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CHAPTER T

INTRODUCTION

l. Statement of problem

The problem of this dissertation is to compare and
evaluate the conceptlons of God in the thinking of Paul
Tillich and Henry Nelson Wieman.

It was in the year of 1935, at a ten-day seminar on
religior, that Paul Tillich and Henry Nelson Wieman, along
with several other distinguished reiigious thinkers, gathl
ered at Fletcher Farm, Proctorsville, Vermont, to discuss
some of the wvital probiems of religion. One of the most
heated discussions of ths conference was a discussion on the
nature of God, in which éil lecturers took part. In this
particular discussion, Tillich and Wieman ended up in radi-
cally different positions. Wieman contended that Tillich

"was at the same time more monistic and less realistic than

e

hee + & pluraliséi&ua%mtﬁé”haﬁ;hmievel and monistic at the

transcendent level." Against this monistic thinking, Wlieman
souzht to maintain an "ultimate pluralism whereby God was in
no way responsible for evil. . . with no statement as to the

ultimate outcome of the struggle between it and good and as
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opposed to God, not merely an instrument of God for good."
Tillich in reply "commented upon Dr. Wieman's complete
break witﬁ the Christian tradition and Greek philosophy, and .
characterized his pogition as iIn direct line with
Zoroastrianism. . . the plurality of powers and the duality
of good and evil., « ¢ « God was a duality and at the same
time ultimate, which was a contradiction in terms."?

It is probable that Wleman and Tillich went away from
this conference not fully undgrstanding each other's position.

The controversy between Wieman and Tillich srose again a few

years later when Wieman, in The Growth of Religion, grouped

Tillich, Barth, Brunner, and Niebuhr together as "neo-super-
naturalists."” In a review of this book, Tillich sought to
make it palpably'clear that Wieman was erroneous in his
grouping. Tillich writes:
What we have in common is simply the attempt
to affirm and to explain the majesty of God
in the sense of the prophets, apostles and
reformers--a reality which we feel is chal -~
lenged by naturealistic as well as the funda-
mental istic bheology.3

This affirmation does not put God outside the natursl world

as Wieman claims. And so Tillich goes on to affirm:

1. Quoted from Horton, Art.(1952), 36.
2. Ibia.
3. Tillich, Rev.(1940), 70.
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With respect to myself, I only need point

to practically all my writings and their

fight against the "side by side" theology

even 1f it appears 1in the disgulse of a

"super." The Unconditioned is a qualifi-

cation of the conditioned, of the world

and the natural, by which the conditioned

is affirmed and denied at the same time.l
In other words, Tillich is seeking to make 1t clear that he
cannot bes labeled a supernaturelist. The Divine, &s he sees
it, is not a being that dwells 1n some transcendent realm;
it 1s the "power of being" found in the "ecstatic" charac-
ter of this world.

It is clear that in neither of these debates has the
real difference between Wiemsn and Tillich been defined.
Yet there is a real difference which needs to be defined.
This dissertation grows out of an attempt to meet just this
need.

The concept of God has been chosen because of the
central place which it occupies in any religion; and be-
cause of Lhe ever present need to interpret and clarify the
God-concept. And thes® men have been chosen because they are

fountainhead personalities; and because each of then, in the

last few years has had an increasing influence upon the

1. Tillich, Rev.(1940), T70O.
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climate of theological and philosophical thought.

2. Sources of data
The primary sources of data are those works of Tillich
and Wieman in which the concept of God is treated., Promi-
nent among Tillich's wri?;ngs which contain discussions of
the conception of God are the following in chronological

order: The Religious Situation (1932), The Interpretation

of History (1936), The Protestant Era (L948), Systematic

Theology I (1951), and The Courage to Be (1952).

The mailn works of Wieman which contein discussions of

the conception of God are: Religious Experience and

Scientific Method (1927), The Wrestle of Religlon with Truth

(1927), The Issues of Liie (1930), Normative Psychology of

Religion (1935), The Growth of Religion (1938), and The

Source of Human Good (1946).

The writings of Tillich and Wieman relevant to our
problem also Include several articles found in various theo-
logical and philosophical journals., These articles may be

found listed in the Bib.iogrephy.l

l. For & general account of all sources of data see the
Bibliogrephy. Writings of Tillich and Wieman will be
deslgnated by abbreviations. All other references will
include the names of the authors and abbreviations of
thelr works.
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3. Review of the work of other
- investigators

Since the publication of his magnum opus, Systematic

Theology, in 1951, thére has been an upsurge in the number
of Investigators of Paul Tillich's thought. Prior to that
time James Luther Adams of the Federated Faculty of the
University of Chicago had been the chief Interpreter of

Tillich to American reeders. Adams selected and bLranslated

‘the essays contalned in The Protestant Era which was published
in 1948. As a final chapter in this book Adams wrote an
excellent interpretation of Tillich's thought entitled
"Tillich's Concept of the Protestant Era." Adams had

earlier translated a chapter of Tillich's ReligiOse

Verwirklichung and published it in the Journal of Liberal

Religion.l W. M. Urban was asked to give a critique of this

s A e e o i 1 g SR .

article which appeﬁr;é in the same 1ssue of the journal under .
the title, "A Critique of Professor Tillich's Theory of the
Religious Symbdl.“2

In 1952 a very rine dissertation was done in this

- school by Jack Boozer entitled, The Place of Reason in

Tillich's Conceptlion of God.

1. "The Religious Symbol," Journsl of Liberal Religion, 2
(Summer, 1940), 13-3j,
2. Journal of Liberal Religion, 2(Summer, 1940), 3L-36.
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Since the publication of his Systematic Theology,

the investigators of Tillich's thought have almost tripléd.
Numerous articles have appeared in theological and philo-
sophical journals dealing with some phase of his thought.
The most obvious evidence for the growing interest in
Tillich's thought is the fact that the editors of The Library
of Liiving Theology chose him és the -subject for the first
volume.l This volume contains fourteen esseays on various
agpects of Tillich's thought by men 1iké W. H. Horton,

T. M. Greene, George F. Thomas, John Hermen Randall, Jr.,
Charles Hartshorne, Reinhold Niebuhr and J. L. Adams. At
the end of the volume Tillich himself gives a reply to the
interpretations and criticisms of his thought. If the
enthusiasm of the contributors to this volume is an index
of what is to come, we may expect even more extensive in-

vestigations of Tillich's thought in the future.

1. Kegley and Bretall (ed.), TPT. This series is conscious-
ly imitative of Paul A. Schilpp's, The Library of Living
Philosophers. The editors admit that they are seeking to
do for present-day theology what Schilpp has done and
is continuing to do so well for philosophy. Each volume
of The Library of Living Theology, like The Living
Philosophers, will be devoted to the thinking of a
single living theologian, and will include (1) ar intcl-

lectual autobiography; (2) essays on different aspects
of the man's work, written by leading scholars; (3)
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Wieman's thought has also been investigated quite
extensively. Ever since he published his first bocok in
1927, Wieman's thought has been interpreted and criticised
by thinkers of all shades of opinion. Throughout the nine-
teen thirties and early forties theological and philosophical
ljournals abounded with interpretations of Wieman's thought.,

and with the publication of his magnum opus, The'Source of

Human Good, in 1946, such interpretations and criticisms

continued with tremendous strides. It is probably no exag-
zeration to say that hardly a volume has aopeared in the
last twenty years in the fields of philosophy of religion
and systematlic theology, which has not made some reference
to Wieman's thought, particularly to his conception of Cod.
The present 1nquiry will utilize from‘these valuable
secondary sources any results which bear directly on the
problem, and will indicate such use by approbriate foot-

notese.

li. Methods of investigation

Several methods of procedure will be employed in the

a "reply to his critic" by the theologican himself;
and a complete bibliography of his writings to date.
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investication of the problem stateu for this dissertation.

They are as follows:

(1) Expository.
We shall begin by looking at the thought of each man
separately. In this method we shall seek to give a compre-
- hensive and sympathetic exposition of their conceptions of

God.

(2) Comparative.
After looking at the thought of each man separately,
we shall look at their conceptions of God together with a

view of determining their convergent and divergent points.

(3) Critical.

A critical evaluation of thelr conceptions of God will
be givenf In seeking to give this critical evaluation two
norms will be employed: (i) adequacy in expressing the
religious values of historic Christianity; and (ii) adequacy
in meeting the philoscphical requirements of consistency and
coherence. We shall also seek to discover the extent to
which Tillich and Wieman claim to measure up to the stan-

dards by which they are here criticized, thus making the
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criticism internal as well as external., As a rule, critical -
appraisal will be preserved until a thorough elaboration
of Tillich's and Wieman's positions has been made.

Pernhaps it is approprlate at this point to say a
word concernin: the genseral pnilosophliecal and theological
orientation of Wieman and Tillich. For Wieman, God, or

"ecreativity," or "the creative event,"

is the producer, or
the productlion of unexpected, unpredictable good. In
specifying the nature of the creative event Wieman is both
eloguent and illuminating.

Throughout Wieman's thought it is very easy to see
the influence of Whitehead and Dewey. His naturalism and
empiricism are quite reminiscent of Dewey. Like Dewey, he
speaks of processes of creation, and also describes the
production of good as issuing from a context of events.

On the other hand, he goes beyond Dewey by insisting that

the emergence of value is the work of God. Wieman sees a
great deal of value in Whitehead's "orinciple of concretion,"
but he is generally skepticel of his metaphysical specula-

tions. Disagreeing both with Whiteheadian metaphysics and

Dewey's humanistic naturalism, Wieman's thought lies be-

tween these systems, containing a few features of both,
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and some few emphases foreign to both.

The immediate background of Tillich's phllosophy is
the ontological aﬁd historical strains of nineteenth century
German speculation. The later, post-thme philosophy of
Schelling, the various mid-century reactions against the
panlogism of Hegel, 1 ike Feuerbach and the early Marx,

" and the more recent

Nietzsche and the "philosophy of life,
existential ism, especially of Heidegger--all these have con-
tributed to Tillich's formulation of philosophic problems.
There 1s also a monistic strain in Tillich's think-
ing which is reminiscent of Plotinus, Hegel, Spinoza and
Vedanta thought. In his conception of God he seems to be
uniting a Spinozistic element, in which God 1s not a being,
but the power of being, with a profound trinitarian inter-

pretation of this, which allows for what is traditionsally

called tfanscendence.

S. The structure of the dissertation

The Introduction presents the main problem of this
study and presents a brief summary of what other investiga-
tors have contributed to it. The materials on which this
study 1is based and the methods which it follows are also

set forth.
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Since the question of method is of such vital im-
vortance in theologzical and ﬁhilosophical congtruction, it
will be necessary to discuss the methodologies of Tillich
and Wieman, This will be done in Chapter II. In Chapter
ITIT an exposition of Tillich's conception of God 1s pre-
sented., In this Chapter it will be necessary to devote a
few pages to a discussion of Tillich's ontology as a whole,
since it is his ultimate conviction that God is "being-
itself." In Chapter IV an exposition of Wieman's concep-
tion off God is given. In Chepter V the conceptions of
7od in the thinking of Wieman and Tillich will be compared
and evaluated. Chapter VI will give the conclusions of

the dissertation.
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CHAPTER IT

THE W IHODOLOGIES OF TILLICH AWD WIEXEMAN

fhe question of theological method has been much
discussed during the past century. Many hold that only as
one settles this questlion can one expect to setitle any
other, for it underlies every other. Tillich and.Wieman
agree that the cuestion of method is of fundamental impor-
tance, and both take pains to elaborate thelr methodologiles.

Since the question of method is of such vital im-
portance in theological construction, it is hardly possible

to gain an adequate understanding of a theologlan's basic

-
= rigm

thought without an understanding of his methodology. So we
cen best begin our study of the conceptions of God held by
Tillich and Wieman by glving an exposition of their method-

ologies. We turn first to Tillich.

1. Tillich's method of correlation
Throughout his theology Fillich undertakes the dif -
f'icult tésk of setting forth a systematic theology which is
at the same time an apologetic. His aim is to show that
the Christian message actually does answer the questions which
modern man is being forced to ask about his existence, his

12
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salvation and his destiny.

Tiilich's theology 1s qulte frankly a dialogue be-
tween classical Christianity and modern man. In this it 1is
analozous to the work of the second century apologlsts who
mediated between Christianity and late classical culture.

The method used to effect thls apologetic task is the
"method of correlation.'" In Tillich's first book entitled,

Das System der Wissenschaften nach Gegenstanden und Methoden

("The System of Knowledge: Its Contents and Its Methods"),
theology is defined as "theonomous metaphysics." [his de-
finition was Tillichis first step toward whét he now calls
the method of correlation. In the method of correlation
Tillich seeks to overcome the conflict between the natural -
istic and supernaturalistic methods, a conflict which he
thinks imperils real progress in the work of systematic
theology #nd also imperils any possible effect of theology
on the secular world. The method of correlation shows the
Interdependence between the ultimate questions to which
philosophy is driven and tﬁe answers given in the Christian
message;

Philosophy cannot answer ultimate or exis-

tential questions gqua philosophy. If the

philosopher tric¢s to answer them...he be-
comes a theolosian. And, conversely, the-
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ology cannot answer these auestions with-

out accepting their presuppositions and

implications.l
In this method question and answer determine each other; 1if
they are separated, the traditional answers become unintel -
ligiblile, and the actual questions remain unanswered. Phi-
losophy and theology are not separated, and they are not
‘identical, but they are correlated. Such a method seeks to
be dialecticai in the true sense of the word. In order to

zain a clearer understanding of this method of correlation

it is necessary to discuss its negative meaning.

i. The negative meaning of correlation
Tillich's method of correlation replaces three inade-~
quate methods of relating the contenis of the Christian
faith to man's spiritual existence. These inadequate meth-
ods are referred to as supranaturalistic, naturalistic or
humanistic, and dualistic. ve turn flirst to a discussion of

the supranaturalistic method.

(1) Supranaturalism

The supranaturalistic method sees the Christian mes-

1. 7Tillich, PE, xxvi.
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sage as a "sum of revealed truths which have fallen into the

human situation like strange bodies from a strange world."t
The chief error in this method is Tound in its failure to

W o

place any emphasis on an analysis of the human situation.
According to this method tﬂg truths of the Christian faith
criprte a new situation before they can be received., At many

T T ooimts the supranaturalistic method has traits of the
docetic-monophysitic heresy, expecially in its wvaluation of
the Bible as a book of supranatural "oracles" in which human
receptivity is completely overlooked. This method finally
ends up seeking to put man In the impossible position of re-
celving answers to questions he never has asked.

‘It is chiefly at this point that Tillich criticizes
Barth, Tillich 1is sé;;;éii';pp;;éd to anything of a hetero-
nomous character.2 A comp}gpgly foreign substance or author-
ity, suddeﬁly thrown at man could have no meaning to him,

Revelation would not be even a divine
possibility if it could not be received
by means of forms of culture as human

prhenomena. It would be a destructive
foreign substance in culture, a disrup-

1. Tillich, ST, I, 6&.

2. Tillich uses the term heteronomous in relation to "auton-
omy" and "theonomy." Autonomy means the obedience of
the individual to the law of reason, which he finds
in himself as a rational being. Heteronomy means imposing
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tive "non-human" entity within the human
- sphere, and could have:.kad no power to
shape and direct human history.

Tillich says iIn an even sharper criticism of Barth:

The "Grand Inquisitor" is about to enter

the Confessional Churech, and strictly
speaking, with a strong but tightfitting
armor of Barthian Supranaturalism. +This

very narrow attitude of the Barthians

saved the German rrotestant Church; but

it created at the same time a new heteronomy,
an anti-autonomous and anti-humanistic
feeling, which I must regard as an abne-
gation of the Protestant principle.?

In his Systematic Theology Tillich sets forth his

criticism of Barth in still clearer terms. All theology as
he sees it, has a dual function: to stqée.the basic truth
of the Christian flaith and to interpret this truth in ﬁhe
existing cultural situation. In otggr words, theology has
both a "kerygmatic" and an "apologeéic" function. Barth's

theology performs the first of these tasks admirably. By

lifting the message above any frozen formula from the past,

an alien law, religious or secular on man's mind.
Theonomy is a kind of higher autonomy. "It means
autonomous reason united with 1lts own depth...and
actualized in obedience to its sbtructural laws and
in the power of its own inexhasustible ground.”
(st, I, 85.)

1. Tillich, Art.(1935), 1ho.

2., Tillich, IOH, 26,
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and above the very words of the Scripture, Darth has bﬁen
able to recover the great recurrent refrain that runs through
all Scripture and Christian teaching. But he refuses, with
the most persistent pertinacity, to undertake the apologetic
task of interpreting the message in the contemporary situ-
ation. "The messaze must be thnrown at those in the situation
-- thrown like =& stone."l Tillich is convinced, on the con-
trary, that it 1s the unavoidable duty of the theologian to
interpret the message in the cultural situation of his day.
Barth persists iix avolding fhis function, thus falling into

a dogmatic "supranaturalism",

All of this makes 1t clear that Tillich is adverse to
all supranaturalistic methods. His method of correlation,
the basis of his whole theology, 1s expressly designed to
avold the pitfalls cf supranaturalism without falling back

into ideglistic liberalism.

(2) Naturalism
The method of naturalism is the second method that
Tillich rejects as inadequate for relatling the contents of

the Christian faith to man's spiritual existence. Natural-

l. Tiliieh, ST, I, 7.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



18

ism tends to affirm that the answers can be developed out of
human existence itself., Tillich asserts that much of lib-
eral theology fell victim to this type of naturalistic or
humanistic thinking. The tendency was to put question and
answer on the same level of creativity. "Everything was
sald by man, nothing to man."

Naturalism teaches that there is only one dimension
in 1life, the horizontal dimension, _Thére is no God who
speaks to man beyond human existence. There is no vertical
relationship whatsoever. Whatever is is in man completely.

But this tendency to see everythinzg in terms of the
natural is as much an error as to see everything in terms of
the supernatural. The error that Tillich finds in naturalism
generally 1s its failure to see that human existence itself
is the question. It fails to see, moreover, that the "an-

"2 T¢ is partially

swers must come from beyond existence.
right in what it affirms; it is partially wrong in what it

denies,.

(3) Dualism

The third method to pe rejected by Tillich is called

1. Tilliech, ST, I, 65.
2., Tillich, ST, I, 65.
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the "dualistic™ method. Dualism seeks to build a supra-
natural structure on a natural substructure, It divides
theology into natural theology and supranatural theology.

«

Tillich admits that this method, more than eny othef; is h
aware of the préblem which the method of correlation tries
to meet. It reallizes that in spite of the infinite gap be-
tween man's splrit and Geod's spirit, there must be a posi-
tive relation between them., It tries to express this re-
lation by positing a body of theological truth which man can
reach through so-called "natural revelation". And herein
lies the falsity of thls method; it derives an answer from
the form of the ouestion. Lilke the naturalistic method,
duaiism falls to see that the answers must always come from
something beyond existence.l
It 1s essentially at this point that Tillich criti-
cises so-célled natural revelatlion, There is revelation
through nature, but there is no natural revelation. Natu-
ral revelation, if distinguished from revelation through
nature, is a contradiction in terms, for if it is natural
knowledge, it is not revelation. Natural knowledge cannot

lead to the revelation of the ground of bsing. It can lead

only to the gquestion of the ground of being. But this ques-

1. Tillich, ST, I, 65.
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tion is asked neither by natural revelation nor by natural
theology. It is the questlion raised by reason, but reason
cannot answer it. Only revelation can answer 1it., And this
answer ls based on nelther natural revelation nor natural
theology, but on real revelation. "Natural theology and,
even more definitely, natural revelation are misnomers for
the negative side of the revelation of the mystery, for an
interpretation of the shock end stigma of nonbeing."!

Tillich 1is gquite certain that the method of correla-
tion solves the historical and systematic fiddle that has
been set forth by the method of dualism. It solves it by re-
solving so-called natural theology into the analysis of ex-

istence and by resolving so-called supranatural theology in-

to the answers given to the questions implied in existence.

ii. The positive meaning of correlation

We now turn to a discussion of the positive meaning
of the method of correlation. The term "correlation" can be
used in three ways. It can designate the cbrrespondence of
data; 1t can designate the logical interdependence of con-

cepts, as In polar relations; and it can designate the real

interdependence of things or events in structural wholes.

1. Tiliich, ST, I, 120.
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In theological construction all three meanings have im-

portant implications. We shall discuss each of these mean-
ings respectively. Then, In order to gain a clearer under-
standing of the method of correlation, we may go on to dis-
cuss how systematic theology proceeds in using the method of

correlation, and how theology is related to philosophy.

(1) The correspondence of data

Correlation means correspondence of data 1n the sense
of a correspondence between religious symbols and that which
is symbolized by them. It is upon the assumption of this
correspondence that all utterances about God's nature are-
made. This correspondence is actual in the logos nature of
God and the logos nature of man. There 1s an understandable
contact between God and man because of this common logos
nature.

But one cannot stop here because God is always more
than ground or reason; God is &also abyss. This abyss-nature
of God makes it impossible for man ever to speak about God
except in symbolic terms. Since this idea of the symbol is
such a basic facet of Tillich's thought, we must briefly
discuss its meaning.

Tillich regards every theologlical expression as being
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a symbolic utterance. Since the unconditional 1s "forever
hidden, transcendent and unknowable, it follows that all
religious ideas are symbolical."1 No finite word, form,
person or deed can ever be identified with God. There is an
infinite gap between man and God.2
God, for Tillich, is not an object or being, not even
the highest object or being; therefore, God cannot be approached
directly as an object over against man as subject. The
"really Real grasps man into union with itself. Since for
Tillich the really real transcends everything in the empiri-
cal order it is unconditionally beyond the conceptual sphere.
Thus every form or word used to indicate this awareness must
be 1n the form of myth or symbol. As Tillich succinctly
states: Y"Offenbarung ist die Form, in welchem das religiose
Ob ject dem religfgsen Glauben theoretisch gegeben ist.
Mythos ist die Ausdrucksform fiUr den Offenbarungsinhalt."3
Lillich insists that a symbol is more than a merely

technical sign.Ll The basic .characteristic of the symbol is

its innate power, A symbol possesses a necessary character.

1. Tillieh, RS, X.

2. Tillich, ST, I, 65.

3. Tillich, Art.(1925), 820.

L. Tillich, Art.(1940)L1, 14 fr.
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It cannot be exchanged. A sign, on the contrary, is impo-
tent and can be exchanged at will. A religious symbol is
not the creation of a subjective desige or work. If the
symbol loses its ontological grounding, it declines and be-
comes a mere "thing," a sign impotent in itself. "Genuine
symbols are not interchangeable at all, and real symbols
provide no objective knowledge. but yet a true awareness."t
The criterion of a symbol is that through it the uncondi-
tioned is clearly zrasped in 1ts unconditionedness.
Correlation as the correspondence of data means in

this particular case that there 1s correspondence between

religious symbols and that reality which these symbolize.

1. Tillich, Art.(1940)1, 28, There seems to be a basic
inconsistency in Tillich's thought at this voint. <The
statements, "all knowledge of God has & symoolic char-
acter" and "symbols provide no objective knowledge, but
yet true awareness" are difficult to reconcile with each
other., This contradiction becomes even more pronounced
in Tillich's discussion of the analogla entis between the
finite and infinite. On the one hand he says, "Without
such an analogy nothing could be said about God." On
the other hand he says, "It is not a method (analogia
entis) of discovering truth about God." It is very dif-
ficult for one to make much out of such contradictions.
W, M. Urban has expressed the dilemma in his effort to
understand Tillich (&rt.(1940), 34-36). Urban's
position 1s that "unless there is 'analogy of being!
between the 'Creator' and the 'created', between being
in itself and being for us, it is perfectly futile to
talk of either religious symbolism or religious know-
ledge." (Art.(1L940), 35)
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Once a true religlous symbol is discovered one can be sure

that here 1s an implicit indication of the nature of God.,

(2) Logieal interdependence of concepts

A second meaning of correlation is the logical inter-
devendence of concepts. It is polar relationships that fall
chiefly under this meaning of correlation. Correlation, as
used here, determines the statements about God and the world.
The world does not stand by 1tself. Particular being is in
correlation with being-itself. In this second meaning of
correlation, then, Tillich moves beyond epistemological con-
sideraticns to ontological considerationse.

Tillich develops a very elaborate system of ontologi-
cal elements. These elements are jndividualization and par-

2 3

ticipation,l dynamics and form,~ and freedom and destiny.
zach of these stands in polar rel ationship with each other,
neither pole existing apart from the other. This ontologi-
cal polarity is seen further 1in belng and nonbeing and the
finite and infinite. In setting forth these polar relation-

ships Tillich 1s attemptling to overcome the basic weaknesses

found in supranatural ism, humanism and dualism. He admits

1, Tillienh, ST, I, 174.
2, Tillich, sT, I, 178.
3. Tillich, ST, I, 182.
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that dﬁalism, more then either of the other methods, 1s aware
of the two poles of reallty, but dual 1sm conceives these in

a static complementary relationship. Tillich maintains

that these poles are related in dynamic interaction, that

one pole never exists out of relation to the other pole.
Herein 1s one of Tillich's basic criticisms of Hegel. Hegel,
according to Tillich, transcends the tension of existential
involvement in the concept of a synthesis.l He ldentifies
existential being with essential being. Tillich believes
that no existing belng can rise above ambiguity, tension, and
ggggg.z Syntheslis is reserved for God. Correlation, then,
in the sense of logical interdependence of concspts, implies

a polar structure of all existential reality.

(3) Real interdependence of things or events
The thilird meaning of correlation designates the real
interdependence of tnings or events in structural wholes,
The particular relationship which Tillich is alluding to un-
der this meaning of correlatlion 1is the relationship between

=S

God and man, the divine-human relationship. The implication .

1. Tillich, IOH, 166.
2. Tillich, IOH, 137, 1l1.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



26

of this view is clear, viz., that if there is a divine-~human
correlation God must be partly dependent upon man. Such a
view has evoked strong protest from theologlians such as

Karl Barth. Tillich, in defending his position at this point,
has this significant statement to make:

But al though God in his abysmal nature 1is

in no way dependent on man, God in his self
manifestation to man is deprendent on the way
man receives his manifestation.

Here Tillich 1s apparently saying that God in his essence 1is
to be distinguished from God revealing himself in existence.
God as abyss 1s unconditioned while God as'self-manifesting
is conditioned by man's receipt of the manifestation,

Tillich insists throughout that God and man are inter-
dependent.

The divine-human relation, and therefore
God as well as man within this relation,
changes with the stages of the history of
revelation and with the stages of every
personal development. There is a mutual
interdependence between "God for us" and
Ywe for God". God's wrath and God's grace
are not contrasts in the 'heart'! of God
(Luther), in the depth of his being; but
they are contrasts in the divine-human
relationship. The divine-human relation
is a correlation. The "divine-human en-
counter" (Emil Brunner) means something

1. Tillich, ST, I, 61.
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real for both sides., It is an actual

correlation, in the third sense of the

term.t

In a real sense, then, God manifests himself in his-

tory. This manifestation is never complete because God as
abyss 1s inexhaustible. But God as logos is manifest in
history and is in real interéependence with man. The method
of correlation seeks to express this relationship.

(L) Correlation as existential questions and theological
answers in mutual interdependernce

' says Tillich, "explains

"The method of correlation,'
the contents of the Christian faith through existential ques-
tions and theological answers in mutual interdependence."?

In using this method systematic theology first makes an
analysis of the hum;h situation out of which the existential
questions arise, and then proceeds to demonstrate that the
symbols used in the Christian message are the answers to
these questions. The analysis of the human situation is
done in terms of "existentialism." Here the individual be-
comes aware of the fact that he himself is the door to the

deeper levels of reality, and that his own existence reveals

something of the nature of existcnce generally. Whoever has

1. Tillich, ST, I, 61.
2. Tillich, ST, I, 97.
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immediately experienced his own‘finitude can find the traces
of finitude 1n everything that exists.

The analysis of the human situation employs materials
from all realms of culture. Philosopnhy, poetry, drama, the
novel, therapeutic psychology, and sociology all contribute.
The theolo-ian organizes these materials ln relation to the
answers gziven by the Christian message. This analysis of
existence may be more penetrating than that of most philoso-
phers. Nevertheless the analysils of the "situation" and the
development of the "questions" constitute a "philosophical
task." Though this task is carried out by the theologian,
he does 1t as a philosopher, and wnat he sees is determined
only by the object as it is given in his experlence.

After the questions have arisen from an analysis of
the human sitﬁation, the Christian message provides the an-
swers. These answvers come from bevond existence and are
taken by systematic theology "from the sources, through the

1

‘medium, under the norm."" Although the answers are spoken

to human existence frcm beyond it, Lhere is a mutual depend-

1. Tillich, ST, I, 6. A word micht be said concerning
Tillich's conception of the sources, medium and norm of
systematic theology. Tillich sharply 1. jects the neo-
orthodox claim that the Blble is the only source of
theology, on the ground that the Biblical message could
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ence between question and answer. "In respect to content
the Christian answers are dependent on the revelatory events
in which they appear; in respect to form they are dependent
on the structure of the questlons wihich they answer'."1

We can better understand the method of correlation if
we look at an example of its apdplication: the ''question" of
Reascn and the "answer" of Revelation. After one analyzes
man's rationality, especially his cognitive rationality, it
is revealed that under the conditions of existence reason

falls into "self-destructive conflicts" with itself. The

polarity of "structure" and "depth" within reason produces a

not have been understood and cannot be received without
the preparation for it in religion and culture. However,
the Bible 1s the basic source, since "it is the original
document about the events on which the Christian Church
is founded® (8T, I, 35). In addition to the Bible, the
sources are church history, including historicsl theol-
ogy, &and the history of religion and culture. ZExperi-
ence 1s the medium through which the sources come to us.
On this point Tillich 1s closer to the Protestant Re-
formers than he is to the thevlogical empiricists for
whom experience 1s the main source of systematic theology.
He holds that "Christien theology is based on the unique
event Jesus the Christ” and that "this event 1s given
to experience and not derived from it" (37, I, L46). The
norm of theology 1s "the 'new Being' in Jesus as the
Christ." Here Tillich transcends the norm of both
Roman Catholicism end traditional Protestantism.

1. Tillich, ST, I, 4.

"
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conflict between "autonomous" end "heteronomous'" tendencies,
and this conflict leads to "the gusst for theonomy." The

polarity between "static" and "dynamic" elements within

reason leads to a conflict between "absolutism" and "rela-
tivism." This leads to "the quest for the concrete-abso-
lute.” Tre polarity between "formal" and "emotional" ele-

ments produces a conflict between "formalism' and "irrational-

ism," and this conflict leads to the "quest for the union

of form and mystery." "In all three cases,"

says Tillich,
"reason is driven to the quest for revelation."l Also a
diiemma arises between "controlling" knowledce and "receiv-
ing" knowledge. "Controlling knowledge is safe but not
ultimately significant, while receiving knowledge can be
ultimately significant, but it cannot give certainty."2 This
dilemmavleads to the quest for revelation which gives a truth
which 1s both certain and of ultimate concern. The "final
revel ation" in Jesus Christ, Tillich argues, gives the
answers to these questions implled in the existential con-
flicts of reason. It liberates and reintegrates reason and

thus fulfills it. It overcomes the conflict between autonomy

and heteronomy by re-establishing their essential unity.

l' Tillich’ ST’ I’ 83.
2. Tillich, ST, I, 105.
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Says Tillich,
Final rsvelation includes two elements which
are decisive for the reunion of autonomy and

heteronomy, the complete transpvarency of the
ground of being in him who is the bearer of

=S

the rfinal revelation, and the complete self-
sacrifice of the medium to the content of
revelation.t ‘
Al so the final rsvelation in Christ liberates reason from
the conflict betweein absolutism and relativism by presenting
a "concrete absolute." "In the New Being which is manifest
in Jesus as the Christ," says Tillich, "the most concrete
of all possible forms of concretenéss, & personal life, 1s
the bearer of that which 1s absolute, without conditi&n and

2 Again, the final revelation in Christ over-

restriction."
comes the confllict between the formal and the emotional ele=~
ments in reason through the participation of the whole of a
person'g life 1n 1t and the consequent bringing together of
all the elements of reason.
We have described the "method of correlation" and

1llustrated its applization by reference to the correlation
of the '"question" of Recason with the "answer" of Revelation.

This method determines the whole structure of Tillich's sys-

tem. He says,

1. Tillieh, ST, I, 1L47.
2. Tillieh, ST, I, 150.

_— . - . .
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The method oi correlation requires that every
part of my system should include one section

in whilch the question is developed by an analy-
sis of human existence and existence generally,
and one sectlon in which the theological an-
swer 1s given on the basis of the sources, the
medium, and the norm of systematic theolog;y.1

Since the form of the "answers" is determined by the
rhilosophical analysis of the situation, the way in which
that analysis 1s conceived 1is important for an adequate
understanding of the "method of correlation.”" So we turn to
a discussion of Tillich's view of philosophy and its relation

to theology.

(5) The meaning of philosophy and its relation to theology
Tillich's conception of the nature of philosophy and
its relation to theology is clearly set forth in the fol-
lowing paragraph:

Philosophy asks the ultimate question that

can be asked, namely, the question as to

what being, simply being, means. . . . 1t
arises out of the philosophical shock, the
tremendous impetus of the gquestions: What is
the meaning of being? Why 1s there being and
not not-being? What is the chsracter 1ln which
every being peaerticipates?. . . . Philosophy
primarily does not ask about the special
character of the beings, the things and events,
the ideas and velues, the souls and bodies

1. Tillich, ST, I, 66.
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which share beinge. FPhilosonhy asks what
about this being itself, Therefore, all
philosophers have developed a "first philoso-
ohy", as Aristotle calls it, namely, an
interpretation of being. . . « This makes the
division between philosophy and theology im-
possible, for, whatever the rekhtion of 3od,
world, and man may be, 1t lies iIn the freme
of being; and any interpretation of the
meaning and structure of being as being un-
avoldably such has consequences for the
interpretation of God, man, and the world

in their interrel ations.l ’

This rather lengthy quotation reveals that Tillich
conceives of philosophy as basically ontology.2 He affirms
that the Kantians are wrong in making eplstemology the true

" first philosophy, for as later Neo-Kantians like Nicolail
Hartmann have recognized, epistemology demands an ontologi~
cal basis. Since knowing is an act wnich participates in
being, every act of knowing refers at the same time to an
interpretation of being.

The attempt of logical positivism and related schools
to reduce philosophy to logical calculus has also been un-

successful. Logical positivism cannot avoid the ontologsical

1. Tillieh, PE, 85.

2. Tillich regards the traditional term "metaphysics™ as too
abused and distorted to be longer of any service. This
abuse came through a misuse of the syllable "meta" in
metaphysics, which in spite of the testimony of all
textbooks on philosophy that 1t means the book after the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



3k

gquestion.
There is always at least one problem about
which logical positivism, like all semantic
philosophies, must make a decision. What is
the relation of signs, symbols, or losical
operations to reality? Lvery answer to this
question says something about the structure
of beinz. It is ontolohfical.l

Philosophy necessarily asks the question of reality
as a whole; 1t asks the question of the structure of being.
Theologzy also asks the question of the structure of being.
In this sense, theology and philosophy converge. Neither
the theologlan nor the philosopher can avoid the ontological
question.

Though both philosophy and theoclogy deal with the
structure of being, they deal with it from different per-
spectives. Pnilosophy asks the question of the structure of
being In itself; theology deals with the meaning of being
for us. "Theology deals with what concerns us inescapably,

2

ultimately, unconditionally." There are two ways Iin which

the ultimate concern can be considered, It can be looked at

physics in the collection of Aristotelian writinzs has
received the meaning of something beyond human ex-
perience, open to arbitrary imaginaticn.

1. Tillich, ST, I, 20,

2. Tiliich, PE, 87.
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as an event beside other events to be described in detached
obJjectivity; or it can ve understood as an event in which he
wno considers it is existentially involved. In the first
case the philosopher of religion is at work. In the second
the theolosian speaks. The philosopher of religion is only
theoretically concerned with the ultimate concern, while the
theolorian's interpretation of the ultimate concern is it-
self a matter of ultimate concern.

Theology at its best unites two elements, viz., the
exlstential and the methodical. Theology is the existential
and methodical Interpretation of an ultimate concern. Theo-
logical propositions, therefore, are those which degl with
an objJect in so far as it is relsted tc an ultimate concern.
On the basls of this criterion, no object is excluded from
theology, not even a piece of stone; and no object is in it~
self a matter of theology, not even God. Tillich is certain

hat this criterion "makes theology absolutely universal, con
the one hand, and absolutely definite, on the other hand , "%
So we can see that the first point of divergence be-

tween the philosopher and the theologian is found in their

1. Tillich, Art.(1947), 18,
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cognitive attitude. The philosopher seeks to maintain a de-
t ched cbjectivity toward being. He seeks to exclude all
personsl and historical conditions which might destroy his
ionging for oﬁjectivity. So in this sense the ohilosopher
is 1like the scientist.

The theologian, quite differently, does not seek to be
detached from his object. He is involved in it. He seeks a
personal relationship with it. In other words, the attitude
of' the theolovian is commitment to its object.

He 1is involved—-with the whole of _his
existence, with his finitude and his
anxiety, with his self-contradiction

and despalr, with the healing forces in
him and in his social situation. . . .
Theology 1s necessarily existential, and
no theology can escape the theological
circle.l

Another pvoint of divergence between the phnilosopher
and the theolovian is the difference in their sources. The
philosopher looks at the whole of reality and seeks to dis-
cover within it the structure of reality. Hec assumes that
there is an identity between the logos of reality as a whole
and the logos working in him, so he looks to no particul ar

pDlace to discover the structure of being. The place to look

is &al1 places,

1. Tillieh, ST, I, 23.
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The theolo:lan, on the other hand, finds the source of
his knowledge not 1In the universal logos, but in the logos
"who became flesh," and the medium through which he receives
knowledse of the logos 1s not common rationality, but the
Cturch,

A third point of divergence which Tillich finds be-
tween philosophy and theology is a difference in their con-
tent. The philosopher deals with the categories cf being in
relation to the material which iIs structured by them, while
the theologian relates the same categories to the quest for
a "new being." The philosopher deals with causality as it
appears in physics, while the theologian discusses causality
in relation to a first cause, i.e. the ground of the whole
series of causes. The philosopher analyzes biological or
historical time and discusses astronomical as well as mi-
crocosmic spﬁée, but the theologian deals with time in re-
lation to eternity and space in relation to man's existen-~
tial homelessness, Tillich uses several such examples to
prove that the content of theology 1is different from that of
philosophy.1

Just as there 1is a divergence between philosopny and

1. See ST, I, 24.
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theology, there 1s, insists Tillich, an equally obvious con-
vergence. ‘''he philosopher like the theologian 1s caught in
an existential situation and has an ultimate concern, whether
he realizes it or not. Even the most scilentific philosopher
must admlt this, for if an ultimate concern were lacking,
his philosophy would be devold of passion, seriousness, and
creativity. "ivery creative philosopher," says Tillich, "is
a hidden theologian."l

The theologian is also confronted with the same bur-
den. In order to establish the universal validity of what
concerns him ultimately, he 1ike the philosopher must seek
to be detached from his existential situation and seek
obedience to the universal logos. He must take the risk of
standing outside of the theologicsal circle.<

The coneclusion that WTillich draws from the duality of
divergence and convergence in the relation between theology
and philosoohy 1s that there is neither conflict nor syn-
thesls between theology and pbhilosophy. A conflict pre-

supposes & common basis on which to fight. But then there

1. Tiilieh, ST, I, 25,
2, Tillich, ST, I, 25.
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is no common basis between theology and philosophy. When
the theologian enters the philosophical arena, he must enter
it as a philosopher; only as a philosopher can he be in con-
flict with arother philosopher, that 1s, he must make his
appeal to reason alone.1

There can be no synthesis of philosophy and theologj

"common basis' on which

for the same reason: there is no
they can meet. Therefore, the 1deal of the "Christian phi-
losophy™ is both futile and self-contradictbry, because 1t
denotes "a philosophy which does not look at the universsal
logos but at the assumed or actual demands of & Christian
theology."2 0f course, any Western thinker may be a
"Christian philosopher" in the sense of one whose thinking
has been in some measure shaped by the Christian tradition,
but an "intentionally" Christian philosopher is a contradic-

tion in terms because the philosopher must “subject himself"

to nothing but being as he experiences 1it.

2, Wieman's scientific method

Throughout his writings Wieman contends that the only

1. Tillich, ST, I, 26.
2. Tillich, ST, I, 28.
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way to gain true knowledge is through the scientific method.
He i1s convinced that all knowledge must depend ultimately
upon science, since "sclence is nothing else than the re-
fined process of knowing;."l The sclentific method is the
very center of Wieman's thought. As Van Dusen puts it:

Scientific Method 1s more than a thread

running through all Professor VWieman's

writings; it is not too much to say that

it is the central pivot around which

everything else must revolve and in re-

lation to which it must take its re-

ference and obtain its validity.Z2

In accepting the scientific method as the only way to

distingulish between truth and error, Wieman sutomatically re-.
jects most traditional "ways of knowing." In order tognin

a clearer understanding of Wieman's use of the scientific

method we may brilefly discuss some tests of truth he rejects.

i. Tests of truth which Wieman rejects
It is often claimed that religious knowledge is pe-
culiarly derived from revelation or falth or authority.
Wieman emphatically rejects each of these tests of truth,

We may discuss Wieman's view of them in order.

1. Wieman, RESH, 23.
2. VanDusen, Art.(1931), Til.
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(1) Revelation
Some things are held to be true because it is claimed
thhat they are revealed by God to man. The Barthiasn theolo-
gians would insist, for instance, that the only avenue
for religious truth is through revelation. Even Tillich,

as we have seen, affirms that the final revelation in Jesus

Christ gives answers to the questions implied in the existen-
tial conflicts of reason. Wieman, however, seeks to show
that revelation provides no access to truth beyond the

bounds of observation, agreement of observers, and coherence.
Revelatlion 1in itself is not knowledge, notwithstanding the
fact that revelation may be an avenue to knowledge. Reve-
lation for Wieman is "the lifting of the creative zvent to

a place of domination in the devotion of a continuing fellow-
ship to form one enduring strand of history."l This 1ift-
inz to a pleace of domination was not done by man, but by

such events as the life and teaching of Jesus, the Cruci-
fixion; the Resurrection; and the forming of the fellowship.
The cheif consequence of this revelation 1s not an unveiling

of knowledge, but the release of creative power to transform

the world into richness of value. The immediate consequence

1. Wieman, SHG, 21l.

-
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of revelation 1s falith and salvation, rather than knowledge.
In time, however, the religlous man gains a knowledge from
revelation that he could never have gained without. But

this knowledge of revelation, if and when it is attained, de-
mands the same tests of truth as any other knowledge.

Wieman finds revelation to be an inadequate test of
truth because it ultimately has to throw us back to some
further test. XEven 1f it be affirmed that truth is what God
reveals, one must still ascertain what is revelation and
whﬁt-not. One may claim thet the Holy Spirit shows what is
truly revelation. But how can one know he has the Holy
Spirit? In other words, one cannot know what is revelation
by further revelation from the Holy Spirit. He mast then
prove not only the validity of the first revelation but also
the second. Thus revelation demands some further test. It

cannot 1tself be the test.

(2) Faith
Faith is sometimes alleged to be a peculiar way of
knowing that can cast off the ordinary tests of truth. For
Wieman, however, faith is not knowledge primarily, but is a

self-giving. Faith is

the act of deciding to live in a way re-
quired by the source of human good, to
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maintain association with a fellowship
practicing thet commitment, to follow
the rituals designed to renew and deepen
thlis ccomitment, to search one's self for
hidden disloyalties to this devotion, to
confess and repudiate these disloyalties.

1
"Since faith is an act," says Wieman, "it is nei ther
a belief goilng beyond the evidence nor knowledge."2 It may
be ¢uided by the most thoroughly tested and accurate know-
ledse. But never does human knowledge plumb tie full depths
of thg reality commanding religious commlitment of faith.
Even when the beliefs directing religious commitment become
- nmowledge of the most precise and thoroughly tested sort,

still the knowledge never exhausts the reality commanding

faithe

(3) Authority
Another test of truth which Wieman rejects is that
of authority. He 1s quite aware that "authority is indispen-

sable for any extensive accumulation of knowledge."4

Author-
ity rightly used plays a large part in any form of know-
ledge. The zreat insights of science could have never ap-

peared without individual scientists depending on their

Wieman, SHG, L6.
Wieman, SHG, L7.
Wieman, SHG, L7, L8.
Wiemsn, NPOR, 118,

£ w o
e o o
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assoclates and predecessors by accepting their findings. If
they had to test everything for themselves, they would never
catch up with what is already known, not to mention goling on
beyond to some further discovery. Moreover, there are many
fields in wnich we are not equipped to test for ourselves
the obody of accepted knowledge. Thus authority is an indis-
pensable labor-saving device in the acquisition of knowledge.

But reliable authority simply conserves and hands
on to cthers what has been found to be true by some other
test than tht of authority. In other words, the trust-
worthiness of what is found in an authority does not devend
upon the authority. Says Wieman, "an authority is reliable
in so far as it states accurately what has been discovered,
and sets forth fully and correctly the evidence on which
this discovery rests."t Thus authority like revelation
devends on some further test of truth.

We may now turn to a discusslon of the positive mean-

ing of the scientific method.

ii. The positive meaning of the scilentific method
Wieman deflnes scientific method as the method in

which sensory observation, experimental behavior, and ration-

1., Wieman, NPOR, 119.
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al inference are working together,
It becomes more fully scientific as (1)
observation is made more accurate, se=-
lective, and refined; as (2) rational
inference 1s made more pure and rigorous;
as (3) exverimental behavior is made to
operate under contrelled conditions and
(L) as these three are made to check one
another more closely.l

This method repudiates pure rationalism, pure be-
haviorism and pure observation. It demands that all three
enter into the forming, the correcting and the validating of
any belief about any reality. These three tests of truth
aodply to every proposition alleged to be true, whether it
is in the field of common sense, science, philosophy, or
religion.

Wieman seeks to make 1t clear at every point that the
scientific method is not to be confused with positivism, the
view that we get our knowledge from sensation alone, Sen-
sation alone can never give knowledge. Nelther can abstract
reason alone yield knowledge. Tirst observation under the
control of reason must discover some order in the field of

sensuous experience. After discovering such an order, it

becomes possible to follow it by pure reason beyond the reach

of sensuous expericnce. But the starting point is what is

1. Wieman, Art.(1936)%, 184.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



L6

sensible, and it 1s necessary to be able to come back to
what 1s sensible for verification. So according to thils
method, knowledge 1s not limited to sensation, but neither
can 1t dispense with sensation.

It might be well at this point to say a few words
concerning Wieman's conception of observation, since it com-
mands such a central position in Wieman's methodology.
Observation 1s a series of perceptual events. The perceptual
event 1s not merely sense data, The perceptual event "in-
cludes everything within and without the biological organism,
which experiment can demonstrate makes a difference to
conscious awareness when'the perceptual reaction occurs."
When the perceptual event is so interpreted it is clearly
seen that 1s 1s only an infinitesimal part of the total uni-
verse, Innumerable happenings are constantly occurring in
the wide reaches of the world which make no difference what-
soever to the consclous awareness accompanying the perceptual
reaction of the organism.

Many structures are present or ingredient in every

perceptual event. Far fewer are common to & sequence of

such events. From these that are common, selective atten-

l. Wieman, SHG, 182.
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tion picks out one, and that is what 1s perceived.

Wieman is convinced that all knowledge is achieved
by perception, even metaphysical knowledge. The only d4if-
ference between metaphysical knowledge and other forms of
knowledge is that the former is achieved "by a more elsborate
analysis of perceptual events to the end of discovering
structures not merely common to a selected series but those

1 Time and

essential to all perceptual events whatsoever."
space, for example, are essential ingredients in every per-
ceptual event. This is discovered by an analysis of per-
ceptual events. Wieman thinks that all categories sought by
metaphysical or other philosophical inquiry can be uncovered
by proper analysis of the perceptual event.® As we shall

see subsequentliy, even God is known by way of perception. So
we can say that, for Wieman, observation enters into all
cases of getting genuine knowledge. Not.even rs&ason can

rain knowledge without observation. There must be a working
together of the two. In the final analysis the scientific
method means "observéfion under control of reason, and rea-

son under the control of observation."3

Wieman also stresses the polnt that the sclentifiec

1. Wieman, SHG, 182,
2, Wieman, SHG, 183. 5
3. Wieman, Art.(1932)<, 109.
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method requires the utmost use of imagination. Nothing of
great importance can be discovered without the great power of
imazination. The 1magination is needed to construct a
theoretical order., But all such imagination must be con-
stantly under the control of reason eand observation, else it
will éive us only the constructions of human fancy and build
around us a wall of dreams to shut out objective reality.

In his book, The Issues of Life, Wieman analyzes the

scientific method in four steps:

(1) Forming an idea of whai course of action will
produce specified consequences by observing various conse-
quences that have 1issued from specified conditions,

(2) Ascertain as accurately as possible just what
are the conditions under which this course of action can be
profitably followed to produce the desired and anticipated
consegquences., |

(3) PFind or create these conditions, perform the
course of action, and observe what happens.

(L) Develop by logical inference what further to

expect in the light of what has been observed to happen and

l. Wieman feels that this is the most difficult step of sall.
It is here that the greatest genius 1s displayed, in re-
ligion and science, and in every other branch of life
where discovery is demanded,
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test these inferences, just as the original lidea was tested,
namely by steps one, two, and three just described.t
These, in short, are the steps of the scientific
method. Here it 1is again made explicit that the only wvalid
test of any belief 1is observation combined with reason. In
order to gain a clearer understanding of Wieman's use of the

scientific method, we turn to a discussion of the knowledge

of God through the scientific method.

iii. ZXnowledge of God through the scientific method
Wieman rejects the view that knowledge of God is a

special kind of knowledge which comes through special facul-
ties like feeling, intuition, falth, and moral will., It is
true that all of these designate a kind of immedlate ex-
perience which provides the data that may lead to the know-
ledge of God. But it 1s erroneous to identify knowledge
with immediate experience. "Immediate experience never yilelds
knowledge, al thought 1t is one indispensable ingredient in
knowl edge inasmuch as it provides the data from which know-
ledge may be derived."t

All of this leads Wieman to affirm emphatically that

we know God just as we know any other object; that there are

2. Wieman, RESM, 22,
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no other faculties of knowledge except those by which we
¥now ordinary objects.

The method by which Wlieman seeks to gain knowledge of
God is the same as that used to gain knowledge of any other
object, viz., the scientific method. As we have seen above,
Wieman 1s quite certaln that without this scientific method
we have no accurate method of verifying our ideas or of dis-
tinguisning between truth and error.

Wieman admits that because of the exceeding complexity
of the data of religious experience no method has yet been
devised which can treat them scientifically. But all effort
on the part of religious thinkers must be in that direction.

Only by developing a scientific technique
which 1is it and able to interpret correctly
the signifiicance of that which is given in
immediate experience when immediate exverience
is at that flood-tide called mysticism can
God be known. It is probable He can never

be known completely; but we can increase our
knowledge of Him by contemplation which draws
on mysticism from one side and from scientific
method on the other.t

Wieman proceeds to formulate the requirements for a

scientific knowledge of God in the following manner:

1. Wieman, RESM, 8,-85.
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In moving toward a more adequate i.e. a more
scientific knowlecdge of God, even though we
aoproach from afar off, three things are
required: (1) a clarification of the type

of’ experience which can be called distinctive-
ly religious; (2) an analysis or elucidation
of that datum in this experience which signi-
fies the object being experienced and (3) in-
ference concerning the nature of thils object.

In order to assure the success of the scientific
method in obtaining knowledge of God men will have to relin-
gquish all claim to knowledge of God except that obtainable
by the combination of observation and reason. Sense experi-
ence of God is the first indispensable step in acquisition
of knowledge of God through the scientific method. But the
element of sense experience 1s only one side of the pole.
'he data of sense must be subjected to the scrutiny of re-
flection,.

For Wieman, the adecuacy of one's concept of God must
ultimately be tested by three questions: 1. Does the con-
cept designate that something in all being upon which human
life must depend and to which humans must adjust, in order

to attain the greatest possibilities of good? 2. Does

it deal adecquately with the problem of evil? 3. 1Is it true

l. Wieman, RESM, 33.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



52

to religilous experience.:L

There can te no doubt, asserts Wieman, that men are
versistently meeting a reality like this. This reality must
be God. When men come to the polnt of living the contem-
vlative 1ife, they know more about this God.2

Wwieman continually affirms that de ié“an ob ject of
perception.,. He 1s just as capable of being perceived as an
other object in the physical world.3 Perception of God is
possible because God reveals himself, Through revelation God
provides the preliminary conditions for percevtion of him-

self.

Revelation is the development in scme strand
of history and in some community, of those
meanings, of those perceptual events, and
of that structured interrelation of events
whereby God can be known, The development

1. Wieman, #RT, 198.

2. By the contemplative 1life Wieman does not mean a life of
passive reflection, but a 1ife which includes both maxi-
mum awareness and avpreciation of sense experience.

3. Wieman admits that the perception by which God is known
is "perception wherein the analysis and the search are
carried much further than the automatlic and habitual
anglysis and selection made by automatic reactions of
the organism." (3HG, 183) These are sufficient for
perceliving hills and houses, but not for perceiving
God, "the everlasting creative event."
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of meanings and perceptual events perteining
to God 1s the work of that creativity which
generated all meanings.l

But even after these meanings, perceptual events, and

structures have been provided, men do not necessarily per-
ceive (tod.
There are special commitments, discipline,
annid practices, as well as the general pro-
cedures of all empirical inquiry, to which
men must subject themselves to perceive God
after revelation 1s accomplished, just as they
must do this to attain knowledge of any other
.complex object of cognition,

From this interpretation of revelation Wieman seeks
b0 explain why God is hidden. Hg sets forth the following
four explanations for God's hiddenness. (1) God is hidden
where and when he has not revesled himself. (2) He 1is
hidden where and when men will not follow the methods and
submit to the disciplines necessary to achieve true per-
ception. (3) He is hidden wnen men hold to myth and reve-
lation as & kind of knowledge. (L) He is hidden when men'!
avpreciations and evaluations are so formed and directed

that they cannot appreciate the divine significance of that

creativity which generates all real value.3 When the idea

1, Wieman, Art.(l9h3)l, 28.
2. Wieman, Art.(1943)1, 28.
3. Wieman, Art.(1943)L, 29,
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of the hiddenness of God 1s so interpreted, Wieman 1s certaein
that a major stumbling block to the perception of God is re=
moved.

Another misunderstanding which must be removed if God
is to be perceived is that concerning the nature and function
of myth. "Myth," says Wieman, "is a statement, rather com-
plex as a rule by which conduct, attitude, and devotion are
directed to deal religiously with important reality without
intellectual understanding of what they really mean."l
Wieman admits that myth, while 1l acking cognitive proficiency,
possesses pragmatic efficacy. It may even be indispensable
in dealing with some of the most important and complex
realities because of the limitations of man's intellectual
understanding. The central Christian myth of the crucified
and yet 1iving Christ, for instance, is a way of saying

that the reality with which we desgl
through the myth of Christ is so deep
and so high, so intimate and so complex,
that our intellectual understanding is
inadequate.2

Myths are not false; but neither are they true. The

pragmatic efficacy of the myth in directing one to important

reality 1s simply a fact. It simply happens when and if it

1. Wieman, Art.(1943)%, 30.
2. Wieman, Art.(1943)L, 30.
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does hapven. These happenings either occur or do not. When
they occur, they are neither true nor false. Only proposi-
tions about them can be true or false,

The myth when rightly interpreted is seen tobe a
valuable way of directing conduct and devotion to important
reality. But when myth is thought to be knowledge it con-
fuses the mind and makes impossible perceptual knowledge of
“od.

A final confusion which Wieman seeks to dissipate in
order to make perceptual knowledge of God possible pertains
to the work of theology. He thinks that the work of theology
should be limited to the job of

criticizing and revising the myths so that
they will continue to be efficacious and
reliable guides to God within the changing
context of the prevalling cul ture.

Since myths will always be there, some field of expert
scholarship must be devoted to the task. When theology goes
beyond this and pursues the cognitive job of getting know-

ledge of God, 1t ends in a morass of confusion and futility.

Wieman is quite certain that once these misunderstand-

1. Wieman, Arb.(19h3)l, 31-32., It is difficult to fnllow
Wieman at this polint. In most instances he contends that
theology should give us knowledge of God. But here he is
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ings concerning revelatlon, myth and theology are removed one
can move toward perception of God. This point of the per-
ception of God is so important to Wieman because he is seek-
ing to be a thoroughgoling empiricist at every point. That
which cannot be observed does not exist.
3. A ccrmiparison and evaluation of the methodolozies
of Tillieh and Wieman

The methodologies of Tillich and Wieman are quite
divergent at many polnts. As we have seen, Wieman contends
that one only gains true knowledge throuzgh the scientific
method. All knowledgze, whether it is knowledge of God or
knowledcze of a stick or stone, is obtained through the
scientific method. With this contention, Tillich is in
strong disagreement. He looks upon this "methodological
Imperialism" as being as dangerous as political imperialism,
for, like the latter, "it breaks down when the independent

nl Ty is Tillich's

elements of reality revolt against it.
conviction that the adequacy of a method canrot be decided

& oriori; rather it is continually being declded in the

cognitive process itself. For 1illich, method and system

contending that theology should only criticize and
revise religious myths so as to nurture experience
of creativity. It is hard to make much of this
contradiction.

1. Tillieh, ST, I, 60.
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determine each other, making it absolutely erroneous for
any method to claim to be adequate for every subject.
Another point of disagreement between Tillich and
Wieman 1s on the question of existential participation.
wieman's attempt to be a thoroughgoing empiricist causes
him to look askance upon anythinz that smacks of exis-
tentlalism. He seeks to deal with the data of theology
through detached objectivity. Tillich, on the other hand,
is convinced that the existential factor cannot be elimina-
ted from theology. And so he cont:nds, contraery to Wieman,
that theology can never be an "empirical science." The ob-
ject of theology, asserts Tillich, is not an object within
the whole of scientific experience. Theology does not deal
with objects that can be "discovered by detached observation,"
or "tested by scientific methods of verification."™ In these
methods the testing subject 1is always outside the test situ-
ation, But the object of theology, says Tillich, can be
verified only by a participation in which the testing theo-
logian risks himself in the ultimate sense of "to be or not
to be." Tillich contends that "this test is never finished
not even in a complete l1ife of experience. An element of

risk remains and makes an experimental verification in time
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and space impossible."

Tillich thinks that the demand for existentlal par-
ticipation is confirmed by the results of scientific-
experiential theology 1tself, Without such an existential

' for instance, is

participation Wieman's "creative process,’
a nonreligious concepts: with it, it 1s no longer a scienti-
fic concept. Tillich is certain that "in no case can
scientific experience as such produce a foundation and source
ol systematic theology."2

Tillich does not totally eliminate the empirical
factor from his theological method. Like Wieman, he sees
the importance of the empirical factor in theology. But he
is not willing to carry it as far as Wieman. Tillich pre-
fers to stand "on the boundary" between Barth and Wieman
on the issue of theological empiricism.

When 1t comes to the question of the rational factor
in theologzical methodology, both Tillich and “ieman concur
on its importance., We have seen how Wieman applies rationsl
inference to sensory observation and experimentsl behavior to

achileve the proper results of the scientific method. We have

also seen how Tillich employs semantic, logical, and methodo-

1. Tillieh, ST, I, Ll.
2. Tillich, ST, I, Lk,
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logical rationelity in his theolozical system. Tillich
insists that the dialetical character of his method of corre-
lation does not mean that it is opposed to logic and ration-
slity; for "dialectics follows the movement of thourht or
movement of reality through yes and no, but it describes

1 So ror Tillich and Wiemean

it in 1ogicai1j-correct terms."
reason plays an important part in methodologlcal construc-
tion,

Tillich goes beyond Wieman, however, by insisting
tnat reason needs revelation. Therefore revelation receives
a very prominent place In the methodology of Tillich. He
holds that the final revelation in Jesus Christ gives answers
to the questions implied in the existential conflicts of
reason. Wieman seeks to show that revelation provides no
access to truth beyond the bounds of observation and agree-
ment of observers. His theory of revelation abjures any
attempt to make revelation a part of supernaturaily mediated
knowledge. Tillich would agree that revelation adds nothing
to the totality of our ordinary knowled=ze, i.e., to our

imowledge about the subject-object structure of reality. But

he would disagree with Wieman's assertion that revelation

~

1. Tillich, s?, I, 56.
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mediates no form of knowledge. Tillich affirms that reve-
lation mediates knowledge about the mystery of belng to us,
not about beings and their relation to one another. There
is one other qualification that Tillich makes concerning
knowledge of revelation, namely, that 1t can be received
only in the situatiorn of revelation, and it can be communi-
cated -- 1In contrast to ordinary knowledge -- only to those
wno participate 1In this situation. According to this view,
revelation cannot interfere with knowledge that is ordinary.
Likewise, ordinery knowledze cannot interfere with knowledge
of revelation,

Several points concerning Wieman's scientific method
and Tillich's method of correlation require comment.

l. Wieman insists that the religious inquilrer seeking
knowledge of God must stick to what is immediately given with-
in the fluld process of "senseory experisnce, experimental
behavior and rational inference.”" ‘This is what Wieman means
by the requirements of Gthoroughgoing empiricism. Such a
method seeks to eliminate faith and analogicael reference from
the quest for knowledge of God.

But is it possible to eliminate faith and analozical

reference from genuine knowledge of God, or from any know-
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ledsze for that matter? The outcome of such an elimination
would be, as Santayana has shown, a "solipsism of the pre-
sent moment."l Without faith and recourse to analogy it

is impossible to develop a working knowledge of the actusal
world.,

Certainly Wieman 1is not consistent in his attempt to
eliminate faith and analogical reference from the auest for
knowledge of God. He says, for instance, that "the terms
'orocess! and 'interaction'! apvply to everythina that exists
pecause everything in existence is a process and interacts
with other things."2 But how is this known? Certainly not
by direct observation. In such affirmations one must assume
that what lies beyond observation is analogous to what is
observed. Since 1t is possible to observe only an infini-
tesimal pqrtion of all that has been, is, and will be, it can
be truly said that any assertion made about anything that
exists will involve a bold use of analogy.

2. One of the weak points of the scientific method
in religion is that this method omits soc much valid experience.

Science must inevitably be selective and exclusive. In a

l. Santayana, SAF, 1L-18.
2. ‘Wieman, Art.(1936)2, L30.
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world of such infinite variety and richness, science by the
nature of its instruments and procedures must limit itself
to a iew items or elements within that richness. Thus a
vast wealth of potential experience is always deliberately
ignored in any scientific endeavor. Whatever may be the
merit of the foregoing, the surprising thing'is that Wie=-

man states categorically: "iWe do not yet have any know-

' This would seem

ledge of God that we can call scientific.!
to mean that the purely scientific methodology 1s a hope
and not a fact.

3. Even if the scientific method were a fact it
would hardly be adequate for religion. The scientific
method requires that the investigator maintain a detached
objectivity toward his object. He must seek to exclude all
personal gnd historical conditions which misght destroy his
longing for objectivity. The theologian, on the other hand,
does not seek to be detached from his object. He secks a
personal relationship with it.. In other words, the attitude
cf the theologian is commitment to his objsct. Tillich's
criticism of Wieman's method at this point is quite sound.

h. 1t seems that Tillich vegs the question as to

the relation between philosophy and theology in his conten-

tion that the philosopher seeks the truth only in the whole
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of reality, and never looks for it in any particular place.
There is nothilng to prevent a philosopher from finding the
key to the nature of reality in a particular part of reality.
Indeed this is what the creative philosopher has done all
aionz. He takes as his starting point some particular as-
vect of reality which seems to him to providé the clue to

an understanding of reality as a whole.

Now the philosopher who is a Christian does not dif-
fer from other philosophers in starting with a belief which
he takes as the key to reality. He finds the key to reality
in the event of God's revelation in Jesus the Christ. This
does not mean that having found the key in a particular
event, he should cease to look at the universal structure
of being. The fact that he has found the key enables him
to look at the structure of being with a clearer understand-
ing of it.

So it seems that Tillich's contention that there can
be no Christian philoscphy 18 somewhat exaggerated. He
thinks that the ideal of a Christian philosophy is impossible
because philosophy must approach the structure of being
with detachment and without reference to 1ts meaning for us.

Yet Tillich himself, admits that every great philosopher
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has an ultimate concern, and has been in a sense a theo-
lozian. If this is so the distinction between philosophy
and theoldgy is relative, not absolute. Therefore Tillich's
effort to distinguish between theology and pvhilosophy in the
last analysis bresaks down.l
5. In szeking to distinguish between philosophy and

theology 1t seems that Tillich leaves a too sharp dualism
between the theoretical and existentialism or "practical."
This is one of the things that both existentialism and
American instrumentalism have sought to break down. As J. H.
Randall, Jr. puts it, "The theoretical interest or 'pure
reason,'. . . 1s not something opposed to the practiceal and
existential. Rather, theory and detached objectivity are
moments or stages in a broader context or matrix of 'prac-
tlcet "2 ‘Tillich is quite aware of this, but he still does
not entirely free himself of the old Kantian dualism in
which "pure reason'" is set over against "practical reason.”
Tillich fails to take tine existential character of theory

seriously enough.

l. For a further elaboration of this criticism see G. F.
Thomas, Art.(1952), 1L01-10L.
2. Randall, Art.(1952), 141.
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CHAPTER III

TILLICH'S CONCEPTION OF GOD

1. The question of beilng

It 1s Impossible to understand Tillich's conception
of God without a prilor knowledge of his ontology as a whole,
since it 1s his ultimate position that "God is being-iteelf."
To attempt to understand Tillich's conception of God with-
out an understanding of his conception of being is like try-
ing to understand the humanistlic ccnception qf God without
understanding 1ts conception of ;an. So we may well bégin
our study with a discussion of Tillich's ontological position.

Tillich insists that the core of philosophy 1s the
ontologlcal question, and this ontologlical question is logl-
cally prior to every other. Thought must start with being;
it cannot go behind 1t. Ontclogy is possible because there
are concepts less universal than "being," but more universal
than the concepts that designate a particular realm of beings.
Such ontological concepts have been called "principles,"
"categories" or ultimate notions.t Tillich's analysis of

these concepts 1s the very heart of his philosophy.

1. Tillich, ST, I, 166.

65
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These concepts, he holds, are strictly a priori. They
are necessary conditions for experience 1tself. They are
present whenever something 1is experienced, and hence consti-
tute the very structure of experlence. Tillich makes it em-~
phatically clear that this doces not mean that the concepts

are known prior to experience; on the contrary, "they are

1

products of a criticel snalysis of experience."
Taken seriously this Kantian language implles that
the "being™ to be analyzed is to be found only in the knower,

not, except derivatively, in the known. But this is

[e N

exactly what Tilllch seems to be denylng, for he says that
the structure of experlence 1is discovered in experience, by
analysis. In other words Tillich's language implies the
Keantian criticel philosophy, while his analysis implies an
epistemological realism.2
Tillich distingulishes four levels of ontological .con-

cepts: (1) the basic ontologleal structure; (2) the "elements"

constituting that structure; (3) the characteristics or being

1. Tiliich, ST, I, 165.

2. In criticizing Tillich at this point Randall has said:
"The Kantian language hardly seems essential to Tillich's
Posltion, or even 1lndeed, ultimately compatible with
it. The structure of experience is discovered in ex-
rerlence, by analysis; it is recognized within the
Process of experiencing. Why then call it a presup-
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which are the conditions of existence, or "existential
being;™ and (L) the categories of being and knowing. We

shall discuss csach of these in order.

i. The basic ontological structure

The basic starting point for ontology, in Tillich's
thought, 1s the self~-world correlation. The ontologlcal
question, "what 1s being?" presupposes an asking "subject"
and an objJect about which the question is asked; 1t pre-
supposes the subject-object structure of belng. This in
turn presupposes the self-world structure as the basic arti-
culation of belng; Dbeing is man encountering the world,
This logically and experientlially precedes all other struc-

ture,

(L) Man, self and world
Man experiences himself as having a world to which he
belongs, and it 1s from the analysis of this polar relation-
ship between man and the world that the basic ontological
structure 1s derived. Since man is estranged from nature,

and 1s unable to understand 1% in the way he understands

position, which suggests that it 1s brought toc ex-
perience from elsewhere?" (Randall, Art.(1952),
151j. '
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man--he does not know what men's behavior means to men-- the
principles which constitute the universe must be sought in

men himself. Followling Heldegger's Sein und Zeit, Tillich

finds "being there" (Dasein)--the place where the structure
of being 1s manifest--glven to man within himself. "Man is
able to answer the ontological question himself because he
experiences directly and immedlately the structure of being
and its elements." Tillich makes it palpably clear that
this approach does not mean that 1t is easier to get a know-
ledge of man "sufficient for our purposes" than a knowledge
of nonhuman ob jects. It means rather that men is aware of
the structures which make cognition possible. Being is re-
vealed not in objects, but in "the conditions necessary for
knowing." "The trutheof all ontological concepts is their
power of expressing that which makes the subject-object
structure possible. They comstitute this structure."2

Being a self means that man 1s'both subject and ob-
Ject. He is a subject in the sense that he 1s so separated
from everything as to be able to look at it and act upon it.

He 1s object in the sense that he so belongs to the world,

1. Tillich, ST, I, 169.
2. Tillich, ST, I, 169.
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that he is an intimate part of the process. But each factor
determines the other. It is wrong to assume that the environ-
ment wholly explains behavior,

The mistake of all theorles which explain

the behavior of a being in terms of en-

vironment alone 1s that they fall to ex-

plain the speclal character of the environ-

ment in terms of the specilal character of

the being which has such an environment.

Self and environment determine sach other.
Moreover, because man has an ego-self,2 he transcends every
possible spatiotemporal environment. His "world" cannot be
thought of simply as an aggregate containing everything that
exists; 1t is an organized structure, and the organizing re-
flects the self. In short the self-world correlation in-
cludes not only the environment in which man lives, but the
universal norms and ideas by means of which man apprehends
and interprets. Every content, psychic as well as bodily,
is within the world, otherwise the self would be an empty

form. But man is so differentiated from the world that he

1. Tillich, ST, I, 170.

In speaking of man as an ego-self Tillich means that man
possesses self-consciousness, in contrast to other be ings
who are not fully developed selves. He writes, "selfhood
or self-centeredness must be attributed in some measure
to all living beings, and in terms of analogy, to all
individual Gestalten even in the inorganic realm. ., . .
Man 1s a fully developed and completely centered self.

He 'possesses' himself in the form of self-conscious-
ness, He has an ego-self." (ST, I, 169, 170).

N
.
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can look at 1t as an organized whole; otherwise he would be
completely immersed in the flux.1

Tillich 1s convinced that this starting point avolds
the notorious pitfalls of those philosophical systems which
attempt to generate the world from the ego, or the ego from
the world; it also avolds, he contends, the dilemma of

Cartesian dualism which has to try to unite an empty res

cogitans with a mechanlistically conceived res extemnsa. In

so far as 1t is thought about, everything (including even
God) 1s an object; but in so far as everything involves in-
¢*vidual self-relatedness, nothing (not even an atom) is

merely an object.2

(2) The loglecal and the ontologlcal object

Within the self-world polarity are to be found the
derivative'polarities of objective and subjective reason,
of logical object and subject. Pure objects, "things," are

completely conditioned or bedingt by the scheme of knowing.

70

But man himself 1s not a "thing" or merely an object. He is

a self and therefore a bearer of subjectivity. He is never

bound completely to an environment.

l. Tillich, ST, I, 170.
2. Tillich, ST, I, 170, 173-17L.
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He always transcends 1t by grasping and shaping
it according to universal norms and ideas. . . o
This 1s the reason why ontology cannot begin
with things and try to derive the structure of
reality from them. That which is completely
conditioned, which has no selfhood and subjec-
tivity, cannot explain self and subject. . . .
It 1s Just as impossible to derive the sub-
jeet from the object. . « This trick of de-
ductive ldeelism 1s the preclse counterpart

of the trick of reductive naturalism. . . .

The relation 1s one of polarity. The basie
ontological structure cannot be derived. It
must be accepted.1

This analysis of the "basic ontological structure", in
which Tillich 1s following Heldegger, assumes without ques-
tion that the eplstemologlcal "subject-object distinction”
is absolutely ultimate, not only for knowledge, but for
being: It i1s not only "prior to us," but also "prior in

nature," as Aristotle puts it.2

ii. The ontological elements
The second level of ontologlcal analysis deals with

those "ontological elements™ which constitute the basic

1. Tillich, ST, I, 170, 173-174.

2. Randall has made a very sound criticism of Tillich's
analysis of the baslic ontologlical structure. He argues
that there are two conflicting strands running through
Tillich's thought at this point. At times, Randall af-
firms, Tilllch follows Heidegger's ldealistic ontology
in looking for the structure of being in man. At other

times he holds that the structure of being is found by
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structure of being. Unlike the categories, these elements are

nolar: each is meaningful only in relation to its opposite

pole. "One can imagine a realm of nature beside or outside

the realm of history, but there is no realm of dynamilcs

without form or of individueality without universality."l

There are three outstanding pairs which constitute the basic
ontological structure; 1individuality and universality,
dynamics and form, freedom and destiny. Each of these dis-
tinections is discovered in the self's experience of the
world, and then generalized for all interactions within

being. The first element in each of these polarities ex-

t

v "esses the "self-relatedness of being," i.e., its power of

being something for 1itself. The second element expresses the

1

"belongingness of being," i.e., its character of being a part

£

cf a universe of being.2

man in his encounters with the world. This, Randall con-
tends, 1s a quite different ontology from that of
idealism it is something of an empirical naturalism. And
so Randall concludes that "it would be clarifying to have
Tillich decide which position he is really maintaining--
idealism; or an experiential and functional realism."

1., Tillich, ST, I, 16%.

2. Tillich, ST, I, 16¢.
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(L) Individuality and participation

Individualilzation is a quality of everything that
exists; "it 1s implied in and constitutive of every self,
which means that at least iIn an analogous way it 1s impliled
in and constitutive of every being.“1 To be a self is to be
an Individual. Selfhood and individualization may be dif-
ferent conceptually, but they are Iinseparable actually',2 To
be 1s to be an individual. But man's Individualization is
not absolute or complete. It galns meaning only in its
polar relation with participation. Lelbniz emphasizes this
point when he speaks of the microcosmilc structﬁre of the
monad.> Whitehead sets it forth when he speaks of the "pre-
hension" of the whole by the actual occasion.h Martin Buber
emphasizes this role of particilpation in the process of in-
dividualization when he sets forth the role of the "thou" in
the development of the "I"., Each of these thinkers gives
backing to what Tillich is attempting to say, namely, that
individuation implies participation. Man participates in

the universe through the rational structure of mind and

reality. When individualization reaches the perfect form we

Tillich, ST, I, 175.
Tilliech, ST, I, 175.
Leibniz, Monadology, par. 62.
Whitehead, AOI, 300.

£Ew o
L
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cell a “"poerson," participation reaches the perfect form we
call "communion." Persons become persons only by partici-
pating in society. It i1s only in the communion of personal
encounter that persons can grow. Participation is essential
for the individual. "Without individualization nothing would
exist to be related. Without participation the category of
relation would have no basis in reality."l

It is clear from the foregoing that Tillich is not in-
terested in slanting such statements either in the ideal istic
or in the naturalistic direction. But it 1is especially im-
portant to recognize that he does not regard them as being
derived from empirical observation concerning contingent
facts. Rather, he conceives of individualization and parti-
cipation as ontological elements which, in the course of =a
critical analysis of experience, reveal themselves to be a
priori in the sense that experience could not be what it is
unless it occurred within them. The reciprocal relationship
between "“personal® and "communal'--for example, cne‘cannot be-
come fully a self except in relation with other selves--~is a
structural characteristic of being. In the polarity of in-

dividuslization and participation Tillich finds a solution to

the endless problem of nominalism and realism. Individuals

l. Tillich, ST, I, 177.
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are real, but they participate in the universal structure,
wnich, however, is not some sort of second reality lying be-

hind enpirical reality.l

(2) Dynamics and form
Being something means having a form. Vhatever loses
its form loses its being. But every form forms something,
and this something Tillich calls "dynamics." The concept of
dynamics is a very complex one with many connotations. Its
complexlity is due to the facf that 1t cannot be thought of as
something that is; and yet it cannot be thought of as some-

"me on," the potentiality

2

thing that 1s not. Dynamics is the

of being, which is nonbeing iIn contrast to pure nonbeing.

-

1is polar element to form appears as the Urgrund of 3%hme,

£

the will of Schopenhauer, the "will to power" of Nietzsche,

the "unconsclous" of Hartmenn and Freud, the elan vital of

Bergson. Each of these concepts points symbolically to what
cannot be named literally. "If it could be named properly it
would be a formed being beside others instead of an ontologi-

cal element in contrast with the element of pure form."3

1. Tillich, ST, I, 178.
2. Tillich, ST, I, 179.
3. Tillich, ST, I, 179.
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The polarity of dynamics and form appears in man as
vitality and intentionality. "Vitality is the power which
keeps & living belng alive and growing."l It is not an exist-
ing something such as "will"™ or the "unconsclous;™ it is
rather the power of belng. By intentionallty, on the other
hand, Tillich does not necessarily mean consciously conceilved
purpose; but he does mean structures that can be grasped as
universals. In other words, when vitallty becomes human it
cannot be thought of as operating by necessity, or chaoti-
cally, or without reference to objective structures.2

The inclusion of dynamism within the ontological
structure of human nature 1is Tilllich's answer to historical
relati#ism, which denies the possibillity of an ontological or
a theological doctrine of man because "human nature" connotes
to them something static. Tillich willingly admits with
process philosophy that human nature changes in history, but
he insists that one structural characteristic underlies all
these changes§ namely, "being one who has a history."

This structure is the subject of an ontologi-

cal and theological doctrine of man. His-
torical man 1s a descendant of beings who had

1. Tiliien, ST, I, 180.
2. Tillich, ST, I, 181.
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no history, and perhaps there will be beings

who are descendants of historical man who

have no history, But neither animals nor

supermen are the objects of a doctrine of

man.,
Change 1s just as real as structure; but it 1s absurd to re-
gard the latter as process, because this would mean that
there could be no continuity, within the life of man, be-
tween antecedent and subsequent conditions. Consequently,
man car develop Indefinitely beyond any ziven physical and
biological situation, transforming both nature and himself
through applied sclence and cultural growth; but he cannot
slough off the structure which makes intentionallty andhis-

toricity possible.2

(3) PFreedom and destiny
The third ontological polarity which Tillich discusses
is that of freedom and destiny. Here the description of the
basic ontologlcal structure and its elements reaches both its
fulfilment and its turning point. Ordinarily one thinks of
necessity as the correlate of freedom. However, necessity is
a category and not an element. Its contrast 1s possibility,

not freedomn.

1. Tillieh, ST, I, 181, 182,
2. Tillien, ST, I, 181, 182.
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Whenever freedom and necessity are set

over against each other, necessity 1is

understood in terms of mechanlistic deter-

minacy and freedom is thought of in terms

of indeterministic contlingency. Neither of

these interpretations grasps the struc-

ture of being as 1t 1is experienced immedlately

in the one being who has the possibility

of experilencing because he is free, that

is, in man.l

The problem of freedom is traditionally posed in

terms of mechanistic determinism versus indeterminism. But
Tillich asserts that nelther of these theories does justice
to the way in which man gresps his own ontologlcal structure.
Both of these conflicting parties presuppose that there 1s a
thing called "will" which possesses a certain quallty, namely
freedom. So long as the problem is posed in this manner,
determinism always wins; for by definition a thing 1s always
completely determined. "The freedom of a thing is a con-
tradiction in terms."® Thus indeterminism, in a blundering
attempt to defend man's moral and cognitive capacities, 1s
forced to postulate declsion without motivation; for at the
level of things a break in the causal nexus can occur only

as something uncaused. Needless to say, when the lIndeter-

minist holds out for the latter his defense of man's moral

1. Tiliich, sT, I, 182,
2., Tilliech, ST, I, 183.
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and cognitive capacitles 1s not convinelng; for he rests his
case upon the occurrence of unintelligible accident, which

is at theopposite pole frém the "responsibility" he is try-
ing to characterize. However, both theories fall into con-
traction when they claim to be true, for the grasplng of
truth presupposes an Intelligible declsion against the false
as & possibility. Mechanlistic determinism cannot make room
for decision, and indeterminism cannot make room for intelli-
gibility.l

Freedom must be approached, therefore, not as a
quality of a faculty called the will, but as an element in
men's ontological structure. We must not speak of the free-
dom of & function (the "will®), but of man. This means that
every part and every function which constitutes man & personal
self participastes in hils freedom.

Freedom 1s experienced as dellberation, decision, and
responsibility. Deliberation points to an act of weighing
motives. The person doing the welghing is el ways above the
motives that are weighed. "To say that the stronger motive
elways prevails is an empty tautology, since the test by

which a motive is proved stronger is simply that it pre-

l. Tillienh ST, I, 183.
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vails."l The self-centered person does the weighting and
then reacts with his whole self, This reaction is called de-
cision. Etymclogically fhe word "decision"™ like the word
"incision" involves the image of cutting. In this context de-
cislon means cuttlng off possibilities. The person who does
the cutting is always beyond what he cuts off. Responsibility
is the obligation that every individual has to give an answer
for the decision he has made. Hence the self 1s respon-
sible 1n so far as 1ts acts are determined, not by something
external or by some dissoclated segment or functién, but by
the ceﬁtered totality of the person's being.

Freedom, as thus defined, goes hand and hand with des-
tiny. Destiny is the basis of freedom and freedom participates

2 The concrete self out of which decisions arise

in destiny.
must not(be thought of merely as a center of self-conscious-
ness. Decisions issue from a self which has been formed by
nature and history; the self includes bodily structures,
psychic strivings, morsl and spiritual character, communsal

relations, past experiences, (both remembered and forgotten),

and the total impact of enviromment. Yet having a des-

l. Tilljiech, ST, I, 184.

2. Destiny for Tillich is aot some strange power that deter-
mines us., "It 1is myself as given, formed by nature, his-
tory and myself." (ST, I, 195).
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tiny does not contradict freedom, as "fate" does, because
persons can realize thelr destinies. If man were subject

to fate, there would be no point in talking sbout accepting

or rejecting 1t, inasmuch as the alternative would disappear.1

The polarity between freedom and destiny distinguishes
man from all other levels of existence, yet this distinction
arises within continuity.

Since freedom and destiny constitute an
ontologlical polarity, everything that
participates in being must particlpate
in thls polarity. But man, who has a
complete self and a world, is the only
being who 1s free In the sense of de-
liberation, and decision, and respon-
sibility. Therefore, freedom and destiny
can be applied to subhuman nature only
by way of analogy; this parallels the
situation with respect to the basic on-
tologlcal structure and the other on-
tological polarities.2

111, Being and finitude
The third level of ontologlical concepts expresses the.
characteristiecs of being which are conditions of existence,
and the difference between "existential being" and "essentisl

being." This duality of essentlal and existential belng is

found both in experience and in analysis.

l. Tillieh, ST, I, 185,
2. Tillich, ST, I, 185.
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There 1s no ontology which can disregard
these two aspects, whether they are hypo-
staslized into two realms (Plato), or com-
bined fin the polar relation of potentisl -
ity and actuality (Aristotle), or contras-
ted with each other (Schelling II,
Kierkegaard, Heidegger), or derived from
esch other, elther exlistence from essence
(Spinoza, Hegel), or essence from exis-

tence {(Dewey, Sartre).
Ffreedom as such is not the basis of existence, but rather free-
dom is unity with finitude. "Finite freedom 1s the turning
point from being to existence."2 Finitude 1is hence the cen-

ter of Tillich's analysis, for it is the finlitude of exis-

tent being which drives men to the question of God.

. (i) Being and nonbeing

The probla2m of nonbeing brings us face to face with
one of the most difficult aspects of Tillilch's thought., He
agrees with Heldegger that the loglcal act of negating pre-
supposes an ontological basis. Man

must be separated from his being iIn a way
which enables him to look at 1t as something
strange and quaestionable. And such a sepa-
ration 1s actual because man participates
not only in being but also in nonbeing. . .
It 1s not by chance that historically the
recent discovery on the ontological ques-
tion has been guided by pre-Socratic philosophy

l. Tillich, ST, I, 165.
2, Tillieh, ST, I, 165.
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and that systematicelly there has been an

overwhelming emphasis on the problem of non-

being.1

The problem cannot be solved simply by excluding non-

being. For, as Parmenildes' efforts show, this means that not
only "nothing,"™ but also the totality of finite existence,
is excluded, leaving only static Being.2 The Platonists
distinguished between the ouk on which means "nothing at all,"
and the me on which meant for them that which does not yet
have being but can become being 1f united with 1ideas. The
mystery of nonbeing was not, however, removed, for in splte

of 1ts nothlngness 1t had a positive power of resisting the

ideas.3 The Christian doctrine of creatio ex nihilo attempts

to solve the problem by denying that there is s second prin-
ciple coeternal with God; but it affirms that there is an
element of nonbeing in all finite existence. Tillich denies
that when Augustine attributes sin to nonhteing he is follow~-
ing a purely privative theory; rather Augustine 1is asserting
that although sin has nc positive ontologlcal status it
nevertheless activsely resists and perverts being. Indeed,

since anything created originated out of nothing, it must re-

l. Tillich, ST, I, 187.
2, Tillich, ST, I, 186.
3. Tillieh, ST, I, 188.
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turn to nothing. This 1s why any view which regards the Son
as a creature (Arianism) had to be re jected by the church on
the ground that a creaturé cannot bring eternal 1life. And
this is why Christianity rejects the doctrine of natural im-
mortality in favor of the belliefl that eternal 1life is given
by God alone.1

Tillich concludes that the dialectical problem of
nonbeing is lnescapable. It is a problem of finitude.
Finitude involves a mixture of being and nonbeing. "Man's
finitude, or creatureliness, 1s unintelligible without the

concept of dialectical nonbeing."2

(2) The finilte and the infinite
Now, being when limited by nonbeing'is finitude. Finil-
tude is "the 'not yet!' and 'no more! of being."3 Everything
which participates in the power of being is mixed with non-
being., It 1s finite. The basic ontologlcal structure and
the elements constituting that structure all imply finitude.
"To be something is not to be something else. To be here and

now in the process of becoming is not to be there and then. .

1. Tillich, ST, I, 188.
2, Tillich, ST, I, 189.
3. Tillicn, ST, I, 189.
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. .To be something is to be finite."1 Experienced on the
human ievel, finitude is nonbeing as the threat to belng, ul-
timately the threat of death. 7Yet 1ln order to experience
his finitude, man must look at himself as a potential infin-
ity. In grasping his 1ife as a whole as moving toward death,
he transcends temporal immediuacy. He sees his world in the
setting of potential infinity, hls participation in the set-
ting of potential universality, his destiny in the setting of
potential all-lnclusiveness. Thils power of transcending
makes man aware of his own finltude, and 'at the same time
marks him as belonging to Being l1tself. The latter kin-
ship is shown by the fact that man is never satisfied with
any stage of his development; nothing finite can hold him.2
From the foregolng it is clearly seen that infinity
is related to flnitude in & dilfferent way than the other
polar elements are related to one another., Infinitude is
defined by the dynamic and free self-transcendence of finite
being. "Infinity 1s a directing concept, not a constituting
concept., It directs the mind to experieiice its own unlimited
potentialities, but it does not establish the existence of an

infinite being."3

1. Tillich, ST, I, 190.
2. Tillich, ST, I, 191.
3. Tillich, ST, I, 190.
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Finitude 1s the ontological basis of human anxiety.
Therefore anxiety 1s as omnipresent as 1s finitude. As such
it must be distinguished from fear which 1is directed toward

definite cbjects and cen be removed by action.t Anxisty can-

e

not be overcome by action, for no finite being can conquer

s S L AV AR N
its finitude. Anxiety 1s ontologlcal; fear 1s psychologilcal.
Like Klerkegaard and Heldegger, Tillich regards anxlety as
directed toward "nothingness." Though ineradicable, it can

be accepted and used creatively as a part of what 1t means to

be human,

ive The categories of being and knowing

The fourth level of ontologicel concepts consists of
the categories. They "are the forms in which the mind grasps
and shapes reality.“2 But they are not mere logical forms,
related only indirectly to reality; they are ontological,
and therefore present in everything. "They appear im-

plicitly or explicitly in every thought concerning God and

l, Tillich stresses the point that psychotheraphy has the
power of removing compulsory forms of anxiety and can
reduce the frequency and intensity of fears, but never
can it remove ontological anxiety, because it cannot
change the structure of finitude.

2. Tilliech, sT, I, 192,
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the world, man and nature. They are omnipresent, even in the
realm from which they are excluded by definition, that ié, in
the realm of the 'unconditional,'"t

For theological purposes Tillich finds four main
categories that must be analyzed: time, space, causality,
and substance. The traditionsal categories of quantity and
quality have no direct theological significance, and there-
fore are not discussed. Categories (or rather concepts
which have been called categories) like movement and rest or
unity and menifoldness were treated implicitly in connectlon
with the ontologlcal elements, movement and rest in connec-
tion with dynamics and form, unity and manifoldness in con-
nection with individuallty and universality.2

The four‘pategories are analyzed in the light of
human finitude. Externally regarded, these categories ex-
press the ﬁnion of being and nonbeing. Internally regarded,

they express the union of anxiety and courage.3 The latter

aspect of the interpretation must not be misunderstood as

. Tillien, ST, I, 191.

Tillich argues that i1t 1s lnaccuraete to speak of concepts
like unity and manifoldness, movement and rest as cate-
gories., Theilr polar character, he contends, puts them
on the level of the elements of the basic ontological
structure and not on the level of the categories.

3. Anxiety, as we have seen, has no object, or rather, in a

[\S2 o
.
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psychological. 1In accordance with the self-world correla-
tion, the subjective side of the analysis is just as much a
plece of ontology as is the objective.

Ths discussion of sach category leads to an antinomy
where a declision concerning the meaning involved cannot be
derived from an analysls of the category itself. This method
has obvious similarities to Kant's, and 1t leads to a point
at which, since metaphysics cannot solve the problem, an

existential attitude (poslitive or negative) 1s unavoidable.

(L) Time
Time 1s the central category of finitude. Like other

categories time unites an affirmative and a negative element.
Those philosophers who emphasize the negative element

roint to the movement of time from a past

that 1s no more toward a future that is not

yet through a present which is nothing more

than the moving boundary line between past

and present.l

Those who emphasize the positive element in time "have

pointed to the creative character of the temporal process, to

paradoxical phrase, 1ts object 1s the negation of every
object. M"Anxiety is the existential awareness of nonbeing."
(CTB, 33). Courage, for Tillich, is self-affirmation in
spite of that whieh tends to hinder the self from affirming
itselfo

1. Tilliech, ST, I, 193.
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its directness and irreversibility, to the new produced

within 1t ."l

Yet neither side of the analysis 1s entirely
satisfactory. Time cannot be 1illusory because only 1f the
present is real can past and future be linked together. But
neither 1s it simply qreative, inasmuch as it carries all
things toward disintegration and obliteration.

To this objective antinomy there corresponds an in-
ward polarity between anxiety and courage. Temporality
means, for man, the anxiety of having to die; this anxlety
is potentially present in every moment and permeates the whole
of man's being. Yet anxlety of this sort comes from the
structure of beilng and 1s not due to sin, The anxleties due
to sin are, in principle, remedlable; but as we have al-
ready seen, the anxlety of finitude 1s ineradicable, It is
balanced, however, by a courage which affirms temporality.
"Without this courage man would surrender to the annihilating

character of time; he would resign from having a present."2

(2, Space
The present implies space; time creates the present

through 1ts union with space. Space like time 1s subject to

1. TilliCh, ST’ I, 1930
2. Tillieh, ST, I, 194.
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contradictory veluations, being a category of finitude.
Moreover, space like time unites being with nonbeing, an-
xiety with courage. To be means to have space, Space 1s
interpreted, on the positive side, in terms of the fact that
every being strives to maintain a "place™ for himself.

This means above all a physical location=~--

the body, a piece of so0ill, a home, a city,

a country, the world. It also means a

social "space"--a vocation, a sphere of in-

fluence, a group, a historical period, a

Place 1n rememberance and anticipation, a

place within a structure of wvalues and

meanings.l
Not to have a place is not to be. Thas the continual stri=-
ving for spatiallty i1s an ontological necessity.

On the negative side, however, 1t must be observed
that no place is definitely one's own. "No finite being can
rely on space, for not only must 1t face losing this or that
space because 1t is a 'pilgrim on earth,! but eventually 1t
must face losing every place 1t has had or might have had."2
This awareness of ultimate loss of spatiality means insecurity
which goes hand and hand with finitude. However this anxiety
is balanced by the courage which affirms the present and space,

"Everything affirms the space which 1t has within the uni-

verse. . . o It accepts 1lts ontologlical insecurity and reaches

l., Tillich, ST, I, 194.
2. Tillieh, ST, I, 195.
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a security 1in this acceptance.1

(3) Causality

The affirmative interpretation of causality polnts to
the power from which things proceed, the power which can pro-
duce and maintain resalitles despite the resistance of non-
being. The negative 1nterpretation notes, however, that
finite things do not possess thelr own power of coming into
being. They are contingent: as Heldegger says, they have
been "thrown" into being.

The question, "Where from?" is universal.
Children as well as philosophers ask it.
But it cannot be answered, for every an-
swer, every statement, about the ceause of
something 1s open to the same question in
infinite regression. It cannot be stopped
even by a god who 1s supposed to be the
answer to the entire series. For this god
must ask himself, "Where have I come from?"

So it turns out that causality and contingent belng
are the same thing. The anxisty 1in which man 1s aware of
this situation is anxiety about his lack of aseity (the self-
sufficiency possessed by God alone). Tillich's discussion

of causality supports the thesis that human existence is not

l. Tillieh, ST, I, 195,

2. Tilliech, ST, I, 196. Note that at this point Tillich is
anticipating his main argument that God must be con-
sidered as Being-iteelf. If God 1s considered as a being
then infinite regress cannot be avoided.
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necessitated. If the latter were the case, man would be in-
cepable of anxiety, aﬁd he could not ask questions based up- -
on awareness of the fact that he "might not" be. So far as
he present category is concerned; the answer to anxiety 1s

a kind of courage which achleves self-rellance desplite the

inescapable facts of contingency and dependence.1

(L) Substance
The category of substance, in 1ts connection with

human nature, has to do malnly with'self-identity. It points
to something underlylng the flux, something relatively static
and self contalned. But 1t is nothing beyond the accidents
in which it expresses itself--it is no "I-Know-not-what."

The problem of substance 1s not avoided by

pPhilosophers of function or process, be-

cause questions about that which has func-

tions or about that which 1ls in process

camnot be sllenced. The replacement of

static notions by dynamiec ones does not

remove the question of that which makes

change possible By not (relatively)

changing itself.
Therefore all change thr=zatens the ground on which one stands,

and the radical change from life to death threatens &n ulti-

mate loss of self-identity. We cannot solve the problem by

1. Tillich’ ST’ I’ 196, 1970
2, Tillich, sT, I, 197.
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trying to attribute permanence to a creative work, a love
relationship, and the like. Courage can match anxiety only
by being able to affirm the significance of the finite despite
the fact that 1t can lose its substance,

Thus all four categories express the union of belng
(the positive) and nonbeing (the negative) in everything
finite. But the ontological anslysis cannot answer the ques-
tion as to how courage is possible in the face of ineradi-
cable anxiety. The answer to this question 1s furnished by
revelation and by the existentlial decision which enters into

faith in God.

2. God sas being itself
Tillich defines God in divers; ways. God 1s spoken
of as "the name of thils infinite and inexhsustible depth and
ground of all being,”1 as the name of the ground of history,"2_
as “"the answer to the question implied in being,"3 as "the
power of being in which every-being paut'tic:X.pzad:.es.,“)-L as "the

power in everything that has power,"5 as "the name for that

1, Tillich, SOF, 57.

2, Tillich, SOF, 59.

. Tillieh, ST, I, 163,
Ti1lich, Art.(1946)2%, 11.
Tillich, Art.(1946)2, 11.

¢ 2 g V)
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which concerns us ultimately,"l and as "being jtself." oOut
of all of these definitions, 1t seems that Tillich's most

persistent definition of God 1s "beilng-itself," esse ilpsum.

- B

Let us therefore turm to a discussion of Tillich's meaning

of being-1itself,

1. God's transcendence of finlte being

In affirming that God is being-itself, Tillich is
denying that God 1s a beling besldes other beings. He 1s also
denying that God 1s a "highest being" in the sense of the
"most perfect"™ and "most powerful" being. If God were a
being He would be subject to the categories of finitude,
especially to the categories of space and substance. There=
fore 1f such confusioﬁs are to be avolded, says Tillich, God
must be understood as belng-itself or as the groand of being.
Tillich often speaks as though "absolute," "unconditional,"
"infinite," "eternal" were synonyms for "being-itself"; but
he insists that being-itself, or God, is "beyond finitude
and infinity," "relative" and "absolute,"> "temporal” and

"eternel ," and even "spatial" and "spaceless."h

Tillich, ST, I, 211.
Tillich, 8T, I, 189, 205, 230, 235, 237, 243; PE, 63.
Tillieh, ST, I, 1Lk,
Tilliech, ST, I, 138.

£w o -
® e o
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In saying that God 1s belng-itself Tilllch 1lntends to
convey the ldea of power of belng. God 1s the power of beling
thing and above everything.l Tillieh is convineced
that any theology which does not dare to identify God and the
power of beling as the first step In 1ts doctrine of God re-
lapses into monarchie monotheism.

The traditionsal category of ommipotence 1s included in
the concept of God as being-itself. God as power of being
resists and conquers nonbeing.2 In the Christian belief of
an "almighty God,"™ there i1s the assurance of the inexhsustible
power of being to resist nonbeing. This 1s why God warrants
man's ultimate concern. The ommnipotence of God does not
mean that God has the power to do anything he wishes. Nor
does 1t mean omni-activity in terms of physical causality.
Such conceptlions of omnipotence, asserts Tillich, are absurd
and irreligious. Tillich uses the symbol of omnipotence to
express the religious experience "that no structure in
reality and no event in nature and history has the power
of preventing us from communion with the infinite and in-

exhaustible ground of meaning and being."3 This i1dea of

l. Tillich, ST, I, 236. This passage suggest an impersonal
monism of power.

2. Tillich, ST, I, 272.

3. Tillich, Art.(1940)2, 8.
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omnipotence 1s expressed in the Pauline assertion that
neither natural nor political powers, nelther heavenly nor
earthly forces can separate us from the love of God. All of
inis leads Tillich to the conclusion that omnipotence means
"the power of being which resists nonbeing in all its ex-
pressions."1

In this conceptlion of God as belng-itself or power of
being, ?illich seeks to solve the problems of the limmanence
and the transcendence of God. God 1is transcendent in the
sense that he, as the power of belng, transcends every being
and also the totality of belngs--the world. God 1s beyond
finitude and infinity; otherwise he would be conditioned by
something other than himself. Tillich makes it palpably
clear that "being itself infinitely transcends every finite
being. There is no proportion or gradation between the
finite and the infinite. There 1s an absolute break, an in-
finite !jump'."2

On the other hand God's immanence 1is expressed in the

fact that everything finite participates in being itself and

in infinity. If this were not the case everything finite

1. Tillich, ST, I, 273.
2, Tillich, ST, I, 237. This reminds one of the Barthian
™Wholly Other."
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would be swallowsed by nonbeing, or 1t never would have
émerged out of nonbeing.l

So we can see that all beings have a double relation
to belng-itself, Thlis double relation that all beings have
to being~-itself gives belng-ltself a double characteristic.
Being=-itself 1s both creative and abysmal. Its creative
character is found in the fact that all belngs participate
in the infinite power of being. Its abysmal character is
found in the fact that all beings are infinitely transcended

by their creative ground.2

ii., God's transcendence of the contrast of essential and
existential being
As belng-itself God 1s beyond the contrast of essen-
tial and existential being. Thé transition of being into
existence which 1nvolves the possibility that being will
contradict and lose itself, 1s excluded from being-itself.3
Logically being-itself 1s prior to the split which charac-
terizes finite being.
The ground of being cannot be found within

the totallty of beings, nor can the ground
of essence and exlistence participate in the

l. Tillich, ST, I, 237.

2., Tillich, ST, I, 237.

3. Tillich makes one exception.to this statement, viz., the
christological paradox.
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tensions and disruptions characteristic of
the transition from essence to existence.l

Therefore it is wrong to speak of God as universal
essence, for if God 1s so understvood, he 1s 1dentifled wilith
the unity and totality of finite potentlialitlies, thereby
ceasing to be the power of the ground in all of them. "He
has poured all his creative power into a system of forms,
and he is bound to these forms. This is what pantheism
means."?

On the other hand, 1t 1s a grave error to speak of God
as existing. Tillich affirms that the Scholastics were right
in their claim that 1n God there 1s no difference betwsen
essence and existence. But they perverted this whole truth
by proceeding to talk of the existence of God and even at-
tempting to prove such existence. "It is as atheistic to
affirm the existence of God,™ asserts Tillich, "as it is
to deny it. God is belng-itself, not a being."3 Again
Tillich writes:

It would be a great victory for Christian

apologetics if the words "God" and "exis-

tence" were very definitely separated ex-

cept in the paradox of God becoming mani-

fest under the conditions of existence,
that is in the Christological paradox.

1. Tillieh, ST, I, 205.
2. Tillich, ST, I, 236.
3. Tillich, ST, I, 237.
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God does not exlist. He is being-itself,

beyond essence and existence. Therefore,

to argue that God exists is to deny him.l
Tillich 15 convinced that the usual discussions of the exis-
tence of God completely miss the essentlal nature of God.

Such discussions start out with the assumption that God is

something or someone. But God 1s not a being, not even the

most powerful or the most perfect belng. The objectification
or the "thingification" (to use J. L. Adams' term) of God 1is
blasphemy. Whenever God is made an object besidés other
objects, the existence of which 1s a matter of argument,
theology becomes the greatest supporter of atheism. "The
first step to atheism 1is always a theology which drags God
down ts the level of doubtful things."? |

iii. The invalidity of all arguments for the existence

of God
Siﬁce God does not exist, Tilllich finds the various

arguments for the existence of God both futile and invalld.
Theologiasns and phnilosophers, contends Tillich,_should have
sald something about the ontologlcal implications of finitude
rather than present elaborate arguments for the existence of

God. The analysis of finitude shows that finitude witnesses

1. Tillich, ST, I, 205.
2. Tillich, SOF, L45.
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to something beyond the finite. "The arguments for the exis-
tence of God neither are arguments nor are they proof of the
existence of God. They are expressions of the question of
God which is implied in human finitude."l It 1is in this
sense that Tilllch seeks to interpret the traditional argu-
ments for the existence of God.

The so-called ontologlcal argument polnts to the
ontological structure of finltude. The marks of man's exis-
tence are separation, self-contradiction and estrangement.
Man 1s aware of that from which he is separated, else he
could not feel separated at all., He 1is aware of what he
ought to be as well as what he actually is. "Mai. knows that
he is finite, that he 1s excluded from an infinity which
nevertheless belongs to him. He 1s aware of his potentisl
infinity while being aware of his actual finitude."2 It is
in the light of this religious a priori that Tillich would
have us understand the ontological argument; not as a propo-
sition which gives the result of God, but as an indication
of the ontologlical structure of finitude.

The Anselmic statement that God 1s a necessary thought.

and that therefore this idea must have objective as well as

l. Tillich, ST, I, 205.
2, TilliCh, ST, I, 2060
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subjective reality i1s valid in so far as thinking implles an
unconditional element which tranécends'subjectivity and
objectivity. However, the statement 1s net valid if this
unconditional element 1s considered as a highest being called
God.t

The so-called cosmological and teleologlcal arguments
for the existence of God are valid in so far as they give an
analysis of reality which indicates that the cosmologlcal
question of God 1s unavoidable. But they are not valid when
they claim that the exlstence of a highest being 1s the
loglcal conclusion of thelr analysis.2

The cosmological argument moves from the finitude of .
being to an infinite being. From the endless chaln of
causes and effects 1t arrives at the conclusion that there
is & first cause. But cause, affirms Tillich, 1is a category
of finitu&e. "The 'first cause! 1s & hypostasized question,
not a statement about a being which initiates the causal
chain, Such a being would‘itself be a part of the causal
chain and would again raise the question of cause."3 First

cause 1s a symbol which expresses the question implied Iin

1, Tillieh, ST, I, 207.
2. Tillieh, ST, I, 208.
3. Tillich, ST, I, 209.
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finite being, the question of God.

The teleocloglical argument in the traditional sense
moves from the finitude of meaning to a bearer of infinite
meaning. It arrives at the comclusion that finite telol
imply an infinite cause of teleology. But this conclu;ion,
contends Tillich, 1is just'ﬁs invalid as the other cosmologi-
cal arguments. As the statement of a question, however, thils
concluslion is not only ;alid but Inescapable,.

Tillich concludes that the task of a theologlcal treat-
ment of the traditional arguments 1s "to develop the question
of God which they express and to expose the impotency of
their farguments,! their inability to answer the question
of God."

Tillich's rejection of all arguments for the exls-
irrationaiist. What Tillich is really seeking to say 1is that
God 1s presupposed in the question of God. Even to deny God
is to affirm him. Says Tillich:

Die Frage nach der Wahrhelt der Religion
1st beantwortet durch die metalogisch
Erfassung des Wesansg der Religlion als

Richtung auf den unbedlingten Sinn. Es
ist sinnlos, ausserdem zu fragen, ob das

1. Tillich, ST, I, 210.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



103

Unbedingte "ist," ob also der religicse
Akt sich suf Wirkliches richtet und
insofern wahr ist oder nicht.l
Tillich, like Augustine, 1s convinced that God neilther

needs nor can receive "proof.® He is that ultimate--Tillich's

term is das Unbedingte--which is a certaln quality of the

world man encounters and which analysis reveals as "pre=-
supposed™ in all his encountering. Whereas Augustine's
Platonism led him to an intellectual emphasis on the truth

or Logos implied in all knowledge, Tillich has expanded 1t to
the "power of being" implied in all men's veried participation
in the world iIn which they are grasped by an ultimate concern.

n

God as the "power of being," as Seilnsmachigkeit, is the

source of all power. Thus the power of thought 1s derived
from the Ground of power, yet that Ground 1s not accesslble
to thought.

So.far as one has power he cannot escape God. To
doubt, to feel, to think, to know, indeed to exist affirms
God. For God as "power of being" 1s that power by which one
doubts, feels, thinks, kﬁows, exists.

Beihg itself, as present in the ontologil-
cal awareness, 1s power of Belng but not

1. Tillich, Art.(1925), 798.
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the most powerful being: 1t 1s neither

ens realissimum nor ens singularissimum.

It 1s the power in everything that has power,
be it a universal or an individual, a thing
or an experience.l

iv. God as being and the knowledge of God

As we have already seen, God as being-itself is the
ground of the ontological structure of belng, without belng
subjeet to the structure himself. Therefore, if anything
beyond this bare assertion is sald about God, it no longer
is a direct and proper statement. It is indirect and points
to something beyond itself. The statement that God 1is belng-
itself 1s the only literal statement that can be made con-
cerning God. It does not polnt beyond itself. It means
what it says directly and properly. God 1s not God if he 1s
not being-itself.

However after this has been said, nothing else can be
sald about God which is not symbolic. All knowledge of God
is expressed in terms of symbols.

Glaube ist Richtung auf das Unbedingte

als solchen Gegenstand sein, sondern nur
das Symbol, in dem das Unbedingte anschaut
und gewallt wird. Glaube ist Richtung auf

das Unbedingte durch Symbole aus den
Bedingten hindurch.?2

1. Tillich, Art.(1946)2, 11.
2. Tillich, Art.(1925), 802.
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He continues,
Aber das Unbedingte 1st kein gegensﬁghd-
licher objekt. Es kann durch objekts nur
symbolisiert, nicht erfasst werden.l
God as belng-itself cannot be an object of thought or lan-
guage. All references to God must be expressed in terms of.
symbols., These symbols indicate something about the nature
of God, but that indication 1s never precise, unambiguous,
literal.>?
The general character of the symbol has beeq described.>
We mist relterate the fact that symbol and sign‘are different.
The distinct characteristic of a symbol 1is ifs innate power,
A sign is impotent 1In 1tself., Because the sign has no inner
power, it does not arise from necessity. It 1is interchange-
able at will, The symbol, however, does possess a necessary
character. It cannot be exchanged.h
Buf the question arises, can a segment of flinite

reality become the basls for an assertion about that which

1. Tillich, Art.(1925), 80L.

2. With the possible exception of the affirmation that God
is love and God is spirit. "But God is love. And since
God is being-itself, one must say that being-1itself 1is
love." (ST, I, 279). "God 1is spirit. That is the most
embracing, direct and unrestricted symbol for the dlvine
life."™ (sT, I, 249).

3. See Chapter II, 1i, (1).

L. Tillieh, Art.(1940), 1l.
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is infinite? Tilllich's answer is that it can, because that
which is infinite 1s belng-itself, and because everything
participates in being-itself,

Relligilous symbols use a finite reality in

order to express our relatilon to the in-

finite. But the finite reality they use

is not an arblirary means for an end,

something strange to it; 1t participates

in the fower of the ultimate for which 1t

stands.
This leads Tillich to affirm that religious symbols are
doubled-edged. They express not only what 1s symbollzed bdbut
also that through which it is symbolized. They are directed
toward the iInfinite which they symbolize and toward the
finlite through which they symbolize it, They open the N
finite and the human for the infinite and divine, and the
infinite and divine for the finite and human. The symbol
"Father,"” for instance, when applied to God, brings God
down to the human relationship of father and child. But at
the same time 1t 1ifts the human relationship up to its
theonomous sacramental depth. If God is called king, some-
thing 1s saild not only about God but also about the sacred-
ness of kinghood. If the work of God 1s spoken of as

"making whole™ or "hesling," something is said not only about

1. Tillich, PE, 61.
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God but about the holiness of all healing. Any segment of
reality that 1s used as a symbol for God 1is at thaflmoment
elevated to the realm of the sacred. It becomes theonomous .t
Tilliech assérts that theology has neither the duty nor
the power to confirm or to negate religlous symbols. Its
task 1s to Interpret the symbols according to theélogical
principles and methods. But 1n the process of Interpretation
at least two things may happens on the one hand, theology
may discover contradlictions between symbols within the theo-
logical circle; on the other hand, theology may speak not only
as theology but also as religion. In the first case, the-
ology cen point out the religious and theologlecal errors em-
bedded in certaln symbols; iIn the second case, theology can

become prophecy, contributing to a change in the revelatory

situation.2

Tiilich revolts vehemently against the 1dea that the
symbol 1s nonreal. He contends that thls erroneous ldea
stems partly from the confusion between sign and symbol, and
partly from the identification of reality with empirical
reality. He sees an even greater source of the confusion

stemming from the tendency of some theoclogical movements,

1. Tiliienh, ST, I, 240, 2i1.
2. Tillieh, ST, I, 240.
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such as Protestant Hegellanism ana Catholic modernism, to
interpret rellgious language symbolically in order to dissolve
its realistic meaning and to weaken its seriousness, its
power, and 1ts spiritual impact. Such a view falls to see
that the irntentlon of most theologians who have spoken of God
in symbolic terms has been to glve to God more reallity and
power than & nonsymbolic and therefore easlly superstitious

1l

interpretation could give them. In this sense, asserts

Tillich, symbolic interpretation is proper and necessary.

3. God as the Unconditional
We have seen that Tillich 1s inslistent on the point

that God is not an object for us as subjects. He 1s not any
particular meaning to be placed besides other meanings, not
even the highest meaning.2 He is not any perticular value be-
side other values, not even the highest va‘lue.3 He is not any
particular being beside other belngs, not even the highest
being.h This complete la;k of particularity in God is ex-

pressed in Tillich's idea of God as das Unbedingte, the

Tillich, ST, I, 2j1.
Tillich, IOH, 222; PE, 163.
Tillich, IOH, 223.

Tillich, PE, 163,

= o
s e O
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Unconditioned or the Unconditional.l Since Tillich has
written at length about the uncondlitioned the idea may prof-
itably be consldered.

Tillich's thought concerning the Unconditioned is not
at all clearly stated. At times Tillich speaks of the un-
conditional as & guality; at other times he speaks as if the
unconditioned were being-itself, 1i.e. God.

In a very interesting lecture on "Kairos," Tillich
speaks of the uncoﬁditional as a quality.

In every symbol of the divine an un-
conditional cleim is expressed, most
powerfully in the command: "Thou shalt
love the Lord thy God with all thy soul
and with all thy mind."™ No partial, re-
stricted, conditioned love of God 1ls ad-
mitted. The term "unconditioned" or the
adjective made into the substantive, "the
unconditional,” is an abstractiorn from
such sayings which abound in the Bilble
and in great religious literature. The
‘unconditional is a gquality, not a being.
It characterizes that which is our ulti-
mate and, consequently unconditional
concern, whether we call it "God" or
"Being as such,”™ or the "God as such" or
the "true as such,” or whether we give it
any other name. It would be a complete
mistake to understand the unconditional
as a belng the existence of which can be
discussed. He who speaks of the "existence

l. J. L. Adams, one of the leadeng interpreters of Tillich's
thought, says that das Unbedingte should be translated
"the unconditional™ and never "the unconditioned." (Adams,
Art.(1949), 300). But Tiilich himself speaks of God as
being "the unconditioned." (Art.(1946), 11).
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of the unconditional" has thoroughly mis-
understood the meaning of the term. Un-
conditional is a guality which we ex-

perience in encountering reality, for

instance, in the unconditional character

of the voice of the conscience, the logi- B
cal as well as the moral.l

In this lengthy passage Tillich 1s expliclt in asserting
that the unconditional 1s not a belng but a quality. But
even here the issue 1s clouded when Tlillich says that the
unconditional "characterizes that which 1s our ultimate and,
consequently, unconditional concérn, whether we_call it 'Goad!
or 'Being as such.'" This seems to contradict the insistence
in the immediately preceding passage that the unconditlionasal
is a quality.

There are passages in which Tillich seems to identify
the unconditional with belng-itself, For instance, Tillich

writes:

The unconditional meaning. . . toward which
every act of meaning is directed 1s implicit
faith, and which supports the whole, which
protects it from a plunge into a nothingness
vold of meaning, itself has two aspects: 1t
bears the meaning of each single meaning as
well as the meaning of the whole. That is,
it 1s the basis of meaning.?

Tillich goes on in the same book to speak of the unconditional

simul taneously as basis of meaning and abyss of meaning.3

l. Tillich, PE, 32n. Italics mine.
2. Tillich, IOH, 222.
3. Tillich, IOH, 222,
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Both of these passages seem to set forth the unconditional

as identical with being-itself. Again Tillich writes: "But
the really real is not reached until the unconditional

ground of everything real, or the unconditioned power in
every power of being, 1s reached." Here again, unconditionsl
seems to refer to the ground of being or beling-itself. Other
passages could be added to these to indicate Tilllich's tend-
ency to speak of the unconditional as being-itself, in splte
of his insistence that the unconditional is a quality of
being-itself. However desplite these ambiguitiles it seems to
be consistent with Tillich's intention to say that the un-
condltional is a quality of being-itself;“ghigannality man
experliences in the encounter with beling-itself. J. L. Adams
also interprets Tilllich's idea of the unconditional as a
quality of being-itself. Of Tillich's unconditional he

writes:

Hence, as the depth or the infinlty of
things, it is both the ground and abyss of
being. It 1s that quaelity in being and
truth, in goodness and beauty, that elilcits
men's ultimate concern; thus it 1s the
absolute quallity of all being and meaning
and value, the power and vitallty of the
real as 1t fulfills itself in meaningful
creativity.l

l. Adams, Art.(1948), 300, 301. Italics mine.
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In hlis idea of God as the uncondlitionsal, Tillich 1s
attempting to impress the point that God is not an object
which we as subjJects perceive or think about. He insists
that the term unconditional 1s not to be confused with the
Aheolute of German ldealism, with the eternal essence of
Platonism, with the superessential One of mysticism, with the
Supreme Being of rational deduction, or with the "Wholly
Other" of Barthian theology.l In all these terms that which
should be thought of as Being itself tends to be looked upon
as a particular being about whose existence there might be
an argument. One can argue neither for nor against the exis-
tence of the unconditional. To argue about it is to presuppose
it, for the very argument presupposes some unconditional de-
mand and reallity. The unconditional is not a section of
reallity; it 1s not an object among objects, not even the
highest "object." The unconditionsal transcends the distinc-
tion between sub ject and object. The unconditional is not a
being., "Neither 'the Unconditioned! nor 'something uncon-
ditioned,' is meant as a being, not even the highest being,

not even God. God 1is unconditional, that mskes him God:

l. Tillich, Art.(1946), 2, 10.
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nl To draw God down in-

but the 'unconditional'! 1s not God.
to the world of objects and beings is to indulge in the basest
jdolatry. And athelsm is justifled when it protesté against
the existence of a being.

So for Tillich, "God is no object for us as subjects."?
God is rather the prius of the separation into subject and
object, that which precedes this division. As we shall see -
later In the discussion, this prius of separation 1is not a
person, It is power, power of being., Tillich is greatly in-
fluenced by existential phllosophy at this point. He inter-
prets existentlal philosophy as an attempt to find a level
which precedes the contrast between subject and object. "It
aims to cut under the 'sublject-object distinction' and to
reach that stratum of Being which Jaspers, for instance,
calls the 'Ursprung!' o‘r Source,"3

Tiilich's exlistential leaning leads him to affirm
that one has awareness of the unconditional. The term "aware-

ness" 1s used because it is a neutral term and may be dis-

tinguished from knowledge and experience. The term "experience"

1. Tillich, Art.(1946)2, 11.
2. Tillieh, Art.(1946)2, 11.
3. Tillich, Art.(1944)2, 56.
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should not be used because 1t ordinarily describes the ob-
served presence of one reality to another reality, and because
the unconditioned 1s not a matter of experiential observation.
The term "knowledge" presupposes the separation of subject

and object, and implies a discrete theoretical act, which

is just the opposlite of awareness of the unconditioned.
Schleiermacher recognized the ilnappropriateness of "knowledge"
as the basis of religious consciousness, but he conditioned
the awareness by assigning 1t to "feeling." The awareness

of the unconditionel involves the whole being. “Man, not his
cognitivé function alone, 1s aware of the Unconditioned."*
It is therefore possible to call this awereness existential in
the sense that man as a whole participates in the cognitive
act.

From the above we can see that there is a close re-
lationshipAbetween the uncondltional and man's ultimate con-
cern. This passage, in which Tillich defines "ultimate con-
cern," clearly expresses the similarity:

Ultimate concern 1s the abstract translation

of the great commandment: "The Lord, our God,
the Lord is one; and you shall love the Lord
your God with 81l your heart, and with all your

soul and with all your mind, and with all
your strength." The religious concern is

1. Tilliech, Art.(1946)2, 10.
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ultimate; it excludes 8ll other concerns
from ultimate significance; it makes them
prel iminary. The ultimate concern is un-
conditional, independent of any conditions
of character, desire, or circumstance. The
unconditional concern is total: no part of
ourselves or of our world is excluded from
it; there is no "place" to flee from it.
The total concern 1s Infinite: no moment of
relaxation and rest is possible in the face
of a rellgious concern which is ultimate,
unconditional, total, and infinite.l

In an even clearer analysis of the nature of the ultimate con-
cern, Tillich says: "Our ultimate concern is that which
determines our being or not-being."2 That which does not

have the power oflthreatening or saving our being3 cannot be
of ultimate concern for us. Man is ultimately concerned

eabout his being and meaning, about that which conditions his
being beyond all the conditions in him and around him, about
that which determines his ultimate destiny beyond all pre-
liminary necessities and accidents.h

So in Tillich's usage the unconditional 1is a philo-

1, Tillieh, ST, I, 11, 1l2.

2, Tillich, ST, I, 1l.

3. Tillich does not use being in thils context to designate
existence in time and space. He 1s aware of the fact
that existence is continuously threatened and saved by
things and events which have no ultimate concern for us.
The term "being" means the whole of human reality, the
structure, the meaning, and aim of existencs.

h. Tillich, ST, I, 1l.
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sophical symbol for the ultimate concern of man. God is the
name for that which concerns man unconditionally or ulti-

mately.

i, God as ground and abyss of power and meaning

We have seen that, according to Tillich, all beings
have a double relation to being-itself. This double re-
lation of all beings to being-itselfl glves being-itself a
double characteristic. It is creative in the sense that
everything participates in the infinite power of being. It
is abysmal in the sense that all beings are infinitely
transcended by their creative ground.1 This conception finds
powerful expression in Tilllch'!s assertion that God is groumd
and abyss of power and meaning.? In this definition Tillich
is seeking to establish two polar concepts ontologically.
"The divine life," says Tillich, "is the dynamic unity of
depth and form."3

In a passage 1n his Interpretation of History,

Tillich writes:

The uncondlitional meaning. . . is the basis
of meaning. Yet 1t is never to be grasped
a8 such iIn any ons act of meaning. It is

lo Til].iCh, ST, I’ 237‘
2. Tillich, ST, I, 21, 250; IOH, 222,
3. Tillich, ST, I, 156.
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transcendent in regard to every individual
meaning. We can therefore speak of the un-
conditional slmultaneously as basis of mean-
ing and abyss of meaning (Sinngrund und
abgrund). We call thls object of the silent
belief in the ultimate meaningl essness, this
basis and abyss of all meaning which surpasses
8ll that is concelvable, Gode . « o« Uncon-
ditlonal meaning has the quality of 1lnex-
haustibility. . . . The concept "meaning" 1is
supposed to express all aspects of the human
mind and therefore is just as valid in appli-
cation to the practlical as to the theoretical,
The basis of meaning is just as much the

basis of personality and community as of

being and signiflcance; and it is simul taneous-
ly the abyss of all. . . . The unconditioned
appears as that which does not admit any con-
ditioned fulfillment of its commandments, as
that which 1s able to destroy every person-
ality and community which tries to escape the
unconditioned demand. We miss the quality of
the unconditioned meaning, of belng basis and
abyss, 1f we interpret it either from an in-
tellectual point of view or from a moral point
of view alone. Only in the duality of both
does the unconditioned meaning manifest
itself.l

This rather lengthy passage‘sets forth the two ldeas that
God is basils (ground) of belng and meaning, and that God is
the depth (abyss) of being and meaning. Here we see corre-.
lation 1ifted to the very nature of God. Moreover, we see
that the tensions in existence between form and formlessness
find their basis in the nature of God. In order to get a

clearer conception of these two aspects of the divine life,

—

l. Tillich, IOH, 222, 223, 22l.
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we shall discuss them separately.

1. God as ground

Tillich has a twofold purpose for emphasizing God as
the ground of all belng and reallity. On the one hand, the
concent establishes the dependence of "being"™ upon the source
of being, all meaning upon the source of meaning. This em-
phasis saves man from the arrogance of thinking he is an
autonomous being with no dependence on God, the source of
being. On the other hand, the concept of ground is a basis
of continulity between God and the world, of man and nature.
This 1s the creativity of God.

In the idea of ground, Tillich seems to be setting
forth the 1ldea of the rationality of God. Concerning the
ground, Tillich writes:

The ground 1s not only an abyss in which
every form disappears; it also is the source
from which every form emerges. The ground
of belng has the character of self-manifes-
tation; 1t has logos character., This is not
something added to the divine 1life; it 1s the
divine 1ife 1tself, In spite of 1lts abysmal
character the ground of being is "logical';
it includes its own logos.l

In this passage Tillich seems to be saying that the

ground of being has a logos character. Tillich's usual

1. Tillieh, ST, I, 157, 158.
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assertion 1s tnat God 1s ground of being and meaning. But
here he says that ground has a logos character. In other
words the ground is logical and rational. Here it seems
that the ground takes on character and meaning, and God be-
comes more than the amorphous "being-itself" which 1s the
ground of everything, without 1tself being anything. The
nature of God as ground lmplies the rationality of God.

But the 1ssue is not totally clear. As one continues
to read Tilllich he discovers that 1t 1s difficult to de-
termine whether Tillich's Gocd 1s logos or the ground of
logos. In the paragraph followlng the difficulty 1s set
forth clearly:

Since God 1is the ground of being, he is

the ground of the structure of being. He

is not subject to this structure; the

structure 1is grounded 1n him. He 1s this

structure, and it 1s impossible to speak

about him except in terms of this struc-

ture.l
Here Tillich inconsistently maintalns that God 1s the ground
of the structure, of logos, and that God is the structure.
This is one of the difficulties that the interpreter of
Tillich continuslly confronts. Is God a ground somehow be-

hind every form and structure or is he a ground which has a

form?

l. Tillieh, ST, I, 238.
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It seems that Tillich comes to realize the difficul-
ties of his indeterminant "being 1tself" which is the ground
of everything, without itself being anything. And so he
emerzes to the polnt of emphasizing God as not only the ground
of structure, but as structure; not only as the ground of
reason, but as reason. God 1s no longer merely that from
which reason proceeds, but he himself is rational.

But this is not all of God. God is not only the source
from which every form emerges, but also the abyss in which
every form disappears.l If one says that God 1s rational he

must also say that God is abysmal.2

ili. God as abyss
In the concept of the abyss Tillich 1s endeavoring to
protect the inexhaustibility of God. God as ground forms
creation. But God as abyss connotes the fact that no
creation can fully express the richness of God. Abyss means
for Tillich the depth of the divine life, its inexhaustible

and ineffable character. The abysmal aspect of God represents

1, =87, I, 157.

2. "Human intuition of the divine always has distinguished
between the abyss of the divine (the element of power) and
the fullness of its content (the element of meaning), be-
t;een the divine depth and the divine logos." (ST, I,
250).
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the depth in God which man's reason cannot fathom. "That
depth is what the word God means. "t

The holiness of God 1s included in the concept of God
as abyss. The hollness of God expresses the unapproachable
character of God, or the impossibility of having a relation
with him in the proper sense of the word. God canﬁot become
an object of knowledge or a partner In action. To speak of
God as we do of objects whose existence or non-existence can
be discussed 1s to insult the divine holiness. God'!s holi-
ness makes it lmpossible to draw him into the context of the
ego~-world and subject-object correlation. He'is the ground
of this correlation, not an element in it.2 The holiness of
God requlres that in relation to him we leave behind all
finite rclations and enter into a relation which 1s not a
relation at all. "God 1s essentially holy, and every re-
lation with him invelves the consciousness that it is para-
doxical to be related to that which is holy.">

In his conception of abyss, Tillich 1s seeking to

maintain the uniqueness of God; that God cannot be exhausted

1. Tillich, SOF, 57.
2. Tillich, ST, I, 272,
3. Tillich, ST, I, 271.
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by any creation or by any totality of creation. 1In a word,

Tillich is seeking to protect the majesty of God.

iii. Is the abyss irrational?

In dlscussing the abyss one 1s almost lnevitably led
to ask whether the abyss of being-itself 1s an abyss of in-
exhaustible meanings with which man's "meanings™ are analo-
gous? Or whether the abyss of being-itself is an irrational
abyss which swallows up all finite meaning? Although Tillich
does not set forth a series of unambigious passages at this
pcint, it seems that the abyss is not 1rrationa1.l Tillich

explicitly states that the abyss manifests 1tself in loglcsal

1. There is quite a similarity between Tillich's abyss and
E.S. Brightman's "Given" in God. The abyss for Tillich
is inexhaustible power, infinite vitality. The "Given"
of Brightman consists of the eternal uncreated laws of
reason, including logic, mathematical relations, and
Platonic Ideas, and also of equally eternal uncreated
nonrational aspects, "which exhibit all the ultimate
qualities of sense objects, disorderly impulses and de-
sires, such experiences as pailn and suffering, the forms
of space and time, and whatever in God 1s the source of
surd evil." (POR, 337). For Brightman God not only
eternally finds "the Given" in his experience, but he al-
so eternally controls it. Tillich asserts that God as
form 1s always in control of the abyss so far as God's
relation with existential man 1s concerned. Yet he
nevertheless emphasizes the abyss as the primary essence
of God. The abyss is "that which makes God God" (ST, I,
250). For Brightman God's essence is meaning, will, value
and rationality. God's reason controls the "given" at

“
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forms. "The depth of reason is the expression of some thing
that is not reason but which precedes reason and is manifest

through 1g,m

Now it 1s clear that the depth 1s non-rationsl, but it
is equally clear that the depth must be manifest through
reason. In spite of Tillich's assertion tﬁat the abyss 1s
what makes God God, he finds it difficult to rest with merely
an abysmal God. He must stress more and more the restionsal
nature of God as "ground." The abyss is not irrationsal;
rather it is non-rational. Its irrationality 1s denied by
the fact that ln manifesting itself it must do so through
reason.

So we may conclude that by abyss Tillich means the

mysterium tremendum, the lnexhaustible depth of God's nature.

God as abyss 1s negative in content and form. In so far as

God i1s Sinnabgrund he 1s unapproachably holy, 1nfinitely

distent from man.? The abyss is not irrational. "It is

more a non-rational, unformed dimension of lncalculable power."3

every point. There is & very interesting comparison of
Brightman's "Given" with Tillich's "abyss" written by
Georgis Harkness (Harkness, Art.(1938) ).

1. Ti11iich, sT, I, 79.

2, Tillich, ST, I, 287.

3. Boozer, PRTCG, 209,
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By the ground Tillich means the logicel, orderly,
knowable side of God. The ground of meaning 1s that in God
which supports the rational logos type of manifestation.

This manifestetion 1s positive In content and form. In so far

as God 1s Sinngrund man can approach God through his own

rational nature. In a word, Tillich 1s saying something
positive about the nature of God 1In the concept of God as
"ground," viz., that God 1s rational. It is true that Tillich
looks upon the abyss as the primary essence of God.l But he
is confident that the "abysmal qual ity cannot swallow the

rational quality of the divine life,"?

5. God as creator
Tillich sees creation as the proper activity of God;
it is God's nature to create. Creation is identical with
God's 1ife.3 For this reason it is meaningless to ask whether
creation 1s a necessary or a contigent act of God. God's
aseity implies that nothing is necessary for him in the sense
that he i1s dependent on a necessity above him. Paradoxically

speaking, he eternally "ereates himself.," This is the mean-

l. Tillich asserts that the abyss is what makes God God. (ST,
I, 250).

2, Tillieh, ST, I, 252.

3. Tillich, ST, I, 279.
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ing of God's freedom. But it must be affirmed with equal
force that creation is not a contigent act of God. "It does
not 'happen! to God, for it is identical with his life.
Creation is not only God's freedom but also his destiny."1

But Tillich does not mean by creation ean event which
took place "once upon a time." Creation does not refer to an
event, it rather indicates a condition, a relatlionship be-
tween God and the world. "It is the correlate to the analy-
sls of man's finitude, it answers the question 1mplied 1in
men's finitude end infinitude generally."? Man asks a
question which, iIn exlstence, he cannot answer. DBut the
question 1s answered by man's essential nature, his unity
with God. Creation is the word given to the process which
actualizes man in existence. To iIndicate the gap between his
essential nature and his existential nature man speaks of
creation.s

Since the divine life 1s essentielly creative, avers
Tillich, it is necessary to use all th;;e modes of time in

symbolizing 1t. God has created the world. God is creative

In the present moment. And God will creatively fulfill his

1. Tillich, ST, I, 252.
2, Tillieh, ST, I, 252.
3. Tillich, ST, I, 253.
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telos. Therefore Tillich speaks of origlnating creation,

sustaining creation, and directing creation.

i. God's originating creativity
Classlical Christian doctrine expresses God's origina-
ting creativity in the phrase creation ex nihllo. The obvious
meaning of the words of this phrase is a critical negation.
They express the fact that God finds nothing "given" to him
which influences him in his creativity or resist his creative

telos.T This doctrine of creatio ex nihllo protects Chris-

tianity from any type of ultimate dualism, Tillich is con-
vinced that thls negative meaning of creatlo ex nihilo is
declisive for every Christian experience and assertion.

However the term ex nihilo seems to denote more than
the rejection of duallism. The eXx seems to refer to the origin
of the creature. "Nothing" is what 1t comes from.2 Now
nothing can have two meanings. It can mean "nothing at all,"
i.e. the absolute negation of being (ouk on), or it can mean
the relative negation of being (me on). If 1t means me on,
1t cannot be the origin of the creature. The term ex nihilo,

nevertheless says something fundamentelly important about

1. Tillich, I, 252.
2. Tillich, I, 252.
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the creature, namely, that it must take over "the heritage

"l Creatureliness implies both the heritage of

of nonbeing,.
nonbeing and the heritage of being. Its heritage of being
stems from its participation 1n belng-itself, in the creative
ground of being.2

God's origlinating creativity 1s also expressed in the
Nicene Creed which states that God is creator of "everything
visible and invisible." Like the formula just discussed,
this phrase also has a protective function. It 1s directed
against the Platonic view that the Creator-God 1s dependent
on the eternal essences or.ideas. The essences are not in-
dependent of God, standing in some transcendent realm as
models for his creative activity. They are, as Neo-Platonism
taught, in the divine mind. They are themselves dependent on
God's eternal creativity. "The essential powers of being,"
affirms Tiilich, "belong to the divine life in which they are
rooted, created by him who 1s everything he 1s 'through him-
self, "3

Tillich goes on to affirm that originating creativity

means that the creature 1s rooted in the creative ground of

l. Tillich, ST, I, 25.
2. Tillich, ST, I, 254.
3. Tildlich, ST, I, 254,
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the divine 1ife. But it also means that "man has left the
ground in order to 'stand upon' himself, to actuallze what
he essentially 1s in order to be finite freedom."l This is
the point at which creation and the fall join.2 Tillich
admits that this 1s the most difficult and the most dialec-~
tical point in the doctrine of creation. It says that fully
developed creatureliness is fallen creatureliness. Man is
not only "inside"™ the divine life, but also "outside" it.
Being outside the divine life means to stand 1n actualized
freedom, 1n an existence which 1s nc longer united with
essence. Seen from one slide, this 1s creation. Seen from the
other side, this is the fall,> Creation is fulfilled in the
creaturely self-realization which simultaneously is freedom

and destiny.)4

l. Tillieh, ST, I, 255.

2, In identifying creation with the fall, Tillich seems to
be implying, agalinst his own intentions, that there is a
destructive principle within God. He contends that crea-
tion has no ulterior purpose (ST, I, 263); 1t occurs as
the exercise of divine creativity. In other words, God
creates because he must, because that i1s how he is.
(Tillich alludes to both freedom and destiny in this con-
nection). Now, 1if creation is inevitable, and if the re-
sult is inevitably bad (a "fall"), then it follows that
God contains a destructive principle.

3. Tillich, ST, I, 255.

L. Tillien, sr, I, 256.
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From this background we gain the meanling of what 1is
called "human creativity." Man is creative in the sense of
"pringing the new into being." But this human creativity
differs sharply from God's creativity which conslsts of
"pringing into being that which had no being." Man creates
new syntheses ouf of given material.l But God creates the
material out of which the new syntheses can be developed. God
creates man, glving him the power of transforming himself
and the world. Man can only transform that which 1is given.2
"God is primarily and essentially creative; man is secondarily

and existentially creative,"3

i1. God's sustaining creativity
- We have seen that man has left the ground of his being
In order to stand upon himself, to actuslize what he essen-
tially is., But this actualized freedom remains continuously
dependent on its creative ground. It is only in the power
of being-itself that the creature is able to resist nonbeing.
Creaturely existence includes a double resistence, that 1is,

resistence against nonbeing as well as resistence against

l. Tillich says that men's creativity is really transforma-
tion.

2. Tillieh, ST, I, 256.

3. Tillieh, ST, I, 256.
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the ground of being upon which it is dependent.1 This re-
1etion of God to the cresture is called in traditionsl terms
the preservation of the world.

Tillich re jects ‘those theories of preservation which
affirm that after God created the world he either does not
interfere at all (consistent deism) or interferes occasion-
glly through miracles and revelation (thelstic deism), or
he acts in a continual interrelationship (consistent theism).
In none of these cases, asserts Tillich, would 1t be proper
to speak of sustaining creation.2 Tillich finds a more ade-
quate interpretation of preservation in the Augustinlan
Theory that preservatlon 1s continuous creativity, in that
God out of eternity creates things and time together. Tillich
contends that since God 1s essentlally creative, he 1s crea-
tive in every moment of temporal existence, "giving the power
of being ﬁo everything that has bsing out of the creative
ground of life.">

SustainingAcreativity differs from originating crea-
tivity in that the former refers to the given structures of

reality, to that which continues in change, to the regular

1. Tillich, ST, I, 261.
2, Tillich, ST, I, 262,
3. Tillich, ST, I, 262,
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and calculable in things. Without this static element
neither action fcr the future nor a place to stand upon would
be possible; and therefore being would not be possible. So
Tillich concludes that faith in God's sustaining creativity
is faith in the continulity of the structure of reality as

the basis for being and acting.l

iii. God's directing creativity |

When one thinks of God's directing creativity, he
usuglly thinks of the purpose of creation. But Tillich finds
that the concept of “the purpose of creation" 1s at best an
ambiguous concept. Creation, contends Tillich, has no pur-
pose beyond itself. Looked at from the polnt of view of the
creature, the purpose of creation 1s the creature itself, the
actualization of i1ts potentialities. Looked at from the
point of view of ths creator, "the purpose of creation 1s the
exercise of his creativity, which has no purpose beyond it~
self because the divine 1life is essentially creative."?
Tillich rejects both the Calvinistic doctrine, which desig-

nates the purpose of creation as "the glory of God,"™ and the

Lutheran doectrine, which affirms that God creates the world

l. Tillieh, ST, I, 262.
2. Tillich, ST, 263, 264.
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in order to have a communion of love with his creatures. In
both of these theoclogles God needs something that he could
not have wi thout creation.1 Such an idea Tillich rejects as
pagan.

So the ambiguity of the concept "the purpose of
creation™ leads Tillich to replace the concept by "the telos
of creativity"-~the inner aim of fulfilling in actuality
what 1ls beyond potentiallty and actuality Iir the divine 11ife.
One of the basic functions of the divine creativity is to
drive every creature toward such a fulfillment. Thils 1s the
directing creativity of God in addition to his originating
and sustalining creativity. This is the side of the divine
life which 1s directed toward the future. The traditional
2

term for God's directing creativity is "providence."

The term providencefheans a fore-seeing (pro-videre)

‘which is a fore-ordering ("seeing to it"). Different inter-
pretations of the concept of providence have resulted from
this definition. There are those who have emphaslzed the
element of foreseeing, ma%ing God an omnlsclient spectator
who knows what will happeé but who does not interfere with

the freedom of his creatures. On the other hand there are

l. Tillich, sT, I, 26l4.
2, Tillich, ST, I, 264.
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those who have emphasizea foreordering, making God a planner
who has ordered everything that will happen "before the
foundation of the world." In the first interpretation
the creatures make their world, while God 1s a distant spec-

tator. In the second lnterpretation, God 1s the only active

agent, making the creatures mere cogs in a universal mechanism.

Tillich 1s emphatlic in affirming that both of these

interpretations of providence must be rejected. He sees provi-

dence as a permanent activlity of God. God 1ls never a spec-
tator; he is forever directing everything toward its ful-
fillment. "Yet God's directing creativity always creates
through the freedom of man and through the spontaneity and

2 Providence works

structural wholesness of all creatures."
thkrough the polar elements of being, through conditions of
individual, social and universal existence, and through fini-
tude, nonﬁeing, and anxiety. All existential conditions are
included in God's directing creativity. ™"Providence," says
Tillich, "is not interference; it is creation. It uses all
factors, b§th those given by freedom and those given by

destiny, in creatively directing everything toward its ful-

1. Tillich, ST, I, 266.
2. TilliCh, ST, I, 266.
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fillment."l The man who believes in providence does not be-
lieve that a special divine actlvity will alter man's exis-
tential conditions. He belleves with the courage of falth
that no condition whatsoever can frustrate the fulfillment of
his ultimate destiny.2 In Pauline terms 1t means that
nothing can separate him from the love of God which 1s in
Christ Jesus.3

Tilllch discusses the question of theodicy under the
concept of the directing creativity of God. Faith in God's
directing creativity 1s continually chasllenged by the pres-
ence of meaninglessness and futility in the unlverse. The
question forever arises, how can an almighty God be justified

(theos-dike) in view of realities in which no meaning what-

soever can be discovered?

In his discussion of the question of theodlcy,
Tillich divides evil into three classes. First there is
physical evil, pain and death--which, according to him, offer
no real problem because they are natursal 1mplicat16ns of

creaturely 1?‘5.ni.1:ude.,4 Secondly, there is moral evil which

Tillich, 8T, I, 267.

Tilliech, ST, I, 267.

Romans, 8:38-39.

Here again it is very difficult to follow Tillich, Surely
Physical evil, pain, and death are evils, and the fact

Fwh
e o o
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is the tragic implicatlion of creaturely freedom. Tilillich
contends that as creator, God cannot create what 1s opposits
to himself; he must create creative belings, belngs which are
free, and in so far as they are free, lndependent and there-
fore estranged from the ground of being.1 Finally, there 1is
the (apparent) fact of meaninglessness and futility. This,
according to Tillich, 1s the sort of evil whiéh offers gen-
ulne difficulties for theological belief. Examples cited by
Tillich are "early death, destructive social conditions,
feeble-mindedness and insanity, the undiminished horrors of
historical existence™--all of these belng cases of entities
which "are excluded from any kind of fulfillment, even from
free resistance against their fulfillment."2 Tillich's
solution of the problem of evil of this third sort is very
difficult to understand, partly because of its excessive con-
ciseness, Such evils are described as "the negativities of
creaturely existence." But God himself may be sald to parti-

cipate in the negativities of creaturely existence. God in-

that they are implicated in the finitude of all creature-
ly being does not help at all. For if creation is of
finitude, and finitude is evil, then God is the creator
of evil, '

l. Tillieh, ST, I, 269.

2, Tillieh, ST, I, 269.
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cludes within himself "the finite and, With it, non-being."
"Jonbeing 1s eternally conquered and the finite 1s eternally
reunited within the infinity of the divine 1ife."! This is
the ultimate answer to the question of theodicy. "The cer-
tainty of God's directing creati#ity is based on the cer-
tainty of God as the ground of being and meaning. The
confidence of every creature, its courage to be, 1s rooted

in faith in God as its creative ground."2

6. The ontological elements applied to God

How are the polar elements of everything that has
being related in being-itself? Tillich answers this guestion
by asserting that the proper sense of the concepts must be
distinguished from their symbolic sense. The symbols taken
from finite reiationships must be qualified when applied to
God. In - order to symbolize divine life, the concepts must
- be stripped of certain existential connotations. This is
what Tillich proceeds to de in applying each of the ontologi-

cal elements to God.

1. Individualization and particlpation

Individualization is that self-centered character of

l. Tiliich, ST, I, 270.
2. Tillieh, ST, I, 270.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



137

everything in the 1light of which a thing is a definité thing.
In the case of man individuallization means unity of con-
sciousness, selfhood. But man's individualilization is not
complete or absolute. The element of participation is in
polar relation with individualization.

When applied to God, these elements must be qualified.
God is the "principle" of individualization and pertici-
pation; God as being-itself 1s the ground of both. This does
not mean that there 1s somethlng aloanggside God in which he
participates. God's participation and individualization are
symbolical. God i1s not subject to the polarities of the
ontological elements.,

If one asks the question, in what sense can God be
called an individual, Tillich would answer that this ques-
tion is only meaningful in the sense that God be called the
"absolute p;rticipant.“ And, according to Tillich, "this
can only mean that both i1ndividualization and participation
are rooted in the ground of the divine life and that God
i1s equally "near™ to each of them while transcending them

both."l

1. Tillich, ST, I, 245.
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ii. Dynamics and form
The dynamic-form polarity gives rise to several
symbols which are central for any present day doctrine of God.
Terms such as potentiality, vitality, and self-transcendence
are indicated in the term "dynamics,"” while the term "form"
embraces actuality, intenticnallty, end self-preservation.
Potentlality and actuality appear in the famous

Aristotellan~Thomistlic formula that God 1s actus-purus.

Tillich rejects this formula as inadequate because 1t allows
the dynamic side in the dynamics-form polarity to be swal-
lowed by the form side. Actuality free from any element of

potentiality is not alive. The God who is actus-purus,

affirms Tillich, is not the living God.t

This situation has induced many thinkers to emphasize
the dynamics in God "aﬁd to depreciate the stebilization of
dynamics in~pure actuality."” This first element is called the
Ungrund by Bdhme, the first potency by Schelling, the "given"
in Ged by Brightman, me-cnic freedom in Berdyaev, and the
contingent in Hartshorne.2 Each of these cases polnts sym-
bolically to a quality of the divine life which 1s ansalogous

to what appears as dynamics in the ontological structure.

1. Tillich, ST, I, 2L46.
2. Tillich, ST, I, 246.
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Tillich's symbolic application of the dynamics-form
polarlity to the divine 11fe causes him to reject a nonsym-
bolic, ontologlcal doctrine of God as becoming. Beilng, con-
tends Tillich, 1s not 1n balance with becoming.

Being comprises becomin;; and rest, becoming
as an implication of dynamlcs and rest as
an Implication of form. If we say that God
1s belng=-itself, this includes both rest
and becomlng, both the static and the
dynamic elements. However, to speak of

a "becoming” God disrupts the balance
between dynamics end form and subjects

God to a process which has the character

of a fate or which is completely open

to the future and has_ the character of

an absolute accident.l!

What Tillichk ié getting at 1s now clear. In man there
is a tension between dynamics and form. Vitality or dynamics
is the power of life, open 1In all directions toward channels
of expression. But man's vitality 1s conditioned by his form.

The dynamics-form polarity, when appllied to God, takes
on a different meaning. It does not mean that there 1s
tension in the divine life. The dynamics-form polarity ap-
plied to God means rather that in God possibility is united
with fulfillment. "Neither side threatens the other, nor is

there a threat of disruption."2 God is dynamic in absolute

1. Tillieh, ST, I, 247.
2. Tillich, ST, I, 247.
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unlty with form.l

111, Freedom and destiny
In finite 1ife freedom and destlny are in a polar

relation of interdependence. In finite 1life destiny is the
basis of freedom and freedom participates in shaping destiny.
But when the elements of freedom and destiny are applled to
divine 1ife their meaning 1s aitered. Tillich affirms that
1if we speak of God as free in a non-symbolic sense, we sare
confronted with the unanswerable question of whether the
structure of freedom 18 not itself something given in re-
lation to which God has no freedom. Because of this diffi-
culty, Tillich asserts that freedom in God, like the other
ontologlcal concepts must be understood symbolically. When
it 1s so understood,

freedom means that that which is man's

ultimate concern is in no way dependent

on man or on any finite concern. Only

that which 1is unconditional can be the

expression of unconditional concern. A

conditional God 1s no God.?

Likewlise, the term destiny cannot be applied to God

1f the connotation of a "destiny-determining™ power above

God 1s given. But both freedom and destiny can be appliled

1. Tillieh, ST, I, 24h.
2. Tillieh, ST, I, 248.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



i

symbolically to the divine 1life 1f one affirms that in God
freedom and destiny are ldentical., God is his destiny.
‘God's freedom does not shape his destiny. There is an ab-

solute unlty and ldentity of freedom and destiny in God.1

7T« The traditlional attributes of God

One of the most illuminating sections in Tilllich's
discussion of the question of God 1s his analysis of the
traditional attributes of God. Tillich feels that theolo-
gians have too long interprgted the attributes of God
quantitatively. This type of interpretation has led to
both illogical and irrational ideas about the nature of God.
So Tillich proceeds to give a qualitative 1nte£pretation to
the attributes of God rather than a quantitative one. We
have already discussed Tlllich's interpretation of the om-
nipotence of God. Now we may turn to a discussion of the

eternity, the omnipresence, and the omniscience of God.

i. God is eternal

The concept of eternity 1s a genuine religious con-

~

cept. It takes the place of something like omnitemporality,

1. Tillich, ST, I, 248.
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which would be the analogy to omnipotence and omnipresence.
In his interpretation of the concept of eternity, Tillich
contends that the concept must be protected against two
misinterpretations. The first misinterpretation 1is the
tendency to look upoﬁ eternity as timelessness. The mean-
ing of olim in Hebrew and of aiones in Greek does not indi-
cate timelessness. Rather than meaning timelessness,
eternity means "the power of embracing all periods of time."1
If God is a living God, asserts Tillich, he must include
temporality and with this a relation to the modes of time,
Phil osophers throughout the ages have reallized that eternity
includes temporality. Plato, for instance, called time the
moving image of eternity. For Plato eternity included time,
even though it was the time of clrcular movement. Hegel
pointed to a temporality within the absolute. These theories,
says Tillicﬁ, point to the fact that eternity 1s not time-
lessness.

Another misinterpretation that Tillich finds surround-
ing the concept of eternity 1s the tendency to look upon 1t

as the endlessness of time, The concept of endless time,

called "bad inf'inity" by Hegel, means the endless reiteration

1. Tillieh, ST, I, 274.
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of temporality. Tillich looks upon this tendency to elevate
the dissected moments of time to infinite significance as
idolatry in the most refined sense. Eternity in this sense
would mean that God 1s subjected to a superior power, namely,
to the structure of dissected temporality. "It(would deprive
him of his eternity and make him an everliving entity of sub-
divine cheracter.™

So, for Tillich, eternity is neilther timelessness nor
the endlessness of time. Now the question arises: "What 1s
the relation of eternity to the modes of time?" Tillich
answers thlis question in terms of an analogy which is found
in human experience, that 1s, the unity of remembered past
and antleclpated future in an experlenced present. Thils

analogy implies a symbolle approach to the meaning of eternity.

Eternity is symbolized as an eternal present (nunc eternum)f!

But this nunc eternum i1s not simultaneity. Simul tanelty

would erase the different modes of time. The eternal present
is moving from past to future but without“;easing to be
present,

It is through falth in the eternity of God that one

finds the courage to conquer the negatlivities of the temporal

1. Tillich’ ST’ I’ 275.
2, Tillich, ST, I, 275.
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process. Both the anxiety of the past and that of the future
pass away. The dissected moments of time are united in
eternity. Here, and not in the doctrine of the human soul,
Tillick finds the certainty of man's participation in eternel
life. "The hope of eternal life," asserts Tillich, "is

based not on a substantial quality of man's soul but on his

participation in the eternity of the divine 1ife,"t

ii. God 1s omnipresent

God's relation to space, as his relation to time, 1is
interpreted by Tillich in qualitative terms. God, avers
Tillich, 1s nelther endlessly extended 1n space, as a theology
inclined toward panthelat formulation would assert, nor
limited to a definite space, as a theclogy of deistic tend-
encies would assert. The tendency to iInterpret omnipresence
as an extension of the divine substance through all space
sub jects God to dissected spatiality and puts him alongside
himself sacrificing the personal gcenters of the divine 11fe.2
The tendency to interpret omnipresence as meaning that God is
present "personally™ in a circumscribed place 1s equally in-

adequate., The spatial symbols of above and below should never

be taken literally. The statement "God is in heaven," for

1. Tillich, ST, I, 276.
2. Tillieh, ST, I, 277.
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instance, does not mean that he "lives in" or "descends from"
a special place; 1t means, rather, that his life is qualita-
tively different from creaturely existence.1
It 1s also lmproper to interpret omnipresence as space-
lessness. Tillich holds that punctuality in the divine life
must be rejected as much as simultaneity and timelessness.
Extension is found in the ground of the divine 1life in whiech
everythlng spatial 1s rooted. But God is not subject to
this spatial existence; he transcends 1t and participates in
ite "God's omnipresence is his areative participation in the
spatial existence of his creatures."?
The religious value of God's omnipresence is immense.
It overcomes the anxliety of not having a space for one's self,
It means that wherever man is he is "at home"™ in the ground
of God. One is always "in the sanctuary"™ when he experiences
God's omnipfesence. In such a presence of God every place

is a "holy place." There is in that situastion no difference

between the sacred and the secular.3

111. God is omniscient

In traditional theology omniscience 1s the faculty of

1. Tillich, ST, I, 277.
2. Tillieh, ST, I, 277
3. Tillieh, ST, I, 278.
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a highest being who is supposed to know all objects, past,
present, and future, and beyond this, everything that might
have happened 1f what has happened had not happened. But
Tillich looks upon this interpretation of omniscience as
illogical and absurd. The absurdity of such an interpreta-
tion is due to the impossibility of subsuming God under the
subject-object scheme. If one speaks of the unconditional
character of divine knowledge, therefore, one must speak
symbolically, indicating that God 1s not present in an all-
permeating manner but that he 1s present spiritually. It
means that

nothing 1s outside the centered unity of his

life; nothing is strange, dark, hidden, iso-

lated, unapproachable. Nothing falls out-

side the logos structure of being. The

dynamic element cannot break the unity of

the form; the abysmal quality cannot, swal- 1

low the rational quality of the divine life.

This has tremendous Implications for man's personal

and cul tural existence. In personal 1ife it means that
there is no absolute darkness in one's being. Faith in God's

omniscience overcomes the anxiety of the dark and the hidden.

The divine omnliscience is ultimately the logical foundation

l' Tillicn’ ST, I’ 279.
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of the belief in the openness of reallty to human knowledge.
e are able to gain knowledge because we participate in
divine knowledge. We are able to reach truth because the

divine 1ife 1n which we are rooted embodlies all truth.

8. Divine love and divine justice

Love and justice have often been looked upon as two
distinct attributes of God. But Tillich feels that such a
poslition is due to a misconception of the nature of love and
justice. Justice, contends Tillich, is a part of love.
Love 1s the ontologlcal concept. Justice has no indepen-
dent ontological standing. Justice 1s dependent on love.
It 1s a part of love'!'s activity. With thls statement of the
complemsntary nature of love and justlice we may examlne them

separately.

i. The divine love
Love, for Tillich, 1s an ontological concept. He
finds the ontological nature of love expressed in the tendency
of every life-process to unite a trend toward separation
with a trend toward reunion. Such a tendency is based on the
polarity of individualization and participation. Love 1is
absent where there 1s no individualization, and love can be

fully realized only where there is full individualization,
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in man. But the individual also longs to return to the unity
to which he belongs, in which he participates by his onto-
logical nature.1 This is what Tilllch means when he says
that love is not the unlon of the strange but the reunion

of the estranged.

To say that God 1s love literally 1s to apply the ex-
perience of separation and reunion to the divine life. This,
however, is impossible since God is not subject to the onto-
logical elements. Therefore one must speak symbolically of
God as love. When God 1s spoken of as love, the meaning 1is
that the divine 11fe has the character of love but beyond the
distinction between potential ity and actuality.3

In order to galn a clearer meaning of the divine love,
Tillich distinguishes between several different types of
love.Ll In each type of love there is a quest for reunion.
There 1s l&ve as libido which 1s the movement of the needy
toward that which fulfills the need. There is love as

philia which is movement of the equal toward union with the

Tillieh, ST, I, 279.

Tillich, LPJ, 25.

Tiilich, ST, I, 280.

In his Systematic Theology Tillich refers to types of
love. But in a more recent work Tillich affirms that it

is improper to speak of types of love. There are not
types of love, but qualities of love. "But I have learned,

W
L ]
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equal. There 1s love as eros which is the movement of that
which 1s lower in power and meaning to that which 1s higher.
In all three of these forms of love the element of desire 1is
present. But there 1s a from of love whickh transcends these,
namely, the desire to fulfill the longing of the other being.
This 1s love as agape. All love, except agape, 1ls dependent
on contingent characteristics which change and are partial,
such as repulsion and attraction, passion ang sympathy.l
Agape 1s indepeﬁdent of these states. It affirms the other
unconditionally. It is agape that suffers and forgives. It
seeks the personal fulfillment of the other,

It is this type of love that is the basis for the
assertion that God is love. "God works toward the fulfill-
ment of every creature and toward the bringing-together 1into
the unity of his l1ife all who are separated and disrupted.“2
It 1s in this sense, and in this sense only that God is
called love. None of the other types of love can be applied
to God. Certainly not libldo, because God 1s not in need of
anything. Philla cannot properly symbolize God's love, be-

cause there 1s no equality between man and God. Moreover,

while elaborating these lectures, that there are not
types but qualifications of love." (LPJ, 5).

l. Tillieh, ST, I, 280.

2, Tillich, ST, I, 281,
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eros cannot properly synbollize God's love, because God in
his eternity transcends the fulfillment and non-fulfillment
of reality. The basic and only adequate symbol for God's love
is ggggg.l

We may raise the question of the possibility of divine
self love at this poirnt., Tillich is reluctant to spesk of
self-love on the human level, since he sees love as the drive
towards the reunion of the separated. He contends that
within the unity of self-consciousness there 1s no real
separation, comparable to the separation of self-centered

being from all other being.2

But although Tillich is reluc-
tant to speak of self-love on the human level, he 1s quite
willing to speak of divine self-love. He says in one instance
that "man's love of God is the love with which God loves him-
self."3 This is an expression of the truth that God is a
subject eveﬁ when he seems to be an objeet. It is a state-
ment about God loving himself, As we shall see subsequently,

the trinitarian distinctions (separation and reunion) make it

possible to speak of divine self-love.

1., Tillich, ST, I, 281,

2, TilliCh, LPJ’ 330

3. Tillieh, ST, I, 282. This passage is definitely sugges-
tive of absolute quantitative monism.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



151

Without separation from one's self, self-

love 1s impossible. . . .Through the separa-

tion within himself God loves himself and

through separation from himself (in creature-

1y freedom) God fulfills his love of himself--

primarily because he loves that which is

estranged from himself.l

i11. The divine justice
As we have seen, justice has no independent ontologil-
cal standing. Justlce 1s dependent on love. Justice 1s
really an act of love protesting against that which viclates
love. VWhenever an individual violates the structure of love,
judgment and condemnation follow. But they do not follow by
an act of dlvine retribution; they follow by the reaction
of God's loving power against that which violates love,
"Condemnation is not the negation of love but the negation of
the negation of love."? It is the way in which that which
resists love, l1.e. that which resists being reunited to that
from which it is separated, 1s left to separation, with an
implied and 1inescapable self-destruction.
Tillich feels that the ontologlical character of love

not only solves the problem of the relation of love and re-

1. Tillich, ST, I, 282, Here again we can see Tillich's
absolute moniam,
2. Tillich, ST, I, 28L4.
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tributive Jjustice, but also provides theology with the pos-
sibility of using the symbol "the wrath of God." The wrath
of God is not an affect alongside God'!'s love nor 1is it a
motive for actlon alongside hils providence; "™it is the emo-
tional symbol for the work of love which rejects and leaves
to self-destruction what resists it.“l In this sense the
metaphorical symbol "the wrath of God" is necessary and un-
avoidable,

Tillich finds the fina expression of the unity of
love and justice 1n the symbol of justification. Justifi-
catlon points to the divine act in which love conquers the
immanent consequences of the vliolatlion of justice. This

divine love in relation to the unjust creature 1is grace.2

9. The trinity
For- Tillich the trinity 1s not the illogical and
irrational assertion that three are one and one is three. It
is a qualitative rather than a quantitative characterization
of God, It 1s an attempt to express the richness and com-
Plexity of the divine life,

The first person of the trinity is abyss. It 1s the

1, Tillieh, ST, I, 28L.
2. Tillich, ST, I, 285.
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abysmal character of God, the element of power which is the
basis of the Godhead, "which makes God God." As we have
seen, this first principle 1s the root of God's majesty, the
unapproachable intensity of his being. It 1s the power of
belng infinitely reéisting nonbeing. God as Father 1s
povwer,

The second person2 of the Trunlity is the logos, the
element of meaning, the element of structure. "The logos
opens the divine ground, its infinity and its darkness, and
it makes its fullness distinguishable, definite, finite,">
Without this second principle the first principle would be
chaos, and God would be demonic.

As we have seen in the earlier part of the discussion,
these two poles in God'!s nature are indlcated in the def-
inition of God as abyss and ground of being and meaning.

But Tillich~does not stop with this polar concept of!God's
nature. There is a third principle, that of spirit.

Spirit is that principle in which power and meaning,
abyss and ground are united. Spirit stands for the unity of

all the polar opposites: of power with meaning, of the

1. Tiliiech, ST, I, 2503 ST, I, 156,
2, Tillich prefers to say principle instead of person.
3. Tillieh, ST, I, 251,
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static with the dynamic, even of mind with body.l God 1is no
nearer one "part" of being than he is to another. He is as
near the creative darkness of the unconscious as he 1s to the
critical light of cognitive reason. "Spirit is the power
. through which meaning lives, and it 1s the meaning which
sives direction to power."?
It 1s through the concept of the Spirit that Tillich
explains the self-separating and self-returning activity of
God. Through the Spirit God goes out of himself, the
Spirit proceeds from the divine ground. He gives actuality
to that which is potential in the divine ground. "Through
the Spirit the divine fullness 1s posited in the divine 1life
as somethlng definite, and at the same time 1t is reunited
in the divine ground."3
Tillich emphasizes the point that a consideration of
the trinitérian pPrinciples 1s not the Christian doctrine of

the Trinity. It is preparation for it. The doctrinal

formulation of the Trinity can be discussed only after the

1. Tillich seems to be abusing language here, for if re-
liglous common sense means anything in saying that God
1s a spirit, it means that God is immaterial, Probably
the responsibility for such unnaturel changes of mean-
ing must be charged to the dialectical principle, which
necessitates that a given meaning should embrace its
opposite. Certainly no precision of meaning 1s possible
under such conditions,.

Tillich, ST, I, 250.

Tillich, ST, I, 251.

w N
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1
Christological dogma hes been elaborated. But 1n order to
speak meaningfully of the living God it is necessary to dis-

cuss the trinitarian principles.

10. The question of the personality of God

We have seen throughout the discussion that Tillich
continually talks of God in terms of power. Now the ques-
tion arises whether Tillich's God is an unconscious reser-
volr of power or whether he ls a conscious person. An
answer to this question 18 crucial for any adequate inter-
pretation of Tlllich's God-concept.

We have seen that Tillich considers all statements
about God as being of a symbollc nature, except the state-
ment that God is being-itself. We cannot say, for instance,
that God is living in the literal sense of the word because
life is literally "the process in which potential being be-
comes actual belng," and God "transcends" the distinction
between potential and actual. But God does live in the
sense that He 1s the grouﬁd of 1life. T1lllich carries this
same method of thinking over into the question of the personsal-

ity of God. He insists that the symbol, "personal God,"

1. Tillich's Christology will be presented in the second
volume of his Systematic Theologye.
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does not mean that God 1s a person. "It means that God is

the ground of everythling personal and that he carries with-

in himself the ontological power of personality."l Tillich
thinks that the tendency to speak of God as "a person" was
a nineteenth century creation, brought Into being through
the Kantian separation of nature ruled by physiceal law from

personality ruled by moral law. Under this influence theism

made God "a heavenly, completely perfect person who resides

n2

above the world and mankind. But there 1is no evidence for

the exlstence of such a highest person. At best Tillich finmds
the symbol "personal God" quite confusing.

In answering a criticism which Einstein raised ageinst
the idea of a personal God, Tillich admitted that most con-
cepts of a personal God contradicted the scientific interpre-
tation of nature. He writes:

The concept of a "Personal God," interfering
with natural events or being an independent
cause of natural events makes God a natural
object besides others, an object asmongst
objects, a being amongst beings, maybe the
highest, but anyhow a being. This, 1indeed, 1is
the destruction, not only of the physical
system, but even more the destruction of any
meaningful ideas of God.3

1., Tillieh, ST, I, 245.
2., Tillich, ST, I, 2l‘5é
3. Tillich, Art.(1940)%, 9.
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Yet in spite of the confusing nature of the idea of a
"personal God," Tillich finds it indispensable for living
religion, 1f for no other reason than, as the philosopher
Schelling says, "only & person can heal a person." God can-
not be considered less than personsal, although he can and
must be more than personality.
In & sense God 1s the supra-personal.

The supra-personsal 1is not an "It," or more

exactly, it is a "He" as much as it is an

"It," and it is above both of them. But if

the "He™ element is left out, the "It" ele-

ment transforms the aslleged supra-personal

into sub-personal, as it usually happens

in monism and pantheism.1

Now we can clearly see that there is a baslic incon-

sistency in Tillich's thought at this point. On the one
hand T1llich's thought suggests the sub-personalism of
Oriental Vedantism., On the other hand Tillich recognizes
personality as a precious symbol denoting the unconditional,
the ground and abyss of all being. He contends that this
kind of symbolsim is indispensable and must be maintained
against panthelstlec and naturalistle criticism, lest religion

fall back to the level of & primitive-demoniec pre-personalism.zl

1. Tillich, Art.(1940)2, 10.
2. Tillich, PE, 119.
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Certainly this 1s a flagrant contradiction. It seems that
Tillich both wants a personal God and does not want a per-
sonal God, |

At any rate, all of Tillich's conclusions tend to
point to an impersonal God. Desplite his warning that God 1is
not less than personal, we see tralts throughout Tillich's
thinking that point to a God that is less than personal.
Even those things which Tillich says about God with person-
alistic Implications are finally given lmpersonal explana-
tions. For instance, Tillich speaks of God as love. But on
closer scrutiny we discover that love, for Tillich, is just
the dlalectical principle of the union of opposites. Tillich's
use of the word love lnevitable reminds one of the love
(end strife) of Empodocles, who meant by "loxg" no more than
the attraction of the elements for one another. At one point
Tillich strésses the logos character of God, which would
certalnly give personalistic tones. But even this is distorted
through Tillich's insistence that the abyss is what makes God
God.

So Tillich ends with a God who 1s a sub-personsl
reservoir of power, somewhat akin to the impersonalism of

Hindu Vedantism. He chooses the less than personal to explain
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personality, purpose, and meaning.

11, Is Tillich an absolute quantitative monist?

We come to a question at thils point which has been
cropping up throughout our discussion of Tillich's God-concept,
viz., the question of whether T1llich holds to an absolute
quantitative monism. Certainly there is much in Tillich's
conception of God which suggest that he does. For instance,
his emphasis on God's participation in every life as its
ground and aim is monistic.1 Also he can talk of God's going
out of himself and resting in himself. "The finilte is
posited as finite within the process of divine life, but it
is reunited with the infinite within the same process."?
Again he says: "God.i1s infinite because he has the finite
within himself united with his infinity."> Still again he
says: "The.divine 1life 1s creative, actualizing itself in
inexhaustible abundance."h The similarity of Tillich's view
at this point to Hegel 'sphilosophy of spirit and Plotinus'

philosophy of the One inclines one to interpret Tillich as an

1. Tillich, ST, I, 245.
2, Tillieh, ST, I, 251.
3. Tillich, ST, I. 282.
4. Tillieh, ST, I, 282.
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absolute monist.

Perhaps Tillich's most expliclt statement of monism
is his contention that "man's love of God is the love with
which God loves himself, . . . The divine 1ife is the divine
self-love."l Tillich makes the same assertion about divine
knowledge. "If there-is knowledge of God, 1t 1s God who
knows himself through man., "2 Passages such as these cited
indicate an absclute monism.

There are some passages, on the other hand, which im-
ply a quantitative pluralism. Ti1llich insists, for instance,
that man 1s free. In fact he defines the hature of man as
"finite freedom.™> Tillich affirms that there would be no
history unless man were to some degree free; that 1is, to
some extent, lndependent from God. Tillich goes on to in-
sist that one of the basic characteristics of existence 1s
a separation of man and God. Man in existence is conscious
of being separated from what he ought to be. He 1s to some
extent "outside™ the divine life. This means that he stands
"in actualized freedom, in an existence which is no longer

united with essence.™3

Tillieh, ST, I, 282.
Tillieh, ST, I, 172,
Tillich, Art.(1939), 202.
Tillich, ST, I, 255.

£w o
® o o
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It is obvious that this represents a basic contradic-
tion in Tillich's thought, and he nowhere seeks explicitly to
resolve the contradiction. Is any resolution of these seem-
ing contradictions possible? Boozer, In interpreting
Tillich's thought at this point, thinks that the contradic-
tion cen be resolved on the basis of Tillich's distinction
between essence and existence. Boozer writes:

Essentially God 1is &ll in all; God 1s one,

and maen 1s not actual as a separate being.

Man is a part of God. But in existence,

in the realm of God's creation there 1s a

partial separation of man from God through

the actualization of man's finite freedom.,

The sustaining structure of existence 1s

still unity with God. But the unity 1is

not complete 1n existence. In existence,

then, God and man are separate to an extent,

and there is pluralism.l
It 1s probably an oversimplification to say that this re-
solves the contradiction completely, for a contradiction can-
not be resolved merely by denying one term of it (in this
case pluralism), Moreover, even if it is gratned that
Tillich holds to an ultimate ontological monism there is the
further contradiction of how man can be free in such a monis-

tic system. Freedom implies metaphysical otherness, and it

is hardly possible to hold to an ultimate ontological monism

l. Boozer, PRTCG, 62.
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and the freedom of man simul taneously. This is a contradic-
tion that Tillich never seems to resolve.

In spite of the foregolng, however, Boozer is basi-
cally sound in his interpretation of Tillich's God as the
only metaphysical reality; a God who goes out of himself into
existence and returns to himself. At least three quotations
from Tillich give weight to this conclusién. |

The dialectical method attempts to mirror
the movement of reality. It is the logical
expression of a philosophy of l1ife, for life
moves through self-affirmation, going out of
itself and returning to itself,.t

Speaking of God, Tillich writes: "We assert that he 1s the

eternal process in which separation is poslited and is over-

come by reunion."?

Again he wriltes:

The ground of Beilng of which every being

takes 1ts power of belng has the character

of selfseparating and selfreturning life.
Selfseparating is the abbreviation for
separating 1ltself from itself towards the
complete individualization of the self

having itself. Selfreturning is the abbrevia-
tion of the return of life to itself in the
power of returring love.3

1. Tillieh, ST, I, 234.
2. Tillieh, ST, I, 2,2,
3. Tilliech, Art.(1949)2, 15.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



163

In a very informative article on the nature of man,
Tillich asserts that man has a threefold nature, viz., an
essential nature, an existentlal nature, and an eschatologi-
cal nature. It becomes clear now that Tillich applies this
same threefold nature to God. It is through such an inter-
pretation that we can understand Tillich's statement that
God "is the eternal process in which separation is posited
and is overcome by reunion." When one considers the full-
ness of God in the three natures, many contradictions are
reconclled.

The conclusion 1s that Tillich holds to an ultimate
ontologlcal monism both qualitative and quantitative. God
l1s ul timately the only metaphysical reality. The life of
man 18 a phase of the actualization'of God and not a

separate metaphysical reality.
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CHAPTER IV

WIEMAN 'S CONCEPTION CF GOD

One of the mosﬁ important phases of Wieman's thought
is his concept of God. His emphasis is theocentric through-
out. He never wearies of pointing out that God (creative
good) must be dominant over all created good in the devotion
of man. Wieman plalnly states that his purpose in the field
of religion is to promote a theqcentric religion over against
the prevalent anthropocentrism. In thls endeavor he stresses
the fact that men must worship the actuality of God and not
thelr 1deas about God. Further, it is imperative that men
not allow thelr wishes and needs to shape their ideas of
God but rather that the ideas of God be shaped solely in
the 1light of objective evlidence.

It i1s the success of this approach that constitutes
the significance of Wieman. "One of the most persuasive
reconstructed forms of theism that has appeared iIn this
country," says Bernard Msiand, "is.the philosophy of religion

1 D. C. Macintosh in a

developed by Henry Nelson Wieman."
more definite but no less laudatory statement says:

\

1. Meland, MMW, 139,

164
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No one has gone as far as Professor Henry

N. Wieman in suggesting a variety of ways

in which the divinely functioning reality

may be characterized and defined and at

the same time known, strictly speaking,

to exist. His definitions of God, insofar

as God may be undenliably affirmed to exist,

have a more curious interest, aiming to

formulate the irreducible minimum of

religious knowledge, they genersally succeed
sufficiently to have positive wvalue for
reasonable reassurance in religion.l
As we shall see throughout thls chapter, Wieman's

conception of God 1s quite different from that of traditional
theism. He has classified his view as "theistic naturalism."
This means that he would avold any ultimate separation of
God from nature; that he views God as one natural process
or structure of processes among others which can be appre-
hended in clearly defined ways with predictable results.
Such a process or structure of processes may be superhuman
but cannot be "supernatural," because nature is defined by
him as "what we know through the interaction between the
physiological organism and its environment,”™ while the
supernatural is unknowable by definition. With these into-

ductory remarks we turn now to a discussion of the nature of

God,

1. Macintosh, PRK, 165.
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1. The nature of God

Wileman contends that it has been his purpose "so to
formulate‘the idea of God that the question of God's
existence becomes & dead issue." To accomplish this he has
offered as a "minimal"™ definition c¢f Cod the following:
"3o0d is that something upon which human life is most dependent
for its security, welfare, and increasing abundance . . .
that something of supreme value which constitutes the most
important condition."2 But Wieman has developed this
minimal definition in various ways., At one point in his
intellectual pilgrimage he suggested tha: God as so defined
is "that interaction between individuals, groups, and ages
which generates and promotes the greatest mutuality of good
..+ the richest possible body of shared experience."3 In
another vo;ume he speaks of God as "that interaction which
sustains and magnifies personality ... the process of pro-
gressive 1ntegration";u while In another place he ﬁndertakes

to defend Whitehead's view of God as "the prineciple of

1. Wieman, Art.(1932)3, 276.

2, Wieman, RESM, 9

3. This definition suggests Dewey's "religion of shared
experience."

4. Wieman, Art.(1932)!, 351,
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1
concretion.” In his most mature work, The Source of Human

Good, Wieman defines God as the "creative event." He feels
that this latter definition most adequately expresses the

nature of God.

1. God as the creative event

True to his naturalistic predilections Wieman defines
God as the "creative event." God as creative event is that
process of reorganization which generates new meanings, inte-
grates them with the old, and endows each event as it occurs
with a wider range of reference.2 God as creative event 1s
actually creatlive good, standing in contrast to both kinds
of created good, one of which 1s instrumental and the other
intrinsic. It is by means of this creative good that systems
of meaning having intrinsic value, previously so disconnected
that the qualitles of the one could not get across to the
other, become so united that each is enriched by qualitles
derived from the other,

The total creative event 1s made up of four subevents.

l. Wieman, WTR, 179-212.

2. This is quite reminiscent of the thought of a long line
of naturalistic thinkers. Some call it "the progression
of emergents" (Morgan, Alexander); "holistic evolution"
(Smuts); "a thrust toward concentration, organization,
and life"™ (Montague); "the value - actualizing function
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This does not mean that there are four distinct subevents
working apart from each other which constitutes the creative
event., Wieman makes 1t clear that the distinctions are made
only for the purpose of analysis, and must never obscure the
unitary character of the creative event.

The four subevents are: emerging awareness of quali-
tative meaning through communication with other persons;
integrating new meanings with ones previously acquireds;
expanding and enriching the appreciable world by a new
structure of Interrelatedness; a widening and deepening of

community. We shall examine each of these separately.

(1) The first subevent
The first subevent 1s emerging awareness of quali-
tative meaning derived from other persons through communi-
cation. Qualitative meaning consists of actual events so
related that each acquires qualities from the other. Every
living organism so reacts as to break the passage of existence
Into units called "evgnts“ and to relate these to one another

in the manner called "qualitative meaning."l This may be

of human imagination within the total cosmic-socilsal
matrix that sustains 1t." (Dewey).
l., Wieman, SHG, 58

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



169

done by the organism without the aid of linguistic communi-
cation. In such a case the range and richness of qualitative
meaning is very limited. But the world of meaning and quality
expands to 1ts greatest compass when the single organism is
able to acquire the qualitative meanings developed by other
organisms and add them to its own. Therefore the first
subevent in the total creative event 1s this emerging
awareness in the individual of qualitative meaning communi-
cated to it from some dther organlism. Wlieman admits that
interaction between the organism and its surroundings, by
which new qualitative mcaning 1s created without communication,
is certainly creative. But it 1s the creative event as it
works through intercommunication in human society and history
that the miracle happens and "creativity breaks free from

obstacles which elsewhere imprison its power."l

(2) The second subevent
One of the chief sources of the growth of personality
appears when these new meanings derived from others are
Integrated with meanings previously acquired. These new

meanings integrated with the old both deepen and enrich the

l, Wieman, SHG, 59.
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thoughts and feelings of the individual. Wieman emphasizes
the point that this integration does not occur 1n every case
of communicated meaning, since there is much noncreative
communlcation in our modern world by way of radio, newspapers,
and casual Iinterchange between individuals. #The mere
passage through the mind of innumerable meanings, says
Wieman, "is not the creative event."! Before the creative
event can occur the newly communicated meanings must be
integrated with meanings previously acquired. To make sure
that this integrating 1s not the work of the individual,
Wieman contends that it is largely subconscious, unplanned.
and uncontrolled by the individual, save only as he may
provide conditions favorable to its occurrencs.

The supreme echievement of this second subevent seems
to occur in solitude, sometimes qulite prolonged. After the
many meanings have been acquired through communication, there
must be time for them to be assimilated. If one does not
for a time withdraw himself from the material world and cease
to communlicate with others, the constant stream of new
meanings will prevent the deeper integration. YA period of

loneliness and qulet provides for incubation and creative

-

1. Wieman, SHG, 50.
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transformation by novel unification. If new meanings are
coming in all the time, the integration 1s hindered by the
new impressions.™

Examples of creative integration in solitude are Jesus
in the wilderness of temptation and in Gethsemene, Buddha
alone under the Bo tree, Paul in the desert on the way to
Damascus, and Augustine at the time of his conversion. It
seems that the individuals through whom the creative event
has done most to transform and enrich the world with meaning
have spent more time in lonely struggles.

In spite of this emphasis on solitude, however, Wieman
makes it clear that mere solitude 1s not enough. Nothing can
be more dangerous to the human spirit than solitude. Solitude
ceases to be creative 1f the mind degenerates into a state
of torpor in its moments of being isolated from communication
with others, One of the major problems confronting man is
to learn how to make solitude creative instead of degener-

ative.2

(3) The third subevent

The expanding and enriching of the appreciable world

1., Wieman, SHG, 60.
2. Wieman, SHG, 61.
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by & new structure of interrelatedness 1s the third subevent.
This subevent necessarilly follows from the first two sub-
events, After there has been intercommunication of meanings
and after these meanings have been creatively integrated,

the indlvidual sees what he could not see before. Events

es they happen to him now are so connected with other events
that his appreciable world takes on an expanded meaning un-
imaginable before. There is now a richness of quality and

a reach of 1ideal possibility which were not there prior to
thls transformation.l

Wieman asserts that this expanding of the appreciable
world may actually make a man more lonely than he was before;
for now he knows that there is a greatness of good which
might be the possession of men but 1s not actuslly achieved.
Such a profound swvnse of loneliness 1s difficult for any
man to bear, and yet 1t 1s the hope of the world.

This expanding of the appreclable world is not only
the actual achlevement of an increase of value in this world;
it 1s also an expansion of the individual's capacity to
appreciate and his apprehension of a good that might be, but

1s not fulfilled.2

l, Wieman, SHG, 62.
2. Wieman, SHG, 63.
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(L) The fourth subsvent

The fourth subevent is a widening and deepening com-
munlty between those who participaste in the creatlve event.
This new structure of interrelatedness, brought about by
communication and integration of meanings, transforms not
only the mind of the individual and his appreciable world
but also hls relations with those who have participated with
him in this occurrence. "Since the meanings communicated to
him from them have now become integrated into his own mentality,
he feels something of what they feel, sees something of what
they see, thinks some of their thoughts."l

This deepening community includes inteilectual under-
standing of one ancther, This means having the ability to
correct and critize one another understandingly and con-
structivel'y.2

So for Wisman, these are the four subevents which
together compose the creative event. They are so intertwined
as to make a single, total event continuously recurrent in

human existencs.

A vivlid example of the fourfold nature of the creative

l. Wieman, SHG, 6.
2. Wieman, SHG, 65.
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event 1s found in the originating events of the Christlan
faith. It begen with Jesus engaging in intercommunication
with a 1ittle group of disciples. This intercommunication
took place withh such depth and potency that the organization
of the disciples' personalitles were broken down and they were
remade. "They became new men, and the thoughts and feelings
of each got across to the other. . . . There arose in this
group of disciples a miraculous awareness and responsiveness
toward the needs and interests of one another."!
But this intercommunication was not all; something
else followed. The meanings that each dlsciple derived from
the other were integrated with meanings that each had pre-
viously acquired. This led to a new transformation and
each disciple was 1ifted to & higher level of human fulfillment.
A third consequence that followed necessarily from
these first two was the expansion of the appreciable world
round about these men. They could now see through the
eyes of others and feel through thelr sensitivitlies. The

world was now more ample with meaning and quality.2

1. Wieman, SHG, 39, LO.
2, Wieman, SHG, LO.
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Finally there was more depth and breadth of community
between them as individuals with one another and betwesen
them and all other men. Thils followed from their enlarged
capaclty to get the perspectives of one another.1

So we can see that the creative event is one that
brings forth in the human mind, in soclety and history, and
in the appreciable world a new structure of interrel atedness,
whereby events are discrimlnated and related in a manner not
vposslible before. It is a structure whereby some events derive
from other events, through meaningful connection with them,
and abundance of quality that events could not have had with-

out this connection.2

ii. God as growth
In his earlier works Wieman sought to define the

nature of God under the concept of growth. He says:

God 1s the growth of meaning and value in

the world. This growth consists of increase

in those commectlions between actlvitles which

make the activities mutually sustaining,

mutually enhancing, and mutually meaningfu1.3

He goes on to affirm that "growth is creative synthesis. It

1., Wiemen, SHG, Ll.
2. Wieman, SHG, 65.
3. Wieman, NPOR, 137. Wieman's definition of God as "growth
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is the union of diverse elements in such a way that the new
relation transforms them into a whole that is very different

"l chemiecsal

from the mere sum of the origilnal factors.
elements unite in thilis way. Flowers grow by absorbing such
elements as sunshine, air, water, and minerals, however,
these are transformed iIn the new synthesls so that the original
elements are no longer recognizable. The human mind grows
by absorbing ideas and sentlments from the social environ-
ment, which are in turn transformed in the new synthesis.
The culture of a communlity grows by absorbing the ideas,
fechniques, sentiments of the past and adding to these the
newer developments of the present, but the gifts from the
past and the present transform one another into a new kind
of whole.2 This is what Wieman means by growth.

Wieman makes 1t clear that this process cof growth is
not evolution as sclence uses the term. Growth is only one
form of evolution. Much of the decomposition, conflict,

and mutual destruction going on throughout nature science

would call evolution. But through it all we also find the

of meaning and value® is generalized after the manners
of "experience" in Dewey's familiar use of the word.
(see Dewey's Experiences and Nature, p. 8.)

Wieman, GOR, 325.

Wieman, GOR, 325, 326,

S
[ ] [ ]
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formation of connectlons of mutual support, mutual control,
and mutual fulfillment between dliverse activitles forming
new systems in which each part supports Ehe whole and the
whole operated to conserve the parts.l This 1s growth.

We can see now that in the concept of growth Wieman
is saying essentially the same thing that he 1s saying in
the concept of "creative event.” In both cases God 1s an
actual, exlisting operative reality in our midst bringing
forth all that is highest and best in existence. He 1s the
creatlve synthesis at work in the immediate concrete situ-
ation. In both cases God 1s that something that brings
about a new structure of interrelatedness whereby events

are related in a manner not possible before.

iii. God as supra-human
One of the persistent notes that runs the whole gamut
of Wieman's writings is the affirmation that God is supra-
human. Wieman is adverse to anything that smacks of humanism,
His emphasis is theocentric through and through. He never
wearies of pointing out that 1t is not the intelligence and
purpose of man that 1s responsible for the creation and

increase of good. "God,"™ he contends, "is that which sustains,

1. Wieman, GOR, 367.
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promotes and constltutes the greatest good, operating with

men and in men, but also over and sabove the conscious and

intelligent purpose of men, "

Again he says:

When men try to construct an order of good
and superimpose it upon existence, they will
fall. But when they seek out in existence
the growing good with all its possibilities,
near and remote, so far as they can, and
minister to i1t with every ability, love it,
give their lives to 1t, their living will be
effective. But when they do this they are
depe?ding upon God, living for God and with
God.

Sti1ll again Wieman wrltes:

We feel there 1s no more dangerous misin-

terpretation of religlious experlence than

to represent 1t as "subjective." Our whole

point has been to show that it is an experi-

ence of something not ourselves.3

Wieman is convinced that the chief tragedles that

befall man and his historic existence stem from man's
tendency to elevate created good to the rank of creative
good (God). The best in Christianity, contends Wieman, is
the reversing of the order of domination in the life of man

from domination of human concern by created good over to

domination by creative good (God).)4

Wieman, Art.(1932)3, 320. |
Wieman, ITG, 324. Art.(1932)3, 324.
Wieman, RESM, 209. :

Wieman, SHG, 269.

w
¢ o o
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(L) God and men

Wieman's aversion to humanism is clearly expressed
in his affirmation that the work of God is totally different
from the work of man. The difference is not merely of
degree or magnltude., It 1s a difference of kind. For
Wieman there 1s a qualitative difference between God and
man.

Wieman contends that the work of God is the growth of
organism, while the work of man is the construction of
mechanism. In setting forth an example of this distinetion,
Wieman says:

God rears a tree by growth of organic con-
nectlons. Man constructs a house by putting
the parts together mechanically. Man can
choose the place for the tree to_  grow. But
the actual growing he cannot do.
The same applies to all growth, of flowers, friendships,
cultures, self-development, and meanings.

Wieman looks upon mechanisms and organisms as two
different kinds of systems which enter into the existence of
almost everything. "A mechanism is a system of external

relations. An orgenism is a system of internal relations

or, as I prefer to say, of organic connection.’"2 Internal

1. Wieman, Art.(1932)2, LL1.
2, Wieman, Art.(1936)2, Lh2.
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relations are creative. Therefore, when things are internally
related, they undergo transfermation and mutually control
one another. All through the world is found organism, that
is, systems of internal relations. But we also find
mechanism. Organism cannot develop without mechanism to
support 1it.

God's work is the growth of organic connectlons, that
is, "the growth of meaning and value." This is not and
can never be the work of man. However, man can serve 1t
devotedly. Man can provide some of the needed mechanlism
which enables the organism to develop. Man can do in-
nunerable things to remove obstacles and provide sustaining
conditions which release the power of God to produce value.
But it is only God that produces a structure which could
not be intended by the human mind before it emerges, either
in imagination or 1ln the order of actual events., The struc-
ture of value produced by the creative event (God) cannot be
ceused by human intention and effort, because 1t can be

produced only by a transformation of human intention and

effort.l

So God 1s superhuman because he operates without the

conscious intent of man. God is superhuman, furthermore,

1. Wieman, SHG, L2.
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-~

because he generates personality. Wieman seeks to explain
how this takes place. He begins with the theory of social
psychology that personality can exist only in society. Per-
sonality is something that develops only when there is some
interaction between individuals. Therefore, human personality
does not create this kind of interaction. Rather this in-
teraction creates personality. This interaction i1s the God
o the universe.1

Even God's purpose is different from purpose as found
in man. Wieman writes:

But we must understand purpose in two
different senses. First, the kind of
purpose which we see in minds, namely,
the purpose involved in constructing
mechanisms, Secondly, the kind of
purpose we see in God, namely, the
purpose involved in generating and pro-
moting the growth of organic connections
‘directly. This last we call simply by
the name of growth.

In an even more emphatlc pessage, Wieman declares:

God, I have come to see with increasing
clarity, 1s not merely man lifted to the

nth dimension of perfection, any more than
he 1s horse or any other animal so glorified.
God 1s different from man. God works con-
cretely. Man cannot possibly do that. Man
must work abstractly. . . That is to say,

1. Wieman, Art.(1931)2, 1209.
2. Wieman, Art.(1937), 212.
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man's plans, his ideals, his purposes, are

necessarily abstractions by reason of the

very nature of the human mind. God alone 1is

concrete in his workings. God is creator.

Man cannot be creator., The production of

unpredictable consequences through the forming

of "internal relations™ is creation. A

common word for 1t is growth. It is God's

working not man 's,.t
These rather lengthy passages are rich in ideas. They
express in no uncertain terms Wieman's strong conviction
that there 1s a qualitative difference between God and man.,
God operates 1n ways over and above the plans and purposes
of man, and often develops connections of mutual support
and mutual meaning in spite of, or contrary to, the efforts
of men.

In stressing the fact that God is supra-human, Wieman

does not mesan that God works outside of human life. Rather
he means that God creates the good of the world in a way

that man can never do. Man cannot even approximate the work

of the creative event.2

(2) God not supernatural
Wieman's persistent affirmation that God is supra-

human might easlly give the impression that he also holds

1. Wieman, Art.(1939), 118,
2. Wieman, SHG, 76.
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that God is supernatural. But nothing is farther from
Wieman's intention. He is as goposed to supernaturalism
as he 1s to humanism. Both humanism and supernaturalism
fail to get at the true nature of the universe.

As we have seen, Wieman'!s position is naturalistiec.
This means that he sees nothing in reality accessible to the
human mind more basic than events and their qualities and
relations.l The basic things in the world are events,
nappenings, or processes. They are the "stuff" or substance
of experience. There is nothing more fundamental or elemental
than events. There is nothing transcending or undergird-
ing events. Events do not happen to something which or
someone who 1s not an event. Everything that exists is eilther
an event, an aspect of an event, or a relation between or
within events. Therefore, Wieman's naturalistic philosophy
is opposed to substance philosophy. All philosophical
categories are descriptive of events, and events of various
kinds are the primary data for all inquiry.2

Wieman's naturalistic position also leads him to

1

affirm that all things are "“somewhere," and "somewhere™ refers

1. Relations is another word for "structure."
2. Wieman, SHG, 6.
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to events. There are no events without structures, and there
are no structures or forms existing or subsisting apart from
even‘l:s.:L There 1s no disembodied or nonincarnate order as
Logos.

This principle also means that the world of our
experience 1ls self-explanatory. There are no floating
transcendental principles which explain the world in terms
of something outside the worid. As we shall see subssquent-
ly, Wieman totally denies the traditional doctrine of
creation. Principles, descriptions, and explanations refer
to events and their relations (structures). Therefore, the
ultimate in expi;nation i1s simply the inost general concrete
description possiﬁle.2

Wieman 1s quite emphatic on the poinf that the limits
of knowledge are defined by the limits of the experienceable,
and the 1limits of the experienceable are defined by the
limits of relationships. What we are not related to we can-
not experience. What is unrelated to us is unknowable, and
the unknowable 1s unknown. "Nature™ comprises the experi-

enceable., Therefore, in this case by definition, a purely

l. Whitehead calls this the "ontological principle."
2. Wieman, SHG, 7.
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transcendental or noumenal realm 1s regarded as unknown and
superfluous. Everything that exists has the power either
to affect other things or to be affected by them.l

All of this leads to the principle that God must be
found within the natural order. Like everything else that
exists, God is a material being, a process with an enduring
structure which distinguishes his character from that of
other processes. Whatever may be his several other attrl-
butes, his transcendence is not of the noumenal or completely
independent variety. Whatever transcendence he has will be
seen to arise out of his very immanence in the world of
events,?
Wieman contends further that God 1s directly experi-
enceable, and experienceable in the same basic way that other
processes are directly perceivable, Contrary to most schools
of thought, Wieman holds that the God he is talking about is
observable, and observable in & fundamentally physicsal
manner. From this point of view the meaning of "revel ation"
1s to be understood as a disclosure of one process to another

resulting from thelr relationship or confrontation. So all

l. Wieman is following Whitehead at this point. In Whitehead's
system, evecry event is first of all affected by past events
and then, subsequently, affects other future events.

2. Wieman, SHG, 33, 35.
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theology 1s natural theolog& for Wieman.

Although God 1s not supernatural for Wieman, he
insists that God 1s hidden. God's hiddenness derives from
three factors: (a) man's sin makes him blind to that upon
which he is most dependent; (b) God's inexhaustible richness
of creative power and goodness 1s such that man's appreciative
awareness 1s only dimly alive to the creative and dynamic
depth that confronts him; (3) man's consciousness appears to
be such that it does not easily perceive those elements of
our experience which are always present., We more easily
observe those factors which are sometimes absent. Thus it ié
exceedlingly difficult to analyze and describe what we mean
by "time." At a deeper level 1t is still more difficult to
percelve God because 1t is by the working of that very process
in us that our minds are recreated.

However, in spite of God's "hiddenness," Wieman
insists that God's standard of value 1s compatible with ours.
So when Wieman says that God is the creative source of all
‘value, he means that the source of all value must have a
structure or character that 1s compatible with, or supportive
of, the structure which characterlizes values in general.

The notion that God is the "wholly other" needs to be

qualified by this general consideration.
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So, for Wieman, nature includes all that is knowable,
actually or potentlally, by normal processes of knowing.
Nature includes mind, personality, and value. According to
this view, the "supernatural" is the semantically meaningless.
Wieman sees the 1dea of the "supernatural" as not only un-
necessary to religion but confusing and frustrating in any
genuine attempt to achleve adjustment to the word of God
in the world.

So Wleman would answer the question, Where 1s God
found? by saylng that God 1s within the cosmic whole. He is
one aspect of 1t. He is here in nature, present, potent, and
widely operative., Wlieman says further that God is not the
pervading purpose of the cosﬁic whole, as Protestant llber-
alism would say. God is not to be 1ldentifled with the cosmic
whole in any way. Nelther 1s he the creator of the coamic
whole as the supernaturalists say. God is found in nature
all about us; he must be known by the same cognitive pro-

cedure by which other realities in nature are known.

(3) The functional transcendence of God
Wieman's naturalistic position leads him to the
conclusion that nothing can make the slightest difference
In our lives unless it be an event or some possibility

carriled by an event. This means that that which is con-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



188

sidered metaphysically transcendent literally has nothing
to do, since all value, all meaning, and all causal efficacy
are to be found in the world of events and their possibili-
ties. So Wieman finds it necessary to deny the metaphysical
transcednence of God as set forth by traditional Christianity.
But there 1s a sense in which God is transcendent, viz.,
functionally. Concerning God's transcendence Wieman says:

Since creativity is not readily accessible to

awareness, we can speak of creativity as

transcendent. But it is not transcendent in

the sense of being nontemporal, nonspatial,

and immateriel. It can be discovered in the

world by proper analysis.l

Although Wieman rejects the metaphysical transcendence
of God, he 1s qulte certaln that God's functional tran-»
scendence serves all of the vital and saving functions per-
formed by the "myth" of a metaphysically transcendental
reality. He lists six saving functlions of the metaphysical
myth of transcendence and seeks to demonstrate how a
functionally transcenden: God meets all these conditions.
The six saving functions of the "metaphysical myth

of supernaturalism" are as follows: (1) The Christian myth

has directed the absolute commitment of faith away from all

created good and thus delivered man from bondage to any

l. Wieman, SHG, 77.
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relative value. (2) It has established a demand for
righteousness far beyond the socially saccepted standards of
a given time and place. (3) It has established a bond be-
tween men vastly deeper and more important than personal
affection, mutual interest, and racial identity. (L) . It
has revealed that evlil 1s deeper than any wrong done to
soclety, or to any person, because in the last analysis evil
is against the transcendental reality. (5) It has revealed
anydoligation lalid upon man which overrides an obligation
derived from soclety, tradition, 1ideal, or loyalty to per-
sons. (6) It has opened the possibility for crcative
transformation beyond anything that could be accomplished
by human effort.l
God as creative event fulfllls everyone of these
functions. However, the creative event (God) cannot ac-
complish these services unless men by faith give themselves
to its control and transforming power., Wieman also contends
that God is functlonsally transcendent in the sense that he is
the uncomprehended totality of all that is best. "God is

both immanent and transcendent. Consider first the tran-

scendence, meaning by transcendence not necessarily what is

l., Wieman, SHG, 2684, 265.
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far away but what 1s too loftily good to be comprehended by
us. "t
Wieman further asserts that God is transcendent, "not

in the sense of beliag wholly unknown, but in the sense of
being unknown with respect to his detailed and specific
nature."® At times Wieman comes close to saying that we can
know that God is, but not what he is. What else can be
inferred from the followlng passages?

We are inert and unresponsive to the specific

forms of God's presence. We cammot know save

to an infinitesimal degree, these speciflic

forms. But we can know that the reality is

there, even when the specific forms of that

reality are unknown. 3

But the fuilness of God's being, and the

richness of wvalue in God, are immeasurably

beyond the weak little fluttering attempts

of humen imagination to comprehend.u
Here Wieman 1i1s saying that God can never be known in his

fullness and richness. In this sense God is transcendent.

He is more than we can think.

1. Wieman, Art.(1932)3, 237.

2. Wieman, Art.(1936)2, 437.

3. Wieman, Art.(1937), 206, 207. This passage seems to
contradict Wieman's assertion that God 1s the unknown
rather than the unknowable. This statement implles
that we can never know certaln aspects of God.

L. Wiemarn, Art.(1937), 207. Here again Wieman is saying
that the fullness of God's being can never be known.
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. ive God as absolute good

Wieman contends that creative good (God) is the only
absolute good. He seeks to defend this claim by defining
absolute in a fivefold sense. First of all, absolute good
refers to that which is good under 8ll circumstances and
conditions. It is a good that is not relative to time or
place or race or class or need or desire. It 1s good that
remains changelessly and identically the same. It 1s good
that remains even if it runs counter to human desire. It
is a good that continues to be ldentically the same good
even when it works with microscopic cells prior to the
emnergence of any higher organilism.,

Creative good meets all these requirements. Its
goodness is not relative to time or place or desire or even
human existence. It is good that would continue even if
human existence éeased to be,

This is what distinguished God's goodness from all
types of created good. Created good 1is relative in all the
senses that stand In contrast to the absolute as just des-
cribed. Created good does not retein the same character of
goodness under all circumstances and conditions. The creative

good, however, does retain its character of goodness under all
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circumstances and 1s therefore the only absolute good.l
A second mark of absolute good is that itsdemands
are unlimited. A good is absolute if it 1s always good to
zive oneself, all that one is, possesses, and deslres into
its control to be transformed in any way that it may require.
Creative good 1s absolute in this sense because it demands
wholehearted surrender,?
A third mark of absolute good is its infinlte value.
This mark is somewhat inseparable from the second. Abso-
lute good is unlimited in its demands because it is infinite
in valiue.
Its worth 1s incommensurable by any finite
quantity of created good. No additive sum
of good produced in the past can be any
compensation for the blockage of that cre-
ativity which is our only hope for the future.3
Fourth, absolute good 1s unqualified good. There must
be no perspective from which its goodness can be modified.

Always and from every standpoint its zood must remain un-

changed and self-identical, whether under the aspect of

1. Wieman rejects the view that absolute means out of rela-
tion., "Instead of being out of all relations, it is
rather the one kind of goodness that, without losing its
identity, can enter into all relations. It 1s good
always and everywhere, therefore relative to everything."
(sHG, 80 n.)

2., Wieman, SHG, 80.

3. Wieman, SHG, 80.
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eternity or under the aspect of time, whether viewed as
1
means or an end,

Flnally, creative good 1s absolute because it is
entirely trustworthy. Wieman is certain that the outcome
of the worklng of the creative evert will always be the best
possible under the conditions, even when 1t may seem to be
otherwise. Concerning the trustworthiness of the creative
event, Wieman says:

Even when it so transforms us and our world

that we come to love what now we hate, to

serve what now we fight, to seek what now we

shun, still we can be sure that what it does

1s good. Even when its working re-creates

our minds and personalities, we can trust 1t.2
Creatlive good will always be with us, even when other good 1is
destroyed. So in this dual sense creative good is absolutely
trustworthy: it always produces good; 1t never fails.3

Wieman mekes it clear that his claim that God is
absolute good does not imply that absolute good means all
powerful good. Such a view would conflict with Wieman's

empiricistic position. He insists that the claim that any

kind of good is almighty cannot be defended.)'l

Wieman, SHG, 8l.
Wieman, SHG, 8l.
Wieman, SHG, 81.
Wieman, SHG, 82.
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We see here an emphasis in Wieman's thought con-
cerning God which is found throughout his writings. Most
thinkers are impressed with the power of God. Wieman, on
the contrary, is more impressed with the goodness of God.
Jis interest concerning God is axioclogical rather .than
ontologlical. The ever-recurring words in Wieman's concept
of God are goodness and value. He says: "I maintain. . .

that the basic category for God must be goodness or value."t

2. God and value

The one word that appears throughout Wieman's dis-
cussion of God is the word value. Indeed he defines God as
"growth of living connections of value in the universe,"2
end as "the growth of meaning and value in the world." He
feels that velues are the "primary datas for religious inguiry,"
including inquiry concerning God. So we can see that his |
theory of value is all-important for an understanding of his
conception of God. A summary of his value-theory is thus in

order at this point.

1. Wieman's theory of value

Wieman holds that values are perceptible facts and

1. Wieman, Art.(1943)3, 267.
2. Wieman, GOR, 363.
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that they constitute the primary data for religious inquiry,
since religion is concerned with loyalty to supreme value,l
Any distinction between value and fact in this realm is
confusing. He says:

We belleve a great deal of confusion in

religious thought may go back to the

assumption that values are not facts,.

If value is a fact, Just as truly as any-

thing else, then many of the difficul ties

in the search for God would fade away as

dreams. If values are in nature and are

facts, God can be found as readily and

naturally as other persistent and pervasive
realities,2

Wieman gratefully recognizes his indebtedness to
Dewey in his theory of value. His refusal to separate
values from nature is clearly In line with Dewey's position.
And this refusal to make a sharp ontological distinction
between the realms of value and of fact lsads him also to
reject the preferential treatment given to "idesals" in meta-

physics by Brightman and other ethical idealists.® 1If one

1. Wieman, NPOR, 137. For similar statements c¢f. RR, 1553
Art.(1932)3, 13, 158-163.

2. Wieman, Art.(1934), 117-118,

3. Brightman defines value as "whatever is actually liked,
prized, esteemed, desired, approved, or enjoyed by any-
one at any time. It 1is the actual experience of enjoying
a desired object or activity. Hence, value is an
existing realization of desire." (POR, 88). Concerning
ideals Brightman writes: "Ideals constitute a special
class of instrumental values., An ideal is a genersal
concept of a type of experience which we value." (POR,

90).
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defies conceptual ideals, he says, then all concepts must
sharethis status indiscriminately, and the resulting chaos
can only be overcome through a further appeal to experience;
ideals, in other words, are functional guildes 1ln the inter-
pretation of experience but are not "granscendental "t

In order to get a clearer understanding of Wieman's
value-theory we shall discuss it both in its negative and
positive aspects. We shall begin by glancing at some of the

value-theories that he rejects. Then we will turn to a

discussion of Wieman's positive theory of value,

(1) Value theories rejected by Wieman

Wieman holds that any substantial theory of value
must be based on something that transcends the subjective.
He finds»that most value-theories are lacking at this very
point. Thus he finds it necessary to reject most theories
of value. Most of these theories that Wieman rejects are
quite familiar,

Emotion or feeling has been selected by some as
giving the essence of value. Also specific emotions like
love, satisfaction, liking, pleasure and happiness have been

taken as guiding threads. But no amount of observation

l. Wieman, RESM, 272-278.
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and analyslis and Interreliating of subjective emotions, cut
off from the personalities having them and from the situ-
ation callin:: them forth, can bse made to yield a rational
structure or principle helpful in solving the important
practical problems of life. Emotions are certainly involved
in all experiences. But one could scarcely bring all values
into the category of either of the above-mentioned emotions.

Love, for instance, 1s a very vague term. It must be
analyzed into forms that can give us some guidance. Satis-
faction of desire, or liking, does enter into any direct ex-
perience of value, but it is precisély when we mistrust our
own likings and satisfactions that we ﬁeed and want a guid-
ing theory. Happiness has in it all the ambiguities of liking
and satisfaction.

A second theory that Wieman rejects i1s the contention
that intelligence 1s the substance of all value. Such a
contention seems to overlook the fact that there are
flagrant cases of evil intelligence. If it is admitted that
evil is negative value, that is the criterion which dis-
tinguishes the positive from the negative value of intelli-
gence.

A third theory that Wieman rejects is the assertion

that biological patterns, such as survivel or ad justment or
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life, determine the mark of value. It is easy, says Wieman,
to find instances of evil that has survived and good that
has perished. The same general principle applies to ad-
justment and life. There is good adjustment and bad, and
good 1ife and bad. Hence these terms gilve us no guidance.

A fourth theory that Wieman dismisses as false is
the contention that personallity is the distinctive mark of
vaiue. Sheer observation reveals that personalities are
good and bad to the extreme. Hence it 1s not mere personality,
but something about personality which is the value.

A fifth theory that Wieman rejects 1s the assertion
that the criterion of wvalue is found in patterns in the
physical world, such as order and purpose. It is true that
value implies order of a kind. But what kind of order is
better and what kind worse? More order 1s not necessarily
more value unless it is the right kind of order. The same
is true of purpose. Neither order nor purpose in itself
glves us a clear distinction between better and worse.

All of these theories are emphatically rejected by
Wieman, They are not rejected because they are alien to
value, for he quite readily admits that all of these

elements enter into any experience of value. They are re-
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jected as constructive theories of value. For such a theory

one must go on to something else,

(2) Value as appreciable activity

Wieman thinks that the factor in value which lends
itself most readily to a guiding pattern by which to formu-
late a value theory 1s appreclable activity. He is determined
to base hlis theory of value on somethling that transcends the
shaky foundations of subjectivity. ©So 1t is in activity
that he finds something objective. It can be observed,
computed, foreseen. Activities can be connected in meaning-
ful and supporting ways.

Since the words, activity and meaning, are of first
importance in Wieman's theory of value, we may profitably
pursue their meanling. An activity is first of all a change.
But not all changes are activities. A change is an activity
only when it is so related to other changes that they

"mutually modify one another in such a way as to meet the
requirements of a system to which they belong. For instance,
many of the changes that transpire in a cell are so related
to many other changes of the physiological organism that they
2ll mutually modify one another to the end of meeting the

requirements of the living system. Or, again, gravitational
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changes mutually modify one another in such a way as to meet
the requilirements of the gravitational system.1

It 1s possible for a change to be an activity with
respect to one system and not in relation to another, As
was stated above, gravitational changes are activitles with
respect to the gravitational system, but they are not neces-
sarily activities with respect to the system of a living
organism. Actually changes which sustain one system may be
destructive of others.

Wieman stresses the fact that an activity is a value
only when it is appreclable., If 1t is not appreclable ac-
tivity, 1t is not the detum in which value can be found.
"Activity may be a mechanical routine or a spasmodic impulse
or a dizzy whirl."2 To be appreclable means that some living
congsciousness may be affected by 1t with joy or suffering.
But this does not mean that the consciousness must have some
knowledge of this activity. Many activities qualify con-
sciousnesgs without being objects of consciousness. Oxi=-

dation of the blood in one's lungs, for instance, qualifies

1. Wieman, Art.(l936)u, 388.
2. Wieman, Art.(1936)4, 386.
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one's consclousness when one 1s not at all conscious of what
is going on. These changes pertain, however, if their re-
moval or cessatlion would destroy the system which yields the
experience of value.l
With this explanation of activity let us now turn to

g discussion of Wieman's view of meaning. He affirms that
activity and meaning are closely related but not identicel.

One change means another change when the first

represents the second to an actual or possible

experiencing mind. One change can mean another

most effectively if the two changes so con-

nected that, when certain modification occur

in the one, certaln other correlative modifi-

cations occur in the other.2

So the connection between changes which makes them

to be activities within a system is a connection which is
best fitted to make them carriers of meaning by virtue of
the fact that they can represent one another to a mind that
understands the connection between them. A throbbing pulse,
for instance, means the presence of life to a mind that is
able to understand the connection between these throbs and

that system of co-ordinated changes in the organism which

makes it a living thing. Rising smoke in the distance means

1. Wieman, Art.(l936)u, 387.
2. Wieman, Art.{1936)4, 389.
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the presence of fire to the mind that understands the con-
nection between smoky changes in the atmosphere and correla-

1

tive changes called combustion. This leads Wieman to say:

Meaning 1s that connection between the here-
and-now and the far-away which enables a mind
that understands the connection to experience
the far-away through the mediation of the
here-and-now. This ability to transmit the
far-away to the experlence of a mind by way

of representation is what we call meaning.

This ability depends on two things: (1)

The right connections and (2) the mind ‘s under-
standing of these connections.

Wieman insists that meaning as set forth in his
philosophy is not subjective. The experience of the meaning
is subjective, but the meaning which is experienced, namely,
the connection of mutual control or correlation between
changes is not subjective. It is true, moreover, that
meaning is dependent on understanding and appreciation which
are themselves sub jectlve, but that which is understood and
appreciated is no more subjective than a mountain or a city.3
Now that we have discussed Wieman's "meaning of meaning" we

can move on to his contention that value is a kind of con-

nection.

1. Wieman, Art.(l936)h, 390.
20 Wieman, Art0(1936) » 3910
3. Wieman, Art.(1936)4, 392.
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It was stated above that value is not enjoyment.
Enjoyment 1s too subjective to constitute the essence of
value., What 1s enjoyable for one person may not be for
another. What one person enjoys at one tlme is some thing
loathsome to him under other conditions. But no matter how
diverse may de the enjoyments of different people, one thing
seems plain. "Ihe enjoyable activities, utterly different
thought they may be, can be had only when they are so con-
nected that they do not destroy one another."l Therefore,
when we have any enjoyment, what we are actually experiencing
is a great system of activitlies all connected in such a way
as to yileld that sort of enjoyment.

Now since value 1s what mekes an experience enjoyable,
this analysis seems to indicate that value consists of the
way activitles are connected with one another.

All of this leads Wieman to the conclusion that wvalue
i1s not enjoyment, but it is that connection between activitles
which makes them enjoyable. In moments when we experience

enjoyment, 1t is not merely our enjoyment that we enjoy;

1. Wieman, Art.(l93h)h, 392.
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rather 1t 1s a certain connection between activities that we
enjoy. Out of this grows Wieman's definition of value. He
sayss?
Value 1s that connection between appreciable
activities which makes them mutually sustaining,
mutually enhancing, mutually diversifying, and
mutually meaningful .l

Wieman prefers the term appreciable over the terms
enjoyed snd enjoyable because the latter may blind us to the
fact that there are high austere values which can be experi-
enced at times only through great pain and suffering.

Wieman makes it clear that his doctrine of value is
not a hedonism which identifiles value with any sort of enjoy-
ment. Increase of value is not the mere "additive sum of
disconnected enjoyment."2 Rather it 1s connection between
activities which makes them enjoyable by reason of thelr
mutual supbort, mutual enhancement and mutusal meaning.

The first principle of wvalue 1s mutual support.
Eating wholesome food 1s more valuable than eating unwhole-

some food because it is an activity which supports many other

appreciable activities. The same is true of honesty over

1. Wieman, Art.(l936)u, 39l;; For a similar definition see
Wieman's NPOR, L8.
2. Wieman, NPOR, L48.
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azainst dishonesty, good music over against bad, and the
like.

The second principle of value is mutual enhsancement.,
Wholesome food not only supports other enjoyable activitles,
but 1t makes those others more appreclable. Honesfy not only
supports but may enhance the value of many other activities.

Mutual diversification is & third characteristic of

that connection between sctivities which makes them appreclable

and gives them value. MActivities must be connected in such
a way as to permit increase 1in their diversification and
number without permanently destroyihg their mutueal support."1
It is qulte possible, for instance, to have a system of
mutual support which is achieved and maintained by excluding
all other activities and fixating the system, as is found in
political dictatorships in contrast with democracy. "Con-
nections of wvalue must provide for increasing diversifi-
cation on the part of the activities which are connected."

A fifth characteristic of thls connection between

enjoyable activities deals with that activity which is ex-

ceedingly painful in itself, and yet 1s enjoyable by virtue

l. Wieman, APt.(1936)u3 396.
2. Wieman, Art.(1936)L4, 396.
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of the meaning it carries. One chooses this painful
but meaningful activity because of the enjoyableness of
its meaning, not because of the enjoyableness of 1ts pain.1
We can now summarize the fivefold principle which
Wieman sets forth as a way of distinguishing activities which
are better from those that are worse. It 1s the principle
of mutual support, mutual enhancement, matual diversifi-
cation, mutual meaning, and transformation of suffering into
an experience which 1s positively appreciated. This five-
fold principle is the principle of value, lifting it above
the immediate subjective feeling of enjoyment., One activity
is better when 1t 1s more appreciable by virtue of its con-
nection with other activities. The connection 1s that of
support, enhancement, diversification, meaning, and trans-

mutation.

ii. God as supreme value
In one of his writings Wieman defines God as "that
structure which sustains, promotes ‘and constitutes supreme
value,"? This structure of supreme value enters into

existence, and it also extends far beyond existence into the

1. Wieman, Art.(l936)hs 397.
2, Wieman, Art.(1931)3, 155.
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realm of possibility. The terrible magnitude of evil makes
it plain that the whole of existence is by no means con-
formant to this structure of God.

Supreme value is defined as that "system or structure
which brings lesser values into relations of maximum mutual

1 This mutual support and

support and mutual enhancement."”
enhancement is not only between contemporaries but also
vetween successive generations, ages and culture. This
system or process which constitutes supreme value is
veriously called by Wieman "progressive integration,“2

"creative event,"3 and "principle of concretion."h All of

these are names for what we traditionally call God.

(L) God as more than possibility
One of Wieman's important contentions is that that
to which ail human 1ife should be dedlcated by reason of its
supreme value 1s not merely some possibility or system of
possibilities, but 1s rather the process which carries these
possibilities. God 1is not merely the possibility of highest

value, but he is actuality which carries those possibilities.

“Wieman, Art.(1931), 156.
Wieman, IOL, Art.(1931), 156.
Wieman, SHG, 56.

. Wieman, WRT, 179-212,

£/
.
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"je is present, potent, operative, existing actuality."1

In this claim Wieman i1s seeking to refute outright the theory
that the most lmportant reality which can concern human life
is not anything that exlsts, but rather some non-existent

possibility. Wieman emphatlcally states:

When we cut off the possibility from the
process which makes it a possibility, and
prize the possibility as more important than
the process that carries 1t, we are assuming
a self-defeating and self-contradictory
attitude. . . To say that the process is
mere means and therefore of less value than
the possibility which is the end, is to set
up a wholly viclous dichotomy between means
and ends. The highest possibilities of
value can never be attained except by way of
process which leads to them.2

Again he writes:

God is not merely possibility to be achleved,

That is the idegl. But God 1s that order of

existence and possibility by virtue of which

the greatest possible good is truly a possi-

bility and can be achieved by human effort.3
Wieman also rejects the theory that the best is an
impossibility. Such men as R, B. Perry, Bertrand Russell,
Herman Randall, and George Santayana have affirmed that if

men are to be failthful to the best, they must not supinely

yleld to the wvulgarity of existence, either actual or

1. Wieman, Art.(1932)2, 110.
2. Wieman, Art.(1931), 158.
3. Wieman, IOL, 162.
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possible, but must give their highest devotion to that non-
existent impossibility that never can be. But for one to
adore the impossible, affirms Wieman, implles that his
adoring of it is of great value. This adoring is itself a
process of existence because he who adores is an existing
personallity. Therefore, if the value be a value, even when
impossible of exlstence, that process of existence which en-
ables one to value 1t as such, cannot be ignored or excluded
from the high esteem we give to the Impossibillity of itself.
Thus, some process of existence must be combined with some
possibility (or impossibility) to make up the object of
one's supreme devotion.l Since God is the name ziven to
such an object, God must be identlified with that process

of exlstence which carriles the possibilities of greatest
value.

Now we can see that, for Wieman, supreme value 1is
always a combination of actuality and possibility. When
these two are combined we have what 1s called growth. Growth
is a kind of change which increases what is, so as to approxi-
mate what might be.

From this Wieman 1s led to affirm that supreme value

l1s growth of meaning in the world. Why is this growth

1. Wieman, Art.(1931), 159,
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supreme value? It is supreme value for the following
reasons?

(1) In it the greatest value that can ever be experienced
at any time 1s always to be found.

(2) It carrlies the highest possibilities of value, possi-
bilities reaching far beyond the specific meanings we now
know.

(3) All increase of value is found in it.

(4) The best conceivable world can be approximated in
existence to some degree through this growth, and in no other
way.

As we have seen above, this growth cof meaning and
value in the world 1s God. Wieman seeks to justify the claim
that this supreme value 1s God on five grounds:

(1) Growth of meaning commands our suprsme devotlion and
highest loyalty by right of its worthfulmess.

(2) It creates and sustains human personality.

(3) It cerries human personal ity to whatsoever highest
fulfillments are possible to it.

(4) It has more worth than personality, hence human person-

l. Wieman, NPOR, 50.
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ality finds its highest destiny in giving 1tself to this
growth to be mastered, used, and transformed by it into the
fabric of emergling values.
(5) The greatest value can be poured into human l1ife only
as we yleld ourselves to the domination and control of this
growth. When we try to domlnate and use 1it, we lose these
values.l

All of this gives weight to Wieman's basic contention
that God is the supreme value of the universe. He 1s certain
that God is that order of structures of value, actusl and
possible, which will ultimately issue in the realization of
the greatest value when we rightly conform to its require-

ments.2

(2) God as the unlimited growth of the
: connection of value
One of the maln bases of Wieman's interpretation of
God as supreme value is God's work as the unlimited growth of
the connection of value. Every specific system of value is
definitely limited, whether it be a living organism or a

society of organisms, or a community of minds with the insti-

1. Wieman, NPOR, 51, 52.
2. Wieman, IOL, 221, 222,
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tutional structure called a culture. Each of these must
perish. They are capable of carrylng the growth of connections
of value only to a certain l1imit, and then must stop. In
order for values and meanings to grow indefinitely, it is
necessary for each of these limited systems of value to pass
away in time and give place to some other orders of existence
and value. Therefore, God cannot be identified with any of
these 1imited systems of value, God 1s the growth which has
no limit,.

God is the growth which goes on tiwrough the

succossions of these limited systems of value.

God is the growth which exfoliates in all

manner of different forms of wvalue. . . God 1s

the growth which springs snew when old forms

perish. When one organism dies, others spring

up. When one society perishes, others arise.

When one epoch of cul ture declines, others in

time come forth. This unlimited growth of

connections is God.l

iil. God as creative source of value

Wieman defines God not only in terms of the maximum

achievement of value, analogous to an ideal of perfection,
but also in terms of those natural conditions which under-

lie the achievement of value. God, in other words, 1s not

simply the greatest possible value or the process by which

1. Wieman, Art.(1936)4, Lok.
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such value 1s achieved; he is also the sum-total of all the
natural conditions of such value-achievement. Thus in a

very interesting article Wieman says that "the value of God
e « o 18 that of creatlve source. . . that particular sort

wnich pvertains to creator of all created values. The value

of God 1s the value of creativity."t

Again he says?:

The value of God 1is the value not of the
gifts but of the giver. Not the goal but the
source, not the gclden eggs but the goose
that lays them, not the grains and fruits but
the creative earth, not the products of love
but the loving, not beauty but the generator
of beauty, not truth but the source of truth,
not moral righteousness but the creator and
transformer of righteousness, not the profits
of industry but the ultimate producer, not
the zoods but the creativity, must be glven
priority over all else if we would escape
destruction, have salvation, and know the
true and living God.?2

This rathér lengthy passage is an eloquent expression of
Wieman's conviction that God is underlying "ground™ or
the "power" behind the creation of value.

Now it must be emphasized that when Wieman uses the
term "create" he does not mean what traditional Christianity

means by the term. Historically creation first referred to

1. Wieman, Art.(1943)%, 25,

-

2. Wieman, Art.(1943)L, 25.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



21l

the act whereby the underived self-existent God brought
into belng what had no form of independent exlstence
hitherto. This Christian notion contrasted radically with
the Greek concept of "creation®™ as an "informing" or re-
shaping of pre-existent entity. So strong was the Christian,
theistliec belief 1n an absolute, transcendent God who worked
under no external limitations, thst creation was sald to
be ex nihilo, i.e. generation out of nothing. ¥With this con-
cept, however, Wieman 1is in total disagreement. He contends
that the doctrine of creation ex nihilo is self-contra-
dictory. Moreover, it would be impossible for Wieman on
the basis of hls method to get any knowledge of such an
initial generation, supposing it ever occurred. By "create"
Wieman means to produce what never was before, either in
eXistence or in the iImagination of man, to produce that
which exposes to appreclative awareness more of the qualities
of reality, or builds in that di.rect.ion.:L

Another polnt that Wieman emphasizes 1s that God as
creative source is not "the source of everything". He is
only "the generative source of all other value." Wieman

writes:

l. Wieman, DIH, 6l.
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God 1s not the creator, meanihg the mysterious
source of everything; he 1s only the source of
the good, or rather 1s himself the good. The
source of all good is simply the cosmic growing
roots of all good, and these roots are them-
selves good.
It is clear that Wieman 1s seeking to avoid pantheism by
identifying God with only the good in the universe. Wieman
is emphatic in affirming tinat "all is not God and God is not
all. All is not good and good is not all." There are many
disintegrating processes at work. There is death, futility
and ruin. There is evlil In the world vast and devastating.
These facts Wieman never overlooks. What he 1s anxious to
make plain is that there 1s also good, and that this good
is derived from the process of integration. "It 1s derived
from God, the integrating behavior of the universe."?

It i1s now clear what Wieman is seeking to say con-
cerning the creative activity of God. God is not only supreme
fulfillment or ideal perfection, but also creative source
of value. This does not mean that God creates and sustains
the universe as a whole., As we shall see in the discussion

of "God and evil,"™ such an assumption generates the "false

problem" of evil. It is a flagrant contradiction to affirm

1. Wieman, GOR, 267.
2. Wieman, MPRL, 58,
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the goodness of God's unlimited power in the face of the
evil in the world of whilch he 1is creator.l So in order to
escape this contradiction Wieman denlies that God 1s author

of the universe., Instead of being the creator and sustainer

™y

of the universe, God is the creator and sustainer of all that
is good in the universe., Such a creator and sustainer 1s not
of the universe as a whole, but only of the good that is in
it.

We may ask at this point whether it is justifiable
for Wieman, on the basis of hils empirical point of view, to
speak of a creative source of value. If he means to refer
to the natural conditlions or farces which underlie value

achievement, then 1t must be pointed out that empirically

there is a plurality of such conditions, and the notion of

a "ecreative source™ is at best figurative and imagilnative.

It 1s Interesting to note that Dewey has discovered
the same ambiguity In Wieman's concept of God. Dewey grants
"that there are in existence conditions and forces which,
apart from human desire and intent, bring about enjoyed and
enjoyable goods, and that the security and extension of goods

are promoted by attention to and service of these conditions."?

1. Wieman, GOR, 353, 35L.
2. Dewey, Rev.(1933), 196.
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But these conditions and forces, contends Dewey, do not have
enouzh unity to constitute a unitary object of devotion and
so cannot be considered God. So Dewey concludes that Wieman
reaches his view of God through the hypostatization of an
andeniable fact, experlience of things, persons, causes,
found to be good and worth cherishing, into a single ob-
jective existence, a God.l

From a more consistent empirical point of view,
Dewey's criticisms seem justified; indeed he has pointed
out a difficulty that appears over and over again in Wieman's
whole system. When Wlieman speaks of God there seem to be

at least three different meanings. When he characterizes

God as "supreme value"™ he seems to mean the ideal of per-

fection or of the achievement of maximum value. When he speaks

of God as "the unlimited connective growth of value-connec-
tions" he seems to mean the human and social processes which
aim at the achievement of value. When he describes God as
the process of progressive integration and as the creative
event he seems to mean the natural forces underiying the
achievement of value. Certainly these three meanings cannot

oe viewed as constituting a unity except in a highly figura-

1. Dewey, Rev.(1933), 196, 196.
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tive and imaginative sense, and positively not for a religious
philosophy which would be consistently empirical. We must
conclude that at this point Wieman has failed to be consis-

tently empirical.

3. God and evil

Wieman holds that from a consistently empirical point
of view the problem of evil, which has troubled so many
thinkers, is a false problem. It arises only when one de-
parts from the empirical evidence for God as "the good" or
the chief factor for good in nature, and begins to speculate
about God as somehow being the creator and sustainer of the
universe. As we have seen, Wieman totally denies the view
that God is creator of the universe. God is only the crectar
and sustainer of the good in the universe, namely the power
of growth, Wieman feels that one must either deny the
reality of evil, which 1s clearly unempirical, or give up
the idea of God as Creator of all.l He chooses the latter.
Wieman contends that the more empirical problem is to define
the actual nature and scope of evil, and not indulge in un-

empirical specul ation concerning its origin. At this point

l. Wieman feels that Brightman's idea of a finite deity
only reformulates the false problem, which is stated as
truly "insoluble."
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we turn to a discussion of hils view of the nature and scope

of evil,

i. Evil as destructive of good

We have seen that Wieman follows Whitehead in de-
fining God as "the principle of concretion.™ On the basis
of this definition evil is that which is destructive of
concrete existence. It 1s anything that hinders the pre-
hensive? capacity of any particular thing.

The more fully any objJect prehends the rest of being,
the more it is subject to the destructive works of evil.
The higher we rise 1n the levels of prehension, the greater
place there is for the destructive works of evil.

Since evil 1s destructive of good there can be no
evil unless there is first good. LEvil is thus parasitic.3
It is depéndent on the good. It cannot stand on its own

feet., Evil can thrive and develop only when there is good

to sustain it. "The world is based on the _ood. Tne con-

'._J
L

Wieman, WRT, 182.

In the terminology of A. N. Whitehead, prehension is
the process of feeling whereby data are grasped or
prehended by a subject. See Prccess and Reality,
Part III,

3. Wieman, WRT, 20l1.

n
.
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crete world would have no existence were it not for the
principle of concretion which constitutes the good. Good
and concrete existence are 1dentica1."l The concrete order
of the world is good. Evil tends to destroy the order of
concreteness,2 and therefore the whole order of existence.
Evil 1is not merely a principle of nonbeing or an

absence of something. It is both positive and aggressive.3
But God is not evil, nor can evil and good be confused.
Insofar as the existing world is concrete, 1t is due to the
work of God, the principle of concretion and order. But
evil is destructive of all levels of concreteness. So Wieman
concludes:

God excludes evil, evil excludes God. God

does not create evil nor sustain evil, except

as & paraslite 1s sustained. Evil could

not exist without God's good to provide a

‘standing ground; but the good alone is of

God.

ii. Xinds of evil

Wieman distinguishes between those evils rooted in

l. Vieman, WRT, 201.

2. The meaning of "concreteness"™, for Wieman, is contrasted
with the meaning of "abstraction.” By "concrete" he has
reference to events in their wholeness, their individual-
ized totality, their unique and full particularity. Any-
thing less than this concrete wholeness or unique parti-
cularity is an abstraction. The being and therefore the
power of causal efficacy of events refers to their con-
creteness,

ﬁc Wieman, GR’ 358.

. Wieman, WRT, 202.
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the nature of things not caused by man and those that
originate in human life. Evils rooted in the nature of
things are called "inertias™ and "protective hierarchies.”
-vils that originate in human life are called sin and demonry.
By inertia Wieman means more than simply the opposite
of change. It is first ™lack of the sensitivity and re-
sponsiveness necessary to get the thought and feeling of
another or to participate appreclatively in a more complex
community."l Secondly, it is resistance to that kind of
transformation whereby the individueal organism, the world
relative to that organism, and the associated community are
all re-created so as to Increase qualitative meaning.2 In
short, inertia 1s insensitivity and resistance to creativity.
This kind of inertis 1s due to at least three things: the
lack of vital energy, the running down of energy, and the
cancelling=-out of conflicting energies.3 This threat of
inertia and loss of meaning is not peculiar to human life.
It hangs over all the world. It seems to be a cosmic drift
and threat. But Wieman 1s certain that it can be conquered.

He contends that there is a power more than human which works

l. Wiemean, SHG, 105.
2. Wieman, SHG, 105.
3. Wieman, SHG, 105.
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against it.l Wieman sees several times since this planet
cooled when 1t seemed that power reached a level when defeat
was imminent. But this threatening defeat was avoided.
"Phe transition from inanimate matter to the living cell
may have been such a time. The transition from lower animal
existence to man may have been another such dangerous and
difficult passage."?

Another evil, derivative from this of inertia, is the
evil of protective hierarchy. Wieman contends that there
are many kinds of hierarchy, but his concern is only with
what he calls the "hierarchy of sensitivity." When he speaks
of the "hierarchy of sensitivity," Wieman means that the |
graded capacity to undergo creative transformation and the
graduated levels of sensitivity impose a hierarchy on ex-
istence in which only the few at the top can be the medium
through which the creative event works most fully. This
order of 1ife is a hard necessity, contends Wieman, but

it is evil because not all forms of life, not even 2ll humen

organisms, can share equally the supreme fulfillments of

1. When Wieman contends that there 1s a power more than
human which works against inertia, one is reminded of
Brightman's view that God eternally controls the "given".
However there 1s one distinct difference. For Brightman
the “given" is within God. For Wieman inertia is
outside of God.

2. Wieman, SHG, 117.
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qualitstive meaning; moreover "it 1s evil because some forms
of Life must support other farms by enduring hardships or
other stultifying effects that render them less responsive
and less sensitive.“l Concerning the necessity and evil of
the hierarchy, Wieman says:

The hierarchy 1s both necessity and an

evil: It 1s necessary to enable the
creative event to produce the richest
fulfillment of value with those most

capable of engaging in that kind of communi-
cetion, It is evil becasuse it imposes upon
many &an undue protectlion fram pain and
discomfort; upon some an undue fatigue from
hard labor; upon others impoverished
organisms; upon still othsrs the irre-
sponsible existence which puts on the throne
of 1life what they happen to like, without
demonstrating by any rellable method that

it is truly most important.?

Wieman concludes that the high peak of creative transforma-
tlon will continue to soar far above the mass of people, with
only a very few finding a place there. This is a hard
necessity, an evil 1inherent in the cosmic situation. But

it is a fact that we must face, ordering our lives ac-
cordingly.3

The evils thus far treated are thrust upon man from

l. Wieman, SHG, 118.
2, Wieman, SHG, 119, 120.
3. Wieman, SHG, 124.
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sources outside of human living, and are somewhat lnherent
in the nature of things. Wleman admits that there are times
when these evils pass over from the external source to the
internal affairs of man, making it hard to draw the line
precisely determining the place where human responsibility
begins. Moreover, we unquestionably have responsibility
for many of the inertias and hierarchies. Nevertheless,
they are, by and large, thrust upon us from sources external
to humen life.t
Sin and demonry are the two kinds of evil originating
with man. Sin 1s any resistance to creativity for which
man is responsible. Man's responsibility 1s not limited to
instances 1n which he 1s consciously aware of obstructing
creativity or deliberately intending to do so. Unintended
and unconscious resistance 1s sin, too, because it is the
consequence of many past decisions for which the man 1is
responsible.2 Most sin is unconscious and unintended. To
be unconscious of one's sin when he could be conscious of
it is itself a darker sin. Man can, if he will, be far more

Tully conscious of his sin than he generallyis. "To be

l. Wieman, SHG, 125.
2. Wieman, SHG, 126.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



225

conscibus of one's sin is to be that far in the direction of
deliverance from it; for the deeper enslavement to sin 1s
the state in which one is not conscious of it."t

When Wieman says that sin 1s man's resistance to.the
creative event, he refers to what was meant by the theo-
locical statement: "Sin is man's rebellion against the will
of God." Another way that Wieman describes sin is to say that
it is the creature turning against the creator -~ it is
created good turning agalnst creativity.2 Man's person-
ality, for instance, is a created good, and so also are
his soclety, his culture, and his ideals. He, with his
society and ideals, 1s forever refusing to surrender himself
to the transforming power of the creative event. This is
sin. He refuses to provide the conditlons which he could
provide and which are necessary for the freer working of
creativity. This 1s rebellion against God. The "will of

God 1s the demand of creative power that man provide con-

ditions most favorable to its working.™3  When man fails

1. Wleman, SHG, 127.

2. For Wieman the terms "creativity" and "creative event"
are lnseparable, but the two words carry an imporiant
distinction in meaning. "Creativity is the character,
the structure, or form which the event must have to Le
creative. Creativity is therefore an abstraction. The
concrete reality is the creative event." (SHG, 299).
Wieman, SHG, 127.

(W¥]
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to remove or fight the conditions obstructing creativity he
is failing to do the will of God, and is thereby sinning.
The evil of demonry is another evil which Wieman
refers to as originating within human nature. Demonry 1is
the evil of resisting creative transformation for the sake
of a vision of human good. In tradltional usage the term
devil means the archtempter. The devil is what tempts man
to sin in the most dangerous and evil way; and the devil
is also one of the most glorious sons of God. The devil
is, symbolically speaking, "the most glorious vision of
good that our minds can achieve at any one time when that

vision refuses to hold itself subject to creativity."l

Wiemen contends that this is the most subtle and dangerous
sin that man can commit. No vision of any race or culture
at any time may be listed up and made supreme agaimst the
creative event.

In the midst of the tremendous increase of power,
due to the intensive industrialization of the planet, some
group willl surely rise to the height of power that no men

ever before enjoyed. Such a group will be tempted to use
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its power to achieve what seems to i1t good and refuse to use
it to serve the creative event. To yield to such a tempta-
tion would mean that one 1s yieldingz to the worse form of

demonry.l

So we now see the distinction which Wieman mskes
petween evils rooted in the nature of things and those that
originate in human life. Both types are mutually destructlve.
However, it is those evils rooted in the nature of things
that we can do least about.

Traditional views have affirmed that evil will ulti-
mately be overcome by the workings of an almighty God.
iieman's naturalism prevents him from accepting such a view.
However, he does find some ground of hope from empiricel
sources. First, there are the empirical facts of the increase
of good through millions of centuries. No one can doubt that
qualitative meaning has lncreased over the years. The
second ground of hope 1s the fact that evil camnot destroy
creativity. It can only obstruct it.

Wieman finds an ultimate dualism more empirical than

elther a monistic idealism which would deny the existence of

1. Wieman, SHG, 129.
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evil, or a quasi-monistic ideallsm which would seem to

equivocate the issue.

1ii. God's finlteness

Wieman's conclusions on the whole problem of evil
reveal that he is a theistic finitist. A theistlic finitist
is one who holds that the eternal will of God faces given
conditions which thet will d4id not create, whether those
conditions are ultimately within the personality of God or
external to God. All theistic finitists agree that there 1is
something in the universe not created by God and not a
result of voluntary divine self-limitation, which God finds
as either obstacle or instrument to his will. Now it 1is
clear that Wieman fits into thls category. He does nct
hesitate to affirm that God's power is limited by evil. As
we have already scen, "inertias" and "hierarchies," which
are basic evils, originate in sources external to God, the
creative event. Wiecman's idea of a finite God clearly comes
out in his affirmation that "the problem of evil arises
only when you claim there is an almighty and perfectly zood

power that controls everything. I make no such claim."*

1. Wieman, Art.(1932)3, 201.
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30d is only the source of the good and not of the universe
as a whole. Wieman is thus content with an ultimate

1
dualism,

He 1s confident, however, that although God is
finite his purpose and work cannot be defeated. In fact
God tends to gain ground over the forces of evils as time
goes on, Wieman writes:

OQur point is that the universe seems to be
so constituted that this movement toward

" higher integration springs up again and
again under all manner of conditlons, places

and times. Sometimes it mounts high, sometimes
not so high. Again and again it may be

1. Wieman's finite God may be compared with Brightman's
finite God at many poilnts. Brightman holds to the
idea of a personal finilte God whose finiteness con-
sists In his own internal structure: An eternal
unitary personal consciousness whose creative will
is 1imited both by eternal necessitles of reason and by
eternal experiences of brute fact. These limits
Brightman calls "the Given." The Given is an aspect
of God's consciousness which eternally enters into
every moment of the divline experience and into every-
thing that 1s, either as obstacle or as instrument
to the will of God. Wieman denies that God 1s a
person. Also Wlieman lnsists that that which limits
God is outside of his nature. In a word, Wlieman's
finite God is a "process of integration" which is
continually confronted with external conditions work-
ing against integration. Brightman's finite God 1is
a personal being who 1s contlinually confronted with
obstacles inside his own nature.
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beaten back or overwhelmed. But on the whole
it seems to gain ground as ages pass.l

There is a striking parallel between Wieman's thought at
this point and Brightman's idea of God as "Controller of

the Given." Brightman contends\that God controls the

tiven in the sense that he never allows The Given to run
wild. "God's control means that no defeat or frustration is
final; that the will of God, partially thwarted by obstacles
in the chaotlc Given, flnds new avenues of advance, and

. 2
forever moves on in the cosmic creation of new values."

i, The question of the existence of God

As we have seen, onc of Wieman's chief aims is that
of making the question of God's existence a dead issue. To
this end he sets forth the following definitions of God:
"God is that actuality which sustains, promotes and con-
stitutes the supreme good."3 "God is that something upon
which human l1ife is most dependent tor its security, welfare,
and increasing abundance. . . ., that something of supreme

L

value wihiich constitutes the most important conditions.”

Wieman, MPRL, 55.
Brizhtman, POR, 338.
Wieman, Art.(1932)3, 276.
Wieman, RESM, 9.

/o o+
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"“sd is that structure of existence and possibility which
is supremely worthful."l If God be defined as supreme
value or as that process which underlies and makes possible
the maximum achievement of value, éhen the fact of his
exlstence, 1f not full knowledge of his specific nature, is
"inescapable.” "The best there is and can be. . . . 1s a
self-proving proposition.”

Wieman's interest in seeing a curtailment to the
debate on the question of God's existence stems from his
broader theocentric concern. He 1s deeply concerned in
seeinz men turn all thelr energies to living for God and
seeking better knowledge about God. 'Dispute about the
existence of God," says Wieman, "1s blocking and diverting
that outpouring of constructive energy which religious
devotion ought properly to release for the tasks that
confront us."3

So Wieman looks upon all arguments for the existence

of God as futile and invalid. Just as it is folly to attempt

to prove the existence of nature to natural creatures, or

1. Wie—ma.n, Art.(1932)3, 276.
2. Wieman, Art.(1931)2, 1171.
3. Wieman, Art.(1932)3, 283.
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the United States to its citizens, it is equal folly to try
to prove to humans, whose essential nature consists in
seeking, adoring, and serving whatever has greatest value,}
thet there is something which has greatest value.® So
Wieman is led to say:

All the traditional arguments to prove the

existence of God are as much out of place

in religion as arguments to prove the ex-

istence of nature would be in science. Never

in any of my writings have I tried to prove

the existence of God except by "definition,"

which means to state the prcblem in such a
way as to 1ift it out of the arena of debate.

2
Again he writes: "No one has less interest than I in trying
to prove the existence of God. As already stated, I hold
such procedure folly."3

Despite his insistence that he has made the existence
of God so certain that all arguments for his existence are
unnecesséry, Wieman at times uses the argument of the
gradation of being, an argument quite prevalent in Thomistic
thinking., Wieman says, for example:?

There are a number of general truths about

reality which we know with a very high
degree of certalnty, and these general truths

1. Wieman, Art.(1932)3, 82.
2. Wieman, Art.(1932)3, 28L.
3. Wieman, Art.(1932)3, 8L.
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are of utmost importance. We have mentioned

a few of them, such as the truth that I exists,
that other people exist, that there 1s better
and worse and that, therefore, there is the
inevitable Iimplication of better and worse,
which is the Best, or God.l

In a more conclise passage he says:

Since I know there 1s better and worse, I

know there is the Rest; for the best is the

inevitable implication of the reality of

better and worse. When I say 'God', I mean

the best there is. Therefore I know God is,2
In both of these passages Wieman is explicitly seeking to
prove the existence of God through the argumnent of the
sradation of being. This certainly conflicts with his
persistent claim that all arguments for God's existence are
Invalid. We must conclude, therefore, that Wieman fails to
achieve one of his basic objectives, viz., making the
questicn of Ged's existence a dead issue. Against his

fundamental intentions, he ends up seeking to prove (whether

consciously or unconsciously) the existence of God.

S. The question of the perscnality in God
One of the most controversial phases of Wieman's

thought hinges around the question of personality of God.

l. Wieman, Art.(1937), 207. Italics mine.
2. Wieman, Art.(1937), 20L.
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In nis earlier works Wieman granted the possibility that
5od mizht be mental or personal. "Nature," he says, "may
very well be moved and sustained by the operation of a
supreme mind or personality."t Again he says: "It may
be that what gives the character and creatlive advance to
tne whole of nature and every part of nature is that there
is operative throughout the whole of nature a mind."2

Despite this earlier willingness to grant the
vossibility of personelity in God, Wieman, 1in his later
works, emphatically denles that God can be & person. He 1is
convinced that "God towers in unique majesty infinitely above
the little hills which we call minds and personalities."3
In order to get a better understanding of Wieman's thought at
this point, we turn to & discussion of the objections which
ne raises to the ldea of a personal God, and then to a con-

sideration of his view that God is process.

i. Objections to the idea of a personal God
One of the taslic reasons why Wieman objects to the

idea of a personal God is his contention that personality

l. Wieman, RESM, 180.
2. Wieman, HESM, 181.
3. Wieman, Art.(1936)2, L32.
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is inconceivable apart from a soclety of persons. Person-
glity ls generated by interaction between individuals. If
this is the case then God camnot be a personality. The
only ground on which the theory can be defended is on the
basis of the doctrine of the trinity. But there is not
the slightest empirical evidence, contends Wieman, of such
an ontologsical trinity.l

Another reason why Wieman denies that God is mental
or personal 1is found in the essential limitations of per-
sonality. Something infinitely richer and more pervasive
and preclous than personallty produces and constitutes the
value of the world. Indeed it 1s this somethingz which
generates personallty. Wieman turns to the sciences of
personallty, psychology, social psychology, and anthropology
to gain validation for his contention that it is something
more than a personality which generates personality, sustains
and promotes its growth, and brings it to highest fulfill-
ment. The reality which does all this, according to these
dlsciplines, is a very complex and delicate system of con-

nections of mutual control which grows up between the

1. Wieman, SHG, 266.
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individual psycho-physical organism and its physicel and
soclal environment.

For similar reasons Wieman cannot conceive of God as
"mind."” Mind and personality are "summit characters'" in
nature, but they are not universal features of nature as
are process and interaction. To possess mind would auto-
matically 1imit God. 1In discussing God in rel ation to
prayer, Wieman says:

To be consclous as we know consciousness

is to have focus of attention. But to

have focus of attention is to be able to
attend to a few things in a certain area
and not to attend to anything beyond. Can
God function as God must, 1f he 1s so
limited? . . . To have human mentality God
must see things from s viewpoint that is
localized at a certain time and placs.1

As we have ‘seen, Wieman holds that the work of God
is clearly distingulshed from that of man. The difference
is not merely of degree or magnitude. It is a difference
of kind. An understanding of this distinction is all-
important for an understanding of Wieman's view that God
is more than mind.

Wieman contends that the work of God is the growth

of organism, while the work of man is the construction of

1., Wieman, NPOR, 133.
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mechanism. He looks upon mechanisms and organisms as two
different kinds of systems which enter into the existence
of almost everything. "A mechanism is a system of external
relations. An organism 1s a system of internal relationé or,
as I prefer to say, of organic connections."1 Therefore
wnen things are internally related, they undergo transforma-
tion and mutually control one another.

So God'!'s work is the growth of organic connecticns,
i.e., "the growth of meaning and value.”" This is not and
can never be the work of man. Since God's way of working
is so different from that of mind as seen in man, Wieman
concludes that God 1s more than mind. "iiind," Wieman
writes, "is just exactly what God is not. God is not in-
telligence, for what God does is . . . . exactly the
opposite of what intelligence does."?

Another basic reason why Wieman re jects the claim
cf a personal God 1s to be found in his general naturalistic
and empiricistic positions. As we have seen, he is
determined to confine God to nature. God is the "creative

event" within nature rather than the "creative event" above

nature. There 1s not the slightest empirical evidence

1. Wieman, Art.(1936)2, Lh2.
2. Wieman, Art.(1936)2, LL1.
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that God as the creative event within nature 1s personal in
character. EBEmplrical observation points more to process
and interaction than to personality as the basic character
of the "creative event."
Although Wieman deniles the personality of God, he
is quite certain that he preserves in God those things which
the religlous man 1is demanding when he asserts that God
must be & person. God does respond to the Intimate needs
and attitudes of the individusai personality.l Moreover,
human personallty and fellowship find in God the sourcé of
their origin, the continuous source of thelr enrichment,
and the condition of thelr most abundant flowering.2
Wieman also quite readily sees the value of person-
ality applied to God as a symbol for religlous purposes:
From 211 this we conclude that the mythical
symbol of person cor personality may be
indispensable for the practice of worship
and personal devotion to the creative power,

this need arising out of the very nature of
creative Interaction and so demonstrating

1. Wieman insists that God answers prayer. "Prayer," he
says, "1s a reverent, appealing attitude toward the
process of Interaction which makes for greatest
mutuality." (Art.(1932)3, 89). The answer to prayer
comes through this interaction producing precilous
blessings of mutuality which were only possibilities
prior to one's taking this attitude.

2. Wieman, GOR, 363.
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that the creative event 1s the actual reality
when this symbol is used most effectively in
personal commitment of faith. Thlis symbol

may be required even by those who know through
intellectual analysis that a person is always
a creature and that therefore personality
cannot characterize the nature of the creator.

However, thls need of religious devotion to think of God
as a person must not blind our minds to the fact that God
cannot be a person,

The fact that God is not personal does not mean that

he is impersonal. Wieman insists that God responds to

personal adjustments in a "personal" manner, and that his
nature must be so concelved that 1t accounts for the ex-
istence of personality. .Because of this God cannot be
impersonal. Actually, God is not sub-personal but supra-
personal. Therefore, Wleman uses the personal pronoun

in referring to God, though at the same time conscious of

its 1nadequacy.2

ii. God as process
One of the filrst things that the interpreter of
Wieman discovers is his persistent affirmation that God

belongs to the category of process. This appears through-

L. Wieman, SHG, 267-268,
2. Wieman, IOL, 219-230; GOR, 359-362.
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definitions of God. In one book Wieman refers

that integrating process which works through

all the world not only to bring human lives

into fellowshlip with one another but also to
maintain and develop organic interdependence

and mutual supfort between all parts and aspects
of the cosmos.

Again he says:

God is that integrating process at work in
the universe. It 1s that which makes for
increasing interdependence and cooperation
in the world.?

Llsewhere he declares: "God is that interaction between

things which generates and magnifies personality and all

its highest values."3 Now an interaction is not a thing

or a concrete object;h it is a process in which concrete

objects affect one another; it is an event, not a continuing

entity. Interactions are not "persistent realities,”

5

When Wieman speaks of God as integrating process at

the level of human society he means the process by which

men are made increasingly interdependent and their behavior

Wieman,
Wieman,
WWieman,
Wieman,
Wieman,

Ul o -
e & o o

MPRL, 22, Italics mine.
MPRL, 416, 7. Italics mine
ITG, 13.

WRT, 193.

Art.(1932)3, L5.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



21

is so changed as to make them more cooperative and mutually
helpful one to the other. Becausé this process goes on
independently of human purpose Wieman calls it superhuman.
Put while 1t is more than human it will not 1ift humanity
to the great goods of life unless men make right adaptation
to it. "The process goes on whether we will or no, but we
must 'get right with it! if we would escape catastrophe."*
Wieman makes 1t clear that this process of progressive
integration which 1s seen at work in human society is cosmic
in scope. It can be seen in electrons interacting in such
a way as to make atoms, atoms to make molecules, molecules
to make cells, cells to make living organisms, living organisms
to make individual minds and human society. This process of
progressive integration is qulte similar to what Smuts calls
Holism, Whitehead the principle of concretion, S. Alexander
and Loyd Morgan the nisus tovard ever higher creative
syntheses, and Hocking the Whole Idesa.
Another way in which Wieman expresses the idea that
God belongs to the category of process 1s that of referring

to God as the pattern of behavior. He notices that the

universe is not a passive state of being; it is rather a
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total event which is continually transpiring. It 1s a total
event made up of an infinite number of subordinate events.
In other words, the universe 1is continually ﬁehaving.

Now this behavior of the universe, whicia is inlialtely
complex and varied, has a certain pattern and structure.
This pattern of behavlior upon which man 1s dependent for
maximum security and increase of good, 1s the God of the
uiverse. "God 1s the behavior of the universe which has
thus nurtured human life and which continues to keep it going
and growing."

As we have seen above, Wleman makes 1t clear that
tod 1is not to be identified with all patterns of behavior
or with the universe in its entirety (pantheism). »Only that
pattern of behavior can be called God "which preserves and
increases to the maximum the total good of all human living
where rizht adjustment is made "

From the above we may conclude that Wieman's God 1is
a process, an order of events, a system or pattern of be-
havior. All of this is consistent with hls naturalistic
leanings. Traditional theism tends to see God as an all-
powerful person who is the shaper of events, or the over-

ruler ol them, or somehow the zenerator of them. Wieman

1. Wieman, WRT, 62.
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however, following his naturalistic leanings, sees God as
a process within nature, a process which is the structure
or order of events.

6. Wieman's use of specifically Christian

symbols in his conception of God

No expositlion of Wieman's mature view of God is com-
plete without a discussion of the rather illuminating way
in which he reinterprets many of the traditional Christian
concepts concerning God. Wieman seeks to preserve and in-
terpret everything which has given power to the life and
worship of the Christian religion. As we have seen, this
interpretation is made in the frame of his own naturalistic
processes of thousht. "Nothing has value except material
events. . . ."1 This means that most of the terms of classi=-
cal Christianity must be used with a new and different mean-
ing. These subtle changes in meaning must always be kept
in the mind of the interpreter of Wieman because of Wieman's
constant tendency of using historical phrases in a sense
other than that which has been carried'by them in the past.

Wieman's whole life's work reoresents the most valiant

attempt to keep the values of evangelical Christianity while

1. Wieman, SHG, 8.
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discarding 1its philosophy and thelogy. He looks upon the
literal interpretation of most Christian doctrines as absurd
and unscientific. But when these llteral interpretations
are removed, Christian doctrines are found to have a sym-
bolic value that is indispensable for living religion. In
an article which appeared in a series entitled, "How My
iiind Has Changed in the Last Decade," Wieman writes:

I use traditional Christian symbols much

more than I did ten years ago. I do not

think that this indicates any access to ortho-

doxy. But I find that when the ambiguities and

superstitions and superficialitles have been

cleared away from these ancient forms of

expressions, they carry a depth and scope of

meaning which no other words can convey, be-

cause the same history which has made them

has made us,

With these propaedeutic remarks we turn now to &

discussion of the basic Christian symbols which receive

fruitful treatment in Wieman's conception of God.

i. The grace of God
Wieman agrees with the view that man can never achieve
the good by his own power. Whenever man uses his power to

serve the good thai 1s discerned by his own appreclative

1. VWieman, Art.(1939), 116.
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consciousness rather than serve the good that is determined
by the creative power of God, his efforts are doo;ed to
defeat.1 The structure of man's appreciative conscious-
ness is too limited in scope and distorted in form ever to
become an independent guide for human life. Man's aware-
ness of this inadequacy leads to despair. But the despailr
which arises at this point is not totally destructive; it
really opens the way to salvation; for despair concerning
the adequacy of his own appraisal of value may lead man to
7ive himself to the guiding grace of God.2

Despair for 1ts own sake has no value. But when it
turns man from trust in his own reason or sense of value to
absolute trust in the grace of God, it cpens the way to
salvation. "As a gateway into this transformed way of
‘1iving, where security 1s found in the power and goodness
of God, despair is the highest wisdom.">

Now what is this "grace of God" upon which man is
so dependent. The grace of God is "creative transformation

become dominant in the life of man.")‘L Every individual has

Wieman, SHG, L9.
Wieman, SHG, L49.
Wieman, SHG, L9.
. Wieman, SHG, L49.
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the important task of searching out the nature of creativity
and seeking to live 1n accord with its demands. But the
actual directing toward the good and the actual achievement
of 1t cannot be exercised by the ablility of man; this can

be done only by_the creative eveﬁt when accepted as

sovereign over life. This creative event operating in its

sovereignty is what Wieman means by the "grace of God. "t

ii., Divine love and justice

Wieman's interpretation of the love of God grows out
of his doctrine of the creativity of God. As we have seen,
God is the growth of connectlon between sensitive organisms,
all the way from cells and plant spores to human personalitiles
and groups. He 1s that creative interaction from which
originates all the richness of experience, as well as per-
sonality and society. So as human personalities we are both
originally and continuously generated by God's creativity.
God's love 1s this creativity.2

God's "judgment" 1s inseparable from his love. It
1s the same thing working under different conditions. God's

love is the growth of connections whereby individuals and

1. Wieman, SHG, 50.
2. Wieman, Art.(1940)2, 155.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



2L7

groups 8&re brought closer together in mutual interaction.

It is what we have just described as creativity. God's
judzment 1s the "mutual destructiveness" which comes to
individuals and groups as a result of theig resistance

to the transformation which 1s required by the new life of
interdependence. The closer drawn the cords of love, the
more destructive of one another do men become when they
resist the transformation brought forth by these closer con-

nections.1

iii., Divine forgiveness

The forgliveness of God is an expression of hils love,
It is accomplished by God setting up conditions whereby it
is possible to transform sinners despite thelir resistance
to his love. ©Sin is elinging to anything, or the striving
after anything, when such clinging or striving is obstructive
to creative ﬁfansformabion.z Sin is anything in one's per-
sonality which resists the creativity of God. When sin is
unforgiven, God cannot overcome thils resistance except by
destroyinz the individual or group which does the resisting.

When sin is forgiven the resistance is still present but

1. Wieman, Art.(l9h0)2, 156.
2. Wieman, SHG, 278.
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God can overcome it without destroying the persons who do
1
the resistinge.

Before this forgiveness of sin can be accomplished at
1east three thinzs are required. First, creative inter-
action must be released from the coercive and absolute
control of any one order of 1ife or set of structures.
Wieman holds that this first condition for the forgiveness
of sin was partially met in the Roman Empire by the inter-
mingling of races and the interpenetration of cultures.2

The second c-ndition which hes to be met in order that
sins be forgiven is

that a psychological, socigl historical

process get under way which would make

creativity potent and sovereign over the

lives of a few (at least) so that no hope

or dream, no ideal or order of existence

could exercise equal control over them.3
This was accomplished by the life, crucifixion and resurrec-
tion of Jesus Christ. We shall dlscuss Wieman's conception
of the death and resurrection of Christ subsequently.

A third condition which must be met before the power

of %od unto salvation is free to deliver men from sin is

1. Wieman, Art.(1940)2, 150.
2. Wieman, Art.(1940)2, 160.
3. Wieman, Art.(19:0)2, 159.
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reventeance. The confession and repentance of sin means
three things. It means, first, to recognize that there is
something deepr In one's personality which does resist the
transformation required for that fullness of creative in-
teraction demanded by the connections one has with other
people.l

Confession and repentance of sin mean, in the second
place, that one shall resolve reveatedly to hold oneselfr
subject to every transformation required by creative
irteraction, no motter what nain or loss such changes may
involve.<

Confession and repentance of sin mean in the third
rlace that one must search out every habit, every object of
desire, fear, hope, and dread which seems to be recalci-
trant to creatlive 1lnteraction, and resolve that each of these
shall be taken from or given to one only as creative inter-
action may require. "Nothing shall be mine except as I
receive it from the creativity of God. Nothing shall be
neld back by me when the creativity of God would take it
away, "3

‘Thenever the three conditions stated above are met,

l. Wieman, Art.(1940)2, 16l.
2. Wieman, Art.(1910)2, 16l.
3. ‘iieman, Art.(19),0)2, 163,
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Wieman 1s certéin that God's forgiving power will be at
work. God'!'s forgiveness 1s not some static decree. Rather
it is a dynamic reality working 1ln history, in society -
and in each personallity who meets the necessary conditions.
ive The crucifixion and resurrection
of Christ

Wieman looks upon the death and resurrection of
Christ as indispensable events for the salvation of man.
Jesus during his l1ife developed in a small group of men a
richness of creatlve interaction that was unique and sublime.
So long as Jdesus lived, however, this creative interaction
never broke free of the established patterns of the Hebrew
tradition. The followers of Jesus continued to dream and
hope that he would establish an earthly kingdom as Hebrew
tradition prescribed.

The crucifixion cracked this structure of existence
and possibility. It did this by destroying the hope of the
disciples, and even temporarily destroying the creative
interaction whicﬁ they had had in fellowship with one another
when Jesus was with them. With the crucifixion Jesus falled
them utterly. They had hoped that nhe was the messiah. But

he died miserably upon a cross and was wholly unable to do
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what their Hebrew way of life prescribed for him. The hopes
and dreams of the disciples all dissppeared in the black-out
of the crucifixion.

But after the despair had lasted for about three days,
something miraculous happened. The life-transforming
creativity which Jesus had engendered among them came back.,
It had risen from the dead.

But what rose from the dead was not the man
Jesus; 1t waes creative power. It was the
living God that works In time. It was the
Second Person of the Trinity. It was Christ
the God, not Jesus the man,

Who 1s this Christ that rose from the dead? As we
rave seen, he is not merely the man Jesus. "Christ is
the domination by the creative event over the 1ife of man
in a fellowship made continuous in history."2 Through this

dominastion Christ 1s the revelation of God to man, and the

salvation of the world.3

1. Wieman, SHG, L.
2. Wieman, SHG, 269.
3. Wieman, SHG, 269.
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CHAPTER V
A COMPARISON AND EVALUATION OF THE CONCEPTIONS OF GOD IN
THE THINKING OF WIEMAN AND TILL ICH

We turn now to a discussion of the basic problem of
this dissertation, viz., comparing and evaluating the con-
ceptions of God 1In the thinking of Wieman and Tillich. Up
to this point we have attempted to interpret the conceptions
of God held by Wieman and Tillich separately, without any
mention of their points of agreemeinit or disagreement. Now
we will look at their conceptions of God together, with a
view of determining their convergent and divergent points.

We shall see as the discussion develops that Wieman
and Tillich have much more In common then is ordinarily
supposed. It has been a not too infrequent tendency to
group Wieman with the naturalistic thinkers and Tillich with
the neo-supernaturalistic thinkers. As we heve seen, even
Wieman himself attaches the neo-supernaturalist tag to

Tillich. In The Growth of Religion, Wieman grouped Barth,

Brunner, Niebuhr, and Tillich together as neo-supernaturalists.
A close anelysis of Tillich, however, will reveal that he
cannot so easily be grouped with the nec-supernaturalists.
There is much in his thinking that smacks of. religious

naturalism., His opposition to supernaturalism is much more

252
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pronounced than his opposition to naturalism. He is forever
revolting against the view that there 1s a world behind the
world.

Yet desplite these simllarities between Wieman and
Tillich which are often overlooked, we must recognize that
there are important differences between the two. Any ade-
quate comparison of Wieman and Tillich will recognize thelr

differences along with thelr points of concurrence.

1. God's existence

One of the basic points at which Tillich and Wieman
concur is in affirming that God is an undeniable reality.
Eoth are so convinced of the reality of God that they would
dismiss all arguments for the existence of God as futile and
Invelid., As we have seen, Tillich contends that theologlans
and philosophers should have sald something about the onto-
logical implications of finitude rather than present elabo-
rate arguments for the existence of God. "The arguments for
the existence of God," contends Tillich, "neither are argu-
ments nor are they proof of the existence of God. They are

expressions of the question of God which is implied in human

1l

finitude.™ In a similar vein Wieman affirms the futility

1, Tillieh, ST, I, 205.
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of the traditional arguments. He says: "No one has less
interest than I in tryilng to prove the existence of God. . .

I hold such procedure folly."l

Although Tillich and Wieman agree in the assertion
thet all arguments for the exlistence of God are invaligd,
they differ in reasons given for the invalidity of these
arguments. Wieman thinks that the existence of God 1s as
certaln as any reality in the physical world; this God is
capable of being perceived through the senses. Hence any
attempt to prove the exlstence of God 1s as futile as at-
tempting to prove the exlistence of the physical world cr the
people about us. Wieman laconically states: "All the
traditional arguments to prove the existence of God are as
much out of place 1in religlon as arguments to orove the
existence of nature would be in science,"?

On the octher hand, Tillich finds the traditional
arguments 1nvalid because of hls contention that God tran-
scends the category of existence. To say "God exists’ 1is,

for Tillich, the basest blasphemy. "It 1is as atheistic to

affirm the existence of God," asserts Tillich, "as it is to

1. Wieman, Art(1932)3, 8
2, Wieman, Art.(1932)3, 28L.
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wl  73j11ich feels that it would be a great victory

deny it.
ror Christian apologetics if the words "God" and "existence"
were very definitely separated. God does not exist. He
transcends the categories of essence and existence. There-
fore, to argue that God exlsts, affirms Tillich, is to deny
him.2

Wieman is far more willing to apply the term exist-
ence to God than Tillich. Yieman never wearles of point-
iniz out that God exists. Tillich's insistence that God
transcends the category of existence grows out of his basic
conviction thét God 1is being-iltself. This means that Gal
1s not a being, not even the most powerful or most perfect
being. All discussions of the exlstence of God start out
with the assumption that God is something or someone, 1i.e.
a being. But this objectification or "thingification" of
God, asserts Tillich, is blasphemy.

So Tillich finds it necessary to say "God does not

exist" because his ontological analysis leads him to define

God as being-itself. Wieman, on the other hand, finds 1t

l. Tillieh, ST, I, 237.
2, Tillieh, ST, I, 205.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



256

necessary to say "God exists" because his naturalistic
position leads him to define God as the creative event with-
in nature. However, at bottom Tillich and Wieman are seek-
in> to convey the same idea, viz., that the reality of God
is an indubitable certainty. They are seeking to 1lift

the question of God out of the arena of debate.

‘There 1s a further point at which Tillich and Wieman
seem to be In agreement on the question of God's existence.
2oth seek to assure the reality of God through the definition
of God. As we have seen, Wieman seeks "so to formulate the
idea of God that the question of God's existence becomes a
dead issue, like the question of the other inescapable forms:

of initial existence."t

To accomplish this he has offered
as a "minimal" definition of God the following: "God is
that something upon which human 1ife 1s most dependent for
its securife, welfare, and increasing abundance. . . that
something of supreme value which constitutes the most 1im-
portant conditions."2 If God be defined as supreme valué or

as that process which underlies and msaskes possible the maxi-

-mum achlevement of value, then the fact of his existence is

1. Wieman, Art.(1932)3, 276.
2. Wieman, RESM, 9.
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"inescapable,"” he feels. "The best there is and can be. . .
is a self-proving proposition."l So Wieman feels that just
as it is folly to attempt to prove the existence of nature
to natural creatures, or the United States to its citizens,
it is equal folly to try to prove to human belngs, whose
essentlal nature consists in seeking, adoring, and serving
whatever has greatest value, that there is something which
has greatest value. He says: '"Never in ary of my writings
have I tried to prove the existence of God except by defi-
2 ) .
nition." So Wieman is confident that he has solved the
problem of proving God's existence by a definition.
Like Wieman, Tillich seeks through his definition of

God to assure the reality of God and make it virtually im-
possible to deny him. Tillich's position at this point is
clearly set forth in the following statement:

The name of this infinite and inex-

haustible depth and ground of all

being is God. This is what the word

God means. . . « If you know that God

means depth tnen you know much about

him. You cannot then call yourselves

atheists or unbelievers. For you

cannot think and say: "There 1s no

depth in life! Life itself is shallow.

Being itself is surface.”" Only if you
could say this iIn complete seriousness

l. Wiecman, Art.(1931)2, 171.
2. Wieman, Art.(1932)3, 284.
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you would be atheists--otherwise not.t

Thus Tillich, like Wieman, 1s seeking so to formu-

late the idea of God that the question of God's existence
becomes a dead issue.? As we have seen, Tillich's basic
definition of God is "being-itself" or "power of being."
tod as belng-itself neither needs nor can receive proof.

He is that ultimate--~Tillich's term is das Unbedlingte--

wnich is a certain quality of the world man encounters and
which analysis reveals as "presupposed" in all his encounter-
ing. In other words, Tillich 1is seeking to say that God is
presupposed in the question of God. One cannot deny him
without affirming him. God as the "power of being," as

Seinsmachtigkelt is the source of all power., Thus the power

of thought 1s derived from the ground of power. So far as
one has power, contends Tillich, he cannot escape God. For

God as "power of being" is that power by which one doubts,

1illich, Art. (19&14)"*, 320.

In a very interesting article Tillich expresses definite
agreement with Wieman's attempt to make the question of
Zod's existence a dead issue, Tillich feels that such

an approach is in line with the ontological method of the
philosophy of religion, the method which he (Tillich)

[\ g
o o

feels is most adequate. Tillich states: "I{ the idea of
God is to be formulated in such a way that the question
of God's existence becomes a dead issue" (Wieman), . . .

wWe are in an ontological atmosphere, although the onto-
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feels, thinks, knows, exists.

So by defining God as "being-itself" or "powsr of
being," Tillich has made it virtually impossible for one to
deny the reality of God. &Lven to deny him is to affirm him,
because he is the power by which the denial is made.

Wieman and Tillich are at one 1in seeking to define
God in such a way that even the sceptic and atheist cannot
deny his existence. <They belleve they have solved the prob-
lem of proving the reality of God by a definition.

We may raise the question at this point whether
Wieman and Tilllch have been successful in thelr endeavors
to make the question of God's existence a dead issue. In
criticising Wieman's general procedure at this point,
Macintosh suggests that an éasy way to prove the existence
of God to the satisfaction of everyone, is to reduce the
definition of the term until everyone, even the confessed
athelst, will have to admit his existence. Macintosh ques-
tions this procedure on ﬁhe ground that 1t galins assurance

that God 1s by drastically subtracting from what God means.l

logical approach is not clearly stated and 1ts relation
to the cosmological approach and to faith is not ade-
quately explained." (Art.(1946)2, 9).

1. Macintosh, Art.(1932), 24.
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Thils criticism is basically sound, and it applies to
Tiilich s procedure as well as Wieman's. Both Wieman and |
7illich, in their attempt to formulate the idea of God so
as to make the question of God's existence a dead issue,
have given up much that is most essential from the reli-
glious point of view in the ldea of God. As we shall see
subsequently, both Tillich and Wieman re ject the conception
of a personal God, and with this goes a rejection of the
rationality, goodnezs and love of God in the full sense of
the words. An impersonal "being-itself" or "creative event"
cannot be rational or good, for these are attributes of
personality.

It seems that in the Christian message, "God" means
"a being,” not "being-itself." He is of course, not a being
"alongside™ others, but He is a being "above others." There-
fore "existence"™ can be predicated of Him, though not the
contingent finite existence of His creatures. He 1s not
merely "the ground of everyining personal"; He 1s personal
Himself,

Moreover, the Christian God is not merely an im-
personal process within nature. He 1s a personal being

above nature, forever giving meaning and direction to process.
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If this is the Christian view, it is clear that Tillich's
and Wieman's statement of it has been weakened at points by
their attempt to make the question of G;d's existence a dead
issue. Both Wieman and Tillich sacrifice too ruch for the
sake of retting rid of a troublesome question.

Another question that we nust raise at this point is

the accuracy of making the question of "proof" of God's

existence irrelevant by definlition. In this procedure both
Wieman and Tillich, whether they realize it or ﬁot, are en-
ploying a version of the ontologlcal argument. This railses
the perennial gusstion whether the being of anything can
be "proved" by definition, by the refinement of a concepte.
It mast be polnted out that the versions of the onto-
logical argument set forth by Tillich and Wieman are quite
different from the Anselmic versioﬁ of the ontological
arcument. Anselm sought to prove the. existence of the being
with the richest conceivable attributes, while Wieman and
Tillich seek to prove by definition "a being of minimum
specifications." In other words, Anselm sought to prove the
existence of God by a definition with maximum specification
of attributes, while Tillich and Wieman seek to prove the
reality of God by definitions with minimum specificutions.

In all three cases, however, the reality of God is involved
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in the definition of God, and hence is a necessary truth of
reason. So Tillich's and Wieman's versions of the ontological
argument present some of the same difficulties that meh like
Thomas Aquinas and Immanuel Kant found in the Anselmiec

versione.

2. The personality of God

Tillich and Wieman are 1n one accord in denying the
category of personality to God. They feel that to refer to
God as & person is to limit him. Both would agree that
"God towers in unique majesty infinitely above the little
hills which we call minds and personalities.“1

They differ scrmewhat, however, in the reasons given
for objecting to the claim of a personal God. The basic
reason for Wieman's objection is to found in his general
naturalistic and empricistic positions. We have seen that,
for Wieman, the basic things in the world are events,
happenings, or processes. There is nothing transcending or
undergirding events. Everything that exists is either an

event, an aspect of an event, or a relation between or within

events., Thils means that God must be found in the natural

1. Wieman, Art.(1936)2, L32.
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order. Like everything else that exists, God 1s a material
being, & process with an enduring structure which distin-
guishes his character from that of other processes. God 1is
the "ereative event" within natﬁre rather than the "creative
event" above nature. There is not the slightest empirical
evidenbe, contends Wieman, that God as the creative eventh
within nature 1s personal in character. Empirical obser-
vation reveals that personallty 1s limlted to creatures.
Wieman feels that it 1s much more empirigal to refer
to God as process than as personality. Throughout hls defini-
tions of God there is the persistent affirmation that God
belongs to the category of process., He refers to God as an

L an "interaction,"2 a "pattern of be-

"integrating process,"
havior,"3 and the "creative event."t TIn each of these de-
finitions, Wieman 1s seeking to say that God 1s not a con-
crete object; he is a process in which concrete ob jects
affect one another; he 1is én event, not a continuing entity.

So Wieman is certailn that empirical observation points more

to process and interaction as the basic character of the

Wieman, MPRL, 22, L6, L7.
Wieman, Art.(l932)3, 13.
Wieman, WRT, 62.

Wieman, SHG, 58f.

£w
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".reative event" than to personality.

Tillich's objection to the claim of a personal God,
uanlike Wieman's, grows out of his general ontolozical analy-
sis. This leads him to affirm that personality 1ls a charac-
teristic of beings, not of being-itself. Personality might
be applied to being-itself in a symbollc sense, mean-
ing that God 1s the ground of everything personal, but never
can it be applied to him 1In a literal sense. Being-ltself
transcends the categories of finitude, and is prior to the
split of subject and object. To speak of God as a person
woul.d mean making him an objJect besides other ob jects, a
being among beings, maybe the highest, but anyhow a being.
But to objectify God in such a sense 1is, for Tillich, the
basest blasphemy. '

Tillich's objection to the conception of a personal
God does not lead him to affirm with Wieman that God is
process., Tillich feels that a God who is merely process 1s
as 1limited as a God who is merely a person. God as being-
itself is infinitely more than process or interaction.

I is‘lﬂteresting to note that Wieman and Tillich
concur on the point that God 1s not impersonal. The fact

that they deny that God is personal does not mean, for them,
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that God 1s impersonal. Wieman Iinsists that God responds
to personal adjustments.in a "personal' manner, and that his
nature must be so concelved that i1t accounts for the exist-
ence of personality.l Tillich, in a similar vein, insists
that God is the ground of everything personal and that he
carries within himself the ontolozical power of personality.2
Because of thls, God cainot be impersonal. In brief, Wieman
and Tillich are certain that God is not sub-personal but
supra-personsl. Therefore they use the personal pronoun in
referring to God, being at the same time conscious of its

3
inadequacy.”

In spite of their insistence that the idea of a per-
sonal God is confusing, Tillich and Wieman agree that the
symbol 1s of wvital importance for religious wor#hip. Wieman
says that "the mythical symbol of person or personality may

be indispensable for the practice of worship and personal de-

votion to the creative power, this need arising out of the

1. Wieman, GOR, 359-362,

2. Tillich, sT, I, 245.

3. Wieman, IOL, 219-230. Tillich's position at this point
is clearly set forth in the following statement: "The
supra-personal is not an !'It,!' or more exactly, it 1s a
'He' as much as it 1s an 'It,! and it is above both of
them. But i1f the 'He!' element is left out, the 'It)
element transforms the alleged supra-personal into a sub-
personal, as it usually happens in monism and pantheism."
(Art. (1940)2, 10).
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very nature of creative interaction. . . "L TPi1lich finds

the symbol of a personal God Indispensable for living reli-
gion, if for no other reason than that, as the philosopher
Schellinz says, "only a person can heal a person." He fur-
ther contends that this kind of symbolism must be maintained
against panthelstlec and naturalistle criticism, lest religion
fall back to the level of a primitive-demonic pre-personalism.2
It must be pointed out that Tillich and Wieman use
the word "symbol" in a somewhat different sense. Wieman uses
symbol to mean littlie more than a sign, It is the creation
of a subjective desire. Tillich, on the other hand, insilsts
that a symbol is more than a technical sign. The basic
characteristic of the symbol is its innate power. The genuine
symbol participates In the reality of that which it symbolizes.
Moreover; true symbols Indicate something abovt the nature
of God, but that indication 1s never precise, unambiguous,
literal. So when Tillich speaks of personality as a sym-
bolic expression of God's nature, he 1s sure that here 1s an
implicit indication of the nature of God.

Several points require comment,.

l. Wieman, SHG, 267-268.
2. See Chap. III, sec. 10.
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1. How sound is Wiemén's view that God is process
instead of personality? Wieman sees God as unifying acti-
vity seeking to bring abouﬁ an organlc unity as yet very in-
completely actualized. This means that there is a gap be-
tween actual existence and unrealized possibility, between
timeless forms and fluent process. Now this gap must be
filled by God if he 1s properly performing his unifying
activity. But in order to fill the gap, God must transcend
the process and yet be active and actual. In other words,
in order for God to perform his unifying activity, he must
be more than process. He must have some unwavering grasp
or vision of forms not yet actualized. This means that he
must transcend the flux of events.

2., Wieman speaks of God as a system of events. The
question still remains, however, what it 1is that generates
the system. What is it that stands behind the system to ac-
count for 1ts systematlc character? Wieman leaves this pro-
blem unsolved because he refuses to see God as a concrete
object or entity. He has tried to get away from metaphysics
by defining God as a system of interactions, but he has
merely succeeded in posing the problem of accounting for the
System,

3., Tillich affirms that God 1s personal in the sense
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that he 1s the ground of personality. God lives in that he
is the ground of life. God 1s good iIn that he is the ground
of goodness. Now since 1t is Tillich's convictlion that God
as "being-itself" is the ground of gll being, 1t logically
follows from this type of thinking that God is also evil and
impersonal since he is the ground of these.

i, Both Tillich and Wieman contend that God is "supra-
personal." Now if this means that Deity represents a higher
type of consciousness asnd will than that represented by
human personality, 1t simply states what has been maintalned
by almost every thelstic personallist., As Thomas Aquinas
sayst '"The name person is fifti;gly applied to God; not,
however, as it 1s applied to creatures, but in a more ex-

cellent way (via eminentiae)."!

But it 1s one thing to say that personality which is
in part known includes experiences which we do not yet know;
and 1t is quite another thing to say that there 1s an entity
of some sort which is lacking in consclousness and ration-
ality. It is in the latter sense that Wieman and Tillich

seem to speak. Such a position never reveals to us whether

1. Quoted from Knudson, DOG, 300.
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an unconscious "supra-personality" is better or worse than
personality.

Certainly it seems more empirical to ascribe person-
ality to God than to ascribe "supra-personality" to him.

In the world of experience the basic source of personality
production and sustenance has been personality. Now when

we are confronted with the fact of persocnallty production
and sustenance on a cosmic scale, why not ascribe the source
tc cosmic personality? It would be better by far to admilt
that there are difficulties with an idea we know--gsuch as
personality--than to employ a term which 1is practically un-
known to us in our experience.

The "supra-personal' 1s a term without any concrete
content; it is at best but a label for the unknown, and not
a definable hypothesis. If we are, therefore, to think of
God, it must be either under the personsal or some impersonal
form. There 1s no third alternative. But even though this
be admitted, Wieman and Tillich would still insist that
personality involves limitation and so 1s Inapplicable to God.
This 1dea, however, rests upon a false conception of the
nature of personality. It is certainly true that human

personality 1s limited, but personality as such involves
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no necessary limitation. It means simply self-consciousness
and self-direction. The idea of personality is so consistent
with the notion of the Absolute that we must say with Bowne
"that complete and perfect personality can be found only in
the Infinite and Absolute Being, as only in him can we find
that complete and perfect selfhood and self-expression which
is necessary to the fullness of personality." The conception
of God as personal, therefore, does not imply limitation of
any kind.

5. All the concluczions of Tillich and Wieman seem to
point to an lmpersonal God. Despite their warnings that God
is not less than personal, we see traits throughout thelr
thinking that point to a God that is less than personal.
Wieman's God, for instance, 1s an interaction, that is, a
behavior process. Just as theApsychological behaviorist
takes men's behavior a% man himself, Wieman takes God's be-
havior as God himself.? Thus God 1s not a concréte object or
a continuing entity. He 1is a process. In short, Wieman's
God is an unconscious process devold of any true purpose.

Tillich's God is "being-itself" or the "power of

l. Bowne, PER, 266f.
2. Cf. Morrison, Rev.(1946), 1374-1376.
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being." But "being-itself," as we have seen, is little more
than a sub-personal reservoir of power, somewhat akiln to the
impersonalism of Oriental Vedantism.® "Being-itself" suggests
a pure absolute devold of consciousness and life. Even
Tillich himself unconsciously recognizes that "being-itself"
is such an absolute. Concerning a living God he says:

Most of the so-called anthropomorphisms of

the biblical picture of God are expressions

of his character as living. His actions,

his passions, his remembrances and antici-

pations, his suffering and joy, his personal

relations and his plans--all these make him

a living God and distinguish him from the

pure absolute, from being-itself.2
Here Tillich is saying what we have been Implying all salong,
viz., that "being-itself" is an impersonal absolute devoid
cf life.

So Wieman and Tillich conclude by choosing the less-
than-personal to explain personality, purpose and meaning.
6. What can be said concerning the positive reli-

gious value of the conceptions of God held by Vileman and
Tillich? Is it possible to worship a behavior process or an

impersonal absolute? It hardly seems so. The lmpersonal

may be an object of thought. But before thought, which is

l. See Chap. III, sec. 1O0.
2, Tillich, ST, I, 2,2.
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subjective activity, can pass Iinto worship, which is a pro-
cess of communion and intercourse between living minds, the
impersonal must be personalized.

The religious man has always recognized two funda-
mental religious values. One is fellowshlp with God, the
other is trust in his goodness.l Both of these'imply the
personality of God. No fellowship 1s possible without free-
dom and intelligence. There may be interactions between im-
personal beings, but not fellowship. True fellowship and
communion can exist only between beings who imow each other
and take a volitional attitude toward each other. If God is
a mere "interaction" or "process" as Wieman would say, or
merely "being-itself" as Tillich would say, no communion
with him would be possible. Fellowship requires an out-
going of will and feeling. Thls is what the Scripture means
when 1t refers to God as the "living" God. Life as applied
to God means that in God there is feeling and will, respon-
sive to the deepest yearnings of the human heart; this God
both evokes and answers prayer.

It may be true that on the impersonal plane religion

seeks union with the Divine Being. Eut this type of unlon

l. See Knudson, DOG, 304-308.
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is vastly di.lerent from that of personal beings. As Knudson
has so well put 1t:

There 1is a vast difference between a

mystical, metaphysical union with an im-

personal Being and the kind of union

with the Divine taught us in Scripture.

Here we have to do not with the union of

absorption, but with a union that grows

out of reciprocal intercourse, a union

of heart and will and intellect; and

such a uniorn: is possible only between

personal beings, Only the personality

of God makes possible the union of com=-

munion with him.l

God's personality 1s also the presuppositicn of his

goodness. There can be no goodness in the true ethical
sense without freedom and intelligence. Only a personal
being can be good. Wieman talks a great deal about the
goodness of God and so does Tillich to a lesser extent; but
this is goodness in an abstract lmpersonal sense, not in a

genulne ethical sense. Goodness in the true sense of the
word is an attribute of personality.

The same is true of love. Outslde of personallty
loves loses its meaning. Tillich speaks of God as being
love. But it is not love in the full sense of the word.
Love, for Tillich, is just the dialectical union of oppo-

sites. Tillich's usé of the word love is hardly different

l. Knudson, DOG, 307.
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from the meaning given it by Empedocles, who meant by "love"
no more than the attraction of the.eleménts for one another.l
Wieman writes a great deal about the need for loving

God. But we may ask, How can one truly love an interaction?
Wieman would reply that it is always an interaction that we
love., He affirms: "When I love Mr. Jones it is not NMr.
Jones in the abstract, but the fellowship of Mr. Jones.
Fellowship is a kind of interaction. . « « It is the inter-
ection which generates love and is the real object of love."
Now 1t is certainly true that the interaction generates the
love, but it does not follow from thls that we love inter-
actions. Vinat we love deeply is persons--we love concrete
objects, persistent realities, not mere interactions. A
process may generate love, but the love 1s directed primarily
not toward the process, but toward the continuing persons
who generate that process. In the words of H. H. Dubbs,

If God is to really bé worthy of love,

he must be more than a system of inter-

actions--he must be an object, an en-

during object, who can enter into inter-

actions. A God who 1s merely interactions

cannot really be love, so that religlous
devotion cannot attach to him,3

l., See Chap. III, sec. 10.
2. Wieman, Art.(1932)3, 17, 18.
3. Dubbs, Art.(1943), 260.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



275

So we must conclude that Tillich's "being-itself" and
Wieman's "creative event™ are lacking in poéitive religious
value. Bothh concepts are too impersonal to express ade-
quately the Christian conception of God. They provide nei-
ther the conditions for %rue fellowship with God nor the

assurance of his goodness.

3. The transcendence and immanence of God

In a very real sense Wieman may be referred to as a
prophet of God's immanence. He never wearies of pointing
out that God 1is witﬂin nature. This emphasis grows out of
his basic naturalistic position. As we have seen, Wieman
holds that there is nothing more fundamental or elemental
than events. Everything that exists 1s either an event, an
aspect of an qyent, or a relation between or within events.
This means ﬁhat there are no floating transcendental prin-
ciples which explain the world in terms of something out-
side the world. Principles, descriptions, and explanations
refer to events and thelr relations (structures).l

Like everything else that exists, God is found within
the natural order. Whatever may be his several other attri-

butes, his transcendence is not of the noumenal or completely

1. See Chap. IV, sec. 1.
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independent varlety. Whatever transcendence he has will be
seen to arise out of his very lmmanence in the world of
events.

Tillich's thought at this point has often been con-
sidered the direct antithesis of Wiemant's, He has been in-
terpreted as a neo-supernaturalist, who affirms that God is
above, before, and behind nature. As we have seen, Wieman
hinself so iInterprets Tillich's thought. But a close scru-
tiny of Tillich's view iIn this respect reveals that he is
probably as near the naturalistic position as he is to the
supernaturalistic. Tillich is forever revolting against
the view that there is a world behind the world. His aver-
sion for supernaturalism is clearly brought out in the fol-
lowing passagze in which he answers Wieman's claim that he 1is
a supernaturalist:

With respect to myself, I only need point
to practlically ali my writings and their
fight against the "side by side" theology
even if it appears in the disguise of a
"super." The Unconditioned is a qualifi-
cation of the conditioned, of the world and
the natural, by which the conditioned 1is
affirmed and denied at the same time.l
In other words, Tillich is saying that in no sense can he be

labeled a supernaturalist, He is convinced that the Divine

does not inhabit & transcendent world sbove nature; it 1is

1. Tillich, Rev.(1940)3, 70.
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found in the "ecstatic" character of this world as its tran-
scendent depth and ground.

God's immanence 1s also expressed in the fact that
everything finite partlcipates 1In being 1tse1f1gnd in infini-
ty. If this were not the case, everything finite would be
swallowed by non-being, or it never would have emerged out
of non-being. So In s sense Tillich is as zealous to pre-
serve the immanence of Godlas Wieman.

But this 1s only one side of Tillich's thought at
this point. His desire to protect the majesty of God and
his complex ontological analysis cause him to stress the
transcendence of God as much as his immanence. Indeed, at
times Tillich seems to stress the transcendence more than
the immanence. It 1s at this point that Tlllich goes beyond
Wieman, for Wieman 1is more impressed with the immanence of
God than the transcendence.

Tillich finds a basis for God's transcendence in the
coneecption of God as abyss. God is transcendent in the
sense that he, as the abyss of being, transcends every being
and also the totality of beings--the world. God iIs beyond
finitude and infinity, insists Tillich. "There is no pro-

portion or gradation between the finite and the infinite.
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There is an absolute break, an infinite 'jump'."l As we
have seen, the abyss is the iInexhaustible depth of God's
nature. Thlis is the unknowable side of God. In so far as
God 1s abyss he 1s unapproachably holy, infinitely distant
from man,

Interestingly enough, Wieman agrees with Tillich that
th;re 1s an uncomprehended element in God's nature. Wieman
speaks of "the uncomprehended reality of God's total being."?
Despite his insistence that God 1s a knowabls entity within
nature, Wieman affirms that God is transcendent, "not in the
sense of belng wholly unknown, but in the sense of being un-
known with respeect to his detailed and specific nature."3
In other words, Wieman seems to be saying théﬁ al though we
have some knowledge of God, we can never know his ultimate
nature, i.e., his "detailed and specific nature.” Wieman
1s attempting to stress a functional transcendence rathér
than a metaphysical one.

So we see that Tillich and Wieman have quite a bit in
common on the question of the immanence and transcendence of
God. But there is a distinct difference in emphasis. Wieman's

attempt to be a theroughgoing empiricist and naturalist

1. Tillich, ST, I, 233.
2. Wieman, Art.(1936)2, L36.
3. Wieman, Art.(1936)2, L37.
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causes him to stress the immanence of God much more than the
transcendence. On the other hand, Tillich's desire to pro-
tect the majesty of God causes him to stress the transcen-
dence of God much more than his immanence. This emphsis is
so strong in Tillich's thinking that he goes to the extreme
of saying that 1t 1s the abyss that makes God God. This 1is
his way of saying that 1t 1s God's transcendence rather than
his immanence that makes him God:

Whenever Wieman and Tillich stress the immanence of
God; they must be commended. Such an emphasis sounds a much
needed note in the face of a supernaturalism that finds
nature so irrational that the order of creation can no longer
be discerned in it, and history so meaningless that it all
bears the "minus sign" of alienation from God. The emphasis
comes as a necessary corrective to a supernaturalism that has
cverstressed the transcendence of God.

However, there is alweys the danger that in revoltihg
against any extreme view one will go the opposite extreme,
failing to see the partial value inherent in the Tormer. It
is possible, for instance, so to stress the immanence of God
that the truth in the doctrine of the divine transcendence
will be completéiy overlooked. This is what happens in the

case of Wieman. In his attempt to confront modern skepticism
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with a God who 1s immanent in nature, Wieman leaves out many
basic Christian principles that are preserved in the doctrine
of transcendence. God cannot be reduced to natural oro-
cesses, oecause he 1s the ground and creator of the natural
order. To make God merely a process in nature is to rob him
of his divinity. If God is to be truly God, he must be more
than a behavior process; he must, 1n some sznse, be above and
before nature. Wieman fails to affirm this because of his
bias toward a naturalistic philosophy which is alien to the
spirit of Christianity.

There is an unnecessary ambiguity in Tillich's thought
concerning the transcendence and immanence of God. On the
one nand he speaks as a religious naturalist making God wholly
immanent in nature. On the other hand he speaks as an ex-
treme supernaturalist making God almost comparable to the
Barthian "wholly other." In other words Tillich seems to
stress the absolute lmmanence of God on the one hand aa d
the absolute transcendence of God on the other. But it is
hardly possible to reconcile these two views. If God is

absolutely immsnent he cannot be absolutely transcendent,

and conversely, if he is absolutely transcendent he cannot

De absolutely immanent. Even Tillich's dialecticsal prin-

ciple cannot come to his ald at this point because the pre-
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supposition of the dialectical principle 1is that there is

e point of contact between the "yes" and "no." Tillich him-

self realizes this. In one of his most succinct criticisms
of B3arth, Tillich writes: "A dialectic theology is one in
wnich 'yes! and 'no' belong inseparably together. In the
so-called 'dialectic! theology they are irreccncilably
separated., and that is why this theology is not dislectic."
The dialsctical principle, which balancas the "yes" of God's
immanence with the "no" of his transcendence, is totally
disrupted when either the "yes" or the "no" is considered
exclusive or absolute.

The basic weakness of Tillich at this point is that
he fails to maintain the tension between the transcendence
and immanence of God which 1s necessary for & meaningful
theistic position. God must be both "in" nnd "beyond" the
world. If he 1s absolutely beyond, then he is not in; if
absolutely in, then not beyond; but remove the absolutely,
and he may be both. The doctrines of transcendence and im=-

manence are both nalf-truths in need of the tension of each

other to give the more inclusive truth.

1. Tillich, Art.(l935)l, 127.
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i, The super-human character of God

Tillich and Wieman have at the forefront of their
thinking a deep theocentric concern. Both are convinced that
tod is the most significant Fact ln the universe. However
much they disagree on“the nature of God, they are at one in
affirming the significance of God. Both are convinced that
man's ultimate devotion is due to God and God alone. Tillich
expresses this idea in the assertion that God is what ulti-
mately concerns us. Thils ultimate concern 1is the abstract
translation of the zreat commandment: "“The Lord, our God,
the Lord 1s one; and you shall lcove the Lord your God with
all your heart, and with all your soul and with all your mind,
end with all your strength."1 This ultimate concern is un-
conditional, total and infinite. For any pfeliminary con-
cern to be. elevated to uitimacy, is for Tillich, the heilght
of idolatry. It 1s also the source of many tragedies. When
something essentialiy partial is boosted into universality,
and something essentially finite is given infinite signifi-
cance, almost anything can occur.? Only God warrants man's

ultimate concern.

1. Tillich, ST, I, 11l.
2, Tillich uses the contemporary idolatry of religious
nationalism as an example,
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Like Tillich, Wleman feels that nothing should be
placed before God. He contends that man should give him-
self, all that he is and all thet he desires, all that he
sossesses and all that is dear to him, into the control of
creative good to be transformed in any way that it may re-
quire.l He is convinced that the chief tragedies that be-
fall man and his historic existence stem from man's tendency
to elevate created good to the rank of creative good (God).
Just as Tillich sees the elevation of preliminary concerns
to the status of ultimacy as idolatrous, Wieman sees the
elevation of created good to the rank of creative good as
1dolatrous. Wieman feels that the best in Christianity is
tne reversing of the order of domination in the life of man
from domination of human concern by created gocd over to
domination by creative good (God).2 So Wieman's emphasis,
like Tillich's, 1is theocentric throughout. .

This theocentric concern leads Tillich ana W ieman to
the further assertion that God is not man. Both are averse
to anything that smacks of humanism. As we have scen,

Tillich's ontological analysis leads him to affirm that God

1. Wieman, SHG, 80.
2. Wieman, SHG, 25, 26.
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nust not be confused with man in any sense. God as being-
itself Infinitely transcends all belngs. He 1s not a being,
not even a "highest being" or a "most perfect" being. He 1is
the power of being in everything that has being.l

This ldea is more concisely exprsssed in the assertion
that God is the unconditional. The unconditional is not a
section of reality; it is not an object among objects. The
unconditional transcends the distinction between subject and
object. Instead of God'being an object for us as subjects,
he is the prius of the separation into subject and object,
that which precedes the division. As we have seen in the
earlier part of ths discussion, this prius of separation
is not a person. It is power, power of being.

All of this is Tillich's way of saying that God in-
finitely transcends human existence. He 1s convinced that
there is a qualitative distinction betﬁeen God and man,

Wieman, llilke Tillich, never wearies of polnting out
that God is super-human. It 1is probably no exaggeration to
say that Wieman's objectivistic, realistic, theocentric
trend developed in opposition to religious humanism., He

feels that the deification of man is the most pitlable

1. See Chap. III, sec. 2.
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absurdity man has ever perpetrated. He is convinced that the
work of God is totally difference from the work of man. The
difference 1s not merely of degree or msgnitude. It is a
difference of kind.l So Wieman, like Tillich, sees a quali-
tative difference between God and man. God operates in ways
bver and above the plans and purposes of man, and often de-
velops connections of mutual support and mutual measning in
spite of or contrary to the efforts of men.

For all that Wieman and Tillich have said about
the primacy of God over everything else iIn the universe, we
have nothing but praise. In épite of the fact that we have
found it necessary to raise some questions as to the adequacy
of their conceptions of God to speak to the deepest yearn-
ings of the religlous soul, we do not in the least want to
minimize the importance of their messages as a cry against
the humanism of our generation. They do insist that reli-
gion begins with God and that man cannot have falth apart

from him. They do proclaim that apart from God our human

l. This is one of the points at which Wieman is unalter-
ably opposed to Dewey. Man 1s regarded by Wieman as
8 passive factor in the event from which good emerges,
So that it is not really man who clariflies and carriles
forward the ideal. It is God, the creative event.
Dewey, on the other hand, attributes the <mergence of
value to the co-working of men plus more general factors.
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efforts turn to ashes and our sunrises into darkest night.
They do suggest that man 1s not sufflcient to himself for
1ife, but is dependent upon God. All of this is good, and it
may be & necessary corrective to a generation that has had

all too much faith in man and all too little faith in God.

5. The power and knowledge of God.

Tillich places a great deal of emphasis on the om-
nipotence of God. He continually speaks of God as the power
of being. The one word that stands in the forefront of
Tillich's God-concept is the word power. Power is that
which makes God God. God 1s the underlying “ground" or
"bower" behind everything that exists. God as power of being
resists and conquers non-being. It is because of this power
to resist non-being that God warrants man's ultimate concern,
As we havé seen, Tillich does not mean by omnipotence that
God has the power to do anything he wishes. Nor does it
mean omni-activity in terms of caussality. Omnipoténce
means, rather, "the power of being which resists nonbeing

in all its expressions."1

1., Tillieh, ST, I, 273. In spite of his persistent stress
on the power of God, Tillich places considerable 1limita-
tion on God's power in his conception of God as "abyss".
There is a basic ambiguity in Tillich's thought at this
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Unlike Tillich, Wieman places little emphasis on the
power of God. As we shall see subsequently, Wieman is much
more impressed with the goodness of God than the power of
tod. He emphatically denies that God 1s omnipotent. If
God has any power, it 1s the power of process er growth.
Wleman writes:

Frocess is power, Activity is power,

I do not know of any kind of power except

that of process, activity, movement, growth,

fulfillment, on-going. The power of God 1is

the power of this growth.l
Yiieman considers it quite erroneous to look upon power as
"back of" the process or growth, making it go from the out-
side. Power 1s one essential constituent of the process of
growth, which is God.

So Wieman would totally disagree with Tillich'is as-
sertion that God 1s a sort of reservoir of power that em-
powers every pelng that comes into existence. Wieman, con-

trary to Tillich, emphatically denies that God is the under-

lying "ground" or "power" behind everything that exists. For

point. This ambiguity is found in the fact that Tillich's

language and method suggest an extreme absolutistiec

theism, while his conception of God as "abyss" suggests

finitistic theism. This phase of Tillich's thought will

be discussed and evaluated in the section on God and evil.
1. Wieman, Art.(1936)2, 429, :
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Wieman, God is only the source of the good.

When it comes to the question of the omnlscilence of
God, both Wieman and Tillich are at one in refuting its
traditional formulation. In traditional theology omnis-
cience is the faculty of a highest being who is supposed to
know all objects, past, present and fﬁture, and beyond this,
everything that might have happened 1f what has happened had
not happened., Tillich looks upon this interpretation of
omnisclience as absurd because of the impossibility of sub-
suminz God under the subject-object scheme. Wieman sees it
as absurd because there is not the slightest empirical evi-
dence for the existence of such a "highest being" who knows
all objects, past, present, and future. It is Tillich's
attempt to remain true to his ontological assertion that God
is being=-itself that causes him to deny the omniscience of
Gods It is Wieman's attempt to be a thoroughgoing enpiricilst
that causes him to deny the omnliscience of God.

Despite his concurrence with Wieman on the absurdity
of the traditional doctrine of the omnisclence of God,
Pillich goes beyond Wieman by seekinz to set forth the guali-
tative and symbolic meaning of the doctrine. Herein lies a

great distinction between Wieman and Tillich on the attri-
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buves of God generally. 1illich, while rejectinz the tradi-
tional meaning of attributes, seeks to give them a quali-
tative interpretation and thereby to accept them--at least
symbolically. Wleman, on the other hand, finds the attri-
butes out of harmony with his naturalistic and empiricistic
views, and therefore rejects them cutright. Thlis accounts
Tor the fact that he nowhere glves a systematic treatment to
the attributes of God.
Thne omniscience of God means, for Tillich, that

nothing is outside the centered unity of

his 1ife; nothing is strange, dark, hidden,

isolated, unapproachable. Nothing falls

outside the logos structure of being. The

dynamic element cannot break the unity of the

form; the abysmal quality cannot swallow the

rational quality of the divine life.t
This has tremendous impllications for man's vpersonal and cul-
tural existence. In versonal life 1t means that there 1s no
absolute darkness in one's being. The divine omniscience 1is
ultimately the logical foundation of the belief in the open-
ness of reality to human knowledge. Ve are able to reach

truth because the divine life in which we are rooted em-

bodies all truth.2

1. Tillich, ST, I, 279.
2. See Chap. II, sec. 8.
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We shall reserve critical comment on this phase
of Wieman's and Tillich's thinking until the sectlon on the

goodness of God.

6. The eternity and omnipresence of God

On the guestions of the eternity and omnipresence of
God, Tillich agalin gives clearer expression than does Wieman.
Hecre, as in other instances, Wieman's naturalism prevents
him from going all of the way with Tillich. As we have seen,
Tillich affirms that two interpretations of eternity must
be re jected, that of timelessn=ss, and that of endlessness
of time. Rather than meaning timelessness, eternity means
"the power of embracing all periods of time." The eternal
keeps the temporal within itself by maintaining "the tran-
scendent unity of the dlssected moments of existential
time."2 .There is a2 similarity between the eternality of God
and the eternality of a mathematical proposition.

A symbolic indication of the meaning of the eternity
of God may be found in human experience, in the unity of re-
membered past and anticipated future in an experlenced present.

As the present is predominsnt in human experience, eternity

1, Tillieh, ST, I, 27kL.
2. Tillich, ST, I, 27L.
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1s symbolized as an eternal present. But this present is
not simultaneity. Simultaneity would erase the different
modes of time. The eternsl presgnt is moving from past to
future but without ceasing to be present. In thlis sense God
is eternal in such a way that the distinctions within the
flow of time are preserved. 30 Tillich includes within the
divine 1ife both temporality and eternality.

Wieman's stress 1s on the temporality of God rather
than the eternality. Indeed his idea of God has been re-
ferred to as "extreme temporalistic theism."1 His very
definitions of God--''growth," "creative event" and "process"
--point to something that 1s temporal and passing rather than
eternal. An event or a process of growth is neither a con-
tinuing entity nor & perslstent reality. It is something
forever in élstate of becoming. It 1is qulite spparent that
ileman's characterization of God as "process™ or "creative
event" 1s due to his desire to abandon the scholastic notion
of substantial being. Llke Whitehead, he has preference for
dynamic terminology. He seeks to stress the activity of God

as against & static ens necessarium, absolute Being. So, un-

like Tillich, Wieman is so determined to make God a temporal

l. See Harshorne's and Reese's chapter on Wieman in PSG,

395<408.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



292

reglity that he almost completely overlooks his eternity.

When 1t comes to the question of God's omnipresence,
both Tillich and Wieman are at one in denylng 1its traditional
meaning. Howvever, Tillich goes beyond VWieman in séeking“to
interpret the attribute of omnipresence in qualitative terms.
30d is omnilpresent in the sense that he creates extension out
of his nature as ground and that he is ﬁhe ground in which
all space is rooted. Space is in God, not God in space. So
Tillicn concludes that God cannot be spatial, although he
must be temporal.

Now a word of critical comment., Certainly Wiemen and
Tillich are on sound ground in affirming the t emporality of
Gode It is often supposed that if God is nonspatial, he
must be nontemporal. But this does not necessarily follows.
The two categories are sufficiently different to stand on
their individual footing. If God is a living God he must
include temporality, and with this a relation to the modes
o time.

This stress on the temporality of CGod, howevey must
not obscure the fact that there is some permanence in God's
nature. Herein lies the weakness of Wieman. He stresses

the temporality of God to the point of minimizing his eter-
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nality. As stated above, Wieman's characterization 6f God
as "process™ or "creative event" is due to his desire to
abandon the scholastic notion of substantial being. He
seeks to stress the activity of God as against a static ab-
solute being. But this attempt to avoid one sort of abstrac-
tion, namely, one which leaves out becoming, leads directly
into another, namely, one that leaves out that which be-
comes., Tillich sees this and.therefore.attempﬁs to pre-
serve in God, at least symbolically, both dynamics and form,
temporality and eternality.l

Wieman's temporalistlic view of God comes as a proper
revolt against a misconceived and one-sided substénce phi-~
losophy. But his whole doctrine of God is weakened by his
failure to emphasize the factor of permanence in the idea of
God., The religious worshiper is in quest of a God who is
not only the increaser of value, but also the conserver of
value. We have seen how VWieman continually identifies God
with the production or emergence of values. Production of
value, we are told, is also destruction of value. Wew values

displace old. But what happens to these displaced values?

l. Cf. Calhoun, Art.(1936), 3L45.
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Are they simply destroyed as though they never existed? In
this case all of man's objectlves must in the long run prove
futile.

Wieman would probably retort that values are con-
served in works of art and in many forms of conscious and un-
conscious memory. But what happens when human life no lon-
ger inhabits the earth? Lven 1f we concede that the earth
will be inhabitable forever--an astrcnomical impossibility--

- we still have to confront the fact that the human attention
span 1s too limited to house, at any given human present,
any appreclable proportion of the values of past generations.
Se without an eternal conserver of values our efforts are
worthless, and no act can 1In the long run have better conse-

quences than any other.l

In such a situation the rivalry

of values is meaﬁingless. In order for value-experience to
be meaningful, then, there must be a God eternal enough to
conserve values., God must be identified not only with the

production or emergence of values, but also with the indes-

tructibility of them.2

1. This argument can be used in favor of the doctrine of
personal immortality--a doctrine which Wieman re jects.
At bottom personsl immortality represents the falth that
good purpose never falls to all eternity. The basis of
all human endeavor is in the hope that purpose can
achieve values. Without personal immortality all of our
efforts are worthless and the whole universe seems to

be destructive of supreme value,
2. CF. Hartshorne and Reese, PSG, LOL-4O5.
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T. The goodness of God

The question of the gonodness of God is one that stands
in the forefront of Wieman's thinking. Tillich, as we have
seen, 1s more impressed with the power of God. For Tillich
it is power that makes God God. But, for Wieman, 1t is
coodness or value that makes God God. These are the im-
vortant words in Wieman's dlscussion of God. God is the
"source of human good "; He 1s "supreme value." Says Wieman:
"I maintain. . . that che basic category for God must be
poodness and value. "t

Wieman contends that God 1s the only absolute gocds
As we have seen, he seeks to defend this claim by defining
absolute in a fiverold sense.2 First of all, absolute good
refers to that which 1s good under all circumstances and
conditions. It is zood that is not relative to time or
place or race or class or need or desire. It is good that
remains changelessly and identically the same. A second
mark of absolute good 1s that its demends are unlimited.
God is good in this sense because he demands our whole-

hearted surrender. A third mark of absolute good is its in-

finite value. Fourth, absolute good is unquelified good.

1. Wieman, Art.(l9h3)3s 266.
2. See Chap. IV, sec. l.
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Finally, absolute good 1s entirely trustworthy.

God's gzoodness meets all these requirements. His
zoodness 1s not relative to time or place or desire or even
human existence. He demands our wholehearted surrender.
His worth is incommensurable with any finite quantity of
created good. There 1s no perspsctive from which his goodness
éan be modified. God 1is entirely trustworthy. Wieman is
certain that the outcome of the working of God will always
be the best possible under the conditions, even when it may
seem to be otherwise.

Wieman holds that God is supreme value because he
brings lesser values into relations of maximum mutual sup-
port and mutual enhancement. This mutual support and en-
hancement is not only between contemporaries but also be-
tween successive genersations, ages and cultures. All of
this is Wieman's way of stressing ‘the fact that God is su-
breme value and the only absolute good.

Tillich, like Wieman, uses the terms zcodness and
value in referring to God. In one passage he says:

The very fact that the one God is called
"good" gives him a divine character su-
perior to that of the evil god, for God

as the expression of man's ultimate concern

is supreme not only in power but alsoc in value.l

1. Tillich, sT, I, 225.
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in another context Tilllich speaks of true beins ss the ul-

1
timate good. Yet, in spite of these passapges, instances in
wnich he refers to the goodness of God are very scanty. In

his whole Systematic Theology onec can hardly find a page

of references in which Tillich affirms the essential good-
ness of God. nwmven when the terms goodness and value =arve
used, they are defined in terms of being. Herein lies a
basic difference between Wieman and Tillich. Wieman is
basically concerned with the goodness of God. Tillich, on
the other hand, is basically concerned with the power of
God. Wieman's basic e@phasis is axiological while Tillich's
is ontoLlogical.

Now we may give some critical comments on the gquestions
of God's power and goodness as treated by Wieman and
Pillich. In the judgement of the present writer, both
Wieman and Tillich are partially correct in what they affirm
and partially wrong in what they deny. Wieman is right in
emphasizing the goodness of God, but wrong in minimizing his
power., Likewise Tillich is right in emphasizing the power
of tod, but wrong in minimizing his goodness. Both Tillich

and Wieman overstress one aspect of the divine nature to the

1. Tiilich, TPE, 27.
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nezlect of another basic aspect. God is not either powerful
or good; he 1s both powerful and good. Matthew Arnold's
simole, almost trite, Qhrase contains the gilst of the matter:
God is a power, not ourselves, making for righteousness.
ot power alone, nor righteousness alone, but a combination
of the two constitutes the meaning of God. Value by itsélf
is impotent; being by itself 1is ﬁorally indifferent. On the
one hand, there 1s the view of Wieman which erects the idea
of value as the sole utlimate principle. On the other hand,
there is the view of Tillich which erects power or being-
itself as the sole ultimate principle. Nelther viewpoint
adequately formulates the Christian doctrine cof God.

Wieman talks contlnually about the goodness of God.
But one 1is forced to wonder whether ‘Wieman's God is capable
of bringing thilis goodness into belng. As we stated above,
value in itself 1s impotent. Hence a God devold of power
is ultimately 1?acapable of actualizing the good. But if
Goﬁ 1s truly God and warrants man's ultimate devotion, he must
have not only an infinite concern for the zood but an 1in-
finite power to’actualike the good. This is the truth ex-
pressed in the somewhat misleadinz doctrine of the divine

omnipotence. It does not mean that God can do the nondo-

able; neither does i1t mesn that God has the power to act
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contrary to his own nature. it means, rather, that God has
the power to actuallze the good and realize his purpose.
Woral perfectlon would be an empty possession apart from a
corresponding and sustaining power. It is power that gives
reality to the divine being. Wieman's fallure to see this
causes us to doubt the adequacy of his conception of God as
a meaningful theistic position,.

One may well question the adequacy and significance of
Tillich's statement thaﬁ God 1is being-itself. Everybody
knows that thsere afe,existiné things, and if one wants to be-
come more philosophical, one can go on and say that there is
an existing ground of the existence of everything. But this
is saying little more than the tautology that the universe
exists. Every intelligenf person admits that the universe
is imﬁense,‘infinite and awesome; but this'does not make him
a believer., What one wants to know is whether the universe
1s good, bad, or indifferent. It is the failure to grapple
sufficlently with this question that seriously weakens
?illich's God-concept. It 1s true that Tilllch uses the
terms goodness and value, but he defines these in terms of
being. To be good means to be. It will be recalled that
Spinoza speaks of the perfection of the universe, but defines

perfection in terms of substance. So, too, Tillich spesaks
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of value, but defines it in terms of being. (We have noticed
already that divine love is declared to be a wholly onto-
lozical concept.)

I'illich's tendency to relegate value to an almost in-
significant rank is clearly manifested in his analysis of
value-categories 1in relation to being-itself. Structure,
according to Tillich, 1is derived from being-itself; in turn,
value is derived from structure. So to this point value is
at a second remove from reality. But this is not all; value-
concepts presupposeAthe contrast between ideal and actuali-
ties, and henqe.a split between essence and existence.l In
other words, value is now a third remove from reality.
Value~categories are relegated to the reelm of finite being.2

T1llich speaks continually of the holiness of God,
but even here he is not endowing being-itself with moral per-
fection, The holy means the sacred, and not the righteous
or the morally good.3

-So in almost all of Tillich's references to God 1t is

power that stands in the forefront. In a real sense, this

emphasis is dangerous, because it leads toward a worshlp of

1. See Tilliech, ST, I, 202-204.
2, Cf. Demos, Rev,(1952), 707.
3. See Tillich, ST, I, 216-217.
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power for its own sake. Divine power, like any other power,
can become despotlic power if 1t is not controlled by divine
coodness. In short neither Tillich's notlon of being-itself,
nor &ny other purely ontological notion is adequate for the
Christlian idea of God. The latter is a synthesis of the two
independent concepts of value and being. '

We have quoted above two passages in which Tillich
referred to the goodness of God. These passages reveal that
he 13 at least aware of the significance of the category of
value for an adequate God-concept. But his definition of
God as being=-itselfl prevents him from affirming it. He
realizes that 1f he refers to God as good, he thereby con-
ditions the unconditioned, and drags God into a subject-object
relationship making him a being beside others, So in order
to ve consistent with his ontologlcal analysis, Tillich talks
of God as being good in the sense that he is the ground of
goodness., This, however, gives rise to the same criticism
that was raised concerning the personal status of God. If
God 1s good only in the sense that he is the ground of good-
ness, it follows that he 1s evil since he is the ground of
evil. If the attribute of goodness means anytﬁﬁnéxit must
have content and 1t must be a quality of some rational sub-

stance, To state that God is the ground of goodness is mere-
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ly an abstraction. One wishes to get benind this abstrac-
tion to an ontological subsﬁance in which the attribute of
goodness inheres. .§o here again we see the inadequacy of
Tillich's being-itself for the Christian idea of God.

To sum up, neither Tillich nor Wieman gives and ade-
quate conception of God's nature. The former places an
undue emphasis on being to the neglect of value; the latter
places an undue emphasis on value to the neglect of being.
A more adequate view 1s to maintain that both value and being
are baslc in the meaning of God, each blending with the other

but neither being reduced to the other.

8. God's creative activity

In traditional theology creation referred to the act
winereby the underived self-existent God brought into belng
what had nb form of independent existence hitherto. So
strong was the Christian, theistic belief in an absolute,
transcendent God who worked under no external limitation,
that creation was said to be ex nihilo, i.e. generation out
of nothing. With this traditional condept both Wieman and
Tillich are in radical disagreement. Wieman contends that
the doctrine of.creation ex nihilo 1s self-contradictory;

moreover, it would be impossible for Wieman on the basls of
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his method to get any knowledge of such an initial genera-
tion, suvposing 1t ever occurred. Tillich disagrees with
this traditional theory because 1t looks upon creation as
an act or an event which took place "once upon a time."
Creation, for Tillich, does not refer to aﬁ evant, it rather
indicztes a condition, a relationship between God and the
world.

So, for'Tillich, as for Wieman, there is no super-
natural being before and above all beings as their creator.
Instead of being a supernaturgl creator, Tillich's God 1is

"the Ground of Being."l

Tillich'!s desire to place all
theological matter under the scrutiny of strict ontologicsl
analysis causes him to go beyond Wieman in interpreting the
meaning of the traditional doctrine., Thus he 1s able to fird
some meaning in the traditional doctrine of creation ex

nihilo. The phrase is taken to mean that God creates the

world out of not-being; hence human nature (and all nature)

1. Ground, according to Tillich, is neither cause nor sub-
stance, taken literally, but something "underlying"
all things in a manner which we can only symbolilze
through causation or substantiality. Literal causes
always are also sffects, something conditioned (whereas
God is unconditioned), while "substance" and "accidents”
lack the freedom with respect to each other which
Christianity affirms both of God and of creatures,
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is constituted by not-being; natural existence is a limita-
tion of being; and man, Jjust because of his heritage of not-
beinz, is afflicted with anxiety, striving, and imperfection.
we have already seen how Tillich uses all three modes of time
to symbolize God's creative activity. All of this gilves
evidence of the fact that creation, for Tillich, does not
refer to an event; it 1s rather the word glven to the process
which actualizes man in existence.

In spite of his re jection of the doctrine of creation
ex nihilo, there 1s a sense in which Wieman speaks of God as
Creator. God 1s the creator of all created values. God is
the sum-total of all the natural conditions of value-achieve-
ment .

Many problems arise from these analysés of God's crea-
tive activity. The basic problem in Wieman 1s whether or
not he has raised more problems in his denial of creation
than he has solved. The basic problem in Tillich is whether
the man who is actualizea 1n existence is properly'man'" or
"God" whether the view of Tillich is an ultimate monism or
pluralism., These problems will be discussed in the next
two sections. Suffice it to say at this point that neither
Wleman nor Tillich has taken seriously the scriptural witnese

to God's creation of man, God's imparting to man a center of
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consciousness with frsedom and responsibility, a will with

1
co-creative powers,

9. God and evil

Wieman looks upon the "problem of evil" as a false
problem; 1t arises only when one departs from the empirical
evidence for God as "the zood," or the chief factor for
zood in nature, and begins to speculate about God as also
something the creator of all existence. When the idea of God
as creator is relinquished, the problem disappeers. The
more empiricel problem 1s to defike the actual nature and
scope of evil, and not to indulge in unempirical specul ation

-

as to its origin. We have already seen above how Wieman
takes pains to describe the nature and scope of evil.2

This view of God 1s avowedly finitistic. God is only
the source of good. He 1s therefore limited by evil forces
external to his nature. He 1s not the ultimate ground of all
existence because of the very existence of these evil forces.
Wieman asks:

Why is God not the ultimate ground of

all existence? Because he 1s not the
ultimate ground of murder, lust, treeachery

l. Gen, 1:27-31; 2:7-8:; Psalms §; Mark 12:30; Mt. 23:37.
2. See Chap. IV, sec. 3.
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and all the horrors of existence. To try

to revere such a reality as God, is to try

to initiate a religion that is worse than

voodooism.l
Thus Wieman avolds the problem of evil by positing a finite
God who is in no way the creator of all existence.

Tillichcannot dismiss the problem of evil as easily

as Wieman, because of his contention that God is the ultimate
ground of all reality. As we have seen, Tillich divides
evil into three classes.2 (a) Physical evil, pain, and death),
according to him, offer no real problem because they are
naturel implications of creaturely finitude. (b) Then there
is moral evil which is the tragic implication of creaturely
freedom. (c¢) Finally, there is the apparent fact of mean-
inslessness and futility--and thls, according to Tillich, 1is
the only sort of evil which offers genulne difficulty for
theologicai belief. Tillich's solution to the problem of
evil of this third sort is very difficult to understand, part-
ly because of its excessive conciseness. Such evil 1s des-
crived as "the negativities of creaturely existence."

Tillich hints at another solution to the problem of

evil. This solution is found in his positing a nonrational

1. Wieman, Art.(1932)2, 111.
2. See Chap. III, sec. 5.
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aspect In God's nature. This is set forth in the concent of
nod as "abyss." As we have seen, the abysmal nature of God
is a nonrational, unformed dimension of incalculable power.l
There are two aspects to God's nature, viz., the logos and
tne abyss.. The former is the rational aspect and the latter
is the nonrational. It 1s this nonrational aspect that ac-
counts for much of the evil in the world. 3o Tillich at-
tempts to solve the problem of evil by finding a nonrational
aspect in God's nature. Like Wleman, he ends up with a
finitistic view of God. His language ancd method seem ex-
tremely absolutistic, but his stress on the abysmal aspect of
God's nature 1is definitely finitistic. Tillich's finitism

is to be distingulished from Wieman's in one significant
respect: 1in Wieman's conception the limitation of God's power
is external to his nature, while in Tillich's thought the
limitation is an aspect within God's nature.

How adequate are these views? Wieman seeks to avoid
the problem of evil by a complete denial of creation. He
holds to the finiteness of God, yet without beling subject
to the criticism which may be directed against belief in a

Creator-God. But the denial of a Creator-God raises more

1. See Chap. III, sec. L.
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oroblems than 1t solves. Such a denial glves no explanation
ot the source of consciousness and value. Moreover, it fails
to explain the unity of nature. This easy solution of the
problem of evil fails to grapple thoroughly with the oprob-
lem of good. Its impersonalism is philosophically inade-
guate.

Some questicns may be raised concerning Tillich's
solution to the problem of evil. At one point he says that
nhysical evil offers no real probiem because it is a natural
implication of creaturely finitude. But this is no solution
to the problem. Physical evils are surely evil, and the
fact that they are implicated in the finitude of all creature-
ly being does not help at all; For if creation is finite,
and finitude be évil, then God 1is the creator of evil.

By attributing evils in the world to some nonrational
aspect iIn God's nature, Tillich introduces a duallism into the
divine nature that can hardly be regarded as satisfactory
either religiously or intellectually. This conception
suffers from all of the inadequaciles of any ultimate meta-
physical dualism. Tillich leave; such a tremendous gap be-~
tween Cod as abyss and God as logos that there hardly abpears
to be a point of contact between the two. Nowhere does

Tillich adequately explain the relationship of these two
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aspects of God's nature. So great is the mystery between
the abyss and the logos that one is compelled to wonder why

1
the two should be called God.

10. The aquestion of monism versus pluralism

As -we have seen above, Wieman seeks to maintain an
ultimate pluralism in which God 1s in no way responsible for
evil. Wieman is emphatic in the assertion that God 1s not
the ultimate ground of all existence. He 1s probably one of
several ultimate realities.2 With this ultimate pluralism
Tillich would not concur. jFor Tillich God is the one ul-
timate reality, the ultimate ground of all existence.
Tillich, then, 1s monilistic in his empheasis, while Wieman 1s
pluralistic. As we attempted to show above, Tillich's monism
is not only qualitatlive, but also quantitative.3 Tillich
holds to ah ul timate ontological'monism, both qualitative
and quantitative. God is ultimately the only metaphysical
reality. The life of man is a phase of the actualization
of God and not a separate metaphysical reality.

If there 1s any one point at which Wieman and Tillich

l. Cf. DeWolf, TLC, 13L.
2. Wieman, Art.(1932)2
3. See Chap. III, sec. 1ll.
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are in basic disagreement, it is here. Wlieman holds to an
ultimate pluralism, boeth quantitative and quelitative.
Tillich, on the other hand, holds to an ultimate monism,
both qualitatlve and guantitative.

Here again we find Wieman and Tillich each overstress-
ingz one phase of reality while minimizing another. Wieman
is so lmpressed with manyness thet he overlooks oneness.
Tillich, on the other hand, 1s so impressed with oneness
that he overlooks maﬂyness.

Neither of these views is basically sound. Wieman's
ul timate pluralism fails to satisfy the rationel demand for
unity. Sense-experience.is manifold and plurslistic; but
reason is unitary and systematic. Monism, as Kant recog-
nized, is the deepest demand of reason. A unitary.world-
ground is implied in the principle of causality. Moreover,
there 1s system in this universe; cognition would be im-
possible without it. Further, no ultimate system can be
made up of independent units., If the system be real, the
units must be subordinated to the system.1

Certainly this quest for ultimate unity haunts the

réligious man. One of the main things that the religious

1. Cf. Knudson, POP, 202,
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worshiper is seeking is a Being who is able to reduce all
multiplicity to unity. Wiemen's failure to discover this
unity leaves him with a conception of God that is both re-
ligiously and intellectually inadequéte.

As Wieman's ultimaete pluralism is unsatisfactory, so
is Tillich's ultimate monism. There is much in Tillich that
is reminiscent of Splnoza and Hegel. In each of these
systems finite individuality is swallowed up in the unity
of being. Individual persons become merely transitory modsas
of the one substance, having no substantial character of
their own.

One of the greatest dangers of Tillich's system is
that it tends toward pantheism. This type of thinking makes
God impersonsal- and breaks down the separateness and indepen-
dence of finite personality. In this sense it brings havoc
to true religion. True religion is!not concerned about
metaphysical union of the human with the divine, but with a
relation of mutual understanding between them, a relation
that expresses itself in worship and love. Such a relation-
ship is possible only between persous who maintain their
distinct individuality. To make human personality a mere
phase or mode of the absolute 1s to render real religious

experience impossible. Pantheism is both practically and
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Tillich talks a great deal about the freedom of man.
The most pervasive idéa in all of Tillich's utterances about
man 1s that man is free. In numerous instances man's nature
is spoken of as "finite freedom." He says: "Man is man

because he has freedom.” Again he says: "Freedom makes

2 Man has in a sense left the divine grouhd'to

man man."
"stand upon" his own feet. He 1s to some extent "outsidé"
the divine 1life. "To be outside the divine life means to
stand~im—actualized freedom, in an existence which is no
longer united with essen}::e."3 But the question that inevit-
ably arises at this point is, how can Tillich have both his
monlism and human freedom? We have Seen how he tries to main-
taln both, and thereby presents a contradiction which he
ncver completely resolves. The fact is that freedom 1s non-
existent in a monistic system. Freedom requires metaphysical
otherness. But in & monistic system there is no otherness

on the part of finiﬁe persons. [Finitve belngs are parts of
the Infinite or absolute and issue rforth from its being by a

kind of logiéal'néCGSSity.

1. Tillich, ST, I, 182,
2. Tillich, Art.(1940)3, 123.
3. TilliCh, ST’ I’ 2550
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In order for freedom to exist there must be distinct

; individuality and independence on the part of the finlte
soul. This the individual 1s deprived of in a thoroughgoing
monism. Such monism breaks downAthe exclusiveness of per-
sonality, and erases ﬁge boundary lines between personal
beings, making the finite.person simply a part of the ab-
solute. All of this reveals the futility of Tillich's at-
tempt to stress the freedom of man in his monistic system.
When taken in all of its logical implications, Tillich's
system provides no pxéce tor finite freedom.

A final weakness of Tillich's system, as with all
monistic systems, 1is its failure to grapple with the prob-
lem of error. It makes error as necessary as truth, and thus
leaves us with no standard that would enable us to distin-
guish between them and no meéhs of using the standard if we
had it.

To sum up, both Wieman's pluralism and Tillich's monism
are inadequate as philosophical and religious world-views.
Each overemphasizes one phase of reality while totally
neglecting another important phase. Here again, the solu-
tion is not either monism or pluralism; it is both monism
and pluralism. Tillich and Wieman fail to see that both

positions can be meaningfully maintained. It 1s possible to
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hold a quantitative pluralism while holding a qualitative
monism. In thls way both oneness and manyness are preserved.
Neither swallows the other. Such a view defends, on the one
hand, individuality against the impersonalism'and all-engulf-
ing universalism of any type of ultimate monism. On the
other hand, 1t vindicates the 1dea of a basal monism against

the attacks of any ultimate pluralism.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCL USIONS

The following theses may be stauted as conclusions
drawn from this investigation of the concepticns of God

in the thinking of Tillich and Wieman.,

1, Tillich's basic and most persistent definition of

God is "being-itself," esse ipsum. In affirming that God

is being-itself, Tillich is denying that God is a being
beside other beings. In this conception he intends to con-
vey the ldea of the power of being. God is the power of

being in everything and above everything.

2., Wieman's basic definition of God is the "creative
event." This definition is an amplification of what Wieman
means when he speaks of God as growth. He further defines
God as "supreme value" and as "the unlimited connective
growth of value-connections." DBut these definitions seem
to have three different meanings. When Wieman characterizes
God as "supreme value' he seems to mean the ideal of per-
fection or of the achievement of maximum value. When he

speaks of God as "the unlimited connective growth of value-
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connections" he seems to mean the human and soclal processes
which aim at the achlevement of value. When he describes
God as the creative event he seems to mean the natural

forces underlyling the achlievement of value. These three
meanings cannot be viewed as constituting a unity except in

a highly figurative sense, and positively not for a religious
philosophy which would be consistently empirical. At this

point Wieman has failed to be consistently empirical.

3. Both Tillich and Wieman agree that God is an un-
deniable reality. They are so convinced of the reality of
God that they would dismiss all arguments ror his existence
as futile and invalid. They further agres in seeking to
assure the reality of God through the definition of God.

But in attempting to formulate the idea of God so as to

mgke the~question of his existence a dead issue, Tillich and
Wieman have given up much that is most essential from the
religious point of view in the ldea of God. Both sacri-
fice too much for the sake of getting rid of & troublesome

question.

ij. Both Tillich and Wieman deny the category of
personality to God. They think that to refer to God as a

:person is to limit him, This denial of personality to God
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does not mean, they insist, that God is impersonal. In-
stead of being impersonal or sub-personal, God is Supra—
personal ., - Desplite thelr warnings that God 1s not less

than bersonal, however, we have seen tralts throughout thelr
thinking that point to a God that 1s less than personal.
WWieman's God is an interaction, that is, a behavior-process.
He is not a concrete object or a continuing entity. In
short, he is an unconscious process devoid of any true pur-
pose, Tillich's "being-itself" is little more than a sub-
personal rese>volr of power. In this respect Tillich's
thought is somewhat akin to the impersonalism of Oriental
Vedantism., "Being-itself" is a pure absolute devoid of

consclousness and 1life,

5. Wieman's naturalistic position causes him to
place grgat emphasis on the lmmanence of God. Like every-
thing else that exists God 1s found within the natural
order. Whatever transcendence God has is seen to arise out
of his very immanence in the world of events. There 1s much
in Tillich's view that comes'close to the naturalistic
position. He revolts agalnst the view that there 1is a world
behind the world., The Divine does not inheablt a transcendent

' character

. world above nature; it is found in the "ecstatic'

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



318

of this world as its transcendent depth and ground.

6. Tillich's desire to protect the majesty of God
and his complex ontological analysis cause him to stress the
-transcendence of God as much as his immsnence. He fihﬁs a
basis for God's transcendence in the conception of God as
abyss. There 1is a basic inconsistency in Tillich's thought
at this poilnt. On the one hand he speaks as a religious
naturalist making God wholly immanent in nature., Or the
other hand he speaks as an extreme supernaturalist making

God almost comparable to the Barthian "wholly other."

7. Tillich arnd Wieman have at the forefront of their
thinking a deep theocentric concern. Both are convinced
that God 1is the most significant Fact in the universe. This
theocentric concern leads Tillich and Wieman to the further
assertion that God is not man. They see a qualitative

difference between God and man.

8. Tillich and Wieman are at one in rejecting the
traditional formulations of the attributes of God. Tillich
goes beyond Wieman, however, by seeking to set forth the

qualitative and symbolic meaning of the attributes.
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9. Tillich includes within the divine life both
temporality and eternality. Vieman's stress is on the
temporality of God. His failure to‘emphasize the factor
of permanence in the idea of God weakens Wieman's doctrine
of God at many points. It leaves a God who is the increasor

of value without being the conserver of value. In such a

situation, value-experience becomes meaninglesse.

10. The most lmportant words in Tillich's con-
ception of God are "power" and "being". The most important
words in Wieman's conception of God are "gocdness" and
"yalue." Wieman's basic emphasis is axiological while
Tillich;s is ontélogical. Now both Wieman and Tillich are
partially correct in what they affirm, but partially wrong
in what they deny. Both overstress one aspect of the divine
nature to the neglect of another basic aspect. T1llich places
an undue emphasis on being to the neglect of value; Wieman
places mn undue emphasis on value to the neglect of being.

A more adequate view is to maintain that both value and

being are basic in the meaning of God; each blending with
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the other but neither being reduced to the other.

1}, Both Tillich and Wieman re ject the traditional
doctrine of creation. For neither of them is there a super-

natural being before and above &ll beings as thelr creator.

12, Tillich and Wieman are theistic finitists. How-
ever, thecy differ in one significant respect: in Wieman's
conception the limitation to God's power is external to
his nature, while in Tillich's thought the limitation is an

aspect within God's nature,

13, Wieman holds to an ultimate pluralism, both
quantitative and qualitative, Tillich, on the other hand,
holds to an ultimate monism, both qualitative and gquanti-
tative. Both of these views have been found to be inade-
quate., Wieman's ultimate pluralism falls to satisfy the
rational demand for unity. Tillich'!s ultimate monism
swallows up finite individuality in the unity of being.

A more adequate view is to hold a quantitative'pluralism
and a qualitative monism. In this way both oneness and

manyness are przserved.

K
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ABSTRACT

A, Statement of Problem

The problem cf this dissertation was to compare and
evaluate the conceptions of God in the thinking of Paul
rillich and Henry Nelson Wieman.

The concept of God was chosen becéuse of the central
place which it occupies in any religion; and because of the
ever-present neéd to interpret and clarify éhe God=-concept.
Tillich and Wieman were chosen because they represent
different types of theblogy; and because each of them, in
the last few years, has had an increasing influence upon

theological and philosophical thought.

B. 'L'he Mefhods of Procedure

Several methods of procedure were employed in the
investigation of the problem stated for this dissertation,
First, the expository method was used. In this method the
investigator sought to give a comprehensive and sympathetic
exposition of the conceptions of God held by Wieman and
Tillich. Second, the comparative method was employed. Here

the thought of Wieman .and Tilllch was brought together with
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a view to determining their convergent and divergent points.
Third, the critical method was employed. The investigator
sought to give a critical evaluation of the conceptions of
God held by Wieman and Tillich. In seeking to give this
critical appraisal, two norms were employed: (i) adequacy
in expressing the religious values of historic Christianity;
and (ii) adequacy in meeting the requirements of consistency
and coherence.

It was necessary to begin the study with a discussion
of the methodologies of Tillich and Wieman, since the ques-
tion of method is of such vital importance in theolozical
and philosophical construction.

Throughout his theology Tillich undertakes the 4diffi-
cult task of setting forth a systematic theology which is
at the same time an apologetic; The method used to effect
this apologetic task is the "method of correlation." This
method shows the interdependence between the ultimate ques-
tions to which philosophy is driven and the answers given
in the Christian message. In this method question and
snswer determine each other. Phllosophy and theology are not
sebarated, and they are not identical, but they are correla-

ted.

The method which Wieman employs is the "scientific
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method." He contends that this is the only method by which
truth can be obtained, whether in the field of common ssense,
science, philosophy, or religion. The scientific method 1s
defined as the method in whiéh sensory observation, exberi—
mental behavior, and rational inference are working together.
The methodologzies of Tillich and Wieman are quite antithetical
at many points. Wieman's scientific method is basically
naturalistic., Tillich's method of correlation seeks to over-
come the conflict between the naturalistic and supranatural -
istic methods.

It was necessary to begin the exposition of Tillich's
conception of God with a discussion of.his ontology as a
whole, since it is his ultimate conviction that God is "being-
itself." It was also necessary to include a section on
Wieman's theory of value in the expositionvof his conception
of God, since he holds that God is supreme value and supreme

source of value,

C. Conclusions
The following theses may be stated as conclusions
drawh from this investigation of the conceptions of God in

the thinking of T1lllich and Wiemen.

1., T3llich's basic and most persistent definition
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of God is "being-itself,” esse ipsum. In affirming that

God is being-itself, Tillich is denylng that God is a being
brside other beings. In this conception he intends to con-
vey the idea of the power of being. God 1s the power of

being in everything and above everything.

2. Wieman's basic definition of God is the "creative
event."” This definition is an amplification of what Wieman
means when he speaks of God as growth. Hé further defines
God as "supreme value" and as "the unlimited connective
growth of value-connections." But these definitions seem to
have three different meanings. When Wieman characterizes
God as "supreme value" he seems to mean the ideal of per-
fection or of the achlevement of maximum value. When he
speaks of God as "the unlimited connective growth of value-
connections” he seems to mean the human and social processes
which aim at the achlevement of valﬁe. When he describes
God as the crestive event he seems to mean the natural forces
underlying the achievement of value. These three meanings
cannot be viewed as constituting a unity except in a highl§
figurative sense, and positively not for a consistently
empirical religious philosophy. At this point Wieman has

fajled to be consistently empirical.,
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3. Both Tillich and Wieman agree that God is an un-
denlable reality. They are so convinced of the reality of
God that they would dismiss all arguments for his existence
as futiie and invalid. They further agree in seeking to
assure-the reality of God through the definition of God.

Zut in attempting to formulate the idea of God so as to

make the question of his existence a dead issue, Tillich

ow

and Wleman have gilven up much that is most essential from
the religious point of view in the idea of God. Both sacri-
fice too much for the sake of getting rid of a troublesome

question.

k. Both Tiliich and Wieman deny the category of
personality to God. They think that to refer to God as a
person 1s to limit him. This denial of personallty to God
does not mean, they insist, that God is impersonal. - In-
stead of being impersonﬁl or sub-personal, Goé is supra-
personal. Despite their warnings that God 1s not less than
personal, however, we have seen traits throughout their think-
ing that point to a God that is iess than personal. Wieman's
God is an interaction, that is, a behavior-process. He is
not a concrete object or a contlnuing entity. In short, he

is an unconscious process devoid of any true purpose. Tillich's
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"being-itself" is little more than a sub-personal reservoir
of power. In this respect Tillich's thoucht 1s somewhat
akin to the impersonalism of much Oriental Vedantsa thought.
"Being-itself™ is a pure absolute, devoid of consciousness

and life.

Se Wieman's naturalistic position cauwses him to place
great emphasls on the immanence of God. Like everything
else that exlsts, God 1s found within the natural order.,
Whaotever transcendence God has is seen to arise out of his
very irmanence Iin the wofld of events. There is much In
Tilllich's view that comes close to the naturalistic position.
He revoits agalnst the view that there ié a world behind
the world. The Divine does not inhabit a transcendent
world above nature; it is found in the "esctastic" character

of this world as its transcendent depth and ground.

6. Tillich's desire to protect the majesty of God

and his complex cntological analysis cause him to stress the

transcendence of God as much as hls immanence. He finds a

basis for God'!'s transcendence in the conception of God as
abyss. There is a basic inconsistency in Tillich's thought

at this point. On the one hand he speaks as a religious

naturalist making God wholly immanent in nature. On the
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other hand he speaks as an extreme supernaturalist making

God almost comparable to the Barthian "wholly other."

Te Tillich and VWieman have at the forefront of their

thinking a deep theocentric concern. DBoth are convinced

that God is the most significant Fact in the universe. This
theocentriec ooncern leads Tillich and Wieman to the further
assertion that God is not man. They see a gualitative

difference between God and nman.

8. Tillich and Wieman are at one in rejecting the
traditional formulations of the attributes of God, Tillich
goes beyond Wieman, however, by seeking to set forth the

qualitative and symbolic meaning of the attributes.

Q. | Tillich includes within thedivine 1life beth temporality
and eternality. Wieman's stress is on the temporality of God.
His failure to emphasize the factor of permanence in the
idea of God weakens Wieman'!s doctrine of God at many points. It

leaves a God who is the increaser of value without being the

conserver of value. In such a situation, value-experience be-
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comes meaningless.

10. The most important words in Tillich's conception
of God are "power" and "being". The most important words
in Wieman's conception of God are "goodness" and "value."
Wieman's basic emphasis is axiological while Tillich's is
ontological., Both Wieman and Tillich are partially correct
in what they affirm, but partially wrong in whatwthgy deny.
Both overétress one aspect of the divine nature to the
neglect of another basic aspect. Tillich places an undue
emphasis on being to the neglect of value; Wieman places
an undue emﬁﬂasis on value to the neglect of being. A more
adequate view 1s to maintain that both vslue and being are

baslic in the meaning of God; each blending with the other

neither being reduced to the other.

11. Both Tillich and Wieman reject the traditional
doctrine of creation. For neither of them is there a super-

natural being before and above all beings as their creator.

12. Tillich and Wieman are finitistic theists. How-
ever, they differ in one significant respect: in Wieman's

conception the limitation to God's power 1is external to his

nature, while in Tillich's thought the limitation 1s an

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



34

aspect within God's nature.

13, Wieman holds to an ultimate pluralism, both
quantitative and qualitative. Tillich, on the other hand,
holds to an ultimate monism, both qualitative and quanti-
tative. DBoth of these views have been found to be inade-
quate. Wieman's ultimate pluralism Tails to satisfy the
rational demand for unity. Tillich's ultimate monism
swallows up finlite individuality in the unity of being.

A more adequate view is to hold a quantitative pluralilsm
and a qualitetive monism. In this way both onencss and

manyness are preserved.
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Martin Luther Xing, Jr., was born in Atlanta, Georgila
January 15, 1929, the second child of the Reverend and Mrs.
M. L. King, Sr. His elementary school tralning waé re-
ceived in the Public School System of Atlanta, and his
high school trainid& was received at the Atlanta Univer-
sity Laboratory High and the Booker T. WashingtggIHigh
Schools of Atlanta, Georgia.

He entered Morehouse College 1in 194l as a freshman,
receivinz the A.B. Degree from that institution in 1948.
After finiéhing liorehouse, he entered Crozer Theological
Sem‘nary, Chester, Pennsylvania, from which he graduated

at the head of his class in 1951, Upon graduating from

Crozer, he received the Pearl Plafker Award for being the
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most outstanding student in his class during his three year
course at the semlinary. He was also awarded the J. Lewis
Crozer Fellowship to work toward the Ph.D. Degree at the
university of his choice. While at Crozer he aléo}enrolled
as a graduate student iIn the Philosophy Department at the
University of Pennsylvania.

In September, 1951 he enrolled at Boston University

Graduete

Te

\n

chool to pursue work toward the Ph.D. Degree in
the field of Systematic Theology. He 1s a candidate for
the Ph.D. Degree in June, 1955.

Whille at Boston University, he was also enrolled as
e special student for two years in the Philosophy Department
at Harvard University.

On June 18, 1953,.lartin Luther King, Jr. was married
to Coretta Scott of Marion, Al abama.

He began his ministerial career in 1947. He was
ordained in the Ebenezer Baptist Church, Atlanta, Georgila,
of which his father is pastor. He served as assistant pastor
for two years and as co-pastqr for four years of the
Ebenezer Baptist Church. Since April 195&, he has served as
péstor of the Dexter Avenue Baptist Church, Montgomery,

Al abama.
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