive content of all religions
James contended that it is two-fold: 1) an uneasiness or sense
that there is something wrong about us as we naturally stand;
2) an awareness that we are saved from this wrongness by making
proper connection with higher powera.la

To rephrase this in our own words, James held that religious
experience involves transcendence in two ways: first, the need of
man to self-transcend, and secondly, the awareness of the trans-
cendent toward which this transcendence is directed. The first
is a process and the second is the gbject, or sphere in which
transcendence operates.
The Need for Self-Transcendence.--Religious experience in-
volves the need to transcend the unalterable displeasures of 11fq
In this sense Koestenbaum was right in describing religion as
". « « man's effort to do something about the desperate condition|

of his own finitude."l3 For that matter, Freud was correct in

11James, The Varieties of Religious Experience, p. 475.
121p34., p. 498.

1 13Koestenbaum, "Religion in the Tradition of Phenomenology,"|
p. 182.

r
\
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depicting religion as man's search for a Cosmic Comforter to help|
him cope with the fearful eventualities of life, as was Bult-
mann's "Human longing to escape from this world by the supposed

nl4 There seems to be

discovery of a sphere above this world.
little reason to dispute Kaufmann when he said, "Religion is
rooted in man's aspiration to transcend himself., . . ." "Man,"
he said, "is the ape that wants to be a god . . . . Whether he
worships ideals or strives to perfect himself, man is the God-
intoxicated ape."15 Or as Sartre put it, man's project is to

16 In this sense, one may say that man is the being

become God.
who is8 characterized by his need for self~transcendence.l7

Even among the more humanistic definitions of religion
there is admission of this characteristic feature. Dewey's pur~
suit-of general and enduring ideals despite threats of personal
105318 is definitely an aspiration for self-transcendence. Even

Fromm's self-labeled "humanistic religion" admits the need for

l'f"See Bultmann, Ke a and h, Vol. I, ed. H. W. Bartsch
(Harper and Row, Publishers, Inc., 53), PP. 26 f.

355 lzgaufmann, Critique of Religion and Philosophy, pp. 354,
vy 359.

168artre. Being and Nothingness (New York: Washington Square]
Press, 1966), pp. 762, 766.

17Tillich said, "Human potentialities are powers that drive
toward actualization. Man is driven toward faith by his aware-
ness of the infinite to which he belongs, but which he does not
own like a possession. This is in abstract terms what concrete-
ly appears as the ‘'restlessness of the heart' within the flux of

life," Dynamics of Palth, p. 9.
18536 Dewey, A Common Faith, p. 27.
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self-transcendence. Religious experience ". . . in this kind of
religion,” he writes, "is the experience of cneness with the All,
based on one's relatedness to the world as it is grasped with
thought and with love."19 With this stress on self-transcending
1ove,20 Tillich's statement agrees, "Agape is a quality of love,
that quality which expresses the self-transcendence of the reli-

n2l All the religions of love, then, are

gious element in love.
illustrative of man's attempt to transcend the conditions of
hate and disunity found in this world. ILove, said Koestenbaum,
is an a priori category by which the religious man unifies his
world and overcomes the opposing otherness and attains self-ful-
fillment.22 Whether it is viewed as love or some other force,
religious experience characteristically involves some means by
which a man can self-transcend, or go beyond his own frustrating

limitations.

Religion Involves the Transcendent.--Not only does religious|
experience involve a process of transcending or self-transcen-
dence but it implies a dimension or sphere which is transcendent.
That is, if the religious aspiration to go beyond is to be real-
ized, then there must be a beyond in which or by which this can

19Fromm, Psychoanalysis and Religion, p. 37.

20893 Erich Promm, The Art of loving (New York: Harper and
Row, Publishers, 1956), Chapter I.

21Tillich, Morality and Beyond (New York: Harper and Row,
Publishers, 1963), p. .

22Koestenbaum. "Religion in the Tradition of Phenomenology,"

op. cit., pp. 210 f.




89
occur. To some this is a personal God; to others it is an imper-
sonal Force. For some it is attainable in this life; for others
it is sought in another life. But for every religious experience]
there is a transcendent dimension of one kind or another in which
the transcending occurs. As shall be shown later, this transcen-
dence can and does take many forms including transcendence via
other men. But in each case there is always some transcendent
involved in religious experience.

Many of the definitions of religion make this explicit.

The Oxford Dictionary, e.g., calls it a "Recognition on the part
of man of some higher unseen power . . . ."23 All definitions
which use any form of the words "God" or "gods" clearly recog-
nize that there is a transcendent realm implied in religious ex-
perience. What is not obvious, however, is that those forms of
religion which do not have any such being or referent do likewise
involve a transcendent. That is, the word transcendent is not
to be limited to personal theistic concepts nor even to pantheis-
tic or impersonal modes of describing the ultimate object or goal‘
of religious aspiration., Nor is it to be limited to what is com-
monly c¢alled the supernatural.a4 In point of fact, by transcen-
dent we do not mean any or all of the particular c¢onceptual ways

230xford English Dictionary, Vol. VIII, p. 410.

24por many moderns this term implies a false bifurcation of
reality. John Dewey feels strongly that the concept of a "super-
natural" religion is a hindrance to the religious experience.
See A Common Faith, pp. 27, 28. Paul Tillich said antisupernatur+
alism Is fundamental to all his thinking, Ultimate Concern, p.
%58. See Vol. I of his Systematic Theology on reason and revela=~

']
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lof deseribing God. Rather by transcendent is meant the supposed
reality that 1is beyond all of the actual and even possible ways
of speaking thereof. It includes the Buddhistic "Nirvana," Til-
lich's "Being beyond being," Schleiermacher's "Universe" and
"Infinite.”

Even among those who deny the reality of the transcendent
there is still an admission that religion involves such an al-
leged reality. Sartre, e.g., uses the word "God" repeatedlyzs
kand characterized man as the one whose fundamental projeet is to
become God.26 Fromm is willing to retain the word God as the
[symbol of the transcendent, providing it be recognized that he
Epeaks of the transcendent powers of man. He said, ". . . in hu-
jpanistic religion God is the image of man's higher self, a symbol
lof what man potentially is or ought to become. . . ."27 Although!
Feuerbach categorically denies any reality other than human be-
Find the term God, he not only uses it but recognizes that it is
lessential to religion to believe that there is a transcendent
HGod. Even though, for Feuerbachy consciousness of God is really
lonly consciousness of man himself, nevertheless man is not dir-
lectly aware of this. On the contrary, he said, ". . . ignorance
Lof it is fundamental to the peculiar nature of religion.“as God

253ee Jean-Paul Sartre, The Words, trans, Bernard Frechtman
land George Braziller (New York: 196%), e.g., pp. 18, 97, 173,
178, 185, 188, 190, 193, 227.

268artre, Being and Nothingness, p. 776.

27Fromm, Pgychoanalysis and Religion, p. #41.
28Feuerbach, The Essence of Christianity, p. 13.
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is really nothing but the projection of man's own nature, but the
religious man isn't aware of this and that is why he worships
this as God.29 However, the present concern is not whether God
or the transcendent is real. Rather the concern here is with the
fact that religious experience seems always to involve a trans-
kendent dimension.

To sum up, a religious experience is not only one of self-
transcendence but one which involves a transcendent realm by
lihich or in which the transcending is done or at least toward
[which it is directed. That is, in order to go beyond or deeper
there must be a beyond or depth (real or imagined) toward which
for in which the religious experience moves.

Some Paradigms for the Meaning of Transcendence.--Up to this

point we have spoken of a religious experience as an awareness of
the transcendent, i.e., as that which goes beyond the conditions
of man's finite circumstances. No doubt it has occurred to the
reader that what is meant by this beyond is not entirely clear.
In order to elucidate what is meant by this the suggestion of
Antony Flew will be followed, viz., that of giving some paradigm
|cases or examples from experience.

Paul van Buren focused the problem when he writes, ". . .
the difficulty of speaking about 'transcendence,' ‘ground and end
of all things,' or some other oblique phrase substituted for the

29Feuerbach said men come gradually to recognize that they
have been worshipping themselves, hence, "What was at first reli-
gion becomes at a later period idolatry,” Ibid.
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jfword 'God'. . . simply begs the empiricist's question.”30 "In a
Fecular age, what would that 'more' be? It is our inability to
find any empirical linguistic anchorage for that 'more' that has
led to our interpretation [that all God-language or its equiva-
lent is dea@]."3l
Since van Buren has regard for Ian Ramsey's approach to this
Hquestion.32 we will begin with illustrations Ramsey used to ex-

lain what is meant by more, beyond or transcendence. These are
that Ramsey calls discernment situations. He lists a series of
discernment situations, which are ordinary empirical situations
that suddenly "come alive" when the "ice breaks," the "light
dawns"” or that take on "depth." For example, when a Judge sud-
denly recognizes the accused as his long lost wife, "eye meets
leye," or when it dawns on one that the twelve flat lines on a

aper have the “"depth" of a cube, when a formal party takes on
Earmth and a "new dimension,"” or after someone splits his dinner

acket. In each case, something more is revealed than what's
Eeen in the empirical facts alone-~~-the situation hasg a "depth of
dimension" which goes beyond the sensory.

According to Ramsey, metaphors and verbally odd words have

[the same disclosure power.33 For examples of verbally odd words

3%pau1 van Buren, The Secular Meaning of the Gospel, p. 79.
51;p;g., pp. 197, 198, cf. p. 84,

3?;9;@., p. 91.

331n fact, he goes so far as to say "What is not verbally

jodd is void of disclosurs power, " Models and Mystery, p. 69.
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he uses nicknames which evoke personal response (c¢f. "sweetheart”
vis-a-vis "Elizabeth Mabel”)., Ramsey also finds some tautologies
las "I am I" or "Duty for duty's sake," or "Love for love's sake"
to be significant and revelatory of more than they 'say' linguis-
tically. In fact he finds "I-language" and moral language to be
the key to "God language," in that both are verbally odd; both
lere straightforward but strained, and both gain their meaning in
use.34 That is the way moralists speak of a sense of duty, reli-
lgion speaks of a sense of the unseen. Both are literally and
logically odd but are far from being completely nonsensical.
lquite the contrary, odd words and metaphors by their very simi-
larity-with-a-difference can generate insight the way two pic-
tures, rather similar but in some points significantly different,
lcan lead to the apprehension of depth in a 3«D viewer.35

Another example is first-person subjectivity. That is, "I"
Fannot be exhausted by all that is said about "me”"; "I" am more
than everything that can be obJectively said about me; subJectiv-
ity transcends objectivity.56 As Novak indicates, even an empir-
icist ". . . 18 more of a mystery to himself than his theory al-
lows him to recognlize, and every time he acts he uses the first

lawareness his theory neglects."37

34Ian Ramsey, Religious Language, pp. 42-50.
35Ramsey, Models and Mystery, p. 10.

363ee ibid., p. 41.
37¥ovak, Belief and Umbelief, p. 74.
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Other illustrations of what is beyond the purely empirical

kxperience could be developed, such as the sense in which Kant's
oumenon or thing-in-itself is beyond the phenomena or thing-for-
E938 or the way in which the so-called transcendental ego is be-
yond the empirical 950.39 Or the beyond or more may be illustra-
ted by the way the unity of a sentence is more than the words
[which comprise it or the way the whole is greater than its parts.
However, these illustrations suffice only to show how there
Lan be more in an empirical situation than 'meets the eye'; what
they do not do is show why this transcendent or moreness is the
lobject of what the religious call worship, total commitment, or
jpltimate concern. Certainly a discernment situation which dis-
Lloses more than the empirical eye can see is not automatically
len experience of religious transcendence. That is to say, when
the twelve lines on a paper take on the "depth,"” the viewer
[doean’'t commit himself to this cube. Nor when a formal dinner

jacket splits does it thereby "disclose™ God. Indeed, there

38Kﬁant. Critique of Practical Reason, trans. Lewis White
Beck (New York: The Bobbs=Merrill (0., inc., 1956), pp. 54-58,
11l. ". . . on the contrary, it itself limits sensibility by ap-
plying the term noumena to things in themselves (things not re-
arded as appearances). But in so doing it at the same time sets
limits to itself, recognising that it cannot know these noumena
through any of the categories, and that it must therefore think
them only under the title of an unknown something," Critique of
Pure Reason, p. 273.

598@3 Koestenbaum, "Religion in the Tradition of Phenomenol-
OgY." PP+ 179 £. Por a similar distinction between Atman and
Brahman in Hinduism see Jess De Boer's article, "First Steps in
Mysticism,” in Faith and ggg%%%gggﬁi ed. Alvin Platinga (Grand

ggpigs: william B. Eerdmans shing Co., 1964), pp. 74, 79,
Y 0‘
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lseems to be a missing dimension of transcendence to these illus-
trations that causes them to fall short of being religious.
There must be something more to the meaning of more. The missing
element is found in total commitment.

Religious Experience Involves & Total Commitment.--A reli-

i:ious experience involves something beyond a mere disclosure,
omething unconditional and ultimate; something to which men are
willing to commit themselves with utter loyalty and devotion.
That is, it involves not only an awareness of the transcendent
but an awareness of it as ultimate and as demanding an ultimate
lcommi tment .

In Ramsey's words the transcendent must be something to
thich one is willing to give a "total commitment® before it qual-
}fies as religious. For commitment situations he said, are those
which have a claim on a man and yet leave him in exercise of his
free will. Acting from a sense of duty, the patriot's "my coun-
try right or wrong," and one's all absorbing devotion to his
favorite hobby are examples of total commitment. Combining the
two sets of illustrations, Ramsey argues that a religious exper-
ience of the unseen or beyond is one that involves both discern-
jpent which goes beyond the mere empirical facts of the situations

and which evokes a total commitment to it.“o In a hobby one is

totally committed to only part of the universe (say, to coin col-

lecting); in mathematics, on the other hand, one is only

4ORamsey, Religious Language, pp. 19 f.
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artially committed to the whole universe (i.e., a loose commit-
Eent to the axioms, knowing other axioms are possible)“l which
lare applied to the whole universe; but in religion one has a
total commitment to the whole universe.*2 religious commitment
is "total® because of the depth of its loyalty, and it is "univem
jsal” since "It is a commitment suited to the whole job of living
~-not one just suited to building a house, studying [etcd] . . .
?nd no nore.”43
What Ramsey is getting at with his "total commitment,”" Til-
lich called "ultimate concern.”** "The fundamental concept of
religion," he said, "is the state of being grasped by an ultimate
lconcern, by an infinite interest, by something one takes uncondi-
tionally seriously."45 He explains this to mean ", . . taking
jsomething with ultimate seriousness, unconditional seriousness"

that which one would be ready to suffer or even die for.46

41mne commitment to a %iven mathematical system (say BEu~
lid's) is only partial or loose because its relation to all the
acts in the universe is loose. That is, Euclid's system doesn't
explain the areas of inter-planetary space or sub-atomic physics.
Other mathematical systems fit better here, so we are only loose-
ly committed to a given system. Nevertheless, once we are com~-
\zitted to, say, the Euclidian definition of a triangle, this is
rue universally in Oxford, Moscow, or New York, ibid., pp. 3%6,¥/

#21pid., pp. 35-41.
#31pid., p. 55.

44”Concern" is in one sense a better word than "commitment"
because the latter tends to imply a more specific act presuppos-
ing a well defined conceptual framework, whereas religious exper-
jence in general (as vs. a speclial religious experience) does not

hgcessarily presuppose a specific framework or a specific deci-
sion.

45pi11ich, Ultimate Concern, p. 30 “rbid., pp. 7, 8.
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hUltimate concern has both a subjective side and an objective
|side. Bubjectively, it indicates that the subject or individual
is being unconditionally serious about something; objectively, it
refers to the gobject of our ultimate concern for which Tillich
reserves the name "God.”47

Tillich argued that every man has an ultimate concern, be-
Wcause without an ultimate concern a being has no integrating cen-
ter of his personal life. "Such a state, however, can only be
approached but never fully reached, because a human being de-
prived completely of a center would cease to be a human being.“48
"Phe ultimate concern gives depth, direction and unity to all
other concerns and, with them, to the whole personality."49

Of course, not every ultimate concern is about something
which is really ultimate. "Perhaps the ultimate was once actu-
ally the parents, or the mother . . . . Later another ultimate,
perhaps a loved one, girl or boy, liberates us from thia."so
But "Man's falith is inadequate if his whole existence is deter-
mined by something that is less than ultimate. Therefore, he
must always try to break through the limits of his finitude and
reach what never can be reached, the ultimate itself.“51 That is|

471bid., p. 11.

4BIbid., pP. 106, Whether or not every man does have an ul-
timate commitment is a moot question. See chapter 5 for further
discussion of this question.

49pi11ich, Dynamics of Faith, p. 105.
0pi11ich, Ultimate Concern, p. 183.
51Tillich. Dynamics of Faith, p. 57.
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to sayy to rest in what is not ultimate as though it were ulti-
jpate is idolatry. This is why Tillich is forced at times to re-
ject even the term "God" or "Being" and speak of the "God beyond
[God" or the "Being beyond being," since to some the term "God"
implies limitations.

What Tillich called being grasped by an ultimate concern may
lalso include what is commonly called worship. That is to say, if
the individual responds to the transcendent with an ultimate com-
Edtment it is because of the ultimate worth he sees in it. This
lact is called worship, for to worship something is really to re-
rspond to its worthe-ship. Hence, if worship is understood in this
basic sense of that attitude of admiration connected with an
awareness of the ultimate worth of something, then it is closely
agsociated with a total commitment or an ultimate concern. If,
however, worship is taken in the more specific sense of prayer or
ritual, then it is not an essential ingredient of religicus ex-
perience.sa For one may be totally committed without entering
into the ritual of prayer and one may pray without being ulti-
[mately concerned. But in the broader sense of the word worship
(or even devotion to or love of the Divine) we are faced with

the same fundamental awareness that characterizes a total commit-

ment or that is implied in being grasped by an ultimate concern.

52(.71’. A. E. Taylor, "The Argument from Religious Experi-
ence,"” The Existence of God, pp. 158-160.
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Schleiermacher described this special kind of religious

Jawareness of the transcendent as a "feeling of absolute depen-
-d.ence.“s3 By that he meant a sense of creaturehood or an aware-
Eness that one is not independent from but dependent upon the All
or the Universe. It is a sense of existential contingency, a
1ife in the infinite whole.”* Otto agreed but felt that the
ense of creaturehood resulted from the one's awareness of the
Egggg rather than being the basis of it.2% Even Freud concurred
that men have this sense of dependence, only he did not wish to

identify it with religious experience.56 Nonetheless, there is

eneral agreement on the fact that men do have such a sense of
Eependence, concern, or commitment which we have called religious
jexperience.
To summarize, a religious experience involves at least fwo
fundamental factors: (1) an awareness of the transcendent, and
(2) a total commitment to it as ultimate. There are many differ-
Ent ways the transcendent has been conceptualigzed and expressed,

ut these are the two basic factors in the religlous experience

itaself.

Furthermore, to say the transcendent must be viewed as

53Sch1e1ermacher, The Christian Faith, ed. H. R. Mackintosh
jpnd J. 8. Stewart (Minsa}.'SE: ! g ! CIaI‘E, 1928' 1956). Pr. 12’
19 passim; On Religion, pp. 275 f.

54Gf. Schleiermacher, On Religion, p. 39.

550f. Otto, The Idea of the Holy, pp. 9-ll.

56¢f. Freud, Future of an Illusion, p. 52.
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jultimate does not mean that it is ultimate.57 Idolatry is always
la real possibility for the religious. However it is difficult

to see how something can deserve the description "object of reli-
gious experience" if it is not at least viewed as ultimate by the
|devotee. Nor does the ultimate have to be static to be ultimate.
A commitment to a Hegellan dialectic as the divine unfolding it-
self in history is an example of a dynamic ultimate. Nor is
Dewey's definition of "God" as the imaginative goal of all human
values o be excluded from the category of the ultimate. In
other words, something does not have to be permanent and unchange
able to qualify as a religious ultimate. If a man is completely
jcommitted to the sum total of human "progress" or "achievement,”
then it is a religious ultimate for him. All that is necessary
for a transcendent to qualify as religious is that it be some-
thing final and supreme, something beyond appeal and irrevocable.
[That is, it must be something capable of evoking a complete com-
Imitment, utter loyalty, or ultimate concern on the part of an
individual.

>

57mnis is not to say that these are all the factors there
ought to be in a religious experience. It does not mean that all
that is necessary for an adequate or effacacious religious exper-
ience 1is an ultimate commitment to something beyond man which he
thinks (or feels) is ultimate. First, as we indicated earlier
(in chapter 1), the religious man ought to be concerned with the
reality of the transcendent, even though some appear to be con-
tent with it as an ideal or to hold it merely as if it were true.
Secondly, it is questionable as to whether or not an ultimate
commitment is adequate if it is a commitment to something which
is less than ultimate. But we are not here discussing what a re-
ligious experience ought to be in order to be satisfactory but
what in fact it is in the experience of religious men. See chap-
ter 5 for a discussion of the adequacy of religious experience.
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Religious Experience in Contrast to Moral Experience

Since a religious experience is similar to a moral experi-
ence and since some thinkers tend to identify them, a few words
of clarification are in order. Kant's definition of religion as
"The recognition of all duties as divine commands" falls into
%his general category. Bishop Butler said that religion and mor-
lality "closely resemble" each other.58 Ramsey calls them "close
logical kinsmen" with "great affinities,"sg and he suggests that
this is the reason that they have so often had the same friends
and the same enemies in the history of philosophy. R. B. Braith-
waite distinguishes them only in theory not in practice, arguing,
"Unless religious principles are moral principles, it makes no

n60 "A moral be-

sense to speak of putting them into practice.
lief," he said, "is an intention to behave in a certain way: a
religious belief is an intention to behave in a certain way (a
moral belief) together with the entertainment of certain stories
associated with the intention in the mind of the believer."61
Fromm ". . . believes that the difference between the religious

and the ethical is to a large extent only an epistemological one,

58As quoted by Ian T. Ramsey, Religious Language, pp. 32,

33.
593amsey, Religious Language, pp. 34, 42,

6OR. B. Braithwalte, "Religious Statements as Ethically but
not Factually Significant,” The Existence of God (New York: The
Macmilla-n GQOQ l%a). PQ 2“‘"10

6l1pid., p. 250.
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though not entirely sc."62

Even those who see a difference between religion and moral-
ity tend to stress their inseparability. Tillich wrote ". . .
morality is intrinsically religious, as religion is intrinsically
ethical."65 Bergson contended that "Originally ff.e., among the
primitiveg, the whole of morality is custom; and as religion for-
bids any departure from custom morality is coextensive with reli-
gicn.“64

Despite the interrelationship and seeming inseparability of
religion and morality, they inveolve clearly differing experien-
ces. As Dewey observed, "The religious attitude signifies some-
thing that is bound through imagination to a general attitude.
This comprehensive attitude, moreover, is much broader than any-
thing indicated by 'moral' in its usual sense.”ss William James
summed up the difference by arguing that morality accepts the
yoke of the universe, but religion welcomes it; religion isn't
a mere Stoic submission to the universe but a love of it. Moral=-

ity calls for obedience, said James, but religion calls for vol-

62

Fromm, Pgychoanalysis and Religion, p. 93. He does admit
"e « » there is a ?actorlcommon to certain kinds of religious ex-
perience [viz., the mystical] which goes beyond the purely ethi-
lcal. But it is exceedingly difficult if not impossible to formu-
late this factor of religious experience," p. 94.

63p1111¢ch, Morality and Beyond, p. 15.

64Bergson. The Two Sources of Morality and Religion, p. 123.

65Dewey, A Common Faith, p. 23. However, in the final anal-
ysis Dewey's defInition of religion turns out to be one's broad
oral goal, which hardly shows that there is a basic difference
between them.
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teers.66 Schleiermacher offers a further distinction when he
contends that morality is man's duty to the universe; religion

is man's dependence on 1t.67 But even in dependence there is a

kind of duty, only it is a more basic duty than moral duty.
Perhaps no one has drawn the distinction between a moral

duty and a religious duty more sharply than Kierkegaard in his

famous panegyric on Abraham.68 The ethical, said Kierkegaard,

66Jamea. The Varieties of Religious Experience, pp. 41-45.
575chlesiermacher, On Religion, pp. 275. f.

6SBu.ber sald Kierkegaard rejected this sharp distinction in
his latter works., "Our rejection can be supported by Kierkegeand'gq
own teaching. He describes 'the ethical' as 'the only means by
which God communicates with 'man' (1853) . . . . The ethical no
longer appears here, as in Kierkegaard's earlier thought, as a
‘stage' from which a 'leap' leads to the religious, a leap by
which a level is reached that is quite different and has a dif-
ferent meaning; here it dwells in the religious, in faith and se
vice. This ethical can no longer mean a morality belonging to a
realm of relativity, time and again overtaken and invalidated by
the religious; it means essential acting and suffering in rela-
tion to men, coordinated with the essential relation to God," Thel
|[Works of Martin Buber, p. 78. But if this were so, it would
necessitate a reversal of virtually everything Kierkegaard said
about Abraham, which is difficult to believe. Klerkegaard often
Iglosely identifies the ethical and the religious particularly

hen he is contrasting them with the aesthetic. But since he
oes not anywhere clearly repudiate the sharp distinctions be~
tween the ethical and the religious made in Fear and Trembliﬁg,
it seems best to interpret these other isclated statements that

seem to ldentify the ethical and the religious in view of the
Elear distinction he does make between them and nowhere clearly
repudiates. See Soren Kierkegaard, Fear and Trembling, p. 78,
here he wrote, "The ethical is the universal, and as such it is
again the divine. One has therefore a right to say that funda-
entally every duty is a duty toward God; but if one cannot say
ore, then one affirms at the same time that properly I have no
duty toward God. Duty becomes duty by being referred to God,
ut in duty itself I do not come into relation with God. Thus it}
is a duty to love one's neighbor, but in performing this duty I
go noE come into relation with God but with the neighbor whom I
ove.,
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Jexpresses one's universal duty but the religious says that ". . .
the individual as the particular is higher than the universal,”
This can also be expressed by saying that ". . . there is an ab-
lsolute duty toward God for in this relationship of duty the indi-
vidual as an individual stands related absclutely to the abso-

lute.” Or, to summarize Kierkegaard, an ethical experience re-

ponds to the moral law; a religious experience responds to the
oral Law-~Giver Himself. The moral law says, "Thou shalt not
ill"; God told Abraham: sacrifice your son Isaac. In this case
then, either the religious is above the ethical or Abraham, far
|from being the great hero of faith, is a down-right murderer.
Fhus. we are ", . . wrong in not protesting loudly and clearly
lpgainst the fact that Abraham enjoys honor and glory as the
father of faith, whereas he ought to be prosecuted and convicted
Pf murder.” In Abraham's case he had to transcend the ethical in
rder to do the religious. This does not mean the ethical is
destroyed by the religious; rather, it is merely dethroned by it.
For the ethical is a necessary prerequisite to the religious; one
can not be religious unless he is first ethical. However, the
religious is a higher relationship of duty to God in view of
fvhich even the ethical must give way. "Abraham, by a religious
E:t of faith, overstepped the ebhical entirely and possessed a

gher telos outside of it, in relation to which he suspended the
former.” In this state of absolute duty to God, ". . . the ethi-
fal is reduced to a position of relativity" to the point that

". « o Love to God may cause the knight of faith to give his love
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to his neighbor the opposite expression to that which, ethically
Lspeaking, is required by duty." The religious is higher than the
ethical as the individual is higher than the universal, or as the
concrete is over the abstract, or as the response to the person
of God takes precedence over response to mere propositions about
God. That is to say, morality is man's responsibility in this
world; religion is his response to revelation from beyond this
world. The former calls for duty, the latter for worship.69

Furthermore, it may be added that religion differs from
Hmorality because the latter can point out man's wesknesses or
sin but only the former can help him transcend them. That is,
religion is higher than ethics because a feeling of grace is
higher than a sense of guilt. Morality tells a man he ougat to
do; religion can help him do it. The former provides the norm
for transcending; the latter can give the motivation for transge
cending.

In brief, a religious experience differs from an ethical
experience in several ways: (1) Its commitment is broader in
scope; (2) Its commitment is different in kind; (3) Its object
is of a higher order; (4) Its object alone has the power to over-
come and unify. First, a religious commitment is broader than a
moral one since the former is a whole commitment of the whole man)

to the whole universe. That is, it is a commitment of man as a

whole including his non-moral aspects of being, such as thinking,

69411 of the above quotes appear in Klerkegaard, Fear and
|*rembling, pp. 66, 90, 78, 65, €9, 80.
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and acting such as knowing, art, and play. Second, even if one
defines the moral more broadly so as to include the whole man, a
moral commitment would still differ from a religious commitment
in that the former is what one should do; the latter is what one
wants to do. Morality is a matter of duty; religion is also one
of desire. Further, a religious experience has a higher object
than a mdral experience. PFor morality is man's commitment to
men; religion is his commitment to what goes beyond men, to the
transcendent. Finally, only a religious experience can bring
complete unity into one's life. That is, morality can produce
rguilt; only religion can provide grace. The moral shortcomings
call for a religious overcoming. The duality within man calls
for a unity beyond him.

There is no need to be long concerned with whether morality
flows from religion or religion flows from morality, or whether
they are separate atreams.7o Their close historical and logical
lconnections would seem to preclude the latter. As to the former
question, Schleiermacher's suggestion is helpful:

Specific actions follow only from specific impulses.

Religion is not a specific impulse, so no specific ac~

tions can follow from it. Religion produces action only

as a sum of activity flows from a sum of feeling, viz.,
as that which reflects the inner unity of the spirit.

70Tillich writes in this regard: "The question of moral mo-
tivation can be answered only transmorally. For the law demands,
but cannot forgive; it Jjudges, but cannot accept. Therefore,
forgiveness and acceptance, the conditions of the fulfillment of
the law, must come from something above the law, or more precise-
ly, from something in which the split between our essential bein%
and our existence is overcome and healing power has appeared,”
Morality and Beyond, p. 64.
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"But," he continues, "while a man does nothing from religion, he
should do everything with religion. Uninterruptedly, like a
sacred music, the religious feelings should accompany his active
life, "7}

As Tillich indicated, "If the moral imperative were derived
from religion in the traditional sense of the word, secular eth-
ics would have to sever any ties with religion, for it rejects

2 .
n? There is cer-

direct dependence on any particular religion.
tainly a danger in tying ethics to specific religious beliefs,
as Freud rightly noted. For if, as men are prone to do, these
religious beliefs are rejected, then one has lost his basis for
morality.75 However, if one means that morality flows from the
far more extensive, if not universal, attitude of men called re-
ligious, then Freud's objection loses its force. First one must

determine more precisely what is meant by religion before this

question can be answered satisfactorily.

Religious Experience in Contrast to Aesthetic Experience

There is also a close connection between religion and art.
Whitehead contends that religion and play have the same origin in
ritual, "This is because ritual is the stimulus to emotion, and
an habitual ritual may diverge into religion or into play, accor-
ding to the quality of the emotion excited. . . ." He also

71

Schleiermacher, On Religion, pp. 57-59.
72pi11ich, Morality and Beyond, p. 30.

73Freud, The Future of an Illusion, pp. 62-64.
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observed, ". . . in the modern world, a holy day and a holiday
are kindred notions."’* Otto noted that the sacred and the sub-
lime are similar in two ways: both are inexplicable and both have
the dual character of humbling yet exalting the beholder.75 In
fact the two experiences are so similar that an sesthetic experi-
ence may be used to evoke a religious one, as Otto observed.76
|rillich noted that the religious may even appear in a painting
which has no religious content in the traditional sense.77
How, then, can we differentiate these two closely associated
experiences? Schleiermacher put his distinction this way: all
cience is the existence of things in man; art and culture is
the existence of man in things. But both art and science are
hependent on the universal existence of all things in the Infine
1te.78 Or, to say it another way, science is speculative, art
is practical, and religion is intuitive.’J

The problem with this distinction is that an aesthetic ex-

lperience can be intuitive too, as Plotinus points out. That is,

?*\nitehead, Religion in the Making, p. 21.
750tt0, e Idea of the Holy, pp. 44, 45,

76For example darkness (as in temples) can evoke a mystical
ffect; silence can provoke a spontaneous reaction to a numinous
resence; and emptiness, by doing away with the "this"” and "here"
an draw attention to the "wholly other" (Otto, The Idea of the

oly, pP. 72, 73.
77Tillich, Ultimate Concern, p. 6.

783chleiermacher, On Religion, p. 39.
71vid., pp. 275-284.
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art as a practice, (e.g., man making something beautiful) is no
doubt distinguishable from mligion as a feeling or awareness of
the absolute. But what about one's awaren2ss of absolute beauty;
is this kind of aesthetic experience distinguishable from a reli-
|gious awareness of the absolute? For example, in Plotinus there
is that absolute beauty (the "One" or "Good") which is experienced
as ultimate and is identified with "God." It is beyond all sen-
sible and even intellectual beauty and can be known only in a
jmystical union with it. If by an aesthetic experience one refers
to this kind of ultimate intuition, then it would seem that
Schleiermacher's distinction between aesthetics and religion
would not hold. |
Kierkegaard, in a more radical distinction, views the aes-

" |thetic, moral, and religious dimensions as three ascending levels
or stages of 1ife.8° The aesthetic level is that of feeling, the
ethical one of deciding, and the religious level is one of exist-
|ing. The aesthetic stage represents the routines of life; the
ethical gives rules for life, and the religious gives a revela-
tion to life. Whereas the first is self-centered, the second
law~-centered, the last is God-centered. Aesthetics represents a
life without choosing; morality a choosing of life; religion is

the choosing of God. From the aesthetic to the moral is a leap81

80mmese three levels ars represented respectively by three
of his works, Repetitions (the aesthetic), Either/Or (the ethi-
lcal), and Fear an embling (the religious), e overall in
a work entItled Stages on Igfe's Way.

8lpach stage is separated by a erisis of despair and is
spanned only by a "leap of faith." Lower levels are not
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from being spectator to being participator in life; a leap from
personal whims to universal norms; from mere deliberatian to de-
cision; from being controlled by life to being in control of
life. The further leap from the ethical stage to the religious
is a leap from the objective realm of abstract, universal moral
code, to the subjective realm of concrete, particular conduct;
from the essential order to the existential; from propositions
about God to the person of God. Briefly, then, aesthetics is
something one has; religion is something one is. The former is
impersonal; the latter is personal. Aesthetics is something one
knowsj religion is something one lives. One grips the aestheti-
cal dimension of life, but the religious grips him.

But even Kierkegaard's radical distinction would not do to
differentiate what Plotinus meant by an experience of absolute
beauty from what Schleiermacher meant by a religious experience.
Both are ultimate; both are absolute. Perhaps the simplest way
to resolve the problem is to say that for Plotinus there is no
distinction between a religious and an aesthetic experience of

"Absolute Beauty;" in fact they are identical.82

However, there
remains the question of whether this is the normal and customary

meaning of an aesthetic experience. At least on the lower level%

destroyed, only dethroned, by higher levels, and attainment is ngc
arantee of permanence. See Walter Lowrie, Kierkegaard (New York ;
arper and Row Publishers, 1962), pp. 150-167; - s 391-440,

Saﬁowever. there is certainly a distinction in Plotinus bhe-
tween an aesthetic experience on either a sensual or intellectu-
al level and this highest intuitive experience. Cf. Enneads I,
6, 6-9; V, 5, 12.
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(sensual, intellectual) of aesthetic experience there is a marked
difference between the religious and the aesthetic experiences;
the former is ultimate the latter is not. Aesthetic experience
may lead to religious experience, but they are not identiecal,

Pollowing this line of thought Otto contends that an aes-
thetic experience can be used to evoke a religious experience,
even though the two experiences differ in kind. PFor Otto an aes~
thetic experience is a sense of the sublime; a religious experi-
ence is an awareness of the sacred or holy--a numinous experienc
And even though there is a hidden relation between the sacred an
the sublime,85 these two experiences differ in kind and not mere-

84 Although Otto does not clearly draw out his dis-

ly in degree.
tinctions, he seems to imply that the difference between them is
that between a sense of grandeur on the one hand and a vision of
God on the other; like the difference between viewing the Grand
Canyon and that of seeing a Holy God (as Isaiah's vision in the
01a Testament).®? As A. E. Taylor put it, if William Shakespears)
walked into the room we should stand, but if Jesus Christ walked
into the room we should kneel.86 The former could occasion an

aesthetic experience; the latter could provide a religious en-

counter. Aesthetics involves a sense of wonder and amazement;

830tto, The Idea of the Holy, p. 65.
8%1vid., p. 106.

asIsaiah, chapter 6.

15§6A. E. Taylor, "The Argument from Religious Experience,"
P. .
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religion involves a sense of worship and adoration.

But how can one say they differ in kind unless he can show
what the difference is? In answer we would suggest two differ-
ences: (1) The object of an aesthetic experience, at least in the
ordinary sensual or intellectual senses, is not ultimate whereas
the object of a religious experience is ultimate. And in the
Plotinian sense of an intuitive experience of absolute beauty
one really has a religious experience described in aesthetic
terms or in its aesthetic dimension. (2) The nature of an aes-
thetic experience (even in the Plotinian sense of absolute beauty}
is different from a religious experience. Even if the object of
both is considered to be one and the same absolute, nevertheless
the attitude of the religious toward it differs from that of the
artist. The latter merely has an attitude of wonder and admira-
tion toward the absolute; the former has a spirit of worship and
adoration toward it. The artist is drawn by it, but the reli-
gious is also repelled by it. As Otto observed, there is a sens
of fear as well as fascination. That is, the religious person
is not only devoted to but also senses his dependence on the ul-
timate. PFurthermore, the artist has an attitude of contempla-
tion; the religious has an attitude of complete commitment.

That is, the artist as such remains detached from ultimate beauty
whereas the religious is aware of his dependence on the ultimate.

Religious Experience in Contrast to a Purely Secular Exper-
ience.~~An experience need not be secular or non-religious sim-

ply because it is humanistic. Both Fromm's and Dewgzls views
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are humanistic and yet qualify as religious.

In Fromm's case what he calls a "humanistic" religion in
contrast to an "authoritarian" religion qualifies (under our
definition) as religious. For the higher human self, which he
calls "God," does indeed transcend the individual and it is con-
sidered ultimate, i.e., he is ultimately committed to it.5”
Likewise, Dewey's form of humanism is essentially religious. He
said, "Any activity pursued in behalf of an ideal end and against
obstacles and in spite of threats of personal loss because of
lconviction of its general and enduring value is religious in
quality."ae The ideal goal is transcendent and the type of con-
viction of it and commitment to it is total.

If this be so, then one may ask Jjust what type of humanis-
tic experience would not qualify as a religious experience.
Basically, a non-religious or purely secular experience would be
one where either (1) no transcendent other exists beyond the in-
dividual, or (2) which if there were an other he would not be
totally committed to it because it would not be considered ulti-
mate. The fact that such are difficult to find is testimony to
Just how incurably religious man is after all. Even Sigmund
Freud's god of human reason, which he calls Logos, is not identi-

fied with the individual'389 rational powers and thus qualifies

87Fromm, Psychoanalysis and Religion, pp. 37, 49, 60.

Bsnewey, A Common Faith, p. 27.
89Freud. Future of an Illusion, p. 88.
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as transcendent. Likewise, the projected human "self" which
Feuerbach says men consider (falsely) to be God is not the indi-
vidual human being but human nature in general, i.e., universal
or generic man.90 Of course he does not consider it to be real,
nor does Dewey hold his ideal goal to be real. Nevertheless, it
is beyond the individual and it is considered ultimate by the
religious person. Therefore, it qualifies as an object of reli-
gilous experience.

The first way in which one may be irreligious is by a refus-
al to recognize any kind of transcendence whatsoever., This, said
W. C. 8mith, is what characterizes contemporary secularity.gl
That is, a completely immanent, this-worldly outlook which is un-|
able (or unwilling) to transcend in any direction is essentially
non-religious., As Martin Marty put it, "Secularism permits no
transcendent . . . . It is self-contained, self-explanatory,
self—enclosed."92 Or as Altiger wrote, "If there is one clear
portal to the twentieth century, it is . . . the collapse of any
[neaning or reality being beyond the newly discovered radical im-
[pranence of modern man, an immanence dissolving even the memory

or the shadow of transcendence."93

9°Feuerbaoh. The Essence of Christianity, p. 7.
9y, c. Smith, The Meaning and End of Religion, p. 127.
92Martin Marty, Varietlies of Unmbelief, p. 138.

95A1t1zer, The Gospel of Christian Atheism (Philadelphia:
[The Westminster Press, fgﬁ@?’ . 22. There are several reasons
for this radical immanence: zlg The inability to get at the tran-
scendent because it is "dead" (a la Altizer), or (2) Because our
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But not only is there a radically immanent, irreligious
#tance by some contemporary men because of the inability to dis-
over the transcendent but also because of an unwillingness to

ake a total commitment (or even a partial one) to it. This un-

illingness is the second characteristic of a non-religious ex-

erience. There are many reasons some men would refuse to com-
it themselves to the transcendent, even if it were there: (1)
ecause it is deemed unworthy of their devotion.g4 or (2) because
tan considers himself mature enough to get along without the btran
cendent,95 or (3) because the individual desires to honor him-
|Iself as ultimate.96

In brief, 2 man may be irreligious or purely humanistic in

two ways. PFirst, because he is unable to see a transcendent, or

second, because he is unwilling to submit to #. In either event
is experience falls short of being religious.

language about it is "dead" or meaningless (van Buren), or (3)
Because it is "eclipsed” by conceptualizations about it (as Buber
said), or (4) Because it is "silent™ or hiding.

941van in Dostoevsky's The Brothers Karamazov reflects this
attitude, for even if God existed lvan lLeaves the impression that
Ige would never surrender to Him because of the injuatice He has
one to man.

95Fromm states this well: "If mankind is able to produce

enough to feed all men, it does not need to pray for daily bread.
Man can provide that by his own effort," Psychoanalysis and Reli-
Igion, p. 104,

96Ayn Rand's philosophy of selfishness is as clear an exan-
ple of this as one can find. "By the grace of reality and the
nature of life, man~-every man--is an end in himself, he exists

for his own sake, and the achievement of his own %gpiness is his|
highest moral purpose," For the New Intellectual e New Ameri-
can Library: A Signet Book, 19617, PD. .
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Various Dimengions of Religious Transcendence

Now that religious experience has been defined and distin-
guished from other experiences, it remains to discuss the various
irections or dimensions that this transcendence may take. For
the transcendent can be the object of religious awareness and
laspiration in many different directions. Pailure to see these
[dimensions may be cause for misunderstanding the essentially re-
ligious character of these experiences.

The following is offered as a typology of the major dimen-
sions of transcendence: (1) Retrospective transcendence; (2) Ver-
tical transcendence; (3) Eschatological transcendence, and (4)
Introspective transcendence. This division suggests, respective-
ly, that men have attempted to transcend backward to origins,
upward to the top, forward to the end, and inward to the depth of
all things.

The Retrospective Dimension of Transcendence
Retrospective transcendence means that the direction in
which the religious man transcends toward the transcendent is a
backward one. That is, he seeks to go back to a beginning or
point or origin to discover the source of religious awareness.
According to Mircea Eliade, this is the characteristic feature
of the primitive religious experlience. The discussion will begin
with Eliade's analysis.

Eliade's Myth of Origins.--For Eliade the transcendent is
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ralled the "Sacred" and this world the "profane."97 The Sacred
is the opposite of the profane. Manifestations of the Sacred he
ralls a "hierophany" which is always something "Wholly Other"
fthan the profane world. The "hierophany" is a fixed point (such
s a temple or holy spot) where the "absolute reality" is re-
[;aled. It is 8 kind of "doorway" or "gateway'" to God. Where
lthe "Sacred" manifests itself there is a "center" which serves as
focal point for a "cosmos."98 The organizing of one's life
kround places where the Sacred "breaks through" is called "cos-
mosizing,f i.e., a mierocosmiccreation. It is the consecration
Pf a place by the repetition of the primitive cosmogony. That
is, to organize or cosmosize one's life is to repeat the para-
digmatic work of the gods in the beginning.gg
Eliade called the "opening" to the sacred or transcendent
k "Center of the World." A Sacred place is always a center
Eround which man orders his life. The religious man resists
Phaos and geeks to stay as close as possible to the center of the
world. The gods created the world from its center in the begin-
[ping and so this is the model after which the religious man pat-
terns his life by a repetition of their paradigmatic act. In

Ishort, religious man seeks to situate himself at the "center" of

97A term he confessedly takes from Rudolf Otto's analysis
of religious experience in The Idea of the Holy. See Eliade,
jThe Sacred and the Profane, D. .

98Eliade, The Sacred and the Profane, pp. 10«30,
Ivia., pp. 45, 52, 65.
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the world where he is closest to the holy so he can experience in
principle the mythical moment of creation.loo

Time is continuous for the pre-literate. It is recoverable
in ritual. That is, mythical time can be made present by repeti-
tion in ritual of the original act of the gods. Religious time,
then, is cyclical and periodically present by means of rites.

It was Christianity, however, which radically changed the nature
of religious time by asserting that it unfolds (via the Incarna-
tion of Christ) in history, but the pre-literate "mythical time"
is not s0. For them no time existed before the reality narrated
in their myth and it is recoverable through the ritualistic reen-

101 By this ritual the participant becomes

actment of the same.
contemporaneous with the time of origin which is a kind of eter~
nal present. That is, ". . . the man of archaic societies is
not only obligated to remember mythical history but also to re-
enact a large part of it periodically."log In this way, the re-
ligious man reveals that his desire for transcendence is really
in the direction of the original paradise. This "myth of the
eternal return,” said Eliade, "did not paralyze ancient reli-

gious man. It is not a retreat from responsibility but an assum-

ing of it in the creation of the cosmos. It is not a return to

1001p34., pp. 45, 52, 65.
10l1p34,, pp. 70, 72.
102g11ade, Myth and Reality, p. 13.
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the dream world but a desire for the real world by a return to
the original world. It is what we will call a "retrospective
transcendence."lo5
"The myth," said Eliade, "relates a sacred history, that is,
a primordial event that took place at the beginning of time, ab
initio."lo4 It is the revelation of a mystery, a recital of what
the gods did at the beginning. The function of myth is to fix
the paradigmatic model for all significant human activity. Live
ing a myth, then, implies a genuinely religious experience. The
religiousness of this experience is due to the fact that one re-
enacts the creative deeds of the supernatural.los By repeating
the myth man remains in the "sacred" or "real," and by continual
reactivation of the original gestures of the gods man sanctifies
his world. To forget to re-enact the myth is "sin," for it is
through ritual and myth that man is in contact with the tranascen-
dent. Only by reactualizing the myth does man have hope. That
is, by eternal repetition there is eternal recovery.lo6
So the religious life for Eliade assumes the following basic
form: The bellef that 1) there is an absolute reality which tran-
scends the world but is manifest in the world; 2) life has a

sacred origin and that man realizes his potential in the degree

103Eliade, The Sacred and the Profane, pp. 92-94,
1041pia., p. 95. Cf. Myth and Reality, pp. 5, 6.
10581 1ade, Myth and Reality, p. 19.

l%miade, The Sacred and the Profane, pp. 98, 99, 101. Cf.
Myth and Reality, pp. 144, 145,
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to which he participates in it; 3) that gods created the world,
the history of which is preserved in myths; 4) by imitation of
the gods man reactﬁalizes sacred history and man keeps close to
the gods. Non-religious man, on the other hand, is characterized
by 1) his refusal of transcendence and, 2) his acceptance of the
relativity of reality or even doubt of its meaning. No such men,
said Eliade, are known in archaic cultures; only in modern Wes-
tern society has "profane" man fully devaloped.lo?

Eliade's view may be summed up this way: Religion is the
paradigmatic solution for every existential erisis not only be-
cause it can be indefinitely repeated, but alsc because it is be-
lieved to have a transcendental origin, thus enabling man to
transcend personal situations and, finally, gain access to the
world of spirit.lo8 Unlike the "profane" man, the symbols of
the religious man are able to "open up" the universe to him, To
be sure secular man has many symbols, but none of them are any
more than private and partial mythologies which are not experi-
enced by the whole man. None of thém are paradigmatic provisions]
for retrospective transcendence; they do not take the "profane"
man back to the transcendent origin of all things.log For the
primitive man, the meaning of the world was galned through the

nyth of origin or cosmogony. Its function is to reveal models

107k 5ade, The Sacred and the Profane, pp. 202, 203.

1081p34., p. 210.
1091p14., p. 211.
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?nd, thereby, to give meaning to the world and to human life.
Through myth, the world can be apprehended as an intelligible
?nd significant cosmes.llo

The Limitations of Retrospective Transcendence.--~What Eliade

describes 1s certainly one form of religious transcendence, viz.,
p retrospective kind. The mistake comes, however, in considering
this the only way one may have a religious experience. If retro-
gpective transcendence via myths of origin were the only way Vo
transcend, then few men but pre-literates have been religious.
Furthermore, were transcendence possible only via a backward
hovement to the mythical origin, then Greek philosophy would have
Ispelled the end to all religion. But in fact Greek philosophy
lopened up the way for a new dimension of transcendence, for they
too were interested in origins but they replaced cosmogony with
ﬂa coamclogy.lll
Both are answers to the question of origins. But the latter
is an attempt to go beyond the myth and find an archéor absolute
point of beginning by reason. Fliade said that the Greeks attemp:
ted to go beyond mythology as divine history and to reach a pri-
ﬂmal source, to identify the womb of Being. "It was in seeking
the source, the principle, the ggggg. that philosophical specula-

tion for a short time coincided with cosmogony; but it was no

110p)1ade, Myth and Reality, pp. 144, 145,

lllAs Eliade points out, this type of mental attitude is not
exclusive to archaic societies; "The desire to know the origin of]
things is also characteristic of Western culture,”" ibid., p. 76.
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longer the cosmogonic myth, it was an ontological problem.” That
is, "The 'essential' is reached, then, by a prodigious 'going
jpack' accomplished by an effort of thought. In this sense it
%ould be said that the earliest philosophical speculations derive
from mythologies. . . ." In this way ". . . systematic thought
lendeavors to identify and understand the ‘absolute beginning' of
which the cosmogonies tell, to unveil the mystery of the Creation
pf the world, in short, the mystery of the appearance of Being."n‘2
So the earliest philosophic speculations are derived from mythol-
ogies: that the mythos and the logos find their common source in
pn attitude which is religious, viz., the desire to know the an-
Ewer to the question of origins.

However, the Greek philosophers effected a radical change
in the religious myths they inherited. For one thing, instead of
viewing them in an emotional or involved way, they looked on them
in a detached and specudative manner.

A representation of the world-order which had once been
a mystery, frought, in its earlier days, with awful emo-
tion and serious practical consequences, is now put for-
ward as a rational theory, which anyone who can under-
stand it is free to take or leave.ll3

But the rationalization was not complete; there were not only
remnants of religious thought in Greek thought but there was also
4& breaking out in a new dimension of transcendence. This can be

[seen most clearly in the way Greek rationalism culminated in

121pi4., pp. 111-112.
113Cornford, From Religion to Philosophy, p. 50.
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[Plotinian mysticism.

The Vertical Dimension of Transcendence
The tendency to transcend upward by leaving the lower world
bf shadows and images and ascending to the world of pure forms

114

hbove is present already in Plato. However, the tendency for

[vertical transcendence is both more explicit and more clearly

?eligious in Plotinus.

Plotinus: Reaching the God 'Up There.'~~For Plotinus all
things proceed from the "One" and all things return to it, for

pll plurality presupposes a prior unity.lls "Anything existing

fter the First must necessarily arise from that First . . ."
e wrote.l16 Since the "One" is an absolute unity, all emana-
ions that flow from it must be something less than pure simplic-
ity. 117 In fact they form with the "Onme" a triplicity of unity
in a descending order toward greater multiplicity. After the
rimary unity (the One) there is a secondary unity (One-Many)
Ealled "Nous" or "Intellect" and a tertiary unity (Cne-and-Many)
called "World Soul."l1®
The first movement in Plotinian thought is that from unity
to multiplicity. At the bottom of the chain of emanation is

114See particularly Plato's famous Cave Analogy in Republic
VII.

115Plotinus, Enneads III, 8, 9; V, 3, 15.
1161p34., v, 4, 1.

M71pia., v, 3, 15.

181pia., v, 1, 8.
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jpatter which is the most multiple of all. Matter is mogst multi-

Ple and has the least unity. It is the place where unity takes
its last stand against chaos, Matter is the place the whole
Erocess of emanation from absolute simplicity (the One) peters
ut. "Por as necessarily as there is Something after the First,
[po necessarily there is a Last: this Last is Matter, the thing
which has no residue of good in it: here is the necessity of
Evil." Furthermore, the farther gomething 1s from unity the less
reality it has, for divergence from unity involves a correspond-
ing divergence from reality. In other words, the farther down
the emanation extends the greater is the multiplicity and the
less is the resality. And at the very bottom one finds the evil
lof almost total multiplicity and an almost complete lack .of real-
ity, which he calls "Matter" or "Non-Being." It is by contact
jwith this matter that the lower phase of the individual soul of a
jpan is contaminated and, therefore, must purify itself of this
proliferation and begin to ascend toward higher and higher
Iunity.119
The second great movement in Plotinian philosophy is the
pove upward away frommultiplicity to a higher unity. Men must
be careful lest by continually drenching themselves in the multi-
plicity of matter, they can become irretrievadbly fragmented and
absolutely evil. But fortunately as men wander in this foreign

land of evil they have a natural homesickness for the "Fatherland"

_ 1i9_12i9.. II, 4, 11; 1, 8, 73 VI, 2, 5; I, 8, 3; I, 8, 5;
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of good. "The appetite for the divine Intellect urges them to
return to thelr source." That is, being unsatisfied in the mul-
tiplicity of evil they are pulled together by a higher unity.
[Bince the move from unity to multiplicity is outward and down-
fward, the move up toward greater unity again will be inward and
mpward.lao

The first step in the move upward toward higher unity is
from the sensible to the intellectual. It begins in the realm of

[pense, where one is "busy about many things," where the soul is
"pefouled by its housing, made fragmentary by corporeal exten-
ion." Here it is in sensation that noting the flux of things it
Enows at once that from elsewhere comes that higher unity that
floats on things below. Looking at the multiple images of sensa-
tion, man recognizes in them a unity which as a fugitive has en-
tered the realm of matter. So as one beholds the unity below he
is impelled to pursue them to their higher source. That is to
lsay, the sign of the sensible point upward from their own multi-
plicity to a higher unity; the roads of the many lead to the one.
But the road that leads upward first leads inward. Man has an
intellectual unity which is greater than sensation. The inner
unity of his intellect is greater than the outward multiplicity
lavailable through his bodily senses.lal

The next step in the ascent toward greater unity moves from

1201v44., 1, 8, 13; IV, 8, 4; I, 6, 7.
12l1p3a., 1, 3, 4; I, 6, 2-8; VI, 9, 11; I, 3, 6.




| 126 |
Ehe intellectual to the intuitional. Since every particular

[thing has a unity of its own to which it may be traced, as one

lpounts upward from sensation, he must come first to the immediate

ity for soul, which is found in the intellectual realm called
EZEQ." "In this upward movement one takes with him only that bet-
ter [higher ] part of the Soul which alone is winged for the In-
tellectual act." To know the intellect joins in a higher unity
khere knower becomes lidentical with the known.122 However, even
in the intellectual realm there is this basic duality of knower
[pond known and the multiplicity of Forms or Ideas by which things
lpbre known. Hence, it is necessary for the one seeking absolute
junity to press upward, beyond intellectual knowledge to an intui-
tion of absolute Simplicity.

In this final stage in one's "vertical' transcendence he

finds himself alone with the Alone. For ", . . the Supreme is

Eﬁt known intellectually." Hence, one wishing to contemplate

hat transcends the Intellectual attains by putting away all that
is of the intellect. For

« » «» knowledge of the One comes to us neither by science
nor by pure thought . . . but by a presence which is
superior to science . . . for science implies discursive
reason and discursive reason implies manifoldness. He

then misses the One and falls into number and multiplicity.
fTo know the "Supreme" one must merge with the "Supreme" and be-
lcome one with it, center coinciding with center. Just as one

fmust become godlike and beautiful if he cares to see "God" and

1221v35., Vv, 3, 4.
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"Beauty," so one must become one with the "One" if he is to know
the "One." The soul must put away all multiplicity, sensible and
intellectual so that "alone it may receive the Alone."123 It is
t this point that one's vertical transcendence is realized, when
Ee has reached the top of the pyramid in which the many lives
meet in an absolute simplicity.

So in Plotinus the Greek rationalization went beyond itself,

T

Eeyond reason, and returned to its religious roots. As Emile Bre-
ier said, the Greek yearning for philosophical unity bhad ful-
filled itself in the mystical unity; mysticism had completed ra-

tionalism.124

But the religious transcendence involved in this
mystical union is not the same as for pre-~philosophical man.
There are no myths for Plotinus. It is not a question of origin
[pbut unity; not a search for what is at the beginning but what is
Et the top. That is, transcendence is not retrospective but ver-
tical. And furthermore, transcendence is no longer super-natural
but natural for Plotinus, a fact which the neo-platonic Christians
jwould find some difficulty in reconciling with grace.

Reaction to the God "Up-There."--Some thinkers have not been

1231pi3., VI, 7, 35; V, 5, 6; VI, 9, 4; (Katz' translation);
Vi, 9, 16; I’ 6, 95 VI, 7, 34.

124Emile Brehier, The Philosgg%% of Plotinus, trans. Joseph
[fThomas (Chicago: The University o icago Press, 1958), p. 162.

125Even Augustine was still sorting out the Neo-platonic in-
fcompatibilities with his Christian philogsophy at the end of his
life as the many modifications and revisions of his "platonism"
fnade in his Retractions reveal.
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content with vertical transcendence since they feel that it too
involves a mythological view of the universe. Contrary to what
Fhe Greek philosophers did in seeking the reality of the logos

in the mythos they have denied any reality in the mythos whatso-

iver. Rather, these contemporary thinkers have sought a reality
ehind the myth, by stripping the myth of its historical trap-
tings to get at its ontological truth. Rudolf Bultmann is a good

xample of this reaction to vertical transcendence, to the God
"up there" or "out there."

Bultmann contended, for example, "The whole conception of
the world which is presupposed in the preaching of Jesus as in
the New Testament generally is mythological."” By this he means
the conception of the world as being structured in three stories,
beaven, earth, and hell; the conception of the intervention of
ﬂsupernatural powers in the course of events; and the conception
jof miracles. According to Bultmann, "These mythological concep-
tions of heaven and hell are no longer acceptable for modern men,
|since for scientific thinking to speak of ‘above' and 'below' in
the universe has lost all meaning. . . ."126

In this mythological structure it would be necessary to
Ispeak of God as ™up there" or "out there."lz? It is in this
Isense that Bultmann's "demythology" would oppose even the con-

lcept of vertical transcendence. "To de-mythologize," said

126pudaols Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology (New York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1958), DPDe 15, 20.

127Robinson, Honest to God, pp. 11 f.
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Eultmann, "is to reject not Scripture or the Christian message as
lo whole, but the world-view of Scripture. . . ." It is ". . . to
deny that the message of Scripture and of the Church is bound to
%n ancient world-view which is obsolete." "Therefore," he contin-
hed, "it is mere wishful thinking to suppose that the ancient
world-view of the Bible can be renewed."128
However, de-mythologizins does not mean a rationalizing of
the Christisn message, Bultmann assured us. "Not at all! On the
lcontrary, de-mythologizing makes clear the true meaning of God's
mystery." It is to seek the ". . . deeper meaning which is con-
cealed under the cover of mythology."lag He held that "The pur-
pose of demythologization is not to make religion more acceptable
to modern man by trimming the traditional Biblical texts, but to
Inake clearer to modern man what the Christian faith is." What

I am fighting against is Just this fixation of God as an
objective entity. . . . Therefore my attempt to demythol-
ogize begins, true enough, by clearing away the false
stumbling blocks created for modern man the fact that

his world view is determined by science.l30

|What Bultmann is against is the obJjectification that mythology
implies. In this sense, modern science can be as guilty as an-
jcient mythology.131 In brief, de-mythologize means to de-objec-

128

Bultmenn, Jesus Christ and Mythology, pp. 35, 36, 38.
1291v14., pp. 43, 18.

13oBultmann, "The Case for Demythologization," Myth and
lﬁhristianitx, ed. Karl Jaspers and Rudolf Bultmann (Wew York: The|
oonday Press, 1958), pp. 59, 50.

13lumgtnical thinking is just as objectifying as scientific
thinking, for instance, when the former represents the transcen-
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tify. It is in this respect somewhat the reverse of the Greek
rationalization.

What does one discover in de~mythologizing the biblical con-
kept of the God "up there"? According to Bultmannone discovers
"o « o the transcendence and hiddenness of God as acting.“132

|this is because "The invisibility of God excludes every myth
thich tries to make God and His action visible; God withholds Him

elf from view and obstarz'va:i.:j.mn'153 That is to say, "Man's life
is moved by the search for God because it is always moved, con-
cilously or unconsciously, by the question about his own personal

lexistence." Of course, "The question of God and the question of

yself are identical," wrote Bultmann, But, "From the statement
hat to speak of God is to speak of myself, it by no means followg
hat God is not outside the believer," he reminds us. "Thus, the
act that God cannot be saeen or apprehended apart from faith does
ot mean that He does not exist apart from faith." What this

ioes show, said Bultmann, is that God cannot be ob;jectified.l34
From this it is clear that Bultmann's demythologlzation of
[ertical transcendence, of the God "up there" is by no means to

e construed as a negation of all transcendence. To be sure,

ﬁence of God in terms of remoteness in space gﬁay "1p there"] . .
" "For all human world-views obJjectivixze e world and ignore

or eliminate the significance of the encounters in our personal

xistence," Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, p. 61, n. 1;
83' Of. po 62-

1321vi3., p. 83.
1331bia., pp. 83-84.

15%1bid., pp. 53, 70, 72.




131
", « o for scientific thinking to speak of *above' and 'below' in
the universe has lost all meaning, but the idea of the transcen-
ence of God . . . is still signiticant."135 he wrote. There is
la "God" or "transcendent." He is active in man's personal, exis-
tential experience. He does in some sense exist apart from man,
[put He doesn't exist ™up there."
If God doesn't exist "up there," then where is he to be
found? In which direction does man transcend in a religious ex-
[perience for Bultmann? 1In brief, the snswers are respectively
"in Christ" and "forward." Bultmann, as a Christian, believes
that God is revealed in Christ and that ". . . it has become more
jand more clear that the eschatological expectation and hope is

the core of the New Testament preaching throughout.” "Today,"

e wrote, "nobody doubts that Jesus' conception of the Kingdom of
E;d is an eschatological one--at least in European theoclogy and,
o far as I can see, also among American New Testament scholars.”
Ehat Bultmann finds, then, in New Testament eschatology ". . . is
tot simply the idea of transcendence as such, but of the impor-
ance of the transcendence of God, of God who is never present
s a familiar phenomenon but who is always the coming God, who is
veiled by the unknown future." In brief, "This, then, is the
deeper meaning of the mythological preaching of Jesus--to be open
[to God's future which is really imminent for every one of us . .

« «; to be prepared, because this future will be a judgment on

1351pi4., p. 20.
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all men who have bound themselves to this world and are not free,
lnot open to God's future.“136
From Bultmann's de-mythological rejection of vertical trans-
[cendence, then, one is led naturally to consider more seriously
the view of eschatological transcendence. As the Greek rational-
ization made retrospective transcendence obsolte, so also demyth-
lologization makes vertical transcendence untenable for some
Fodern men. Hence, there is a turn in a new direction, that of
leschatological transcendence.

Eschatological Dimension of Transcendence
Only on the view that history is going somewhere is the po-
Eition of eschatological transcendence possible. If there is no

orizontal history with an end or goal, then man cannot trans-

end in that direction. Such a linear view of history is un-
own to ancient and Eastern ways of thinking. For the archaic
ocieties, Eliade pointed out, time is mythical and not histori-
ggl.ls? However, with the Hebrew prophets appears the first
clear indication that there is an end or goal for time, il.e., a

culmination or climax towards which human events are moving.138

1361pia., pp. 13, 22-23, 31-32,
157Eliade, The Sacred and the Profane, pp. 72, 1l12.

158A recent historian wrote, "The Hebrews broke sharply with
11 these prevailing conceptions of time and history. Instead of
ecurring events, they saw a series of distinet episodes, each
nvolving a unique intervention by Yahweh, unrepeatable and irre-
ersible. Instead of circular patterns, they saw history moving
n a straight line toward the fulfillment of divine purpose,”
Trygve R. Tholfsen, Historical Thinking (New York: Harper and Row

i
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Ewven more decidedly clear is this point in the New Testament. As
Eliade observed, Christianity radically changed the nature of
bime by sanctifying it through the Incarnation of Christ. o2

God Is Dead.--Hegel wrote that God is dead ™C ana Nietzsche
141

took it seriously. And Altizer drew out the religious impli-
lcations for this in a kind of eschatological transcendence. In
fact Altizer contends that Nietzsche was the first radical Chris-
tian.142
When Altizer says God is dead he does not mean that God has
lalways been dead (i.e., that there never was a living God) or
that the idea or word "God" has ceased to be effective today (as

van Buren said),lqa

or that God is merely hidden from man's view
(as Buber held). For ". . . every man today," Altizer wrote,
"who is open to experience knows that God is absent, but only the

[Christian knows that God is dead, that the death of God is a

139m1ade, The Sacred snd the Profane, pp. 72, 112.

laoHegel, The Phenomenolo of Spirit, near the beginning of
the section on "Revealed ReIIg%on’"hro e, unhappy consciousness
"e « « is the bitter pain which finds expression in the cruel
words, ‘'God is dead,'" The Philosophy of Hegel, p. 506.

14lHenry D. Aiken wrote, "Hegel said, but Nietzsche believed
that 'God is dead,'" The %gg of Idealogy (New York: A Mentor Book
1956), p. 206. Nietzsche's famous passage comes from his
Science, No. 125, where the Madman c¢ries out, "Do we not hear the
oise of the grave-~-diggers who are burying God? Do we not smell
he divine putrefaction?--~for even gods putrefy! God is dead!
God remains dead! And we have killed him!"

142

Thomas Altizer, The Gospel of Christian Atheism, p. 25.

lqultizer lists ten different senses of 'God is dead' on
pPp. x-xi, Radical Theology.
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final and irrevocable event. . . ."144 He feels that too many

thinkers have been attracted by Martin Buber's idea of the
"eclipse" of God. "God is not simply hidden from view, nor is he
Jurking in the depths of our unconscious or on the boundaries of
lour infinite space. . « .”145 We must confess, he adds, that
", « « the death of God is so to speak an actual and real event,
ﬁot perhaps an event occuring in a single monment of time or his~
tory, but notwithstanding this reservation an event that has ac-
tually happened both in a cosmic and in a historical aense."146
When did God die? God died in the Incarnation of Christ.
"To know that God is Jesus," Altizer remarked, "is to know that
God himself has become flesh: no longer does God exist as trans-
cendent Spirit or sovereign Lord. . . ."147 Why? Because as
pirit becomes the word this empties the speaker of himself and
Ehe whole reality of spirit becomes incarnate in its opposite.
[That is, "If Spirit truly empties itself in entering the world,
[fthen its own essential or original Being must be left behind in
n empty and lifeless form." Or, to put it another way, if
Ehrist is identical with God, then heaven was emptied of its God

hen Christ came to earth.laa

144A1tizer, The Gospel of Christian Atheism, p. 1ll.

lasAltizer, Radical Theology, pp. 125-126.

1461 t1zer, The Gospel of Christian Atheism, p. 103.

147Ibid., pp. 67, 68, Altizer admits to a Hegelian inter-
#retaﬁion here. See pp. 62-69, 80.

1481pi4., pp. 69, 92.
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Further, God not only died in a general sense by becoming
Incarnate, i.e., by entering the realm of flesh (and tius leaving
the realm of Spirit), but God also died in a specific sense when
phrist died on the c¢ross. "Yes, God dies in the Crucifixion:
therein he fulfills the movement of the Incarnation by totally
lemptying himself of his primordial sacrality." In fact, "Only 1n
the Crucifixion, in the death of the Word on the Cross, does the
Word actually and wholly become flesh." And, "Finally, the In-
jcarnation is only truly actually real if it effects the death of
the original sacred, the death of God himself.“149
How does the Incarnation effect the "death" of God? To
jinderstand this, said Altizer, one must speak of God as a dialec-
tical process rather than as an existent Being. That is, "Pro-
essively but decisively God abandons or negates his original
passivity . . . becoming incarnate both in and as the actuality
of world and history." 1In fact, to the extent that the Christian
Word fails to negate its original form it cannot be a forward
Emoving process or a progressive descent into the concrete. That
is to say, "Only a sacred that negates its own unfallen or prim-
ordial form can become incarnate in the reality of the profane."
To cling to a transcendent and wholly other God is a denial of
the historical reality of the Incarmation. For "Dialectically,
everything depends upon recognizing the meaning of God's total
identification with Jesus and of the understanding that it is

1%91p14., pp. 113, S54.
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lcod who becomes Jesus and not Jesus who becomes God."lso In
brief then, God must die in the Incarnation for God is a histori-
pal and dialectical process which can come to realization only by
negation. ﬁ
Is transcendence totally lost, then, in the immanence of the
Incarnation and death of God? Certainly what we have called
retrospective and vertical transcendence are eliminated by Alti-
zer. For ". . . as a result of a total movement from transcen-
ldence to immanence, we must be freed from every attachment to
transcendence, and detached from all yearning for a primordial
innocence." That is, ". . . the Crucifixion embodies and makes
finally real a divine movement from transcendence to immanence
« o+ « «" BSo then ". . . the Christian who wagers upon a totally
incarnate Christ must negate every form and image of transcen-

ﬁence, regardless of what area of consciousness or experience in

rhich it may appear.” In fact, it is suicidal for the contempor-
ry Christian to cling to transcendence for both guilt and re-
ression result from clinging to a transcendent God. Above all,
aid Altizer, theology must abandon a religious form, wholly and
konsistently repudiating the religious quest for the primordial
tacred, for unless it does theology will remain bound to a pri-
ordial or transcendent Word and thereby it will remain closed
to the present and human actuality of history. In brief, "The
death of God abolishes transcendence, theology making possible a

15Q£2£Q.' ppr. 90, 86, 153, 149, 82, 83.
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lnew and absolute immanence, an immanence freed of every sign of
transcendence."l5l
Regardless of the very categorical sound of Altizer's state-
jpents, he does not eliminate all dimensions of religious trans-
lcendence. He does repudiate retrospective and vertical trans-
cendence but he does not eliminate eschatological transcendence;
in fact his own view involves a2 kind of eschatological transcen-
[dence. He wrote, "An incarnate Word embodying a real transfigur-
tfion of Spirit into flesh cannot be sought in a heavenly beyond,
or can it be reached by a backward movement to primordial time;
it is only in the actual and contingent processes of history that
@pirit becomes flesh.152 What Altizer is saying is that man can-
ot transcend backward or upward; he must transcend in the for-
Eard movement of history.
Iike Bultmann, Altizer argued that the New Testament concept
rof the "Kingdom of God" is decidedly eschatological, that the
believer must remain open to the future. Said Altizer, ". . .
radical faith is a total response to the actual presence and the
forward movement of God in history." As a distinctively Chris-
tian form of faith it ". . . must ever be open to new epiphanies
of the Word or Spirit of God, epiphanies that will not simply be
repetitions of the original manifestation of God . . . truly new

epiphanies whose very occurence either effects or records a new

1511pi4., pp. 136, 139, 143, 145, 77, 154.

152521bid,, pp. 45, 46, 156. BSee also his Radical Theology,
De .
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lactualization or movement of the divine process."153 It is this
forward movement of Christianity which distinguishes it from
lother movements of transcendence. "Yet such a forward movement
fcannot culminate in an abolition of the opposites by returning to
|2 primordial Beginning. Like its analogue in the prophetic faith
fof the Old Testament, 1t must be grounded in an eschatological
End. « « " That is, man ", . . must move forward beyond the
death of a primordial or original sacred to an eschatological
lcoincidentia oppositorum that reconciles and unites the sacred
land the profane." 8So any authentically kenotic movement of in-
parnation must be a continual process of Spirit becoming flesh,

f eternity becoming time, or of the sacred becoming profane.
I;owever, this does not mean that the sacred becomes and remains
the profane, thus ending the forward transcendence. For the move
jlpent of the sacred into the profane is inseparable from a paral-
lel movement of the profane into the sacred. "Consequently, a
lconsistently Christian dialectical understanding of the sacred
bust finally look forward to the resurrection of the profane in
fa transfigured and thus finally sacred form.“154 Just what this
"transfigured" form or "new epiphany” will be is not known nor
is it important for present purposes. What is significant is to
lobsaerve that the radical Christian has an eschatoclogical hope;

153Altizer, The Gospel of Christian Atheism, pp. 105, 84,

154 41¢izer, Radical Theology, pp. 150, 151, 152, 155. Of
Icourse this does not mean that the whole Christian life is mere-

ly anticipatory. While he is waiting for the new epiphany, the
Christian must go out into the world in seeking Jesus,
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that when the transcendent could no longer be discovered in the
realm up there but rather came down here in human history, it
keeps moving forward. In brief, transcendence is not dead for
Altizer, only the traditional backward and upward forms of it
are dead.

The Secularization of Religion.--While contemporary man

awaits the future epiphany of transcendence, he must live within
Wa secularized world. And even granting that radical atheism of
Altizer with its Hegelian dialectic anddemise of God is not the
only form of eschatological transcendence, one must nevertheless
lcome to grips with the problem of relating transcendence (of what
ever dimension) to an immenent-oriented world. That is, there
are semantical problems with transcendence even if there were no
dialectical problems with it. This is the issue that van Buren
addresses in The Secular Meaning of the Gospel.

Van Buren stated his position as over against Bultmann, Og-
den and the demythologization school which, while rejecting myth-
ological expressions of transcendence, nevertheless maintain
there is some meaningful usages of words like "transcendent."”

He argued that the demythological position ", . . does not do
Justice to the thinking of modern man when it speaks of 'experi-
enced nonobjective reality'; it does not see that modern man can-

not even speak analogically about 'God.'"155 Van Buren offers
the following reasons for his positian:156 First, the expres-

155van Buren, The Secular Meaning of the Gospel, p. 64.

1

lsaﬂe offers three more reasons which are not applicable to
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[sions like "nonobjective reality" and "transcendence" are meaning;
less because they are not verifiable in experience; that is,
there are no conceivable experiences that could count either for
lor against something being ultimately transcendent. Second,
hnalogous language about transcendence or God is no more useful
to modern, empirically oriented man than is objectifying language
kf mythology or science. That is, "The empiricist in us finds
the heart of the difficulty not in what is said about God, but

in the very talking about God at all. We do not know ‘what'

[God is, and we cannot understand how the word 'God' is being
fused. . » +" That is, the demythologizers reject any djective
jpeaning for the word God and the nonobjective or symbolic meaning
lallows for no verification and, therefore, has no msaning at all.
Today, wrote van Buren, "we cannot even understand the Nietzschi~-
kn cry that 'God is deadl' for if it were so, how could we know?
No, the problem now is that the word 'God' is dead."157

Van Buren admitted that ". . . the heart of the method of
linguistic analysis [which he uses]} lies in the use of the veri-
fication principle~~that the meaning of a word is its use in its
jcontext." That is, the meaning of a statement is to be found in,

jand is identical with, the function or use of that statement.lsa

Egpeaking of transcendence but apply to the historicity of the New
estament kerygma about Christ, ibid., pp. 68-73.

1571vid., pp. 64-68, 84, 83, 103.
1581pid., p. 104.

¥
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his is, of course, a more flexible variation of the principle
than its earlier form as empirical verificatian.lsg That is to
say, "There are a variety of 'language-games' activities with
their appropriate language, and a modified verification principle
is now used to ask what sort of things would count for an asser-
tion and what sort of things would count against 1t.“160

As a result of the need to verify these statements about
transcendence somewhere in human experience, van Buren argues
that all God-statements must be translated into man-statements%el
In this way he feels that the apparently transempirical aspects
fOf religious language can be understood in terms with an empiri-
Lal footing. For example, "Whatever can be known concerning
'God' has been answered by the knowledge of Jesus . . . ."162
As Jesus himself said, "He who has seen me has seen the Fahher%§3
So then, statements about transcendence must be translated or
Funderstood in terms of immanence; statements about God must be
translated into statements about man. In this way religion can
be secularized by being humanized, i.e., by being understood in

purely human terms. But if one is limited to the human for an

Enderstanding of the transcendent, it is only natural that men

159For a statement of the earlier principle see A. J. Ayer's
principle of empirical verification in Language, Truth and Logic,
[chapter 1.

160

van Buren, The Secular Meaning of the Gospel, p. 15.
16l1p34., p. 103.

1621y14., pp. 196, 147.

A————

163According to_the Gospel of John (14:9).
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@ould explore the depth of human experience. In fact it is this
[depth which becomes a new way to transcend--an introspective kind
lof transcendence, a transcending inwardly.
Introspective Dimension of Transcendence

If, as has been contended, religious experience always in-
volves transcendence, then it is only natural that different ways
to transcend will be discovered when traditional ways are shut
loff. In fact, inward or introspective transcendence is by no
jneans new. The mystics have long sought the Divine in the "depth}
[of their own soul. However, there is a definite connection be~
tween this modern transcendence in depth and the rejection of the
jother dimensions of transcendence Jjust discussed.

Robinson's God "Within."--Various influences in the conteme

&orary world have converged to direct the religious man inward
in search for the transcendent. PFirst, the stress on immanence
jobvious in all the secular theologlans. Then, the inapplicabil-
ity of obJective or empirical language about God leads naturally
to a search for a more subjective approach. Also, the very fact
that the two traditional forms of transcendence (retrospective
lond vertical) have been so emphatically rejected, there has been
little option for those not connected with a distinctly Christian
lor eschatological transcendence. In brief, the religious man
jpust transcend, and if he cannot transcend backward or upward,
then he may try transcending in an inward direction.

Bishop Robinson led a reluctant revolution in the direction

of what has been called introsgective transcendence. Echoing
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Bultmann he argued that God can no longer be conceived as being
sup-there" at the top of a three-story universe. He can no long-
er ba thought of as the "Most High" who on occasion "comes down"
to man or the one to whom some men are "caught up." Robinson
|eaid men must drop the primitive concept of a "Sky god" or "High
od" as well as the equally false mental image many moderns have
lif Yan 0ld Man in the sky."lE’4 Nor can the out-moded, pre-scien-
tific conception of a God "up there" be replaced with theequally
[unacceptable one of a God "out there." That is, God is not be-
yond outer space. Such a crude projection of God has been des-
troyed with the coming of the space age, Robinson argues. Hence,
this spatial way of picturing God is more of a stumbling block
than an aid to belief in God today, wrote Robinson.l65
However, Robinson makes 1t clear that his intent is not to
replace a transcendent God with a panthelstic and immanent one.
"On the contrary, the task is to validate the idea of transcen-
ldence for modern man." What Robinson proposes, following Til-
lich, is %o reverse the symbolism from a God of "height" to one
of "depth" in order to make religious language more relevant.
For thq word "deep" means more than the opposite of "high"; it
also méans the opposite of shallow. This is why "height" so of-
ten signifies unconcern while "depth" denotes concern, for a

remote God cannot really be involved. It should be further noted

164Robinson. Honest to God, pp. 11~-13.

1651p34., pp. 13-17.
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that "This is not just the o0ld system in reverse, with a God
‘down under' for a God 'up there.'" God is not another being but
is the "depth and ground of all being" (as Tillich said). Or, to
borrow Dietrich Bonhoeffer's words, God is the "'beyond' in the
jnidst of our life," a depth of reality reached not on the borders
of life but at its ‘center.' Likewise, wrote Robinson, Buber was
right when he said that whoever ". . . gives his whole being to
addressing the Thou of his life, as a Thou that cannot be limited
by another, he addresses God."166
So then, ". . . theological statements are not a description
[of 'the highest Being' but an analysis of the depths of personal
relationships . . . it is sayling that God, the final truth and
reality 'deep down things,' is love." And furthermore, Robinson
wrote, "If statements about God are statements about ‘'ultimacy’
lof personal relationships, then we must agree that in a real
fense Feuerbach was right in wanting to translate 'theology' into
‘anthropology.'" This does not mean, of course, that God 1s
othing but man, as Feuerbach would have it, for this would lead
Eo the deification of man., But rather, as Buber said, "Every
jparticular Thou is a glimpse through to the eternal Thou." That
is, it is between man and man that we meet God, but not as Feuer-
fpach said that man is God.167

For Robinson the necessity of the Transcendent within human

1661p14., pp. 44, 54, 130, 45-48,
167114., pp. 49-53.
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lexperience ". . . lies in the fact that our being has depths
#hich naturalism, whether evolutionary, mechanistic, dialectical
jor humanistic, cannot or will not recognize." That is, "The man
who acknowledges the transcendence of God is the man who in the
lconditioned relationships of life recognizes the unconditional
1and responds to it in unconditional personal relationship." In
other words, "God, the unconditional, is to be found only in,
1with and under the conditioned relationships of life: for he jis
their depth and ultimate significance."® And as Tillich ob-
Tserved, to speak of the transcendent in this sense means that
within itself the finite world points beyond itself,169

In brief, Robinson is suggesting that in view of the obso~

lescence of a transcendence in "height" that men may profitably

tspeak of a transcendence in "depth." That is, if it is not pos
Hsible to speak of the transcendent "up there' men may speak of
the transcendent "in here'"; we may speak of an introspective
transcendence where 'vertical' transcendence is not possible.

God and the Subconscious.--Speaking of the God within the

"depth" of human experience is neither new nor without problems.
It was a natural way to describe God even before the Freudian
elaboration of a subconscious ‘'depth' to human experience. How-
ever, Since Preud, there has been the temptation to consider the

subconscious either identical with or closely associated with the

lsslbido' PP. 54’ 55; 60.

—————

16974114ch, Systematic Theology, Vol. II (1957), p. 8.
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transcendent because it 1s beyond, mysterious, and a realm over
[vhich men have no conscious control. Rather, in some way it con-
trols them.

Elisde, for example, said that the unconscious displays the
structure of a private mythology. He goes even further and con-
tends

» + « not only that the unconscious is "mythological®

but also that some of its contents carry cosmic wvalues

e o » «» It can even be said that Modern man's only real
contact with cosmic sacrality is effected by the uncon-
scious, whether in his dreams and his imaginative lifel7o

or in the creations that arise out of the unconscious.

James also closely associates the sublimal and the suprene.
Fe contends that the spontaneous source of religious conversation
is the subconscious. PFor James it is not the source or root of

a religious experience that is important; "If the fruits for life

lof the state of conversion are good, we ought to idealize and
venerate it, even though it be a piece of natural psychology."
[James does not say that the source of conversions is purely natur
lal, that the subconscious is God. He admits that ". . . the ref-
erence of a phenomenon to a sublimal self does not exclude the
[potion of the Deity altogether," for ". . . it is logically con-
jceivable that if there be higher spiritual agencies that can
ldirectly touch us, the psychological condition of their doing so
jpight be our possession of a subconscious region which alone
Ishould yield access to them." That is, James does not deny that

there is more than the subconscious to what 1s meant by God; what

170

Eliade, Myth and Reality, p. ?77.
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he did say is that the transcendent is gt least ". . . the sub-
ronscious continuation of our conscious lii‘e.“l71

But it is precisely this close association of the transcen-~

dent with man's subconsciousness that raises anew the question of
[the reality basis for religious transcendence. PFor if one admits
ftith James that sudden religious conversions can be explained on

? purely natural basis and that there are no unmistakably unique

characteristics of so-¢alled supernatural conversions; if one ad-
pits that there is in the subconscious a transcendent realm of

172 then one can-

[pontaneous power capable of transforming lives,
pot help but wonder whether or not the subconscious is all that
is meant by the transcendent. Indeed, this is precisely the po-~
lsition taken by Carl Jung who identifies God with the collective
fsubconscious of men. And even those who do not make this identi-
fication are sometimes haunted with the possibility that there
ppight be no more to the transcendent than what transcends the con;
lsciousness of individual men, viz., in the subconsciousness of
the race. But since we have taken for the meaning of reality
jonly that which is more than and independent of the subconscious~
lpness of men, whether individual or collective, this raises afresh

the question of how to test the reality of the transcendent.
Summary and Conclusion of the Chapter

The purpose of this chapter has been to discover the essen-

l71w1111am James, The Varieties of Religious Experience, pp.
232, 237, cf. 265, 508,

1721014, pp. 233-237.
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tial character and basic dimensions of religious experience.
First, it was discovered that a religious experience always in-
volves a transcendent dimension, l.e., something which goes be-
yond and is more than the empirical conditions of finite man.
Secondly, the transcendent must be considered as ultimate, i.e.,
something about which one is ultimately concerned or to which he
tgives a total commitment.

After distinguishing religious experience from moral, aes-
thetic, and secular experiences the various dimensioms of trang-
[cendence were explored. These were found to be four:173 1) retro-
spective transcendence to the origin, 2) vertical transcendence
to the top, 3) eschatological transcendence to the end, and 4)
introspective transcendence to the depth of all things. From
this we conclude that there are many directions or dimensions of
the transcendent, but religious experience always involves an

174

fjultimate commitment to the transcendent, of one dimension or

qanother.

173There may be other directions or ways to transcend.
[Teilehard De Chardin sugcests transcending toward a divine "Cen-
ter" in his work, The Divine Milieu (New York: Harper and Row,
Publishers, 1937).

174N0 attempt has been made here to analyze Eastern reli-
gions but there is no reason why these tyfes of transcendence.
gﬁuld not include them. Most Oriental religions sesm to be ei-




CHAPTER 1V

THE ROLE OF PROOFS IN DETERMINING
THE REALITY OF THE TRANSCENDENT

It has been argued to this point that a religious experience
is a total commitment to the transcendent, i.e., to that which
one feels to be beyond himself. This transcendent dimension is
conceived in different directions (backward, upward, forward,
and inward), but religious experience always involves transcen-
dence in one direction or another. That is, it always involves
a commitment to a beyond which it considers to be ultimate. The
question is this: is there any way to determine whether or not
the transcendent is really beyond the persons who are experi-
encing it? Is the beyond really beyond religious experience
with an independent reality of its own?

This raises the question of proving or disproving the exis-
tence or reality of the transcendent. Traditionally, religious
thinkers have offered several arguments or 'proofs' in defense
of the reality of the transcendent or "God." We will only at-
tempt to sketch them here because they are well known to most

readers.

Attempts to Prove the Existence of God

Since the theistic arguments have assumed many forms and

148
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have been classifled in different ways we will simply organize
and restate them in what seems to us their basic logical struc-
ture. Taking them topically they are the Cosmological, Teleolog-
ical, Ontological, and Moral prafs for the existence of God.

The Cosmological Argumentl

Basically this is the argument from effect to cause or fron
contingeney to necessity or from creation to Creator., The logic
of the argument may be stated something like this. The being or
existence of the world must be either uncaused, self-caused, or
caused by another for there are no other alternatives. But the
exlstence of the world can not be uncaused for it's existence is

contingent, i.e., the world exists but need not exist; it does
not account for its own existence; the world doesn't explain why
it is when it need not be. Nor on the other hand can the world
be self-caused. For to have its existence caused the world would
first have to be non-existent, and to cause existence it would
have to be existent. Therefore, to cause its own existence the
world would have to be non-existent and existent at the same timg

and in the same sense which is impossible. But if the world is

1A good list of readings on the Cosmological argument may be
found in Part I of The Cosmological Arguments, ed. Donsld R. Bur-
rill (New York: Doubleday and GO, INC., I§E7S. A very good sun-
mayry of the essence of the Cosmological argument, not in the a-
bove, is Francis H. Parker's article, "The Realistic Position in
Religion" found in Religiou in Philosophical and Cultural Per-
spective, pp. 78-11%, ﬁore campraﬁens?ve treatments of the argu-
ment are given by E., L. Mascall in He Who Is (London: Longmans,
Green and Co., 1943), Austin Farrer's Finite and Infinite and R.
Garrigou~-Lagrange, gg%z His Existence ang His Nature (St. Louis:
Herder Book CO., 2 VOlS., 19034 and 1936).
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neither uncaused nor self-caused, then it must be caused by
another cause.

Now this cause of the world cannot be caused by another
cause which is caused by another cause and so on infinitely,
since an infinite series of exislentially dependent causes is
impossible. For in every infinite series of causes where one
depends on another for its existence at least one cause must be
causing, otherwise there would be no causality in the series.
But in an infinite series of causes every causes is Deing caused,
for that is what is meant by saying that it is an infinite serieg.
But if every cause is being caused and at least one cause is
causing, then al least one cause must be both causing its own
existence and having its existence caused at the same time and
in the same sense which is a contradiction. Therefore, if there
cannot be an infinite series of existentially dependent causes
for the world, then there must be a First, Uncaused Cause of the
existence of the world.

The Teleological Argument2

This is basically the argument from design to Designer or
from purpose to a Purposer, that is, the argument from final
causality. 1Its logical structure is simply this: every design

2Readings on the Teleological argument may be found in Part
II of Donald R. Burri’l, g%. cit. Complete works on it are not
80 plentiful but A. E. or's Does God Exist? (Toronto: Mac~-
millan Company, 1945) contains a good defense of it as does the
more recent work by Robert E. D. Clark, The Universe: Plan or
Accident? (Philadelphia: Muhlenburg Press, 1 .
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has a designer; the world has great design; therefore, the world
has a Great Designer. That the world is a great design is re-
vealed in Nature where one can see a delicate balance of plant
and animal life; in the organs of the human body such as the eye
and ear which are clearly structured for the purpose of seeing
and hearing; in the very division of the sexes into male and fe-
male which is for the obwvious purpose of propagating, etc. In
brief, the ordered relation and adaptation of means to ends re-
veals clearly that there must be an Orderer or Adaptor; their
design shows that there must be a Designer. And since the de-
gsign and order of nature goes far beyond anything the intelli-
gence of man has contrived, then nature's Designer must be an
intelligence far beyond man's.

Of course the more sophisticated forms of the Teleological

argument must handle the possibility that what appears to be a
great design might be no more than a 'happy accident.' That is,
the so-called order of nature could bde no more than a chance com-+
bination of the parts with which it is composed. In view of
this possibility the Teleological argument takes the following
logical form. Either the world with all its adaptation of means
to ends, etc. is the result of design or else it happened by
chance. It is highly improbable that the world happened by
chance. Therefore, it is highly probable that the world was de-
signed by an Intelligent Mind. The reason that it is highly un-
likely that the world results from a fortuitous combination of

|events is that the known number of parts at the known rate of

e ﬁ
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development occasions a possibility so remote that believing the
world happened by pure chance would be like believing that Web-
ster's unabridged dictionary resulted from an explosion in a
printing shop. It is possible but highly improbable.

The Ontological Argument3

This is the argument for the necessity of being (or ontos).
It argues that if a Necessary Being is conceivable then it must
exist. That is, a Necessary Being must necessarily be (i.e.,
exist), for if it doesn't have to exist necessarily then it is
not (a) necessary Being but only a contingent being, i.e., one
that exists but need not exist.

The classical formulation of the Ontological argument took
the following shape. God by definition is that than which no-
thing greater can be conceived, for if one could concelve a greag
ter then it by definition would be God. But it is greater to
exist than not to exist, for existence is a better state than
non-existence. Therefore, God (or that than which nothing grea-—
ter can be conceived) must exist, for if he did not exist then

we could conceive of one greater, viz., one that did exist. But

v

God is by definition that than which there is no greater. Thered

fore, he must exist or else he is not really that than which

3Readings on the Ontological argument my be found in The
Ontological Argument, ed. Alvin Platinga (New York: Doubleday
Anchor Books, %9655, or in John Hick's The Many-Faced Argument
(New York: Macmillan Company, 1967). The complete statement of
the ontological argument by Anselm including his dialogue with
Guanilo may be found in St. Anselm: Basic Writings, trans. S. N.
Deane (Open Court Pub. Co., 1962).
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nothing greater can be conceived.

Although it is not obvious in this classical way of stating
the argument that there is a& hidden implication in the ninor
premise, nevertheless this can be made clear by restating the
argument as follows. God by definition must possess all perfec-
tions. Existence is a perfection. Therefore, God by definition
must exist. That is to say, if God can be defined as a being
which must possess all perfections then he must exist for if he
didn't then he would lack one perfection, viz., existence and
therefore he would not qualify under the definition to be God.
The problem with the argument in this form is in showing that
existence is a perfection. That is, is existence a characteris-
tic or feature which some things may or may not have? Is exis-
tence a predicate or attribute which can be attributed to some-
thing the way other characteristics can such as "red" or "tall"
can be said of things?

In order to answer this question the Ontological argument
must contend that if existence is not a perfection at least
necessary existence is a perfection of a Necessary Being. For
if a Necessary Being doesn't have to necessarily exist, then it
is not a Necessary Being. In other words, a Necessary Being
must necessarily have being; it couldn't just happen to be,
for then it would not be a Necessary Being.
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The Moral Argument4

This is the argument from a moral law to a Moral Law-Giver.
riginally 1t was not conceived as a proof which was rationally
becessary but only as a postulate which was morally or practi-
bally necessary. btventually, however, it came to have the form
[of & rational argument which goes something like this. Every
horal law has a moral law-giver (or legislator). There is a
oral law which is independent of men. Therefore, there is a
Moral Law-Giver who is independent of mer. The first premise is
taken to be self-evident, for how could something be legislated
without a legislator? HBow could it be ruled without a ruler?
How can there be prescriptions without a prescriber? It is the
minor premise that needs more explanation.
How is it known that there is an objective moral law, inde-
pendent of individual men and of the race in genersl? It must
be independent of individual men, it is argued, otherwise there
would be no standard to judge between them. Indeed, there could
not ever be any real discussion or difference between them on
moral questions unless there were a moral law beyond them to
which they could make common appesal. Furthermofe, individual

men feel themselves under the compulsion to do what is right

4On the Moral argument one can trace the essence of its de-
velopment in the following articles: Immanuel Kant, "God as a
Postulate of Practical Reason" in The Existence of God, ed. John
Hick (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1064); Hastings Rashdall,
"The Moral Argument," The Existence of God; w. R. Sorley, "The

Moral Argument" in PhlIOSOE%i of Religion,_ ed. George Aberne-
thy; C. 5. Lewis, ianitys 'I, chapte?fs %— and
| Elton Trueblood, FPhiloso of Religion, chapter 8.
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leven though this urging from beycnd them is sometimes contrary
to their wishes and instincts. Fow unless they are totally de-
lceived at the most seriocus level of what they consider to be
their dvty (even to the point of paying the supreme sacrifice),
then there must be beyond them a moral law which is in some sense
binding on them. And what is true of the individual is true of
the race as a whole. That is, not only individuals but the race
as a whole experiences a noral prescription from beyond them to
which standard their desires and conduct does rot always conform.
Indeed, there could be no such thing as progress of the race zs
a whole unless there were an objective moral law which is beyond
the race as a whole avnd by which the race could be Judged to be
doing "better" or "worse." But 1f there is an objective moral
law beyond all men, then there must be a Moral Law-Giver beyond
mankind.

Of course rot all theists hold to the validity of all of
these arguments nor do they all feel that the arguments really
logically and demonstrably prove the existence of God. Some the-
ists, however, have held that at least one or more of these argu-
ments do indeed prove the existence of God, and most theists
give at least some weight to the arguments., But in any event th
modern response to theistic proofs has been less optimistic and
less enthusiastic. It will be necessary to examine the reactiong
to proofs for the reality of any kind of transcendent object of

religious experience and even some attempted disproofs of the
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cawe before we can properly address the question as to whether or
not there is any way to test the alleged reality of the object of
religious experiencs.

Modern Attitude Toward Proofs for Religious Reality

The prevailing modern attitude toward proving the existence
of God or the transcendent has been uniformly sceptical if not
negative, There are a number of reasons for this. Peter Koes-
tenbaum succinetly sumnsrized some of the baasic reasonz when he
wrote, ". « « the arguments are logically invalid, epistemologi-
cally defective, and axiologically misplaced.”s To these we may
add a few more reactions that have come from modern thought in
response to proofs for God.

Proofs are Psychologically Unconvincing
Rational proofs fﬁr God or the transcendent are generally
unpersuasive to outsiders. As Martin Marty noted, "Apologists
know that proof is convincing only when people are already pre-

disposed to believe."6

Novak points out that the most persua-

sive force for religion ". . . is not rational theology but nys=-
tical theology, not the principle of objectivity but of subjec~
tivity, not the clear . . . arguments of Aquinas but the record
of the tormented inner experience of Augustine, Pascal, Kierke-

gaard, which are found most appe&ling."7 The reason for this,

5Peter Koestenbaum, "Religion in the Tradition of Phenomen-
ology" in Religion in Philosophical and Cultural Perspective, 178

6Martin Marty, Varieties of Unbelief, p. 209.
?Michael Novak, Belief and Unbelief, p. 105.
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William James suggested, is that human needs go deeper than the
rational. In fact, the rational nature of man is impressed with
arguments only after his feelings have been impressed. That is,
experience is more convincing than logic because the rational
nature of man is at best secondary as compared to his private,
inner 1ife.8 In other words, a man often finds reasons for some-
thing because he already believed it; he doesn't usually believe
it because he already has reasons for it. Psychological persua-
sion precedes rational demonstration.

One of the rsasons proofs are psychologically unconvincing
is that they tend to be academic and formal; they often do not
touch men where they live. As John Dewey observed, "The cause
of the dissatisfaction is . . . that they are too formal to of-
fer any support to religion in action."9 That is, a rational
proof does not meet man's existential needs. Rational proofs
like the mathematic proofs are 'cold' and do not call for a com=-
mitment of the whole man. As Ian Ramsey pointed out "There are
no placard-~bearers in mathematical departments with legends like
‘There'll always be a Euclid,' or 'Prepare to meet they Riemann

1010 Likewise, there is little tendency for most moderns

today.
to join the cause to an "Uncaused Cause" or to be deeply moved

by an "Unmoved Mover." In brief, even if rational "proofs" for

8
72, 73.
9John Dewey, A Common Faith, p. 1l.

William James, The Varieties of Religious Experience, pp.

1OIan Ramsey, Religious language, p. 37.
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the transcendent were valid, they seem not to be vital; they
seem too speculative to mean much for man's practical life. And
to contend that theistic arguments can prove God but not per-
suade men of it does not seem to impress many moderns. For what
value is it to have been rationally driven to the theistic waterﬂ
from which one does not desire to drink?

Proofs are Logically Invalid

But not only are theistic proofs psychologically unpersua-
sive to the modern mind, they are also widely considered to be
logically invalid. As Kaufmann argued, "Can we prove God's ex-
istence with a valid argument in which God does not appear in
any of the premises?" For "Clearly, if God does not appear in
any of the premises, he will not appear in the conclusion eitherg
if he did, the argument would have to be invalid.“ll That is,
logically, the conclusion can be no broader than the premises.
If one begins with God in the premises, he has already begged
the question. And if one does not begin with God in the pre-
mises, there is no logically valid way to come up with God in
the conclusion, Kaufmann urges.

This same obJjection may be put in andther way. It is sonme-
times argued that: Every finite thing is caused; The world is

finite; Therefore, the world has a cause.12 But in this form of

11
169,
12A11an B. Wolter, The Transcendentals and Their Function

in the Metaphysics of Duns Scotus (New York: Pranciscan Insti-
Fute St. Boniventure, 1046), D.

Walter Kaufmann, Critique of Religion and Philosophy, p.
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the argument the word "“cause" in the conclusion seems to have a
[different (broader) meaning than it has in the premise. For in
the premise it means finite cause and in the conclusion it is
[supposed to mean an infinite Cause (viz., God). From a logical
[standpoint this seems to be a "Four~term" fallacy.
Another way of saying that the arguments for God are invalid
is to follow David Hume who contended that "Whatever we conceive
las existent, we can also conceive as nonexistent. There is no
being, therefore, whose nonexistence implies a contradiction.
onsequently there is no being whose existence is demonstrable."}’3
Ehat is, to conclude the existence of God is not rationally ines-
fcapable since it is also logically possible to posit the gpposite
lof whatever is said to exist. This argument is directed particu-
larly at the Ontological argument which Kant found to be at the
|[pasis of all the other proofs for God.
For no argument, Kant argued, can conclude that God neces-
Esarily exists, unless it demonstrates that God is a Necessary
Being. "Bult experience can only show us that one state of things
joften or at most commonly follows another, and therefore affords

jpeither universality nor necessity."l#

So the only non-experien-
tial argument which could possibly show that the existence of God

is necessary is the argument for a Necessary Being, i.e., the

15David Hume, Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion, part IX
14

Kant, Prolegomena to A Future Metaphysics (New York:
[The Bobbs-Merrill éo.. Tnc., 0)y De B2
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Ontological argument. This argument, however, is not rationally
inescapable since it is not contradictory to reject it. For, as
ent stated it, "To posit a triangle, and to reject its three
pngles, is self-contradictory; but there is no contradiction in
Irejecting the triangle together with its three angles."ls
Proofs are Epistemologically Defective

Closely associated with the criticism that the proofs for
God are logically invalid is another criticism which has been
pidely echoed since Kant's time. It is the charge that the preofs
pbre epistemologically defective. In Kant's words, "Through con-
cepts alone, it is quite impossible to advance to the discovery
bf new objects and supernatural beings [as in the ontological
argumenﬁ]; and it is useless to appeal to experience, which in
Bll cases ylelds only appearances.“le That is, all that one can

ow is the phenomena (thing-for-me) and not the noumenon (thing-
t:—itself). Kant did not deny that there is a reality behind
pPppearance but he is saying that ". . . we know not this thing
s it is in itself but only know its appearances, namely, the way
fin which our senses are affected by this unknown something.“l7
Dne of the arguments Kant used to support this position is that
['If the objects of the world of sense are taken for things in

[themselves . « . contradiction would be unavoidable.”l8 That is,

lsxant, The Critigue of Pure Reason, p. 502.
181pia., p. 530.

17Kant, Prolegomena, pp. 60, 62.

181bid., p. 91.




160

bn the assumption that we know the noumenon and not merely the
henomena the human reason eventuates in inexorable contradic-
ions or an‘binomies.19

There are other very basic reasons why Kant concludes that
bur knowledge is limited to appearances which may be summarized
hs follows: all knowledge begins with experience but does not
prise from experience. There are certain necessary a priori con-
iitions for experience which make experience possible. These
['forms" of sensation (like Time and Space) and "categories" of un-
Berstanding (like Unity, Causality, Necessity) provide the struc~
[ture of sensation and knowledge while experience provides the
gontent or "stuff"; experience provides the data and the mind the
Betermination of our knowledge. Therefore, all that one knows
jis what the thing is to him (phenomena) as the mind has formed
pr determined it and not what it is in itself (noumenon) indepen-
Hently of this.20

In brief, Kant is arguing that knowledge is constructive of

eality and not intuitive.zl He is saying that one can not know
he way things really are but only the way the mind constructs
hem. If this be the case, then all attempts to prove the exis~
ence of God would find themselves incapable of huilding any
Irational bridge across the chasm that separates the way things

195ee RKant, The Critique of Pure Reason, pp. 396 f.
20

See ibid., pp. 65, 175, and Prolegomena, pp. 42-74.

210n this point see P. H. Parker, "Traditional Reason and
odern Reason" in PFaith and Philosophy, pp. 40, 41.
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ippear and the way they really are.

Proofs Are Axiologically Misplaced
Even though Kant gave up any rational proofs for the exis-
tence of God he did say that it is morally necessary to posit
[God. This shift from what is rationally necessary to what is
jporally required signals another shift in the modern attitude
toward rational proofs for the existence of God. Kant argued,
le-g.y that moral duty demands that men seek the highest good (the

lpurmum bonum) which is the union of virtue and happiness. But

this is not possible in this life since doing one's duty does not
plways bring him the maximum of happiness. "Thus God and a futumf
hife are two postulates which, according to the principles of

ure reason, are inseparable from the obligations which that same

n22

eason imposes upon us. Kant felt that by connecting God

ith a man's concrete moral values rather than his abstract rea-
on that a man would have a more valuable orientation for his
eligious convictions. This is why Kant could say, "I inevitably
pbelieve in the existence of God and I am certain that nothing can
Bhake this belief, since my moral principles would thereby be
hemselves overthrown, and I cannot disclaim them without becom~
ng abhorent in my own eyes."‘?3
Not all modern religious thinkers agree with Kant about the

heed to posit God in order to secure the fulfillment of man's

22Kant, The Critique of Pure Reason, p. 639.
25Ibid., p. 650.
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poral duty. However many have followed Kant's basic axiological

prientation by relating their religion to man's basic moral val-

Ees. And in view of this the value of rational proofs is seen to
e secondary at best. James, e.g., contended that modern man

prants to know what will be the "cash value" of religion in their

24

lives and world. S¢gren Kierkegaard took a more radical posi-

tion arguing that it is folly even to attempt to prove the exis-

ence of God.25 Michael Novak's view is not quite so extreme but
it too reflects this same axiological reorientation toward proofs.
['A formal argument for the existence of God is not of much use

in the life of one who is trying to decide between belief and un-
belief." PFor ". . . there are many layers of point of view, in-

quiry, and new horizons to come through before one can under-

Etand the formal argument."26 That is, there may be a secondary
or tertiary) role or value for a formal rationalization of one's

xperience of God. But to consider a rational proof to be the

rime basis for one's religious experience is a misplacement of
Ealues.

Proofs Are Ontologically Inadequate
There is another more sophisticated critique of theistic

Eroofs which grows out of most of the previous criticisms. It
rgues that even 1f one could devise a rational proof for God it

24James. The Varieties of Religious Experience, pp. 433,435.

25kjerkegaard, Philosophical Fragments, trans. David F.
PBwenson (Princeton: nceton Un vers%%y Press, 19%6), p. 31.

26Novak, Belief and Unbelief, p. 130.
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would not necessarily follow that he really existed. It argues
that even if it were rationally necessary to conclude that there
is a God it does not follow from this that God really exists.
For there is always the possibility that the rationally inescap-
able is not real. Perhaps the way men must think is not in the
final analysis the way things really are.

The basls of this reaction to theistic proofs is traceable
to Kant's contention that men must act and think as if there is
a God. On one interpretation of this it could be argued that God
does not really exist but it is necessary to think that he does
in order to have unity in one's thoughts.g7 Whether or not
Kant actually took this position is not our purpose to determine
here. IV is at least a prima facie possibility that a theistic
proof could be logically valid even if there were no God. Normanj
Malcolm offered an Omtological proof for God but said, "I can
imagine an atheist going through the argument becoming convinced
of its validity, acutely defending it against objections, yet re-
maining an atheist. . . ."28

But Just how can something be rationally inescapable without

27Kant never denied that there was a noumenal reality; he
denied only that one could know what it was, Critique of Pure
Reason, pp. 264-275, He even asserted that "The categorical im-
perative leads directly to God, yes, serves as a pledge of His
reality,”" from Kant's us Postumum quoted by T. M. Greene in
"Introduction" to Religion Within the Limits of Reason Alone,
trans. Theodore Greene and Hoyt H. Hudson (New York: Harper and
Row, Publishers, 1934), p. lxvi.

28Norman Malcolm, "Anselm's Ontological Argument" in The
Existence of God, p. 67.




le4
being ontologically so, one may ask. Those who object that the
theistic arguments do not really prove God exists could argue in
the following way. In order to defend that the rationally ines-
capable is real the theist would have to prove that the principle
of non-contradiction, which is at the basis of all rational argu-
ments, is necessarily true of reality. But the traditional de-
fense of this principle is that it cannot be denied without af-
firming it, therefore, it must be 90.29 For one must assume that
the very statement (or thought) by which he denies the principle
of non-contradiction is itself non-contradictory, otherwise the
very denial is meaningless. But all this really proves is that

the principle of non-contradictlion is inescapable; it does not

prove that it is true of reality. That is, for one to say that
it is unavoidable is not the same as affirming that it is ontolo-
gically so. For even though one cannot affirm it to be false,

he can believe it to be false. PFurthermore, the argument goes,
even though it cannot be demonstrated to be false, it might still

be false.?

Arguing in this same vein, C. I. Lewis suggests ". . . if
we should be forced to realize that nothing in our experience
possessesg any stability . . . that denouncement would rock our

world to its foundations," and ". . . yet such a world-shaking

295ee Aristotle, Metaphysics IV, c. 4, 1006a, Basic Works of]
Arigstotle, ed. Richard McKeon (New York: Random HouSe, 1941).

3OF. H. Parker, "The Realistic Postion in Religion" in Reli-
gion in Philosophical and Cultural Perspective, pp. 86 f.
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event is still quite possible . . . simply because, on this view,
not even the law of non-contradiction is necessarily true of the
real world."31

Now in like manner one could argue that a proof for God
could be rationally inescapable without necessitating the con-
clusion that God truly exists. That is, one could contend that
all that the proof does at best is to show that one can not think
consistently without logically implying that there is a God, but
it does not follow from this that God really exists. All that
would follow necessarily is that one can not think in any ration-
al way which would not logically imply positing God. That is,
one must think as if there were a God because there is no other
consistent way to think, but this does not mean that there really
is a God.

Attenpts to Disprove the Reality of God

However, not all modern reactions to religious proofs are
content to point out the inadequacies of these proofs, some have
gone so far as to suggest that they can disprove the reality of
God or the transcendent. If they can establish their case then
it will be unnecessary to go any further in an attempt to discov-
er criteria for testing the alleged reality of the transcendent.

Hence, it is necessary to examine these disproofs first.

310. I. Lewis, Mind and the World Order (New York: Charles
Scribnerts, 1929), p. 306.
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The Difference between ‘'Disbelief' and Disproof
Actually there have not been many disproofs for the exis-
[frence of God offered in the history of thought. Most serious
atheists have been content to disbelieve (on probability grounds)

ather than attempting to disprove (on logfcally certain bases)thal
Ehere is a God. Bertrand Russell, for example, said, "I'm not
contending in a dogmatic way that there is not a God. Wwhat I'm
contending is that we don't know that there is.”32 Likewise Sig-
lbund Freud's Future of an Illusion is not an attempt to disprove

God, however much doubt he succeeds in casting on God's existence

eud clearly admits that there may be a God and that his posi-
ion against religion may be wrong.35 And even those who tend to
isbelieve in God because of the problem of evil 40 not usually
ormulate it as a disproof of God's existence but of his infinite
ower or lcve.34

Several Disproofs Discussed.

However, those who wish to contend seriously on behalf of
the reality of God can take little consolation in the fact that
pany unbelievers don't try to disprove God until they have first
pnswered the other unbelievers who have attempted to demonstrate

lkhere is no God.

32Bertrand Ruseell, "A Debate on the Existence of God," The
[Existence of God, p. 180.

33Freud, The Future of an Illusion, p. 87.

34John Stuart Mill, "The Problem of Evil," The Existence of
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Feuerbach's Epistemological Disproof of God.--Ludwig Feuer-

bach is an example of someone who seems to attempt a disproof of

God. PFor him God was "nothing but” a projection of human imagin-
ation. The reason God can be "nothing more" than man, said
Feuerbach, is that a man's understanding can go no farther than
his nature. If man understands the infinite then he must be in-~
finite., In Feuerbach's own words, ". . . in the consciousness

of the infinite, the conscious subject has for his object the
infinity of his own nature.”"” A man's understanding is limited to
his nature, for ". . . 8o far as thy nature extends, so far rea-
Fches thy unlimited self-consciousness, so far art thou God."

hcr example, if a man can feel the infinite, then he must be in-
finite, for "How coulds't thou perceive the divine by feeling, if
feeling were not divine in its nature?" And if a man can think
the infinite, his thought must be infinite, for "The object of
the intellect is the intellect objective to itself." In brief,
the reason there is no God beyond man is that "Man cannot get be-
yond his true nature"; he can never get loose from his own spe-
lcies. If "The object of any subject is nothing else than the
[pubject's own nature taken objectively," then it would follow

that there is no reality beyond man.35

35Feuerbach, The Essence of Christianity, pp. 3, 8, 9, 11,
12. Feuerbach applies the sameé logic Go every other faculty of
an saying, "But feeling has here been adduced only as an example
t is the same with every other power, faculty, potentiality,
eality, activity--the name is indifferent--which is defined as
he essentlial organ of any object. Whatever is a subjective ex~
ression of a nature is simultaneously also its objective expres-~
ion," Ibid., p. 1ll.
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The crux of Feuerbach's argument seems to rest on the follow}
ing affirmation: "I cannot know whether God is something else in
himself or for himself than he is for me; what he is to me is
to me all that he is." Man cannot take ". . . & point of view
above himself, i.e., above his nature, the absolute measure of
his being." For "I can make the distinction between the object
as it is in itself, and the object as it is for me, only where
an object can really appear otherwise to me. . . ." That is,
"The measure of the species is the absolute measure, law, and crip
terion of man."36
Now whatever this argument does 1t certainly does not prove
that there cannot be a God beyond man but only (at best) that
one cannot get at any thing apart from his thoughts about it.
But it certainly is not an unintelligible position to hold as
Kant did that there really was a noumenal "thing-in-itself" even

if one could only think the phenomenal "thing—for—me."37 That

is, all Feuerbach's argument shows (at best) is that one can't
think about God apart from his thoughts; it does not show that
God cannot exist apart from one's thoughts.

Furthermore, Feuerbach's disproof of God rests on the prem-
ise that one cannot know an infinite without being an infinite,
etc. But surely he does not prove this point. That is, he does
not show that it is absolutely impossible that a finite could

56Feuerbach, Essence of Christianity, p. 1l6.
37Kan’c, Critique of Pure Reason, pp. 265-270.
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know the infinite. 1Indeed, he admits a distinction between the
finite individual man and his infinite species, holding only the

latter to be God.2S

And if there is a difference between man in
particular and man in general (i.e., mankind), then there is no
reason why one could not make a similar distinction between fin-
ite man and an infinite God. And if individual man can know man
in general (i.e., mankind) which goes beyond his individual,
finite limits, then there seems to be no reason why a finite man
can't know an infinite God which goes beyond the limits of the
individual finite man. But in any event, it does not follow to
argue that all that God is to me is all that God really is.

There is also the possibility that God exists beyond my thoughts;

he could be even apart from being thought by men. In brief, this

is to say, the possibility exists that there can be a God beyond

his being thought by us, even if we could not think of him apart

from our thought.

An Attempted Ontological Disproof of God.--Now when the

problem is stated in this form, it becomes clear that the attempt
tio disprove God, as Kant said of the attempt to prove God, has an
ontological premise in it. It is a kind of ontological disproof
of God.

J. N. Findlay attempted to defend such an ontological dis-
proof of God. He argued, e.g., that (1) ". . . the Divine Exis-

tence can only be conceived, in a religiously satisfactory manner

5BFeuerbach, Egsence of Christianity, p. 7.
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if we also concelve it as something inescapable and necessary,
whether for thought or reality." And (2) from this ". . . it
follows that our modsrn denial of necessity or rational evidence
for such an existence amounts to a demonstration that there can-
not be a God.“ag That is to say, if God must be a Necessary
Existence and 1f no necessity is possible with regard to exis-
tence, then it would follow that God cannot exist at all. For
God cannot exist in a non-necessary (i.e., contingent) way and
still be God. And nothing can have a necessary existence, for
no existential propositions are necessary.

In support of the first premise he argues that "The true ob-
Ject of religious reverence must not be, merely, that to which
no actual independent realities stand opposed: it must be one to
which such opposition is totally inconceivable."” Furthermore,
" « . not only must the existence of other things be unthinkable
without him, but his own non-existence must be wholly unthinkable
in any circumstances." It is not possible to view God as one who
Jjust happened to exist (but not necessarily) or to be wise, power
ful, etc. "An object of this sort would doubtless deserve re-
|spect and admiration, and other quasi-religious attitudes, but
it would not deserve the utter self-abandonment peculiar to the
religious frame of mind.” That is to say, such a being would de~

|serve a quasi-religious respect but not full religious reverence.

39J. N. Findlay, "Can God's Existence be Disproved?" New Es-

says in Philosophical Theology, ed. Antony Flew and Alasdalr Mac-
IIn%yre (Tondon: BCHM Press i%%., 1955), »p. 48,
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In fact, said Findlay, “. . . it would be idolatrous to worship
14, 4*0

Now in support of the second premise Findlay argues "FPlainly}
(for all who share a contemporary outlook) they entail not only
that there isn't a God, but that the Divine Existence is either
senseless or impossible." This is so, he argues, because on a
", « o modern view of the matter, necessity in propositions mere-
ly reflects our use of words, the arbitrary convention of lan-
|guage." On such a view, ". . . the Divine Existence could only

be a necegsary matter if we had made up our minds to speak theis~

tically whatever the empirical circumstances might turn out to

yg."41 But this would be no more than a predisposition to view

2 hig

things in a given way or what R. M.Hare called a “blik.“4
may be sufficient for a purely theoretical view of God, "But it

wouldn't suffice for the full-blooded worshiper . . ." who de-

sires the Divine Existence both to have that inescapable charac-
ter which can, on modern views, ". . . only be found where truth
reflects an arbitrary convention, and also the character of "mak-
ing a real difference' which is only possible where truth doesn't

have this merely lingulstic basis."43 But if God must be con-

#01p14., pp. 52-53.

*11vid., pp. 48, 52, 53, 54.

42R. M.Hare, "Theology and Falsification," New Essays, pp.
dis

99-102. A 'blik' is an unverifiable, pre-cognitive position
to view things from a certain chosen perspective.

43Findlay, "Can God's Existence be Disproved?" pp. 54, 55.
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ceived as necessarily existing and if necessary existence is im-
possible, then God cannot exist, for the only way he can exist is
necessarily. And on a contemporary view of language no statement$
which have to do with existence can be necessary.

Now as Malcolm pointed out, this ontological disproof of

God seems to stand or fall on the premise that every existential
proposition must be contingent. But, replied Malcolm, "... the
view that logical necessity merely reflects the use of words can-
not possibly have the implication that every existential propo-
sition must be contingent." All that view requires of us is
"o o « to look at the use of words and not manufacture a priori

theses about them."aa

That is, we must not legislate the mean-
ing of language but listen to it; we must not dictate what all
propositions must mean but try to discover what they do mean.
As Wittgenstein said, "This language game is played!"45 In fact,
it seems possible to offer an example of necessary existential
propositions. "I am I" is both necessarily and existentially
true, argued Ramsey.46
But even if no necessary existential propositions could be
produced from the level of contingent beings it does not follow
that this also applies to a Necessary Being. Indeed, it is pre-

Lcisely the point of the Ontological argument that a Necessary

4uma1colm, "Anselm's Ontological Argument," pp. 61, 62.

*Syittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, sect. 654.

4GRamsey, Religious Language, p. 46.
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Being is a special case or even the unique case where existence
must be attributed to it necessarily, otherwise it would not be
a Necessary Being.

Or to put it another way, is one able to deny absolutely the
passibility of Necessary Existence without making an existential-
ly necessary assertion? PFor it would seem that the proposition
"It is impossible that g Necessary Being exists" is meant to be
more than an arbitrary use of symbols; it is meant really (not
Just arbitrarily or symbolically) to deny the existence of God.
If it is meant as an actual demonstrative denial of God's exis-
tence, then it would have to be both necessary and existential
itself. But if it 1s an existentially necessary proposition it-
self, then can it be used to prove that there are no existential-
ly necessary propositions? And if 1t is not meant to be either
an existential or a necessary proposition, then it either doesn't
|lactually deny the possibility of God's existence or it doesn't
really prove its position demonstratively. In brief, the onto-
logical disproof is subject to the same criticisms to which the
ontological proof is subjJect. If one can't move from thought to
existence to demonstrate God, then neither can one 4o it to deny
God.

Sartre's Existential Disproofs of God.-~There are two basic

grounds on which Sartre rejects the reality of God:47 One, that

religious phenomena can be explained non-supernaturally the way

47See Hazel E, Barnes in "Translator's Introduction" to
Sartre's Being and Nothingness, p. Xxxv,.
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Freud does, and, two, that there are absurdities involved in be-
lieving in God.48 We are concerned here with the latter because
only these would amount to a disproof of God if wvalid. Sartre's
latter arguments against God focus on three areas: 1) the idea
of God as self-caused is contradictory; 2) The idea of God as
creator is incompatible with human freedom; 3) God can't transe
cend the totality of things.49

(1) Let us begin with the idea of God as contradictory. Why
is the concept of God as causa sui (self-caused) absurd? Because
for God to cause himself he would have to stand at a distance
from himself. But if God can do this, then his existence is con-
tingent or dependent. But if he is contingent or dependent, he
cannot be God. Therefore, there is no God. Or to put the argu-
ment in classical terminology, God can't be self-caused, for to
cause being one must be, and to be caused one must not be.
Therefore, a self-caused being would both be and not be at the
same time and in the same sense which is contradictory. So God

as ens causa sui is impossible.5o

In reply to this alleged disproof of God it should be poin-
ted out that God as a gelf-caused Being is contradictory, but God
as an un~caused Being is not. That is, there is another possibil

ity Sartre doesn't consider. Of course a Necessary Being can not

“81pig.
#91pia.
5OSartre, Being and Nothingness, pp. 694, 754, 762, 766.
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be caused or else it would not be absolutely necessary. And a
Necessary Being can not be self-caused for this is a contradic-
tion. But Sartre does not considser the possibility that a Neces-
sary Being may be uncaused. Indeed had he borrowed a premise
from one of his own objections to the Cosmological argument he
could have seen that the notion of an uncaused being is not con-
tradictory. For Sartre argued that finite being does not need an
explanation; it is "given" or “gratuitous." Finite being is Jjust
"there" and, hence, it does not need God to explain why it is
there. He wrote, "Belng is without reason, without cause, and
without necessity." And he admitted that "This is equivalent to
saying that being is uncreated.“51

Now if being can Just be there without any explanation, then
this amounts to saying that it is uncaused. And if it is not im-
possible for finite being to be uncaused, then surely there is noj
reason why an infinite Being can not be uncaused. At least
Sartre has not given here any demonstrable proof that God can not]
be conceived without contradiction to be an uncaused being. At
best, Sartre's argument would eliminate the possibllity of God

being a self-caused being.52

51 Ibid " 4+ " 3
ey P« 758; Barnes Translator's Introduction," Being
and NotEIngnéss, Pe ixxvii. ’

52One of the problems here is semantical. Philosophers likej
Spinoza and Descartes have spoken of God as self-caused but have
really meant uncaused. That is, they do not take self-caused in
the sense of cuusing one's own existence but in the sense of be-
ing completely self-sufficient and not dependent on another.
What Sartre does with this way of conceiving God shows how unfor-
tunate it is for theists to describe God as a self-caused Being.
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(2) Another disproof of God offered by Sartre is that human
freedom is incompatible with God. Summarizing Sartre's argument,
either a man is free and does not derive his meaning from God,
or he is dependent on God and not free.55 That is, either man
creates his own meaning or else God creates man's meaning. A
man is either self-determined or determined by God. Both are im-
possible,

In direct opposition to Freud who contended that man is sub-
consciously determined Sartre argued that man is consciously de-
termined.s4 Man is always free to say "no.“55 And even "Not to
choose is, in fact, to choose not to choose.“56 Freedom for
Sartre did not mean what it meant for Leibniz, viz., that God
made man's essence and left the man to act freely within this
structure. According to Sartre, if God had given an essence to
man this would predetermine all his future acts.57 Even if God
has determined the end of a man's life man is not free, according
to Sartre. For if God has determined the time a man's life will
end, then the man can not be responsible for making his life what
it will have been.58

533arnes, "Translator's Introduction," Being and Nothingness|
P. XXXV,

54This is the main thrust of Sartre's Existential Psychoana-
lysis, trans. Hazel E. Barnes (Chicago: HenTy Regnery Co., 1953),
c%. Pp. 46-59.

550!. Sartre, Being and Nothingness, p. 529 f.
568artre, Being and Nothingness, p. 589.
>71bid., pp. 573 f.

P1bid., p. 659.
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In brief, man is fundamentally and radically free. He cre-
ates his own meaning. He is responsible for his own life, Man
is condemned to freedom; he cannot escape it. And since man is
fundamentally responsible for his own meaning snd life, then
there cannot be a God who gives meaning to man's life. Either
[God gives meaning to man's life or man gives meaning to his own
life. Men gives meaning to his own life. Therefore, there is
mo God.
Whatever else Sartre's argument does, it obviously does not
Kkisprove God. If human freedom were absolute in a positive sense
this would disprove God. But if a man's freedom were sbsolute in
a positive sense it would also disprove that there were any other
lnen. For it is not possible for any more than one being to have
freedom in a positive and absolute sense. However, freedom as

megation is possible for many beings. That is, one can have the

ability to say "no" even though one is forced to do the opposite
Le wishes to do. A good example of this is Sartre's contention
that the FPrench were never s80 free as when the Germans occupied
France., Obviously he doesn't mean that this was the positive de-
sire or choice of the French, but that the French were free not
to "accept" the Germans whose forceable occupation was neverthe-
less “there." In fact, for Sartre "'To be free' does not mean
‘to obtain what one has wished' but rather 'by oneself to deter-

1mine oneself to wish.'"59 If this is so, then however morally or

5%Hazel E. Barnes, "Key to Special Terminology," Sartre's
Being and Nothingness, p. 370.
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existentially distasteful it may be to think that God has in some
way limited one's freedom or independence, it certainly is not
logically contradictory.

Furthermore, Sartre by no means proves that man is as free
as he thinka. It is philosophically possible that man is not
free at all in the sense of doing other than what is predeter-
mined. PFor it is not philosophically contradictory %o hold that
events are both determined and freely chosen, i.e., that the free
choice was part of the predetermination. It may be existentially
disconcerting for one to discover that his c¢reative powers are
not absolutely original, that he is willing only as God wills,
but it is certainly not logically impossible. That is, it is
possible that there is a God who in some way is the ultimate
source and circumscription of our freedom, whether this is the
way we desire it to be or not. No amount of existential or ex-
periential reaction to divine intrusion into one's life can rule
out the logical possibility that there just may be a God anyway.
It is just as much an illusion to conclude that there is no God
because one doesn't want an invasion of his independence and
creativity as to conclude that there is a God because one wishes
to have a cosmic comforter.

(3) Sartre's third disproof of God is really more serious,
He contends that it is impossible for God to transcend the total-
ity of consciousness. "PFor if God is consciousness, he is inte-

grated in the totality" and does not really transcend it. "And
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if by his nature, he is a being beyond consciousness (that is, an
"in-itself" which would be its own foundation) still the totality
can appear to him only as object or as subject," neither of which
is possible. That is, if God has no consciousness, then he can
not be conscious of any totality either as a subject or as an ob=-
Ject. "Thus no point of view on the totality is conceivable;

the totality has no 'outside,' and the very question of the mean-
ing of the ‘'underside' is stripped of meaning.“ao
Since we have already spoken to the issue of how it is mean~-

6l we will speak

ingful to speak about a beyond or transcendent,
only directly to Sartre's problem here. Of course 1t is meaning-
less to speak of God as being beyond the whole in any strictly
literal sense of the word. But it is not meaningzless to speak of
God as more than the whole the way unity is more than the parts
of a thing or the way depth of experience is beyond the factors
which comprise it. 1In like manner it is possible that God may be
beyond or more than our limited consciousness in the sense that
fhe is consciousness while we only have consciousness.®2

60

Sartre, Being and Nothingness, p. 370.

61See the last part of Chapter Cnme.

62Koestenbaum distinguishes the "empirical ego" (the one per:

eived) from the "transcendental ego" (the one perceiving). And
Fe argues that the "transcendental ego” should be identified with
God because 1) It is experienced as the source of all conscious-
ness; 2, As always the came; 3) As untbinkable as to its non-ex-
istence; 4) As existing of its own necessity; 5) As external to
the time-space world; 6) As the Unity in the nexus of intersube
Jectivity; 7) As the subjective center of all consciousness; 8)
As cocntentless consciousness or the pure subject; and 9) As conm-
plete freedom. Now in view of this, said Koestenbaum, even
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In other words, it is possible for God to be consciousness
and yet be beyond our consciousness without contradiction. TFor
the very theoretical or ideal existence of a transcendental ego
reveals that it 1s not impossible to speak of a transcendent con-
sciousness. In brief, Sartre's disproof of God does not follow,
for it is possible that there is an ultimate subject or center of
lconsciousness which goes beyond our limited consciousness. It is
possible that there are different levels of consciousness. That
is, there is no reason why man can not be conscious of something
while at the same time be conscious that this something trans-
lcends his consciousness of it. This seems to be the case of
one's c¢onsciousness of his own self. That is, an individual
[seems to be aware that there is more to himself than he is con-
scious of in any given state of consciousness. Likewise, when
one is conscious of another person he seems %o be aware that his
lconsciousness of that person does not exhaust the personsality of
that person. 8o, there seems to be no reason why one can not be
lconscious of a being like God which transcends his consciousness.

The Status of Disproofs of God

To summarize, we have found no valid disproofs of the real-
ity of God or the transcendent. All admit of some possible al-
ternative; none show that 1t is logically impossible that there

is a transcendent reality. Indeed, it would appear to be an

though Kant and Husserl did not identify the transcendental ego
with God, its characteristics lend themselves naturally to this
identification. See Peter Koestenbaum, "Religion in the Tradi-
tion of Phenomenology," pp. 185, 186.
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impossible task to absolutely disprove the reality of God. One

jwould have to possess absolute knowledge in order to be absolute-
1y certain there was no possibility of a God. In brief, he would
Pave to be God in order to disprove God.
But it must be remembered that for many modern thinkers nei-
ther is it possible to prove the reality of the transcendent.
Does this mean that we have reached a stalemate of proof and dis-
proof? Is this the best that one can conclude, viz., that the

reality of the transcendent is possible but not provable or dis-
provable? Are there no ways to test the reality basis for reli-
Igious experience? This situation calls for a reassessment of the

role of argumentation in religion.

The Role of Reason in Determining the Reality
of the Transcendent

From the position that proofs are not possible it by no
means follows that reason has no role nor that adequate criteria
|are not available nor necessary. Religion, too, is subject to
error and illusion. As even ardent defenders of the reality of
the transcendent will sometimes admit, "It is hard to rid our
jpinds completely of the haunting suspicion that the entire reli-

gious structure may be nothing more than a grand and beautiful
castle in the air."63 As Novak observed, "The believer often
fails to recognize that he needs a criterion for distinguishing

63Trueblood. Philosophy of Religion, p. 17.
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in himself true belief as opposed to false; he needs a way of
lguarding against illusion."64

Despite this fact, there are some who contend that the
transcendent needs no verification but is self-authenticating.
Robinson, e.g., argues that "God is, by definition, ultimate real{
ity. And one cannot argue whether ultimate reality exists. One
fcan only ask what ultimate reality is like. . . .“65 Here he is
following Tillich who contended that the question isn't whether
God exists but rather which of the many symbols most adequately
expresses him, "This is the problem, and not the so-called ‘exis;
tence of God'w«-which is in itself an impossible combination of
words. God as the ultimate in man's ultimate concern is more
certain than any other certainty, even that of oneself." Indeed,
the very fact that one forms the question "Does God exist?" re~
veals that the symbol "God" has lost its meaning for him, said
Tillich. In other words, "I{ is meaningless to question the ul-
timacy of an ultimate concern." Atheism is actually impossible
for Tillich., For ". . . he who denies God as a matter of ulti-
mate concern affirms God, because he affirms ultimacy in his con-

n66 This does not mean that man is conscious of his ulti-

67

cern.

mate concern (i.e., of "God"), but he has one nonetheless.

€4 ovak, Belief and Unbelief, p. 21.

65Robinson, Honest to God, p. 29.
©6pi111ch, Dynamics of Faith, pp. 46, 47, 63, 88.
67Tillich, Ultimate Concern, p. 50.

LA
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Tillich is not alone in his contention that God's existence
cannot really be questioned. S¢ren Kierkegaard said: "Thus I al-
ways reason from existence, not toward existence . . . ‘"68 In
a similar way, Bultmann argues that the revelation of God is self
vindicating and to ask for a criterion for guestioning the direct
revelation of God is ". . .to presuppose that we can ascertain
the truth of the revelation before recognizing it as revelation."
God doesn't have to justify himself to man. Every demand for
criteria must be dropped as soon as the face of God appears, he
argues.69
Now there is something deceptively oversimplified about this
position that must be clarified before we can fully appreciate
the need for criteria to determine the reality basis for the
transcendent. Jaspers spoke to the heart of the issue when he
wrote, "It is not God who must justify himself, but every mani-
festation in the world that pretends to be the word of God, the
act of God, the revelation of God." In other words, "It is not
God who is to be tested, but whether what a man says is true . .
. .“70 Or to restate it, if we know that it was a transcendent
reality that one is aware of in religions experience, then there

[would be no need to verify it. But that is precisely the problem

68Kierkegaard, Philosophical Fragments, p. 32.

69Bultmann in Myth and Christianity by Jaspers and Bult-
Hmann, p. 68.

70Jaspers, Myth and Christianity, pp. 80, 81.
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viz., we do not know that it is a transcendent reality. The
reality of the transcendent is what is under question. That is,
since our experience itself is not God or the transcendent, it
is necessary to have some means of determining whether or not our
experience has a reality behind it.

Certainly, we cannot identify the experience itself with the
ultimate for thenit becomes redundant to ask if there is any real
ity behind it. For we have already contended that by the trans-
jcendent object of religious experience we mean more than a sub-
Jjective condition of human experience; more than a projection of
human imagination; more than an illusion of human wishes, and
[more than a subconscious continuation of human experience.7l I
the basis for religious experience is actually no more than a
projection of the experience, it is meaningless to call it "real)
And if it is meaningful to ask about the reality basis for reli-
|zious experience, then it is needful to find some adequate cri-
terla for deciding on the question.

The search for adequate criteria for determining the reality

g@on. As Novak said, "If by intelligence we cannot know whether
there is a God: if, that is, a man has no way of defending him-
self with critical intelligence against illusory beliefs, then

the edifice of revealed religion is--for us, at least--on shaky
!grounds.”72 Certainly if a man is ultimately concerned about

of anything is not easy but it is necessary, particularly in reli;

71gee Chapter One for further elaboration of this point.
72Novak, Belief and Unbelief, p. 40.
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what isn't even real, he ought to know about it, For the reli-
gious person of all msan should be concerned with maturity and
fidelity to the truth whatever it may be, even if it is the dise
covery that the object of his ultimate concern is not real. Eli-
ade said that the religious man by nature is one who thirsts for
reality with all his heart.73 If not, at least he ought to be.
For as Freoud remarked, anyone with a sense for reality will not
be satisfied to worship a God who is no more than an illusory
projection of his own wishes.74

The Logical Criteria
Two logical criteria may be suggested for testing the real-
ity of the transcendent, one negative and one positive. Nega-~
tively, whatever is logically contradictory cannot be real. Pos-
itively, whatever is rationally inescapable must be real.

The Negative Criterion.--This will be used in determining

the possibility of the reality of the transcendent. For certain-
ly a logically contradictory position is not to be held as true.
Contrary to C. I. Lewis and those who hold that the principle of
non~contradiction might not apply to reality we would argue that
this asgertion itself makes no sense unless the law of contradice
tion does apply to the real world. As Prancis H. Parker re-
[parked, the Jjustification for holding that the law of non-contra-

|diction nmust apply to the real world is that no one can assert

75Eliade, The Sacred and the IProfane, p. 80.

74Freud, The Future of an Illusion, pp. 49, 50.
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or even believe that it does not apply without implying that it
does.75 Furthermore, no meaninsful statement can be made which
denies the principle of non-contradiction. The principle is
literally undeniable. And to say that the principle is undeni-
able is not to argue in a circle; it is not using the principle
of non-contradiction to defend the principle of non-contradic-
tion. That is, we are not affirming that it must be true because
we could not even make the statement that it is true unless it
were true, thus enabling us to make the statement that it is true
in a non-contradictory way. What we are contending is that the
law of non-contradiction must be true since there is no way to
deny it without affirming it in the same breath. That is, it is
not the fact that the law of non-contradiction is affirmable
which necessitates its truth but the fact that it is undeniable.
The principle of non-contradiction is such that one must assume
its truth to affirm it and one must even assume its truth to deny
it. In either case there is no way to even think without assunm-
|ing that the principle of non~-contradiction is true. So whether
lone affirms it or denies it, he really affirms it. The law of

75Francis Parker, "The Realistic Position in Religion" in
Religion in Philosophical and Cultural Perspective, p. 88. He
[contends That ". . . the opponent of the realist thesis of cogni~
tive independence is, at bottom, in the self-defeating position
of denying his thesis in the same breath with which he affirms it
of implying that the principle of non-contradiction is true inde-
pendently of our knowledge of it Jjust in order consistently to
eny it. But this 1s, on the one hand, exactly not to maintain

any consistent position at all and also, on the other hand, to
grant the independent truth of the principle of non-contradiction

-

d henge also of the @emonstgation of the rga&ist thesis of cog-
aﬁg vgr;ﬁggg?ndence which is based upon the independent truth o

£
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non~contradiction is not non-affirmable, which means it must be
affirmed to be true. Hence, no position about the reality of the
transcendent can be held to be true if it is contradictory.

The Positive Criterion of Reason.--Not only is it impossible

for the contradictory to be real, but it is necessary for the
rationally inescapable to be real. By rationally inescapable is
meant a non-contradictory position the only possible alternatives
to which are contradictory. If it were not so that the only al-~
ternative to contradiction were true, then it would follow that
nothing could be true. For if the only logically possible view
there can be can not be true, then nothing can be true for there
are no other possibilities. But to say that nothing can be true
is contradictory by the negative criterion of reason, the law of
non-contradiction, since the statement that nothing is true would
have to be a true statement in order for it to make any sense.
But if it is a true statement, then something is true, viz., the
statement that nothing is true. However, to say that it is true
that nothing is true is to utter a contradiction. Therefore, if
it is not true that nothing is true, then it must follow that
something is true, And if something must be true, then it must
follow that the only possible thing that can be true really is
true.

If, then, the rationally inescapable (viz., the only logical
possibility) must be real, then this would invalidate the earlier
objection to theistic proofs, viz., that they could be rationally

inescapable without being ontologically so, For that very state-
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ment about what is ontologically so could not be true unless the
rational did apply to the real. Therefore, if any proof can be
shown to be rationally inescspable then it would settle the ques-
tion of the reality of the transcendent. The question, then, is
this: are any of the proofs for the existence of God rationally
inescapable?

Applying the Logical Criteria

Since we have alresdy discussed the application of the nega-~
tive criterion under the alleged disproofs for God and concluded
that none of them show that it is logically impossible that the
transcendent is real, then it remains only to ask if any of the
alleged proofs are rationally inescapadble. For granting, as we
have argued, that the rationally inescapable is also real, then
if any of the proofs are without logical defect it will follow
that God is real.

Alternative to the Teleological Argument.--It was admitted

in the formulation of the Teleological proof that the conclusion
is not rationally inescapable. That iz, there is a non-contradic
tory alternative, viz., that the world happened by chance.76 And
even if this alternative is not probable, nevertheless it is pos-
sible. And if it is possible, then it is not irrational to hold
this position. Furthermore, if it is possible that the world

happened by chance then maybe it did happen that way. For things

that only have "one chance in a million" sometimes do happen.

L4

76This alternative is developed by Hume's Philo in his Dia-
logues. See Donald Burrill, The Cosmological Arguments, pp. 185=

1128,
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That is, just because the possibility of getting three sixes in
one throw is only 1 in 216, it doesn't follow that it will take
216 throws to get it. It may come on the first throw. At any
rate, whether the world did or did not happen by chance, it is
not logically contradictory to hold that it happened by chance.
Hence, the Teleological argument is not rationally inescapable.

Alternatives to the Moral Argument.--Neither is the Moral

argument retionally inescapable., For it is always possible that
what appears to be independent of man, what appears to come from
beyond him is no more than a vague undefined ideal existing only
in individual human minds and nowhere outside of them. Or it is
possible that what men think is & moral law independent of them-
selves is no more than their own sub-conscious, i.e., it exists
only beyond their own consciousness but not beyond their sub-
consciousness.77 Then, too, the moral law could be nothing more
than the collective sub-consciousness of men, which would explain
both its apparent beyondness and also why no one individual com=
pletely understands it, viz., because it doesn't exist in any one
man in a complete form.

Furthermore, it is not irrational to hold that there could
be an objective moral law, independent of mankind without holding
that there is a Moral Law-Giver. For it is not contradictory to
hold that the moral law is a structure which exists on its own

or as the binding force of interrelationships among

77This is the position of Carl Jung. See Pgychology and
|Religion, Chapter Two.
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men.78 Nor is it contradictory to hold that the moral law is no
more than an accldental order resulting from chance arrangement

in the universe. That is, it is not imponssible that mind, idea,

and law could be the result of matter, however unlikely this may

be.

Alternatives to the Cosmological Argument.--~Rational slter-

natives to the Cosmological argument are not as easy to come by,
at least not in the form of the Cosmological argument stated
above. One could deny that the world exists but it is difficult
to see how he could consistently Jdeny that he exists, for he would
have to exist in order to deny that he exists. And if he cannot
|deny that he exists, then the argument could start from his con-
tingent existence and move on from there with the same logic.

Of course one could deny that it is rationally necessary for
[contingent things to be caused. That is to say, he could deny
that it is not rationally necessary to conclude that there must
be a reason or explanation as to why a being exists when it need
mot exist. This denial would amount to an attack on the princi-
ple of sufficient reason. It would be saying that everything
[does not have to have a sufficient reason, that some things Just
lare and don't need a‘reason, explanation, or cause. In other
fwords, the world is uncaused; its being is gratuitous or just

there without any explanation.79 That is, one could deny that

78This criticism is mentioned by M. Rader in Enduring Ques-
tions (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1966), p. .

797nis position is suggested by Sartre's analysis. See n.
|68 above.
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everything needs a sufficient reason either inside or outside it~
self by simply holding that only some things have sufficient rea-
sons, and the world is not one of them. This would avoid the
trap of having to say that nothing has a sufficient reason while
one has a sufficient reason for saying that, thus contradicting
one's self., What this position could say 1s that there is a suf-
ficient reason (whatever it may be, evil, absurdity, etc.) for
holding that the world does not need to have a sufficient reason.
And even if one didn't have a sufficient reason for saying that
the world does not need to have a sufficient reason, still this
position would be rationally possible (even though it would not
be rationally compelling since it has no reason for its conclu-
sion), for it has not been shown why the world must have a cause.
That is, it has not been shown why the world can't simply be
there.

The other alleged alternatives to the cosmological argument
don't seem to be rationally possible alternatives once one grants
the need for a sufficient reason or cause. An infinite regress,
e.8., 18 not rationally possible, for if an explanation is neces-
sary then putting it off forever is not sufficient. That is, by
adding up an infinite number of non-explanations one does not get
an explanation. If each individual cause is inadequate to ex=-
plain the effect and an explanation is necessary, then an infin-
ite number of inadequate causes will not add up to an adequate

explanation; all an infinite series provides is one infinitely
inadeguate explanation. That is, an infinite regress doesn't |
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really give an explanation; it is an attempt to explain away the
need for any explanation.ao
Nor does the Cosmological argument necessarily commit a
"Four-term" fallacy, for the conclusion of an "Infinite" cause
is not necessarily a different term from the "finite" cause of
the premise. For all that need be meant by "Infinite" is in-
finite or not finite. Or to put it another way, the word "cause"
can have the same meaning in the premise and in the conclusion,
but it must be remembered that the conclusion is that there is a
not-caused (i.e., un-caused) kind of "cause" which accounts for
the existence of the world. That is, the word "cause" itself
has the same meaning in the premise and in the conclusion; only
in the conclusion the "cause" is said to be a not-caused kind of

"cause" which makes it a wvery special kind of "cause."

Alternatives to the Ontological Argument.--Since Kant it has

been widely held that the Ontological argument (which involves
existence as a predicate) is not wvalid. But since Malcolm's re-
statement of the argument argued that existence is not a predi-
cate but that necessary existence is a necessary predicate for a

81
Necessary Being, this former objection does not necessarily hold.

8OOn the impossibility of an infinite regress of dependent
causes see John Duns Scotus, FPhilosophical Writings, pp. 44-46.

81Nbrman Malcolm in "Anselm's Ontological Argument," wrote,
“Previously I rejected existence as a perfection., . . . but [now
hold ) that the logical Impossibility of non-existence is a per-
fection. In other words, necessary existence i1s a perfection,"

__Ec IE., D. 1420
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Does this mean, then, that the argument is rationally inescap-
able? Not even Malcolm claims that. He holds merely that "The
only intelligible way of rejecting Anselm's claim that God's
exlstence is necessary is to maintain that the concept of God,
as a being a greater than which cannot be conceived, is self-
contradictory or nonsensical." He confesses, however, "I do not
know how to demonstrate that the concept of God-~that is of a
being greater than which cannot be conceived--is not self-contra-
dictory."82 He felt, of course, that no one has yet shown that
it was contradictory and that it was not likely that anyone would
but he did admit that it was possible that someone could. And if
it is possible that the concept of God as a being posseassing all
possible perfections is contradictory, then Malcolm's form of the
Ontological argument is not rationally inescapable.

Purthermore, other thinkers have attempted to show that
theré are other rational alternatives to Malcolm's argument.
Alvin Platinga, e.g., argued that Malcolm's restatement of the
Ontological argument is not rationally inescapable since (1) Mal-
colm has a hidden conditional, viz., 1f God exists then he must
exist always and necessarily and since (2) Malcolm overlooks the
alternatives that (a) it might have just happened that God has
always existed and always will exist or (b) that God never has
exlsted and never will.exist.83 And if any one of these is

-

r

Malcolm, op. cit., p. 157.
83Alvin Plantinga, The Ontological Argument, pp. 165-166.

82
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shown to be a possible alternative to Malcolm's argument, then thg
argunent is not logically inescapable. And since neither Mal-
colm nor his opponents hold the argument to be 'air-tight,' ad-
mitting of no possible slternatives, then it is not rationally
inescapable.

The Function of Reason

If the reality of God or the Transcendent is neither ration-
ally impossible nor rationally inescapable, then it can nesither
be proven nor disproven in the strongest sense of the term
"proof."” However, it does not follow from this that reason has
no role in determining the question of the reality of the trans-
cendent object of religious experience. On the contrary, reason
plays an essential role in the resclution of this problem, for
without the critical function of reason one would have no way to
examine and evaluate his experience. And in this case one would
never be able to get beyond the bare possibility of there being
a transcendent reality. He would never be able to speak even of
the probablility or improbability of its realitty. And the sheer
possiblility of there being a transcendent reality is scarcely
enough to warrant a total commitment to its reality, at least
mot for a critical thinker.
In order to avoid this rational impasse and thereby warrant
la religious commitment to the reality of the transcendent it is
necegsary to spell out more precisely the role of reason in de-
termining this question. The following guidelines are suggested:
(1) In view of the inability of reason to decide the isgue in a |
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rationally inescapable way it should be recognized that there are
certain options available to the rational man and that there is a
significant role for "decision" in determining this question;

(2) However, so that the conclusion as to the reality or unreal-
ity of the transcendent is not left to purely "subjective" choice
there must be adequate criteria established by which one can de-
termine the probability or improbability of the reality of the
transcendent. (3) But in order that the criteria are more than
purely abstract and arbitrary norms there must be a relationship
established between the criteria and religious experience which
they are testing. It will be necessary to explain this in more
|detail.

The Need for Decision.--Actually the inability to prove ab-

solutely whether or not there is a real object of religious ex-
perience turns out to be a definite advantage, for it leaves room
for the involvement of the whole person (including his will) in
l[determining this basic question. That is, if as Aquinas argued
that once something is proven demonstrably there is no longer any
need to believe in it, then this basic dimension of religion
fwould be simply a matter of the mind with no room for faith or
-d.ecision.a4 For once something is proven the mind cannot escape
lassent to it; there is no need for the will to venture out in

faith to believe it.S”

8quuinas, Summa Theologica, II-II, 1, 5, body.

85pquinas, On Truth, XIV, 9, reply.
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But the problem with proofs in this sense, were they possi=-
ble, is that they sacrifice personal commitment for rational cer-
tainty-~they leave no room for the person to make a decision of
his own. In this sense they destroy respomsibility. As Tillich
correctly noted, "This element of uncertainty in faith cannot be
removed, it must be accepted. And the element in faith which ac-
cepts this is courage."86 But this doubt is not the academic
doubt of the sceptic but the doubt of one who is ultimately con-
cerned. For where there is no doubt of this kind there is no in-
dication that one's attitude is a religious one.87 For ",
serious doubt is confirmation of faith., It indicates the seri-
ousness of the concern, its unconditional character.“aa

Purthermore, as Jaspers observed, "It is only when there is
no such objective guarantee that faith acquires meaning and
strength, for only then is it authentic decision."89 Kant seemed
to be getting at this same point when he wrote, "I have therefore
found it necessary to deny knowledge [of God] in order to make
room for faith."go In brief, a strict rational proof would elim-

inate the personal, responsible, and volitional involvement of

the total man in his total commitmeht, which is incongruous with

8 pi11ich, Dynamics of Faith, p. 16.
871pid., p. 20.
81pid., p. 22.

89Karl Jaspers and Rudolf Bultmann, Myth and Christianity,
p. 69

90Kant, The Critigque of Pure Reason, p. 29.
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the very nature of the religious commitment. Rationally inescap-
able arguments, if there are such, would be a hindrance to reli-
gious experience; there must always be room for decision if
there is to be a personal or responsible commitment made about
the transcendent. John E. Smith summarized this point very well
when he wrote, "When the reality of God is made into a necessary
logical outcomé, to be acknowledged merely as something required
by thought, there seems to be room neither for love nor for that
voluntary movement toward God which is essential to religious
faith, "1

The Need for Criteria.--It goes without saying that a deci-

sion will not be meaningful or reasonable unless there are ade~
quate criteria by which it can be Jjudged. For religious exper-
ience no less than other kinds of experience is subject to misin-
terpretation and illusion. At least for the philosopher of reli-
gion, the unexamined religious experience is not worth having.
Here it is not a matter of a atrict proof or disproof of the ob-
Ject of religious experience but of establishing its reasonable-
ness or unreasonableness. For unless there is some significant
role for reason we are left in the clutches of subjectivism.

Even the appeal.to some kind of special religious revelation will
not avoid the problem for it too is part of religious experience
and is therefore subject to interpretation and verification like

92

other experiences.

9Nyohn E. Smith, Experience and God, p. 110.
923ee Chapter Five for further elaboration of this point.
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So, then, neither strict proof nor uncritical experience is
a sufficient basis for a religious commitment to the reality of
the transcendent. For as John E. Smith said, "If the assertion
of God's reality cannot survive critical questioning then we must
fall into unintelligibility and succumb to doubt. . . ."93 That
is, the appeal to experience is not naive. The reflective person
must have a set of principles for analyzing experience., And in
view of this it will be our task (in the next chapter) to alabor-
ate a set of criteria which one can apply to religious experience
in order to determine whether or not the transcendent object
thereof is real.

The Need for a Basis 1ln Experience.--In order to ensure,

however, that the criteria are more than abstract unrelated
ideas arbitrarily imposed on experience there must be a clear
relationship established between these criteria and the experi-
ence which they purport to test. Otherwise one can easily back
out of the snare of subJectivism where there are no tests for ex-
perience into the trap of a rationalism where there is no basis
in experience for the ideas which are to evaluate it. In other
words, it must be remembered that rational analysis is a secon-
dary operation based on the primary data of experience., That is,
even though reason is essential, experience is basic to it. Ex-
perience is the 'stuff' out of which reason bullds the structure.

Experience gives content and meaning to ideas.

933ohn E. Smith, Experience and God, p. 1ll.
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Especially is it appropriate, if not necessary, in asking
the question about the reality of the transcendent that there be
strong ties established with experience. PFor if humans are to
have any contact with the real it will have to be through human

experience.

Summary and Conclusion

The classical attempts to prove the existence of God, which
apply also to the broader designation of the transcendent real-
ity, have not received an enthusiastic response among most modern
thinkers. Most thinkers have found them to be either psycholo-
gically unconvincing, logically invalid, epistemologically defec-
tive, axiologically misplaced, or ontologically inadequzate.

The most radical response to the attempts to prove the real-
ity of the transcendent have been the counter attempts to dis-
prove it. However, upon analysis of Feuerbach's epistemological
disproof, Findlay's ontological disproof and Sartre's existential
disproofs it was discovered thatf like the proofs, these disproofs

were not rationally inescapable. There is always the possibility

that there is a transcendent reality.

Concluding, then, that the reality of the transcendent was
neither rationally impossible nor logically inescapable, we are
left with the task of finding some meaningful criteria for test-
ing the reality basis for religious experience. It was further
suggested that these criteria must be both closely related to

experience and also leave room for decision or the responsible
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involvement of the whole person. Otherwise, the process would
not be a truly religious involvement.

Finally, it should be pointed out that in view of the con-
clusions of this chapter and the proposed criteria for evaluating
religious experience, the forcz of the reaction to "proofs" may
be obviated. For it is granted that the proofs are not logically
inescapable. Further, if we can establish adequate criteria for
determining the reality question this will answer the problem
about the epistemological defects and the ontolongical inadequacy.
Finally, if the criteria are based in one's personal experience,
there should be no problem as to these criteria being either psy-
chologically convincing or axiologically relevant. If, on the
other hand, adequate criteria cannot be developed, then some of
the force of the reaction to proofs could also be leveled against

the c¢riteria as well,




CHAPTER V

FORMULATING TESTS FOR DETERMINING THE
REALITY OF THE TRANSCENDENT

The plan of this chapter is not to establish the probability
or improbability of the reality of the transcendent object of
religious experience. Rather, the purpose is to lay down tests
by which one may determine for himself whether or not there is a
reality beyond religious experience. Besides being a more modest
task than most theistic endeavors, this procedure has several
advantages. First, it is more in accord with the spirit of our
endeavor to base a philosophy of religion in experience. Second,
it encourages each man to exercise his own responsible judgment
in deciding on this question about ultimate reality. Finally,
it avoids coming to any categorical approval or disapproval of
given or special religious experiences and brings the criteria
to bear on religious experience in general so that one may see
which (if any) of the various kinds of religious experience are
reality based and which are not. That is, if each kind of reli-
gious experience is tested on its own merits, then one is not
forced to the hasty conclusion that either all religious experi-

ence is based in reality or that it is all an illusion.

201




‘ 202
Summarizing the Nature of Religious EXperiencel

Before suggesting some tests forreligious experience perhaps
it would be well to review precisely what we mean by religious
experience. In this way one will be in a better position to know
exactly what it is to which the tests are being applied.

First, it should be pointed out that religious experience is
taken here in the broad sense of an awareness of the transcendent
and not in the narrow sense of specific religious experiences
like mystical experiences. Not that special religious experience$
are illegitimately religious, for there is a sense in which they
may be even more religious than the other kind. Namely, they may
be a heightening or more highly concentrated awareness of what is
sensed in the religious experience in general. Among other thingd
the value of limiting our analysis to religious experience in the
broad sense is that the tests will be available to a much broader
group of persons who have not had these special religious exper-
iences.

The Awareness of the Transcendent

One of the fundamental factors in a religious experience is
an awareness of something which goes beyond the limits of the
consciousness of individuals, that is, a transcendent. We have
seen that there is always a more or beyond which the individual
religious man senses to be other than himself., That is, he al-

ways feels that there is something beyond himself which is more

1This is a summary of .Chapter Three.
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ultimate than himself., He is convinced that there is an all or
whole of which he is only a ‘'part' and on which he is dependent.
Now this transcendent takes on various dimensions and des-
leriptions in different religious experiences. In some religious
experiences it is viewed asz the transcendent origin which can be
reached only retrospectively by going back via myths of origin
(cf. Eliade). Others view it as the transcendent top or point of
bsolute unity which can be approached only by going upward in a
vertical transcendence (cf. Plotinus). Still others consider the
transcendent to be the ultimate end of a forward or eschatologi-
lcal transcendence (cf. Altizer). And finally, there is the reli-
kious experience which moves inward in a kind of introspective
transcendence toward the ultimate depth (cf. Robinson). But
hatever the direction taken by religious experience or whatever
he description given to the transcendent, religious experience
llways involves an object which transcends the individual.

A Total Commitment to the Transcendent
Not only dces religious experience always inveolve a cone-
pciousness of a transcendent object but it also involves a total

conmnitment to that object as ultimate. Simply to be aware of the

ranscendent is not sufficient; commitment is necessary. For as
he ultimate it demands an ultimate commitment; a partial commit-
pent will not suffice. To qualify as a religious commitment it
hust'be e total commitment. Mere concern is not enough; reli-

kious concern is an ultimate concern.

Of course if one is completely committed %o an obieck ag |
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ultimate it is because he sees worth in it--ultimate worth. And

it is in this sense that a religious experience is one of wor-
ship, because of what the religious person feels to be the worth-
ship of the object. That is, he worships it because he finds it
fcompletely worthy of his complete adoration.

Implied also in a total commitment is a sense of absolute
[dependence on the object of religious experience. For one would
[pot need to be totally committed to it if he felt that he could
live independently of it. It is the very essence of religious

lexperience that one feels a sense of utter dependence on what he

onsiders to be the ultimate. The religious person feels that

e cannot transcend without depending on the transcendent to ena-

le him to transcend.
S esting Criteria for Testing
Eﬁe ﬁeaIi%y"Ez the Iranscendent

Now that the basic structure of religious experience has

[peen summarized we are in a better position to suggest criteria
for testing its reality basis. But first we should review what
[we mean by the term "reality."

Meaning of Reality
First, by "reality" is meant more than a subjective condi-
tion of human experience, for in this sense of the word the tran-
Iscendent would be real as long as somecne felt he were experienc-

ing it. Then too, we mean more by reality than a mere projection

f human imagination, for in this sense of the word one would

ave to unfairly conclude that even atheists like Feuerbach hold
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to the reality of the transcendent. Nor do we take reality to

mean the object of human wish-fulfillment, for on that ground
even the Freudian religious illusion would be a reality. PFurther
more, reality means more than human subconsciousness whether in-
dividual or collective, for in that sense the transcendent would
be no more than the part of human consciousness of which indivi-
[duals are ro longer conscious. That is, God would be no more
than what man does not recall about himself.
On the positive side we suggested that by reality is meant
what has an independent existence of its own beyond that exis-
tence it has in the consciousness or subconsciousness of men.
That is, the transcendent must exist outside of subjective human
experience before we considered it real. Also, by real is meant
what has an objective existence outside the subjective existence
in human experience. That is, the real is something which exists
outside of other subjects and is not merely an objectification
(i.e., an idea) of a subject or mind.
Some Tests for the Reality of the Transcendent

Now that a review has been made of what is meant by reli-
lgious experience and what is meant by reality we are in a posi-
tion to suggest ways of determining whether or not there is =a
basis in reality for the traunscendent object of religious exper-
ience. We offer only "tests" since it was concluded in the pre-

vious chapter that there are no "proofs" or "disproofs" available

at least none which are logically inescapable. Therefore, we are

“See Chapter Four for s fuller discussion of this point, |
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in search only of principles which can yield reasonable or proba-
[pble conclusions which are sufficient to determine whether or not

ne is justified in concluding that the transcendent is real.
E;is means, of course, that it is always posgsible for one to be
[wrong about the reality of the transcendent. But this is part
fof the risk involved in a religious decision. In fact, this is
lone of the reasons that a religious commitment necessitates the
responsible and critical involvement of not only one's mind but
lplso his will and the whole person. Three tests for the reality
of the transcendent may be offered. The first test is that of
jpeed, ultimate need; the second is the ultimacy of the object;
jpnd the third is fulfillment.,

Ultimate Need as a Test for Reality of the Transcendent.--

It was argued forcefully by Freud that the human wish for a Cos-
jpic Comforter was not a sufficient ground for concluding that
there really is such a being. With this we completely agree.

For no matter how sincerely or even earnestly one wishes for a
pot of gold at the end of his religious rainbow his wish can in
lho way be taken as a guarantee of the reality of its object.
Indeed, Freud was certainly right in being suspect of the reality
jof things which are merely objects of human wishes. More speci-
fically we may agree with him when he wrote, "We say to ourselves
it would indeed be very nice if there were a God who was both

[creator and benevolent providence . . . , but at the same time it

is very odd that this is all just as we should wish it our-
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lselves."3 That is, we agree with Freud that one has the right to
[doubt the reality basis for religious beliefs whose sole support
is that humans hope that they are true. Such is surely wishful
thinking or what Freud called an "illusion." That is, it could
possibly be true that there is a Heavenly Helper Just as men wish
there to be, but this belief remains suspect because its basis

is so wishful.

However, while subjective human wishes are no firm basis

for determining the reality of something, nevertheless an objec-~
tive human need may be a good reality criteria. It may be ar-
lgued, for example, that nature manifests a general teleology or
purpose in view of which it is unreasonable to assume that nature
fwould produce a need for which it does not intend a fulfillment.
If nature has produced thirsty creatures, then it is reasonable
to assume that nature has also provided water somewhere to fill
this thirst. If nature has produced hungry creatures, then it is
Bot unreasonable to conclude that nature has also provided food
jsomewhere to satisfy them. And if nature has created males, then
it makes sense to believe that there are females somewhere to

ate with them. In brief, wherever the world has produced a need
E; may assume that it has also provided an object to fill that
Beed. Wherever there is really an objective need for something,

Ee may reason that its object really exists (or existed) some-

here.4 For all of nature seems to abhor vacuums and rushes to

3Freud, Future of an Illusion, pp. 57-58.
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fill them., Nature fills its own voids.

And even if it could be shown that there are some exceptions
[to this general principie that wherever there are objective needs
ki.e., needs produced by nature) there really are objects to ful-
Ifill them, nevertheless one could argue that wherever there is an

pltimate need there must be an ultimate object to fulfill it.

or even if one could explain the failure of the universe to care
or some nminor and immediate needs, it would surely be unreason-
ble to conclude that there is really no ultimate object to sat-
isfy an ultimate need. Or, in other words, if men really need a
ranscendent, then there probably is a transcendent reality to
ill this need. If men really need the ultimate then it is rea-
onable to conclude that there is an ultimate reality.

Of course it is possible that objective human needs, even an
nltimate one, are not fulfilleble. It is just possible that the
hniverse is mocking man, saying, "I made you so that you really

heed love, but love is not a reality. You really need friend-

hip but there are no friends anywhere, etc." That is, it is at
[east possible that life is absurd and meaningless. It is possi-
pble that man has a God-sized vacuum in his heart for which there

ks no God to fill it.s Or, in the broader terms we have adopted

ko say that wherever there are needs that they will be fulfilled.
Certainly there have been many hungry and thirs¥y people who have
never received food or water. But would the world produce hungry
and thirsty people if it had no food or water anywhere to provide
For them? It seems reasonable to assume that it would not.

5This is the position of Sartre, and it is discussed above
Fn Chapter Four.
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n this study, it is possible that man really needs a transcen-
Lent but there is no transcendent reality anywhere. This is no
Boubt possible, but on the other hand it does not seem very proba-
pble., It seems much more reasonable to belleve that if men have
pn objective need for a transcendent that the transcendent is
bbjectively real., Objectivity of a need, especially an ultimate
heed, is an indication of the reality of the object of that need.
For if an object really must be (in order to fulfill a real need)
then it is reasonable to assume that this object must be real. T
There are other kinds of need which do not argue for the
reality of their objects the way that objective needs do. These
an be called subjective needs. For example, there are personal
pnd social needs which are by no means a guarantee of the reality
bf their objects. BSociety can create its own needs. A competi~
bive society, e.g., can create the need for success. Television
san create the need for children to see television. Iaxury can
preate the need for more luxury. Drugs can create the need for
pore drugs, etc. But none of these needs is objective and cer-
bainly none is ultimate. None of these is created by nature and
hone is basic to the nature of man.,

An objective need, as opposed to a mere subjective one, is

h sine qua non for actualizing full human potentiality. An objecH

bive need is a real need and not a mere wish, however strong the

Fish may be. Men may wish to have honey, but they really need

pread. The real problem is to establish that "Man cannot live by




needs the transcendent?

To establish that man'c religious need is not merely subjec-
tive is not an easy task. For parhaps Freud was right that men
Ko not really need God but only wish to have one. If the need
for the transcendent is to be used as a test for itz reality,

then the burden of proof is to show that men really need the tran:

that man needs the transcendent. First, he might attempt the
very difficult task of isoclating the socisl and personzl condi-
tions which might have created an artificial or subjective need
for the transcendent. In this way one might be able to discover
fwhether or not men reared without religion in their environment
ould still have a basic objective need for the transcendent.
E;is task, of course, would be very difficult both because of the
rarity of such totally religious-free environments and because
lof the couplexity of factors inveolved. Another approach which
is less sociclogical and nore philosophical is as follows. For
fexample, one could analyze the nature of human experience as
described by both religious and non-religious men to see if, des~
pite obvicus differsnces in the way believers and non-believers
lexpress their experiences, there might not be some common cosmic
tiranscendent of which both find theumselves in need in an objec-
tive way.
Since we have already detailed the multi-dimensional need

for the transcendent expressed by religious men earlier, we need

lccendent. There are several ways one might attempt to demonatrate

only to remember here that at the very heart of the religious




211
[experience is the need for the transcendent. Even some religious
latheists (like Altizer) who deny all traditional foxrms of trans-
[cendence see a new direction for man to transcend, viz., a for-
[vard one in the eschatological dialectic of history. There seems
to be little doubt that religious men both theist and non-theist
feel a real need for the transcendent., The question is whether
this felt need has a real objective basis of whether it is Jjust
|a peculiarity of the religious temperament. Although an examina-
tion of the experiences of non-religious men would not be defini-
tive as to whether or not there is an objective need for the
transcendent, nonetheless such a study is quite illuminating. As
lo matter of fact, some of the strongest testimony to man's nsed
for God has come from some contemporary non-believers.

In his autobiography, Jean Paul Sartre confessed, "I needed
[God, He was given to me, I received Him without realizing that I
[was seeking Him." Further, he said, "I reached out for religion,
I longed for it, it was the remedy. Had it been denied me, I
would have invented it myself." But "I needed a Creator, I was
lgiven a Big Boss."6 Nor is Sartre alone in expressing man's need
for God. Walter Kaufmann said, "Man is the ape that wants to be
igcd e » o« o Religion is rooted in man's aspiration to transcend
himself . . . . Whether he worships idols or strives to perfect
Lhimselt, man is the God-intoxicated ape."7 Others have expressed

63artre, The Words, trans. Bernard Frechtman (New York:
George Brazill&F, 967y, pp. 102, 97.

7Walter Kaufmann, Critique of Religion and Philosophy, pp.
354, 355, 359. -
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man's need to transcend as a serious search for God. Franz Kaf-
ka's novels express lonely man's unsuccessful attempt to communi-
|cate with some important otherness beyond his own self. Samuel

Beckett's play, Waiting for Godot, reflects a similar craving to

hear from God. As William Barrett noted, "Surely the audience
[at Beckett's play recognized . . . some echo, however veiled, of
it's own emptiness, in Heidegger's phrase, it's 'waiting for
lgoa.+ 8 Of course it may be argued that whether biographical or

uthobiographical these are no more than expressions of what we
E;ve called subjective needs for the transcendent, in which case
they c¢an not be used as evidence for the reality of the transcen-
[dent. However valid this objection may be with regard to others,
"Bt certainly does not apply to all of what Sartre said.

Sartre saw man's need for God to be so great and so basic to

is very nature as man that God is said to be man's fundamental
roject, Sartre wrote, "To be man means to reach toward being
d. Or if you prefer, man fundamentally is the desire to be
a."?" 0f course, Sartre felt that the whole project was absurd
d vain because it is logically impossible for there to be a
od. However, it has already been pointed out that his logical
ejection of God was based on the faulty conception of God as a
elf-caused rather than an Uncaused being. And as to the existent

ial absurdity of man needing the transcendent, if the need for

8

William Barrett, Irrational Man, p. 63.
dsartre, Being and Nothingness, pp. 762, 766.
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[God is so great in each man, then we are cruelly dishonest with

jourselves when we give up in despair. That is, if men really
jpeed the transcendent the way they seem to need it, then there is

pt least a prima facie reason for continuing the search.

Other atheists admit that man does have an objective cosmic

Eeed for the transcendent, but they are not willing to identify

his with a religious experience. 1In a key passage Freud agreed
th Schleiermacher that men do have a sense of dependence on the
Eiiverse or all. Freud, however, was not willing to call this

lexperience religious. It is not the feeling of cosmic dependence
on the transcendent whole which is religious for Preud. On the

contrary, religion is found in the response man gives to this

l:eeung in seeking a remedy for it.10 But if Freud is willing
¢ admit that there is a basic sense in which men are dependent

Bn the transcendent-~even though he is unwilling to ¢all this

eligious-~then at least on the level of experience there seens

0 be a basis for arguing that men may have an objective need for
he transcendent. Whether or not 3ll men are willing to recog-
ize this need for the transcendent or even should recognize it
Es not the point here. PFor the issue here is not whether men
have a subjective awareness of an objective need for the trans-

cendent but whether or not there really is an objective need.

v

E%r if there is really an objective need for the transcendent, we

ave argued that the transcendent is probably objectively real.

10Freud. Future of an Illusion, p. 52.
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Or, in other words, if there is really an ultimate need for the
transcendent, then no dcubt the transcendent is ultimately real.
The objectivity of the need favors the reality of the object of
that need, especially when the need is ultimate.

As to whether a man feels that it is necessary to atfirm
this need subjectively is another question. In the final analy-
sis each man will have to decide this question for himself.

But if it can be shown that there is an objective and ultimate
need for the transcendent, then whether or not one decides to
[pake an ultimate commitment to it we may assume that it is real.
Ultimacy of the Object as a Test for the Reality of the

ITranscendent.~~Not only does the ultimacy of the need argue for
the reality of the object of that need but the ultimacy of the
object itself can be used as an indication of its reality. Of

|course not all religious experience involves an ultimate object.

Some men make an ultimate commitment to what is less than ulti-
te. Idolatry happens. Some men make & kind of ultimate com-
tment to their country, as appears from the patriot's "My coun-

try right or wrong." Other men make an ultimate commitment to
ocial causes and still others to a human lover. But the problem

Eith any such ultimate commitment to objects which are less than
ltimate is that the object is not adequate for the commitment.

E;s country errs, the cause fails, and the lover dies. Nothing

hort of an ultimate object is capable of fully satisfying an

ltimate commitment. The reason for this is that the thirst for

hunlimited gatisfaction can not be fully satisfied by any limited
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bject., As it is put in the Wisdom ILiterature of the 0ld Testa-

ent, there is nowhere "under the sun" that a man can find ulti-
ate satisfaotion.ll Everything in this world is temporal, and
an thirsts for the eternal. Or, as Augustine said it, the heart
is restless until it finds its rest in God.

Of course some objects which are not ultimate are capable
Lof satisfying an ultimate commitment, at least in part and for a
time. But even if a limited object were capable of fully satis-
fying an ultimete commitment indefinitely, it would still be
trve that nothing short of what is actually ultimate would be
papable of justifying an ultimate commitment. For nothing short
kf an vltimate object is worthy of an ultimate commitment. But
in either event, no religious experience is adequate unless its
bbject is ultimate. Probably only an ultimate object is adequate
to satisfy an ultimate commitment, and certainly only an ultimate
iject is adequate to justify it. Therefore, even if one agreed
Lwith Tillich that all men are religious in that they have an ul-
timate commitment to some object,12 it would not follow that all

Een were adequately religious. There are many objects of ulti-

ate concern--wealth, fame, country. However, as Smith said,

llEcclesiastes Chapters 1 and 2.

IECertainly all persons have a center of their personality,

ia, a unifying core or concern (cf. Tillich, Ultimate Concern, p.
106 angd %ynamics of Faitk, p. 105), but whether or not this con-
ern ias total or ultImate is the question. At least some men de~
that They have any kind of ultimate concern about anything
(Jean Paul Sartre, e.g.). Furthermore, even if one can't be a
person without some kind of ultimate concern, then it might be
said that some individuals lack personhood for this very reason.
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"But the final question is whether our ultimate concern is fixed
fon the really ultimate or upon some lesser object which, being
finite, must be regarded in the end as an ido1."13 go we may
[conclude that all men are not adequately religious; not all have
jan object which is really ultimate, even though they may have
given an ultimate commitment to it.
But from this we may also draw a further conclusion, viz.,
that if a religious person does have an object of his ultimate
kommitment which is really ultimate, then he has no reason to be-
lieve that it is not ultimately real. That is, ultimaecy is a
test for reality in religious experience. For if the ultimacy
[of the object of religious experience is not a test for its real-
ity, then it would follow that what is really ultimate is not
jultimately real. And if we are willing to use the word "real" of
immediate objects of human experience and concern such as things

d persons, then there seems to be no reason not to use it of
E: ultimate object which is really ultimate. Why should the im-
ediate be real but the ultimate not be real? If on the other

and, one is willing to say that whatever is really ultimate is
jpltimately real, then in order to test the reality of the object
lof one's religious experience he need only find a way of deter-
pining whether or not this object is really ultimate.

Of course it is not an easy task to show that the object of
jone's ultimate commitment is really ultimate. It certainly is

1330hn E. Smith, "Ultimate Concern and the Really Ultimate,"
in Religious Experience and Truth, p. 67.
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not sufficient merely to say that it is ultimate. Idolatry comes

jpot only in many forms but in subtle forms. Some idols are metal
and some are mental. Some men may consciously worship something
finite; others would only unconsciously worship a limited object.
How, then, is a religious man to be sure that he is nather con-
|sciously nor unconsciously committed to what is less than the

hﬂtimate? The answer is not easy nor is it necessarily hopeless.

One way to assure oneself of the ultimacy of the object of
is religious commitment is for him to make a conscious and deli-
terate effort to purge himself of all idolatry. That is, he
[should never permit his religious devotion to focus on or settle
jon any finite object or image through which the ultimate is mani-
fest to him. It is at this point that the religious person may

Eroritably use what Ramsey called disclosure models, that is,
etaphorical ways to manifest what is beyond the empirical but
which will leave its transcendent mystery intact. Ramsey's de-
vice for assuring that the religious person did not focus on the
limited aspects of the conceptual models was what he called qual-
ifiers, that is, words which qualify the model or conceptual
image of the transcendent in such a way as to force it to go on
jland on until it reaches a disclosure of what is beyond it. For
Bxample, when God is spoken of as an "Everlasting Pather™ the
familiar metaphor of a father is qualified by the word everlast-
ing in such a way as to force the mind to think on and on until,
ﬁwithout forsasking the empirical anchorage of the meaning of

|earthly father, it will receive a disclosure of the transcendent,
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What Ramsey attempts to do with qualified models Tillich

Eould do with religious symbols which, he said, point beyond themt
elves. In like manner both Jaspers' cipher language and Bult-
fpann's demythologized language are attempts to de-objectify ex-

ressions of the ultimate so as to avoid verbal idolatry. 'This
Eas been the basic motivation behind the mystic's negative lan-
guage and even the metaphysician's analogous language. In each
case the aim has been to find an adequate way to focus the mind
on that which is being revealed in the religious experience (viz.,
the transcendent) rather than focusing on the instrument through
phich it is being revealed (viz., language, etc.).14
However, it is not sufficient merely to be able to talk
about the transcendent or ultimate; one must be assured that
there is a transcendent there about which he is talking. That is
[to say, the disclosure language must disclose something; the
podel must manifest something. Since the function of religious
language is to reveal the transcendent, the final test of its
pdequacy will be whether or not it opens up a meaningful experi-
fence of the ultimate. For an adequate language about an ultimate
is no guarantee that there is an ultimate. It 1s poessible that
one could devise an adequate language about an ultimate or trans-
kendent that does not really exist. The ability to speak mean-
ingfully about something is no guarantee of the‘raality of that

[object, else one would be forced to conclude that all persons and

14Compare Chapter Two for a discussion of the adequacy of
religious language.
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levents in novels are actual.

The acid test of religious language is twofold: does it
jpeaningfully express the ultimate, and does it evoke a religious
response? That is, does the language about the ultimate bring
[one face to face with an ultimate which can evoke an ultimate
lcommitment? Many men are willing to make an ultimate commitment
to what is less than ultimate; this is idolatry. But when a man
is willing to give an ultimate commitment to what is really ulti-
mate, then there is no reason to believe that it is not ultimate-

ly real. Can man be mocked as to the reality of so serious an act?

Of course it does not necessarily follow that the transcen-

Eznt is real on the grounds that it can be shown to be ultimate.
ere is no logical necessity here. We have already set aside

the position that one can show the reality of the ultimate in a

tationally inescapable way. But Just because something is not
ationally inescapable does not mean that it is not reasonable.
Indeed, if one is unwilling to consider what is adequately reli-
gious (viz., what involves an ultimate commitment to what is realt

ly ultimate) to be real, then it is difficult to see what, if

hing, he would consider real. The refusal to acknowledge the
eality of what is both worthy of and the recipient of an ulti-
te commitment could be tantamount to having a "blik" against
he ultimate reality of what is really ultimate.
Fulfillment as a Test for Reality.~--One more test for the

eality of the object of religious experience may be suggested,

amely, fulfillment. Not Just any kind of fulfillment but ulti-
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pate fulfillment., For if the object of one's religious experiencd
is completely adequate to satisfy his ultimate need, then we may
ssume that its complete adequacy in this regard is an indication
pf its reality. That is, if a man finds ultimate satisfaction

in the ultimate object of his devotion, then we may conclude that
[the object is really ultimate. And, as has already been argued,

if it is really ultimate then it is probably ultimately resl.
The ascumption of course is that nothing but an ultimate can sat-
isfy ultimately. And so we may argue conversely that whatever
satisfies ultimately must probably be ultimate. %That is, nothing
|short of finality will satisfy finally. Or, in theistic terms,
if man has a God-sized vacuum in his soul, thern nhothing short of
[God will be able to fill it completely. If man has a capacity
for unlimited happiness, then nothing short of unlimited happi-
ess will fill it. If man needs to transcend ultimately, then
E;thing short of ultimate transcendence will fulfill this need.
Another way of stating this test for the reality of the
transcendent is that whatever really enables man to transcend
lhimself is really transcendent, and whatever is really transcen=-
[dent is transcendently real. For it seems reasonable enough to
lconclude that if an object of religious experience enables a man
to transcend his own subjectivity, then this object muest be ob-
jective to man. And since we have already decided that what is

objective is real, then it would follow that that ultimate ob-

Jject which enables a man to transcend himself is real. That is
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way and if he finds a way to do this, then we may assume that the
transcendent by which he transcended himself is real.

If, for example, to transcend ultimately be taken to mean
the ability to overcome man's feeling of alienation, then the
transcendent object which can bring this unity into one's life
will be considered real. Or, if by transcending ultimately one
umeans the forgiveness of sins, then that object which provides a
sense of ultimate forgiveness will be considered real. And if
by transcendence one means a self-transcending love which enables
one to overcome his own egocentricity, then that object which is
itself transcending love will be considered real. That object of
religious experience which does not fulfill the very drive of
religious experience will not be counted as adequate, and what-
lever is not really adequate to enable a man to transcend ulti-
jnately will not be counted as the ultimate reality. It may be
real, of course, but it will not be the ultimately real. Only
what is really ultimate, ultimately needed, and/or ultimately
Isatisfying will be considered to be a real object of religious
lexperience.

The meaning of ultimate fulfillment or ultimate transcen-
dence often has two sides in one's religious experience. There
is the inward side which is called variously unity, peace, har-
kony, forgiveness, etc. There is also an outer dimension which
is manifest in character, conduct, love, saintliness, etc. 1In

this outer sense of transcendence it would be proper to conclude

fthat the ultimate object of ope's religious experience which
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enabled him to manifest the ultimate in saintliness is real.
For it would be strange indeed if that which produced real per-
fection and completion of character were itself completely without
basis in reality. In other words, the reality of a religion can
be judged by its fruits. If there is ultimate transcendence in
the fruit of the religious experience, then there is no compel-
ling reason why we should not conclude that there is ultimate
reality in the root or basis of the religious experience.

But even if it is granted that the object of religious ex-
perience which could ultimately fulfill man's need for self-tran-
|scendence would be real, it does not follow from this that it is
an easy task to determine which object can do this or, indeed,
[whether any object can do this. That is, the problem with this
test is that it is difficult to determine whether or not a man

is really transcending in such a way as to be completely satis-
fied or ultimately fulfilled. What are the earmarks of ultimate
fulfillment? Can one see them from the outside, i.e., in the
1ife of another? Can one even recognize them in his own life

if they were to appear?

In attempting to offer suggestions which answer this problem

it would seem wise first of all to agree with James that reli-

Eious fruits must be Jjudged on the whole, rather than on the
asis of trying to judge the value of specific acts which are

jalleged to flow from specific attitudes.l5 Indeed, Schleier-

15William James, Varieties of Religious Experience, p. 268,




223

[pracher was probably correct in saying that specific ethical acts
ldon't follow from specific religious beliefs. Rather, "Religion
produces action only as a sum of activity flows from a sum of
feeling . « « «» But while a man does nothing [specificallyj from)
religion, he should do everything with religion."l6 Now let us
agree with James, who calls this collective fruit of religious
experience on the whole, “Saintliness," that it includes such
things as felicity, purity, charity, and self~discipline.17 Or,
in other words, by fulfillment is meant an inner unity and tran-
quility which enables one toc live in harmony and charity with the
[vorld around him. The purpose of ultimate fulfillment is to
[overcome or transcend the internal and external dichotomies which
Iseparate a man from himself and which separate him from other
selves. Fulfillment, then, will be the achieving of wholeness
in one's life as a whole. It is a whole-liness of life which
results from a commitment of one's life as a whole to the whole
which alone can wholly satisfy it.lB
The outward characteristics of this wholly filled life
Ishould be obvious from a man's ability to transcend. That is,
if one is able to overcome the barriers that divide himself and
Izther men, then he is transcending. And if he is transcending

imself, then he is having his need to transcend fulfilled. And

165chleiermacher, On Religion, pp. 57-59.

17James, Varieties of Religious Experience, pp. 280-285.

18This "whole-ness" of life is what is commonly referred to
as "holiness,"
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this fulfillment in his own life of transcendence can be counted

las evidence that there is a transcendent which made his self-
transcending possible.

As to the inward characteristics of fulfillment, only the
individual will know for sure whether or not he has a sense of
jinity with himself and with the transcendent. If he experiences
[peace and harmony of soul; if he has no struggle of soul but
rests in the resolution of tensions made possible by the higher

fparmony to which he has committed himself, then he can be assured

that he has fulfillment. Of course, self-deception is always

ossible., Only constant self-examination and self-scrutiny can
Euard against this possibility.

But if a life is wholly unified, always capable of transcen-
ding the limitations of itself and the hindrances in its environ-
ment, then there is reason to believe that it has fulfillment.
[Not fulfillment in the sense that it has finally 'arrived' nor in
the sense of a final static goal, but in the sense of the contin-
pal ability to find unity within and to unify without. That is,
fulfillment is the ability to maintain a fullness or wholeness
f life, despite the constant attempts from both within and with-
fout to divide it. And if the object of one's religious experi-
bnce is able to bring him this kind of fulfillment, then there

is no good reason why he should not consider this object real,
For it would be strange indeed if that which can really unify

man is not itself real. If the ultimate source of unity and fule

KEillment in human experience is not real, then either we have a
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wrong concept of the real or else it would seem that the question
of reality loses its significance.

But we have already carefully defined what is meant by real-
ity, and we have concluded that the reality question is signifi-
[cant. The thinking person does want to know if the object of

his ultimate commitment is nothing more than a projected or un-
recognized part of himself or whether it is something really
other than himself. So, we can only conclude that if there is
fan object of religious experience which can bring ultimate ful-
fillment, then it must be real. Of course, if an object of reli-
lgious experience does not bring unity and fulfillment into one's
1ife, then there is no basis therein to conclude that it is real.

But in any case fulfillment is still a key to reality.

Analyzing the Criteria for Testing the
Rea%itl of the Transcendent

Now that we have suggested several tests for determining the
reality basis for the transcendent, we should analyze more close-
1y how it is that these tests function in relation to religious
lexperience and in making a decision about the reality of its ul=-
timate onject. Just what 1s the role of these tests or criteria
land how do they relate to the traditional proofs?

The Relation of These Tests to Traditional Proofs
Each of these three btests bears some relationship to at
least one of the traditional proofs. The test of need bears a

similarity to the traditional Cosmological and Teleological argu-

lments. The test of ultimacy is similar to the Ontological
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argument. Also, the test of fulfillment relates to the ontologi-
cal argument. But in all cases there are crucial differences.
Let us examine them briefly.

Relation of Need to the Cosmological and Teleological Argu-

juents.~--First of all the need criterion is similar to the Cosmo-
logical argument and Teleological argument, since they both imply
that there is a need to explain the world which we experience by
something beyond it. In the Teleological argument there is a
need to explain or account for the apparent design in the world,
viz., the adaptation of means to ends, etc. The argument is
built on the premise that the order and arrangement of things as
we see them does not explain itself; the design in the world is
in need of something else to justify it. Likewise, the Cosmolog-
ical argument is built on the premise that something is needed
to account for the existence of things as we experience them in
this world. That is, we experience things that are (i.e., that

exist) but need not be (i.e., 4o not have to exist). We experi-

RS GO COa—— —

ence things that are ‘'may-bes' but not 'must-bes,' that are con-
tingent but not necessary beings. On the basis that these beingsg]
really exist when there is no necessity that they exist (for they
are not necessary beings) it is argued that they need an explana-
tion as to why they do exist rather than do not exist. So in the
Teleological and Cosmological arguments there is an appeal to the

need for an explanation for the facts of design and contingency.

But as we have already seen, this need for an explanation

is not a logical necessity (i.e., in the sense of rational
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inescapability) for an explanation beyond the things experienced.
That is, it is possible that they just are (or, exist) but that
there is no need to explain why they exist. 1In other words,
their existence could have just happened or simply be given; it

lcould simply be there or gratuitous. Since this seems to be a

logical possibility, then if one is going to raise the question
as to why they are there or exist when they do not have to be
there, then he must justify asking this causal question. He must
explain why he is asking "why?" That is, he must explain why he
feels that an explanation of their being there (i.e., their exis-
ting) is called for.

It is not sufficient simply to say that man is the animal
[vhich asks causal questions, for this gives only a psychological
explanation of how it came about that men ask questions like this
|about anything. Rather, it is necessary to justify the applica-
tion of the causal question to things that exist but might not
lhave existed. At this point there seems to be one basic answer:
these kinds of beings need an explanation; they don't explain
themselves. But here again we have made a complete circle, for
to affirm that they need an explanation is precisely what is to
be proven. There is no rational need (i.e., logical necessity),
for there are definitely other logical possibilities (viz., they
fpight just be without an explanation or they might Jjust heppen
to be by chance).

But what kind of need is this? Surely it is not merely the
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psychological need in the individual to ask the question why,
regardless of the fact that there is not any rational necessity
for asking this question about these things which exist. For
mere psychological need of asking causal questions (i.e., ration-
al curiosity) is not a sufficient ground for demanding an onto-
logically causal explanation. It would make sense, however, to
raise the question of need for an explanation if man has an exis-
tential need to know, i.e., if it is a matter of his very exis-
tence. In other words, if man has a need to Jjustify his very
existence, an ultimate need to explain why he is rather than is
not, then it would make sense to ask the causal question of exis-
tence. That is, the Cosmological and Teleoclogical arguments
would make sense (even though they are not demonstrative proofs)
if the basic sense of need which prompts one to elaborate these
arguments is an objective need rooted in a sense of cosmic con-
tingency.

In brief, we might say that if there is a real need at the
basis of the Cosmological argument which can adequately explain
why men posit a first cause as necessary, then it is not a logical
need but an existential need; it is not a rational need but an
experiential one; it is not cognitive but cosmic. For nothing
short of a 'life and death' sense of cosmic contingency is ade-
quate to explain the necessity and ultimacy which religious men
attribute to the transcendent. Certainly no mere psychological

curiosity about causes adequately accounts for the motivation to

posit a necessary cause of everything which exists, If, however,
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a man feels a sense of absolute dependence on the universe for
his very existence, then it is understandable how this existen-
tial need could be the basis for concluding an ultimate and nec-
essary cause from premises which fall short of rational inescap-
ability. That is, it is not difficult to see how the religious
lnan could move (without rational necessity) from the existential
necessity of explaining his own being to the logical necessity
of postulating an ultimate cause. If there is a need for an
ultimate cause it is basically an experiential need arising out
of the fact that a man finds himself, and perhaps his world,
futterly and inexplicably contingent or dependent.

And if this sense of ultimate need is not merely a subjec=
tive psychological phenomenon of certain men but is really an
objective need of all men (whether they subjectively sense it or
not), then it is reasonable to assume that the object of this
jneed is real. For if there is a real need for the ultimate
there is no reason why the ultimate should not be real.

Relation of Ultimacy to the Ontological Argument.--The Onto-

logical argument, it will be remembered, is based on the premise
that in the one unique case of an absolutely perfect being, exis-
tence or reality must be attributed to it. This necessity for
predicating existence of an absolutely perfect being arises out
of the fact that such a being cannot be lacking in any perfec-
tion, since it is necessarily perfect by definition. And even

though the argument is formulated around the logical nacessity

lof _concluding that a _necesgsary being must necessarily be or |
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exist, yet the conclusion does not really follow with logical
mecessity. It is not a rationally inescapable argument. This
fact is admitted by both some friends and by most foes of the
argument. Malcolm admitted that it is possible that the very
lconcept of an absolutely perfect being is contradictory, in which
hase one cannot consider the argument conclusive. Plantinga ar-
Lgued that it was possible that a necessary being might just hap-
pen to have existed or might just happen not to have existed,
either alternative of which would invalidate the logical neces-
sity of the conclusion that this Being must exist.19
But if it is not logically necessary--if there is no logical
need--to conclude that there is an absolutely perfect being, then
why do men come to this conclusion? Or, what is even more basic,
why do men even come up with the concept of an absolutely perfect
being? Here again the need must surely be more than a rational
Wcuriosity, for at best that would only explain why the gquestion
is raised but not why it is answered the way it is. That is,
[curiosity might ask whether or not there is such as an absolutely
perfect bing. But this doesn't explain why men conclude that an
|absolutely perfect being is necessary. There must be some more
fompelling reason for this conclusion than the psychological.

And we have already seen that such a reason is not logical, for
there is no rational necessity for concluding that such a being

exists.,.

lgsee discussion above in Chapter Four.
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Here again the basic reason or need for postulating a per-
fect being can be supplied from experience. That is, some men
feel that they not only have an ultimate need but that they also
have a need for the ultimate which can satisfy or fulfill that
need in an ultimate way. Whether or not this need is objective
or merely subjective is not for us to decide here--that is the
task of applying the tests or criteria of ultimacy and fulfill-
hent--but simply to note that religious men do feel this way.
And the fact that they possess this tremendous conviction that

the object of their religious experience must be ultimately per-

fect (if it is to be worthy of an ultimate commitment and if it
is to be capable of ultimately fulfilling them) indicates at
least that they feel a need for an object which is ultimately
perfect.
It is in this way that the tests of ultimacy and fulfillment
lpbre the experiential bases of the Ontological argument. For at
the heart the Ontological argument is a conceptual attempt to

how the logical necessity (i.e., rational need) for what is
ﬁeally at the base an experiential need. And to the degree that
Fne feels that he has come in contact with this ultimate perfec-
tion so as to satisfy his life completely, to this degree his
xperience of ultimate fulfillment may also be at the base of
is concept of ultimate perfection.

But just how does this concept of an ultimately or absolute-

1y perfect being arise from experience? Malcolm suggests that

it Lay. arise out of such expenj anoes as n ﬁeg]jng A f gn'i'l‘l'
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"a greater than which cannot be conceived."2o

Anselm argued that
one could arrive at the concept of an absolutely perfect being by
building the concept gradually from the less perfect through the

[pore perfect until he can arrive at the concept of the most per-

fect.21 Smith says that it is derived from the experience of

the Christian revelation in which God is depicted as the absolute-
ly exalted.22 But neither of these latter two explanations shows
why men conceive this as a necessary way to view the transcendent
but only (at best) how the transcendent can be viewed in this way.

Unless these latter explanations intend also to point out that

|somewhere someone must have had an experience of ultimate need

before he would have been prompted to view the transcendent as
ultimately perfect, then they really do not account for the ac-
tual origin of the idea of an absolutely perfect being. It does
jnake sense, however, if the concept of an ultimately perfect be-
ing arises out of the sense of ultimate need which religious men
lexperience. For only an ultimately perfect being is adequate to
fulfill an ultimate need for perfection.

In fact, anything short of ultimacy in perfection is a reli-
Eiously inadequate concept of the transcendent. For nothing

hort of the best being possible is worthy of the best devotion

2OMalcolm, "Anselm's Ontological Arguments," The Existence
|9_i.: GOd' Pe 66.

21Anselm, "St. Anselm's Reply to Gaunilo," The Ontological
JAr ent, p. 24.

22John E. Smith, Experience and God, p. 129.
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possible. Nothing short of ultimacy in perfection is worthy of
ultimacy in concern. Nothing short of what is totally perfect
is worthy of a total commitment. And since a religious exveri-
ence by its very nature involves an ultimate commitment, then the
recognition of the ultimate perfection or worth of its object is
necessary in order to make the commitment a worthy one. In tris
sense we agree with Findlay who, despite his futile attempt at an
Ontological disproof, argued that a God limited in perfection is
religiously inadequate. "An object of this sort,"” he wrote,
"would doubtless deserve respect and admiration, and other quasi-
religious attitudes, but it would not deserve the utter self-
abandonment peculiar to the religious frame of mind."23 In
brief, it is idolatrous to be totally committed to any object
which is less than ultimately perfect.

In summary, the experience of ultimate need is the bhasis of
the Cosmological type argument (which includes the Teleological

24 The c¢rucial question is whether or

and the Moral arguments).
not this need is objective or real. If it is a real objective
need (as opposed to a wish or subjective need), then we would con;
lclude that it argues for the reality of the object of this need.
Further, by saying that man has an ultimate need one would be

larguing that man has a need for the ultimate. For only an

23Findlay, "Can the Existence of God be Disproved?" New
Essays in Philosophical Theology, pp. 52-53.

24The Moral argument too is built on the premise that there
isaneed to explain the sense of duty or "oughtness" which men

have,
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ultimate can satisfy an ultimate need completely.

And to be wor-
thy of this ultimate commitment the ultimate object must be ulti-
ﬁmately perfect. For nothing short of what is ultimately perfect
can fulfill the requiremeni:s of being worthy of an ultimate com-
fmitment. It is in this sense that the absolutely perfect being
of the Ontological argument arises from the need for an ultimate-
ly worthy object to justify an ultimate commitment. Of course, if
this need is unjustified then the reality of the object may be
brought in question. But if +there is a real need and if there is
an ultimacy about the object which can bring ultimate fulfill-
jnent, then these may be used as tests for the reality of the ob-
ject of religious experience. The objective need functions as
the experiential basis of the Cosmological argument and the ulti-
fpracy of the object serves as the experiential basis to the Onto-
logical argument. That is to say, the sense of need for an ulti-
prate is the experiential basis for men going on to posit the ra-
tional need for a cause to ekplain the world. And the feeling
that the ultimate would have to be ultimately perfect to fulfill
this need and to warrant an ultimate commitment is the experien-
tial grounds which leads men to elaborate an Ontological argu-
fnent. And whereas neither of the arguments is logically 'air-
tight', yet they do have a basis in experience and are reducible
to tests for the reality of one's religious experience. If
there is a real need for an ultimate and if that to which one

gives an ultimate commitment is really ultimate and is ultimate-

ly fulfilling, then one has no reason to doubt that the ultimate |
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object of his religious experience is real.
The Basic Assumption of these Tests Examined

Throughout the discussion of the tests it was asserted that
if there is an ultimate need, or if the object of this need is
really ultimate, or ultimately fulfilling, then it was more rea-
sonable or probable than not to conclude that the object is real.
But just what is the basis for asserting that it is more probable
than not? What kind of probability is this? We have already
Icalled into question rationally inescapable proofs and disproofs.
But if the reality of the transcendent is neither rationally im-
possible nor logically unavoidable, then what would be the basis
for affirming that it could be more or less than merely possi-
ble? Would this probability or improbability a priori or a pos-
teriority?

The probability or improbability of the reality of the tran-
scendent is not a priori in the sense of being independent of ex-
perience, for the tests are based in experience and are designed

to be applicable to experience. Nor, on the other hand, is this

tical average of how many times human needs were fulfilled, etc.
Rather, by probably we mean whatever within the realm of possi-
bility can be reasonably expected to be so. But it is proper to
ask just what is meant by "reasonable."

Perhaps we can best explain what is meant by '"reasonable" by
referring again to the principle of sufficient reason which was

used in the Cosmological proof for God's existence. The

probability a posteriori in the sense that it depends on a statisi

L]




236
Justification of the principle of sufficient reason given was tha
one could not deny the principle of sufficient reason without
having a sufficient reason for this denial. For in this event he
is using the principle of sufficient reason to deny the princi-
ple, which would be a contradiction. But in retort it was poin-
ted out that this argument would be true of a universal denial of
the principle of sufficient reason (for that broad a denial would
include the denial itself), but it would not be true of a partial
denial., That is, one could say without contradiction that he did
have a reason for saying that some things do not have reasons and
the world is one of them. Therefore, it is not rationally ines-
Jcapable to conclude that there must be a sufficient reason to ex-
plain the existence of the world.25 For, on this argument, the
world is one thing which does not need a sufficient reason. That
is, the world is a special case to which the principle of suffi-
lcient reason does not apply.26

However, even though it is not rationally inescapable to

hold that the rule of reason applies to the universe as a whole,
nevertheless it is "reasonable" to believe that it does. That
is, there is no reason why the universe as a whole cannot be rea-

sonable, and in fact men rather generally tend to believe that

25Richard Taylor makes this same point in a restatement of
the Cosmological argument. See Chapter Seven of his Metaphysics,
(New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1963), pp. 91-92.

26This objection goes back at least as far as Hume's Dia-
logues, IX, where Cleanthes asked, "Why may not the material uni-
verse be the necessary existent Being . . . 2"

L3 1
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it is reasonable. And even though there is no self-evident rea-
son for holding that the universe is reasonable, there is some

evidence for believing that it is. This evidence is not purely

rational nor is it purely empirical. It is based rather in basic

human expectations and is confifmed by the general behavior of

the universe. In brief the evidence for holding that basic human

needs are fulfillable is that men egxpect that they are and world
events confirm that they are fulfillable. An examination of hu~
pan consciousness supports that fact that men do have a native
expectation that needs are fulfillable, even when their own par-
ticular needs have not always been fulfilled. And the course of
kosmic events may be used to support the premise that the uni-
verse does not produce needs which it does not intend to fill.

S0 both the expectation from within and the confirmation from

Lwithout gupport the contention that purpose is at work in the uni;
verse as a whole, that this is not an absurd and irrational worldj
In other words, there is no reason why the principle of rea-
Json should not be extended to the universe as a whole, even thcqu
it is not logically necessary to do so. And if the world as a

hole does operate according to the principle of sufficient rea-

Ison, then we may rightly conclude that whatever real needs there

re call for a fulfillment which one can reasonably expect. The
eal question is whether or not religious experience is based on

real objective need or merely in a subjective wish.
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Summary and Conclusion of the Chapter

A religious experience is one involving an ultimate commit-
ment to an object which transcends the individual. This trans-
cendence may occur in many directions and on many objects and
still be essentially religious in nature. However, if the object
of an ultimate commitment is not really ultimate, then the exper-

ience is not adeguately religious. For to be ultimately commit-

ted to what is less than ultimate is both unsatisfactory and un-
worthy, to say nothing of it being idolatrous.

Several tests have been suggested for determining the real-
ity of the object of religious experience. First, if it can be
shown that man really needs to transcend, then the transcendent
is probably real. For it is not reasonable to suppose that
there are basic human needs that are not some how fulfillable.
Second, if the object is really ultimate, then there is no reason
to believe that it is not ultimately real. For if the object is
adequate there is no reason to suppose that it is not real.

Finally, if the religious experience is ultimately fulfilling

then the object which makes this possible is no doubt real. For
if it can really ultimately fulfill, then it is reasonable to
assume that the ultimate is real. In brief, if man really has
an ultimate need, or if the object of this need is really ulti-
jmate, or if it can fulfill a man ultimately, then these may be

taken as indications that the object of one's religious experi-

lence is real., And, on the contrary, if a religious experience |
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does not have an adequate object (i.e., an ultimate one) nor an
adequate fulfillment, or if it can be shown that man really has
no ultimete need, then these would be indications that the object
of that religious experience is not real,

These three tests for the reality of the transcendent are
the experiential bases for the traditional arguments for the ex-
istence of God. The Cosmological type arguments (including the
Teleological and the Moral arguments) both involve the contention
that there is a need for an explanation. But this need is nei-
ther that of psychological curiosity nor logical necessity; ra-
ther, it is based in the experiential need for the transcendent
which is felt by the religious person. The Ontological argument,
despite its logical form is really based in the need for an ulti-

mately perfect object which alone is worthy of one's ultimate

comnitment. For less than an absolutely perfect object would not
be worthy of an ultimate comn’  nent =nd probably would not be
fulfilling either. These tests, however, differ from the tradi-
tional procfs in that the tests are based in experience and they
are not categorical approvals or disapprovals of religious exper-
ience but, rather, ways of determining which if any of the ob-
jects of religious experience are adequate and therefore real.
Since the tests do not provide any proof for the reality of
the transcendent but only at best a probability, it is best to
understand the basis of their probability as being neither
strictly a priori nor a posteriori, but as being a probability

which is based in basic human expectation.
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