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A REVIEW EDITORIAL

The Analogy of Experience

HESE WARFIELD LECTURES, delivered at Princeton Theological Seminary
T in February of 1970, reveal their author once again to be one of
America’'s foremost religious philosophers. This time, however, he
speaks more as a Christian theologian than as the highly competent
and stimulating philosopher he has shown himself to be in, e. g,
his earlier Reason and God and Experience and God.

Basically, the lectures call for a reinterpretation of traditional
Christian theism, Christology, Soteriology, and Ecclesiology. Given Pro-
fessor Smith’s impeccable credentials, | hardly expected the ‘‘reinter-
pretation” to end up being wanton, radical, or in any way irresponsible.
Nor was | disappointed: the stance to which we are invited by the
book is reassuringly yet refreshingly traditional, -and wholly sound.

Why, in view of this unequivocal orthodoxy, a ‘reinterpretation”
at all? In the Introduction, Professor Smith cogently insists that the
contemporary Apostle simply cannot just “proclaim” the truth in terms
alien to his own age and culture; he must ‘‘converse” with people
even as Paul did, and this means engaging the people ‘“where
they’re at.”

The first lecture is addressed in historico-critical fashion to that
perennial problem of. “faith seeking understanding.” Attention is given

The Analogy of Experience: An Approach to Understanding Religious
Truth. By John E. Smith. New York: Harper & Row, 1973. Pp.
xx-140. Cloth, $6.95.
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mainly to Saint Augustine and Saint Anselm, but secondarily to
middle and later scholasticism, in a fine evaluation of reason’s role
with respect to theological truth. The matter is too complex for
full exposition here, but one thing we can summarily reject is the
theory of two distinct spheres for reason and faith. Among the many
positive facets of the matter is reason’s important function of elucidat-
ing what has been accepted on faith. This is what the author
intends to do in this book: discover ‘‘analogies’ in concrete ex-
perience, on the basis of which to make intelligible the traditional
beliefs of Christianity. Such an ‘‘analogy” may be defined as ‘‘the
use of experience as a means of understanding a faith content that
is by no means derivative from such experience” (p. 30). A person’s
own experience is seen as the ‘‘medium through which (life’s)
religious meaning is to be understood” (p. 48). When Smith says
that one must ‘“‘start with man” (p. 43), therefore, he must not be
misinterpreted to be implying a Feuerbachian sort of theological
projection. Rather, it is a question of explaining what is clearly
seen as “‘given’’ from beyond.- , ,
The third chapter is not a lecture in the series, but may fairly
be taken as largely a succinct summary of the author's view of
experience in general and religious experience in particular, as spelled
out more fully in his Experience and God. (Experience, for Smith,
is an emergent reality, neither simply subjective, nor wholly objective.)
The chapter is not just a repetition of earlier work, however, as
the author goes on to defend the ontological claim that experience
can mediate the genuinely transcendent. (Here, as in the final chap-
ter, | thought | found affinities with Paul Weiss which might bear
some discussion in a larger context than that available in this
review.) This addition to the series of lectures enables the author
to proceed more powerfully than he might otherwise have done,
in the last four lectures, to elaborate the experience of guilt (“Man'’s
Circular Predicament”), of God as “transcendent Self,” of Jesus as
God’s definitive concrete self-manifestation, and of the Church as
locus of salvation. ‘
(Continued on page 161)
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‘Vanity and Time
ROBERT C. NEVILLE

M Y TITLE, “Vanity and Time,’
comes from the familiar first
and third chapters of the Old Tes-
tament Book of Ecclesiastes:

Vanity of vanities, says the Preacher;

vanity of vanities; all is vanity.
What. does man gain by all the toil
" at. whlch he toils under the sun?
A generation goes and a generation

domes, but the earth remams for- -

ever.’
The -sun rises, and- the sun. goes

down, and, hastens to the place o

where it rises.
_The ‘wind blows to the south, and
gbes around to'the north; round

and round goes the wind, and on:

its circuit the wind returns.

All ‘streams run to the sea, but the

$ea is not filled.

To. - the place where the streams

flow, there they flow again.

All things are full of weariness; a
man cannot utter it.

The eye is not satisfied with seemg,
nor the ear filled with hearing.

What has been, is what will be;
and what has been: done is _what

* will be done.

And there is nothmg new under
the sun.” "~

Is ‘there a thing-'of which it is
sald, See, this.is new? . -

It ‘has been.  already. in the ages
before us..

There is no remembrance of former
things, nor will ‘there ‘be any re-
membrance ‘of later things yet to
happen, among these ‘who come
after (Eccles. 1:1-11),

For everything there is a season, and’
a time for every matter under
heaven. :

A time to be born and a time to
die,

A time to plant and a time to pluck
up what is planted.

A time to kill and a time to heal.

A time to break down and a time
to build up. .

A time to weep and a time to laugh.

A time to mourn and a time to dance.

A time to ‘cast away songs, and a
‘time to gather songs together.

. A ‘time to ‘embrace and a time to

- refrain from embracing.

A time to seek and a time to lose.

‘A time to keep and a time to
cast away

A time to.rénd and-a time to sew.

A time to keep silent and a time
to speak.

A time to love and a time to hate.

A time for war and a time for peace.

What gain has the worker from his
toil? (Eccles. 3:1-9).

There is a profound truth in the
religious person’s. feeling that his
life is to be evaluated at once
from two very different and incom-
mensurable perspectives. On the

one hand, -he sees his life in

terms of fulfilling or failing (or
a little of both) his local obliga-
tions. That is, he does the right
thing at the right time, or he fails

to do the right thing at the right.

time.. This is the truth in the

Robert .C. Neville, an Elder of the Methodist -Church, holds a doctorate
in philoaophu from Yale. Until recently he was chairman of the under-
graduate department of phtlosophy at Fordham University. He was an Asso-
clate for the Behdvioral Sciences at Hastings Center, Hastings-on-Hudson,
N.Y., and is now Associate Professor of Philosophy at SUNY at Purchase,

Purchagse, N.Y.
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claim that there is a time for
this and a time for that; and it
is appropriate to be deing one’s
duty, to be enjoying the blessings
that appear at that time ‘or to
be grieving over the sorrows suf-
fered. On the other hand, the reli-

gious person also sees those moral

successes and failures not to .ex-
tend to ultimate significance. Even
virtue is vanity from the absolute
point of view. There is a perspec-
tive from which nothing finite

makes an ultimate - difference. No:
matter how much money you make,. :
-how much you accumulate in goods,

how wise you become—as the

.writer of Ecclesiastes was wont to

say, in the end all men are dead.
And so, while in the time of:local
obligations it is better to be wise
than foolish, rich than poor, strong
than weak, in the end all .end
up the same. In that sense;" in
the sense of looking at things from
the standpoint of the ultlmate end,
all is vanity.

My thesis is that both sides

are true: that there is a time for
duty and that all is vanity. The
experience of most of the great
religious traditions acknowledges a
root distinction between God as he
is in himself, and the world in
which we live. What is meant by
“God in himself’? I cannot simply
adopt the answer of one religious
tradition, because this should ap-
proximate a thoroughly universal,
empirical generalization. By “God
in himself,” then, I mean the ul-
timate Reality beyond which there

is ‘no further measure (whatever’

you might mean by measure”):
an ultimate Reality reached when
the process of ascending through

the finite order (however you de-

_fine finite order) has been com-

‘pleted, at least symbolically.

God in Himself
CONSIDER SOME - EXAMPLES of this.
In our own Christian tradition, the
notion of the Creator-God exempli-
fies the idea very well. In him-

self, God is the one who creates
‘everything else, including the steps

by which we might rise—in reason,
in experience, or in whatever dis-
cipline we choose—to the apprecia-
tion of God .in himself. The Chris-
tian God is ultimate because there
is no reality beyond him that might
measure him; and there are many
ways within the tradition of dis-
tinguishing God from the world.
Hardly anyone who claims God is
Creator, would say that the world
measures God. God is the ultimate
Measure. |

_Perhaps just as attractive in the
West as the Christian idea of God,
has been the idea that the cosmos
as a whole is ultimate. Some have
argued, even within. the Christian
tradition, that the cossos is iden-
tical with Gad, :On this assump-
tion the cosmos .as a whole is ul-
timate, and.there is nothing beyond
it that conld Jneasure. it or put-it
in context.( T,hrs ‘cosmic Ultimate
is arrived at only by extrapolation
from finite 'steps within the cosmos
(however we would interpret the
ordinary scientific order, the order

of beauty, or whatever order would

be taken to be a sign or trace
of the cosmos as an- absolute
Whole). '

In Hinduism, particularly’ that of
the Upanishadic period, the name
for the Absolute is Brahman. I
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think it can be shown that Brah-
man really is a Creator-God, but
what is emphasized in the Up-
anishads is not his capacity to
create, but the fact that, consider-
ing Brahman as absolute Reality,
he has no qualities whatever. Brah-
man can be considered as the
Lord of the world, the end of our

striving, the germ from which the-

cosmos comes, the object of blind-
ing illumination. But all of these
are qualities that Brahman has

relative to the categories within

which we live. Those categories
point to the fact that Brahman,

apart from being the object of our.

cognitive endeavor, is without qua-
lities, because the qualities imply
imperfection; and what is absolute
cannot be measured by anything
else.

In the Buddhist tradition the
parallel religious belief is in thé
great Emptiness which is more
real than any of the things that
fill our lives. This Emptiness is
considered ultimate, the ground out
of which all the passing shadows
come, to be sought as the ful-
_ fillment of the religious life. As
Emptiness paradoxically, it loves
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the world and saves it by sendins
Buddhas to draw forth the love
that is in the world. The great
Emptiness is obviously beyond
measure, like the Brahman without
qualities; it has‘nothing to measure,
and it stands beyond, as the on-
tological ground for all the things
that do have qualities.

The testimony to this God or
Emptiness in all traditions is
generally a kind of mystical ex-
perience with both affirmation and
denial. God, or the ultimate Ground,
is apprehended as being at the end
of the quest for knowing, feeling,
and uniting with the Absolute. This
is an orientation to God through
finite experience; and how one
characterizes God then takes its
form from the directions and orien-
tations of the disciplines through
which one tries to get to God. As

‘a philosopher, 1 prefer the more

dialectical kinds of disciplines.
Some people are much better at
praying; they have a different
orientation to God. The fundamen-
tal point is that even as God is
apprehended as at the end of the
quest, it is also seen that the very
meaning of the quest is that God
is beyond the quest. He is the
ground that supports the quest and
must not be understood simply as
a finite term ' after which there
might be other finite termsy for he
is that which gives rise to the

‘whole “ladder” or “structure of

rationality”, or whatever metaphor
you might use for the quest it
self. :

Returning to the idea of creation,
suppose that you had searched
through the created order for its
ground. You could run through a

variety of medieval proofs; you
could draw categories from present-
day science. You will see that the
very meaning of being the end of
the quest involves the claim that
the “creatorship” of God—God's
quality of being Creator—is some-
thing that itself depends on his
creating. God would not be Creator
were he not to create, and so the
determinate nature that we know of
God, even as the object of our
religious quest, is a nature that

. God has given himself in creating.

And the meaning of the concept
is that God himself stands ultimate-
ly beyond even that nature he has
as Creator. This is riot to say that
God is not really Creator—he real-
ly is, because he has created.

One of. the first religious con-
clusions to be drawn from this, is
that God himself is beyond good
and evil. When Job wanted to haul
God into court and said, “You're
not treating me well: I don’t de-
serve anything like the suffering
I’'ve had, and therefore I'm suing,”
God replied, “Well, you can’t sue
me because I don’t come to court;
the categories employed in moral
judgment are not applicable to me.”
Recall the question God put to Job:
‘“Where were you when I set up
the show—when I laid the founda-

tions of the world, when I set’

the standards of moral judgment?”
There is a similar teaching about
God’s transcending the categories of
good and evil in the Bhagavad-
Gita. Toward the end, Krishna is
transformed into Vishnu, the God
more radiant than a thousand suns,
who transcends all the character of
the finite world including the cat-
egories of good and evil.

The World of Duty *

LET US TURN our . attention now
from a consideration of God .in him-
self to the world as the context
in which we live out our human
lives and discharge our obligations.
These obligations - are finite and
relative—relative not in the sense
that the .individual is free to de-
termine his own set of obligations,
but rather in the ‘sense that their
particular character derives from the
individual’s ‘station in life. For
instance, it is 'because I am a
teacher that 1. have a whole set
of obligations that other people who
are not teachers do. not have. It
is because I -am married to my
wife that I have obligations towards
her and our family that others don’t
have. It is because I am here,
dealing with people here, that I
have obligations that I would not
have were I in California or China.
Certainly there are universal obli-
.gations, but for the most part the
obligations we have depend upon
whom we’re close to in contrast
to whom we’re far from. That is
crucial: our perspective comes from
the_fact that we're closer to some
than we are to others. Thus there
is a kind of geometrical metaphor
that "articulates the locus of our
responsibilities. And what holds for
-moral obligations also holds for the
blessings of life and for the sor-
rows of life. I grieve more for the
sorrows close to me than for those
far away, though abstractly I know
that the ones far away are sorrow-
ful and I know that those close to
those far away ‘grieve the way I do:

Every religion has as it were a
“Bbifocal” thrust. Let me call atten-
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tion to some facts evident .in actual
‘religions before spelling out the
theoretical point involved here. To
begin with, every religion em-
phasizes momlity. You wouldn’t
think this necessary if religion’s
only truth were the mystical truth
“of God who fills the soul and lifts
it out of the finite realm. But

every religion does have something

to say about suffering too—in fact,
according to " some historians of
religion that is the one original and
common point of all religions: mak-
ing a response to suffering. "Again,
all religions articulate ways by
which we can appreciate our re-
sources. All religions articulate
some form of respect for life. And
all religions, depending upon their
culture, honor crucial cultural con-
nections. So in a culture that highly
prizes relations  within a family,
that becomes a very serious moral
obligation. In a .culture that puts
the relation to the ruler on a very
high plane, that becomes a very
serious moral obligation. In India,
in some periods, one’s mast im-
portant human relation was to one’s
guru because it was from him rather
than the parents that the really
important -things of humanity were
handed down; so that was the most
sacred relation. All religions depict
life-styles in which we can legitim-
ately strive for success in virtue,
in wealth (however that may be
counted), and in understanding or
wisdom. . )

Now, an exclusive emphasis on
the mystery of the transcendent God
leads to antinomianism—the belief
that there are no moral obligations.
The feeling for the inner life be-
comes so intense that the individual
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thinks he transcends any moral
obligations to his neighbor. Every
religion falls into that trap from
time to time.

On the contrary side, an exclusive
emphasis on the moral obligations
leads to pharisaism-the belief that
you've exhausted - your religion

when you've figured out the rules

and followed them. This is perhaps
the greater danger. It takes hard
work to become a mystic, but you
can begin making pharisees out of
kids when they’re four or five years
old. And unfortunately, it seems to
me most of our religious education

does what comes easiest—i. e.,"

teaches the rules, the sense of moral
obligation, without filling the heart
with the more - important things.

To returm to my overall thesis:
the religious is “bifocal.” One lens
deals with relative, moral affairs
—i. e., affairs based on our relative
moral position in the world such as
being here and not there—and the
other lens is for appreciating and
interpreting divine transcendence.
You cannot translate one of these
into the other, at least not very
easily, and certainly not in terms
of the intensity of feeling aroused
‘on both sides. To keep them to-
gether is the difficult challenge of
genuine religion; and to meet it
we need a feel for how God “in
himself” faces the world, so that
he is no longer considered “just
in himself,” and for how the world
of obligations faces God. Having
described the two lenses in our
dialectical conception, let us now
inquire how one pole may be said
to view the other; and how the
second views the first.

God in the World

OVER AND ABOVE his existence “in
himself,” God enters the world

creating and caring. Forget for a '.
moment the caring part, and con-

centrate on the creating. God cre-

‘ates everything which is, or Brah-
‘man is the germ of everything

which lives, or every bit of the
divine Cosmos has the divinity of
the whole Cosmos in it, or the great
Emptiness which is the true

Buddha body becomes the Suchness

of each thing so the Emptiness is
in each finite thing. As a result,

-every finite thing is the locus of

God. If God were an independent

entity, off in another dimension,’

and not the Creator of the world,
then we could not say that the
world was the locus of God. Saying
however that he does create the
world, we understand that every-
thing created is in fact the residence
of God, or the terminus of the
divine creative act. '

The value elements of finite life
have not only their finite dimen-
sions, but also a divine dimension

because they reflect the fact that

they are patt of defs world. Thus

in the moral life “doing good”

is also “glorifying God” because it
acknowledges and enhances his

‘presence in the finite realm. If
we do good we enhance the value

of something affected by our action.

We glorify God because that object

is itself God’s presence in the
world. Conversely, doing evil is not

‘only doing evil; it is sin because

it repudiates God’s presence in the
finite sphere, treating the finite
situation which is offended in an
evil action as if it were assessed

"solely by one’s own will, as lack-

ing standing as the object of God’s

-¢reation. The appreciation of the

world’s goods, in. other words, is
not only appreciation of what is
there, but thanksgiving too because
they are there as God’s gifts and
therefore are absolutely there, They
do not “happen” to be there, but

they are there because God is in.

them there. And suffering is not
only pain (although it is at least
that), but also a mark of finite,
created existence. God has made a-
world with suffering in it, and
suffering is part of what it means

for us to be creatures. So suffering

is. to be taken up, in light of the
relation between the world and
God, with acceptance on the one
hand and (paradoxically) thanks on
the other. Of course we should
avoid suffering if we can, we ought

“to get over it as soon as poss_ibl'e,

and . we ought to prevent it wher
ever we can. But because of the
divine character of the finite world
that presents the  suffering, we
ought not hide from it or deny it
is really suffering, because it is as
much a part of the world as joy. .
The lesson of Ecclesiastes seems
to be this: Finite life is always
filled with finite sufferings and
finite joys that are real and ob
jectively there, however we might
mistake them in the. circymstance.
It is filled with responsibilities
arising from a host of relative posi-
tions in which we find ourselves.
And it is filled with ambiguities,
perhaps the most difficult thing to
cope with: there is. nothing in our
world, that is unambiguously good
or bad, joyful or sorrowful. No mat:
ter how far we stretch our lives,
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no matter how long we make them,
no matter how comprehensive they
are by virtue of our education,
our travel, our capacity for experi-
ence—no matter how far our lives
are extended, those things are there,
perhaps not in the endless round
that Ecclesiastes describes, but
without being expunged. If you look

for ultimate significance in finite

life, no matter how far you stretch
it, it will always look meaningless
because there is no joy that is not
stopped by sorrow; there is no
moral success by strength of one’s
virtue that does not become alloyed

with moral failure; and in the end,

all things turn away,

The Religious Significance
of Morality
CONVERSELY, - the ultimate signi-

ficancé of life is not the unending’
accumulation of finite virtues and’

values. Some Christians argue that

the doctrine of the Incarnation en-
tails that God’s ultimate fulfillment’

will be in the course of finite his-
torical affairs—a literal kingdom on
earth. Not a “mere spiritual” king-
dom, but an historical one. There
were times when Saint Paul .ex-
pected the return of Jesus and the
overthrow of the Roman Empire;
and I suppose in' our own day
Father Pierre Teilhard de Chardin
has made popular the view that
we are pressing onward toward the
Omega ‘Point. So the very course
of evolutionary history must be

interpreted as what in my Methodist

tradition is called *pressing on to

perfection.” 1 think that most of

the major religious traditions, in-
cluding the spiritual heart of Chris-
Hanity, testify against this inter-
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pretation of the Incarnation. Al-
though I claim no certainty in these
matters, let me cite several argu-
ments.

First of all, it hasn’t happened.

"The kingdom of God on earth

seems. to be at hand, and to be
felt in the hearts of spiritual people;
but it doesn’t appear to be in
office this year, historically speak-
ing.. And I would not want to
transform the notion of the spiritual
kingdom of God into the political

realm in any case. Secondly, the’

world has made much progress
since the time of Christ, but the
progress seems to be mainly tech-
nological and institutional. I do

' not mean to denigrate that. People
live now who would have died

in infancy a thousand years ago.

‘People live in good health now

when they would not have before.

Peopte are cleaner now than they

were before; they eat better diets,
they have more eunergy, than they
did before. I wouldn’t want to live
two thousand years ago after having
tasted the luxury of middle class
America, unless there were an im-
portant reason to do so. Techno-
logical progress has been great, and
institutionally too we have madé

" progress. We have few slaves now—

we had many slaves then. The
difference between the rich and the
poor is generally much less. And
the difference in cultural possibili-
ties between the rich and the poor
is not as fixed now as it was before.
Many more people have become
educated, and many more people
can learn languages other than their
native tongue. All of these are
improvements in the human con-
dition by virtue of finding better

institutions. We have more insti-
tutional freedom now than ever be-
fore. ' '

Nevertheless we haven’'t im-
proved, it seems to me, in our

moral capacity. We do have more

morally relevant facts. We may not
make as great mistakes in an effort
to do good. Nevertheless, when it
comes to sinning, Hitler did just as
well as Pharaoh. Realistically, and
this is now my third argument, it
seems to me that our technologlcal

progress may kill us off. I'm not"

saying it will, but it may. When
the scientists were dlscussmg the
building of the hydrogen bomb,
they were worried at first about
the fact that they had to heat
hydrogen to a temperature: close
to that of the sun. It occurred to

a few of them, Oppenheimer- for

one; that this might mean igniting
the earth’s atmosphere. And so for
several months they sat around and
calculated to -see whether or not
the hydrogen in our atmosphere
would ignite’ with the bomb ‘and
whooshl—all ~ of - the - atmosphere
would be ‘gone from the earth.
Fortunately it didn’t. And: they
weren’t quite sure how big the
boom would be when the bomb
went off. The ppint is, advancing
technology bears its risks—and one
day we just might make that
cataclysmic “mistake.” There is no

a priori guarantee that our technolo-

gy will always lead us onwards and
upwards. It might lead us down-
ward. That is one of the ambi-
guities of life. :

My fourth point is that we don’t
need to believe in  perfection in
the future in order to accept our
moral responsibilities. Some

people, Teilhard among them, have
argued that if there is no faith
or guarantee that the future will
bring success, then there is no
ground for moral action now. That

is a mistake: the ground for moral

action is that we ought to do
something now or refrain from do-
ing something now. If there is
something to enjoy, - it should be
enjoyed for its enjoyability. It
should not be enjoyed because it’s
a step in the ladder toward higher
and higher enjoyment. Life must
be taken, in other words, as God °
gives it. And we do not need to
believe in perfection in the future,
to appreciate that true life comes
from participating in the life and
death “'of Christ, and that this is
possible in the midst of finite
joys and sufferings and ambigui-
ties. One need not say that our
future will be peifect in order to

i participate in that ambiguous lifé of

"hnst

Maxims of Religious Life

LET ME OFFER, as the concluding
section of this analysis, six ma-

~xims of religious life that pertain

to the bifocal vision of the world
I have been outlining. In each case '
1 will also give a counter-maxim
that is easy to believe in but runs
contrary to the bifocular contrast.

1. “Do your duty for its own
sake.” That is, more generally, en-
joy the blessings and endure the
sufferings of life for what they
are—nothing more. - 1 take this
maxim to mean that we ought to
be objective. Of course we can't
be perfectly objective; our per
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ception and discernment are always
biased in some way or other, but
we learn through - education that
there are ways to improve our
course toward objectivity. We ought
to leam to control ourselves,
especially our subjective biases, so
as to discern as well as possible
the nature of things and to respond
to what is presented, not to respond

to what we would like to see or

hear.

The - counter-maxim to this. is

something like, “Do good that you

may . be saved.”. That. is, treat.the
good things in. the world as but
steps to greater goodness, and thev

bad things as hindrances to God’s.
plan. This means that we would .
never learn to accept the world

in its own. relative, finite nature,
but would always be interpreting it
as if we were nudging God. We
try to get ultimate significance out
of finite accumulations, and in so

doing plunge headlong towards

meaninglessness and despair be-
cause we will inevitably fail in
some of our duties. The blessings
of life  cannot but prove to be
transient, and the sufferings of life
will equalize everybody—the- good
and the bad. If we were to seek
ultimate significance here, there-
fore, we.could only find meaning-
lessness.

2. “Embrace the vanfty or mean-
inglessness of life as divine play.”
It has been a long time in the
.Western tradition since we have
paid’ much attention to' the notion
of d1vme play—-—to the world as

-God’s “game.” But most of the

other religious traditions have good
words for that, and it is not in-
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consistent with ours. Whatever the
world is. those respects in which
it is meaningtul and those re
spects in which it is meaningless
(and there are enough of both
to keep anyone satisfied)—whatever
the world is, that is God’s pleasure.
And unless we can view the world
as God’s playing, we cannot em-
brace the meaninglessness it con-
tains. Sometimes in the West we

" have had ‘the feeling that God’s
“creative prmc1ples ought to be do-

ing what we would do if we were

'God and we were trying to make

a perfect world. That is a mistake.
It is imreallstlc, and it misses the
depths of the dlvme and the vanity
of llfe

The counter-maxim here is to con-
sider history to be directed by the

‘Protestant. Ethic.. The “Protestant

Ethic,” you know, doesn’t have all
that much to do with Protestant-
ism. It does have to-do with sub-
ordinating all - your play to the
rational: pursuit of some economic
end, whatever kind of angelic cur-
rency one might imagine as being
involved. God, I'm sure, does not
act solely to become the richest
one in heaven.

3. “Let God draw you from the
world to his perspective and re-
turn you to the world with his

"creatorly outlook.” This maxim ex-

presses a twofold movement. On
the one hand, there is the move-
ment for ‘the religious person from
the finite life in which we live,

where our positions are all relative,

to the state of feeling ourselves

“absolutely”—or, better yet, feeling
the world absolutely. Of course we
do not do that very well. I suspect

even the greatest mystics. do not
succeed perfectly at this. There is a
tremendous amount of symbolism
involved in being able to feel the
whole world as God’s world. The
mystics do  talk about feeling at
one. with everything, however; they

talk about how their own individual,’

positionally defined, perspective is
transcended for the divine per-
spective. They go from the rela-
tive to the “irrelative.” God’s per

spective is as close to anything in.

the universe by virtue of the media-
tion of anything else, but is im-
mediately present to everything.

That divine perspective differs
from ours. We are related to every-
thing other than ourselves by virtue
of a whole host of mediators. It

seems to me the first main step
of the movement. of the religious
life is. to develop a feeling for
God’s  immediate “feeling” ‘of the
world. Having made that move in

‘accord with whatever attractions
:God has proffered, we find that

the way in which God “feels”

‘the world is not neutral but is

such as to put us back into the
world as God is in the world.
God does not just sit and look
at the world; he loves and enters
it. He creates in the world by a
host of means, especially in human
life by the very suffering and am-
biguity we have been discussing. So.
the second movement of the mystic
is to return to considering the world
as the object of God’s pleasure,
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“feeling” the world now, not as he
did before in terms of its position
relative to him, but rather as each
thing in the world is loved by God.
Again of course we do this sym-
" :bolically. It is very difficult, if not
. plain impossible, to feel immedia-
tely close ‘to everything in “the
world; and yet we abstract from our
relative perspective and feel and act
now in the universal ethlcal sense.
We act in the world as God would
love it..
" This' is a move from the world
and a return:to the world—a part
. of the religious experience of God.
There is a counter-maxim hex;e
Be either a devotee of - mystical

experience (which -is one kind of

religious life), or be a moral person
(perhaps a religious -moral person,
but someone whose. main. energy
is to get things done and changed).
The counter-maxim suggests that
one capnot be both. In New Tes-
tament terms, some religious people
are like Mary and other religious
people are like Martha. Mary and
Martha can live in the same house,
but when it comes time to have
a big dinnerparty for Jesus and his
friends, Martha gets pretty peeved
at Mary who sits around just en-
joying it. I am suggesting that both
personalities have to be incorporat-
ed into the religious experience.
4. “Be possessed of yourself.”
Know who you are, become ac-
 quainted with who you are, and be
that one person well. Enjoy it;
be yourself well. There is a kind
of single-mindedness that goes with
being a religious person. The plural-
minded people are the ones who
always wish they were someone
else, even as they feel drawn to
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" it says, if there is a good cause
let. that cause define you: be in

many conflicting duties. They

would like to have this talent and

also that talent. In The Teachings
of Don Juan, by Carlos Castenada,
Don  Juan—the old Yaqui Indian

- sorcerer -and a religious man—is

trying’ to..teach Casteiiada how to
be properly religious, how to get
down “to" the depths of the soul,
how "to find one’s place, how to

" be smgle-mmded He says that kind

of life is'like being a warrior.
It ’is sgeeing’. life ‘as having a role
for you, putting aside all the dis-
tractions, and concentrating on the
act. That is exactly ‘the same kind
of advice Krishna gives to Arjuna
in the Bhagavad-Gita: you should
be who you are (Arjuna happens
to be.a strong hero of one of the
sides - in a war of ambiguous moral

worth). The point is that one ought

to focus on who one is and say,
“Ahal! that is who I am. How can
that life be lived with a single
minded intent?” Don’t define your-
self by your station; define  your-
self by yourself, and don’t try to
be God.

There’s a counter-rmaxim here that
is rather complex: Let yourself be
defined by attachments to desirable
things in the world or attachments
to God. This is a deceptive maxim;

the service of that cause—civil
rights, Viet Nam, a war, anti-war,
whatever. Or (and this is more

tempting for religious people) let

yourself be defined by your at-
tachment to God. Forget about

‘yourself—about being yourself—and

let your pursuit of God define
your character. The trouble with
this countermaxim is that it makes

you distort both the world and God:
you come to see the causes defin-
ing you as being not good or bad
under objective merits, but as play-
ing roles in your own self-develop-
ment. So you join the civil rights
movement in order to get a good
feeling from other people. You do
succeed in that aim, but you also

distort the real problems of assess- .
ing that moral situation. Or you.

enter into a pursuit of God and
never let him be. You keep nudging
him and assigning him the special
duty of paying attention to you.
But no—think—God made you; he

- has made you what you are, and

you in turn must let God be who

he is. You cannot define yourself .

by your attachment to God because
that would define God in terms of
the needs of your own persona.h-
ty. So be possessed of yourself and
let God be, and pay attention then
to what he is. One of the great
teachers at Fordham University,
Robert Pollack, once made the point
this way: “If I were God and Kier-
kegaard took the leap of faith, I'd
duck.” I think there is a profound
truth there.

5. “Take dying as the clue to
living.” I mean that in several
ways. It is the basic orientation,
first of all, in the death-resurrec-
tion theme of various religions.
Most anthropologists have traced
this theme to the celebration of
life in the ancient primitive reli-
gious groups, as represented in the
cycle of the seasons. There is death
in the Fall, rebirth in the Spring,
and for most primitive peoples that
is the most profound symbol of that
spark of life at the heart of every-
thing.

On another level, the maxim to
‘take dying as the clue to living
means that creativity in the divine
sense is destructive as well as
constructive. You know the figure
of the deity, Shiva, in Hinduism—
:Shiva is the God of creativity, who
destroys—Kkills off the old to create
the new. The finite sphere is like
a zero-sum game. For any new
gain there has to be a loss some-
place else. I do not know how far
‘to stretch that metaphor in terms of
‘physics, given the possibility of the
truth of the steady-state theory; but
it is certainly true in the religious
sphere: there is as much pain as
there is joy—as much falling apart
as there is coming together. The
way we fall apart, in fact, is the
clue to.the way we come together.
In modern times, Heidegger and
other philosophers have emphasized .

‘that living toward death, living

with an eye toward dying, is the
only authentic way of living. And
to try to hide the fact that we die
or to neglect it -as we form our
life style, is only to be inauthentic.
We put on cosmetics to cover up
our lives. Or to put it in a more
scriptural way, you ‘have to put
down your life in order to gain
it. The only way in which you can
be possessed of yourself (as in the
previous maxim), is to be ready to
give yourself away. The only way
by which you have become pos-
sessed enough to say, “I ‘am this
person,” is if you can give it up.
You don’t have yourself until you
can give yourself away.

The counter-maxim here is that
death can be skipped in its serious’
aspects by the adroit use of reli-
gion. That's not a very profound
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maxim. Visiting funeral = parlors,
however, as I do frequently in my
capacity as a minister, I find very
often the _adroit use of religion to

make death appear as if it hasn't .

. happened. In many other respects
also we tend to think of the ade-
quate performance of religious rites
as making death seem like sleep

instead of itself. Christianity shows

that even direct participation in the
life of Christ involves taking part

in his death. No matter how closely

one follows Christ, one comes
closer to the form of his death at
the same time.

6. “Give thanks in all things.”
All things. And especially in the
ambiguity of life, the moral dis-
asters we seem so good at, and in
our sufferings—those that are in-
evitable as well as those we bring
on ourselves. We should also give
thanks in the awful recognition of
who "we are. That’s the scary
thing about becoming possessed of
oneself: Lord help me, I wouldn’t

want to be possessed of this/ And
even for that we should give thanks.
Thanks is the proper reverence that
life gives to existence.

The counter-maxim in this case
is the one that I began with:
that God is to be brouglit to trial
on the moral worth of this world,

“ and that if we do bring God to

trial on the moral worth of his
world we find that the world is
meaningless. Many people in the
twentieth century have tried to do
that. They probably are right in
saying that the world is in many of
the most important respects absurd.
It is a mistake philosophically to say
that therefore God is absurd or
unjust. The religions of the world
have recognized from the beginning
that one does not judge God in
the same way that one judges
one’s partner in a suit. Religious
wisdom is to accept a time to be
born, and a time to die; and also
to accept the vanity of the world
and to give thanks for both.
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The Psalm of a Palm

I sprang from elemental ashes of the earth,
To flourish for a while over field and fern.
God’s blast and black soil gave me birth;
Exhausted now, to dust I must return.

From dust to dust, from powdery ash to ash I go:
One sunlit hour upon life’s plain between.

But in that hour I shed my love, and know

That love shall keep my branches ever green.

For nomad man I fanned the fever-heat away
And bowed him down a bunch of dates for food;

To God I gazed and swayed hosannas all the day

And for the Savior laid a carpet rude.

I sprang from elemental ashes of the earth,
But love immortal in my leaf I stored.

I die in dust but look for second birth
To flourish in the courtyards of the Lord.

Robert J. Waywood, O.F.M.
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Yes, It is True:

The Lord Has Risen and Has Appeared to
Simon
(Luke 24:34)

Translated by Maﬁgwen Schumacher

N THESE WORDS, the reality of the

Lord's resurrection is made evident
for us in two ways: (1) the certainty
of the fact, i.e., Yes, it is true: the
Lord has risen; and (2) the witness
of his own Person, i.e., and has ap-
peared to Simon.

Reflect that this great celebration
ought to be for us both an occasion
for gladness and a model for action.
It is an occasion for gladness be-
cause today our Savior has celebrated
total victory over his enemies: ‘‘Arise,
Yahweh, may your enemies be scatter-
ed ‘and those who hate you run for their
lives before you!”” (Num. 10:35).

He has generously shared with us the
perfected life of grace: “‘Christ has in
fact been raised fram the dead, the
first-fruits of ail who have fallen a-
sleep. Death came through one man
and in the samie way the resurrection
of the dead has come through one
man’’ (1 Cor. 15:20-21).

He has fully pardoned us from all
guilt: ‘‘Jesus: who was put to death
for our sins and raised to life to jus-
tify us... through our Lord Jesus
Christ, by faith we are judged righteous
and at peace with God, since it is

by faith and through Jesus that we
have entered this state of grace in
which we can boast about looking for-
ward to God’s glory” (Rom. 4:25, 5:1-2).

He has honestly encouraged us to
hope for future resurrection: “Now if
Christ raised from the dead is what
has been preached, how can some of
you be sdying that there is no resur-
rection of the dead?” (1 Cor. 15:12).

Today must also be for us a model
for action. By His example we rise
again to seek out the Lord: “So |
will rise and go through the city;
in the streets and the squares, | will
seek him whom my heart loves” (Cant.
15:12). '

Today we rise again to give thanks
to Him who has forgiven us: “.
to the shouts of a rejoicing people
gathered about the watering places,
there they extol Yahweh'’s blessings, the
blessings of his reign in Israel. Awake!
Awake! Deborah! Awake! Awake! De-
claim a song!” (Jdg. 5:11-12).

Today we rise again to accept the
torch of divine grace by which He
has pardoned us: But now you are
light in the Lord.” Try to discover
what the Lord wants of you... any-

Miss Marigwen Schumacher, who translated this sermon from the Latin of
Saint Bonaventure (Sermo X in Resurrectione Domini, Opera Omnia, vol.
IX, p. 280), teaches classics at the Emma Willard School, Troy, New York.
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thing by the light will be illuminated
and anything illuminated turns into light.
This is why. it is said: “Wake up from
your sleep, rise from the -dead, and
Christ will shine on you” (Eph. 5:9,
11, 14).

Today we rise again to concentrate
upon Him who has gifted us with a
certainty of resurrection: ‘‘After him

- arose Nathan to prophesy in the time

of David. As the fat is set apart from
the communion sacrifice, so David was
chosen out of all the sons of Israel. ...
In all his activities he gave thanks to
the holy One, the Most High, in words
of glory he put all his heart into his
songs out of love for his Maker”
(Ecclus. 47:1-2, 8-10).

Reflect, too, that the risen Christ
appears to those repenting as one who
forgives generously. ‘“‘But when the
kindness and love of God our Savior

for mankind were revealed, it was not:

because he was concerned with any
righteous actions we might have done
ourselves; it was for no reason except

his own compassion that he saved.us”
(Titus 3:4-5). ’

He appears to those advancing -as
one who listens gently: “That very
day, two of them were on their way
to the village called Emmaus, seven
miles from Jerusalem, and they were
talking together about all that had
happened. Now as they talked this over,
Jesus himself came up and walked by
their side” (Lk. 24:13-14).

He appears to those persevering as
one who comforts agreeably: ‘“Then
Yahweh answered and said, ‘Write the
vision down, inscribe it on tablets to
be easily read, since this vision is for
its time only: eager for its own ful-
filment, it does not deceive; if it
comes slowly, wait, for come it will
without fail” (Habakkuk 2:2-3).

He appears to those arriving as one
who rewards richly: ... now the life
you have is hidden with Christ in God.
But when Christ is revealed—and he is
your life—you too will be revealed in’

all your glory with him” (Col. 3:4).

-
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Saint Francis and the Secular World—II
Sister Rose Mae Rausch, O.S.F.

E ARE FACED WITH the
W astounding reality that
Francis of Assisi had the in-
sight, the know-how, and the
leadership which successfully

faced and proposed p’_ifgctical so- ©

lutions to the dilemma of the
sacred and the secular at the
beginning of the thirteenth
century in western Christen-

dom.! God’s hand is seen

throughout this man’s history
and is beautifully attested by
Francis’ continuous sensitivity
to the Lord’s word in prayer
and in all the events of his

hfe, as well as by the Lord’s

“stamp of approval” at the stig-
matization.- .

The main contours of Franms :
conversion ‘have been told at’
length by many authgrs, but it
seems to this writer. that the
elements of his conversion -
which point most clearly -to-

Francis’s solution to the relation

of the sacred and the secular
are to be found- in his own
account of how God inspired
him “to embark upon a life of
Penance,” in his Testament.
The followmg is a phrase by
phrase commentary on the
meaning of Francis’ relationship

to the lepers and its implica-
“tions  for ' the sacred/secular
‘question.

When I was in sin, the sight
of lepers nauseated me beyond
measure. The Testament was
dictated by Francis shortly be-

fore he ~died from the view-.

point of a man who knows what
it is to be freed from whatever

+ is not of God through renuncia-
tion and suffering in love. He

therefore also knows the mean-

ing of the opposite—sin. At first .

it seems strange that, of all
the areas of experiences of

‘1In the light of the place of Francis of Assisi ‘in history, how inade-
quate is the presentation of Francis by Henri Focillon, The Art of the
West (New York: Phaidon Publishers, 1963), p. 119, where he says,
“But the universe, which the makers of images enumerated in their
statues, he saw with a poets eye, with. all. its tenderness, its. eternal
insubstantiality, and gave it no other contour than that of his wandering

songs, dedicated to God’s creatures. .

conversion, = Francis  should
choose to draw attention, at the
end of his life, not to the
change from the disorderly life
of his youth, nor to the change
of heart about wanting to be
a knight, but to the change of
heart conceming the lepers. Part
of his being “in' sin” had,
evidently, to- do with his lack
of love for the lepers.

God himself led me into their
company. To enter into the com-
pany of lepers was for Francis
to dissociate himself from the
class system to which he be-
longed. This system designated
certain people as “in” and other
people .as “out,”. with little
chance for the love and peace

of God’s kingdom. It meant
precisely that some people did

not count. As Francis was to
find out more and more clear-

ly, God slights no one “in the
world,” and therefore he, Fran-

cis, would not do so.

I had pity on them. As sheep
without someone to care for
them, the lepers had  been
abandoned by society. As Jesus
the Crucified had suffered for

us, Francis would suffer with

these sick and weak and unat-’
tractive fellow men.

I became acquainted with
them. In fact, Francis returned
there and went to other laza-
rets as well and later sent his
friars there.? He found them to
be real people, as real as the
¢olorful ‘companions of his
youth. Did he not_come to
‘experience a love for people—
a reverence and awe and thank-
fulness—and to discover that
he, Francis, was the lesser
brother, the one who received?

They became a source of
spiritual and physical consola-
tion for me. In his experience
‘with the lepers Francis probably
found a living answer to the
question of -the voice at Spole-
to: - “Tell me, from whom can
you expect most, the master or
the servant?”’® Francis had had
a previous experience identify-
ing with“the oqutcasts when he
had exchanged his clothing with
a beggar in Rome and may have
been partially ?esposed thereby
for his experience with the
lepers. He did experience a
cleansing from the forms and
formalism of the world of sin
this second time. Francis .could

20 Englebert, Saint Francis of Assisi, 2nd English ed., revised and

Sister Rose Mae Rausch, O.S.F., is a ‘member of the Congregation
of the Franciscan Sisters of thtle Falls, Minn., since 1949. She holds
an MA. in theology from the University of San Francisco and is
presently ‘a regional director in her Community. The first part of
this paper appeared in our March issue.
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augmented by Ignatius Brady and Raphael Brown (Chlcago Franciscan
Herald Press, 1965), p. 73.
32 Celano 6, ed. Placid Hermann, O.F.M., in Marion A. Habig, ed.,

St. Francis of Assisi: Writings and Early Biographies—English Omnibus

of the Sources for the Life of St. Francis (Chicago: Franciscan Herald
Press, 1972), p. 366. In the followmg notes, page references without
source refer to this Omnibus.
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now receive freely, simply, and
fully from Him from whom
Francis could expect “the most.”
It was through his association

with the lepers that he became
really free to love others and’

to give himself completely to
the Father in heaven.4

AFTER THIS the Gospel message
on the Feast of Saint Matthias;
1208, became a-'seal for the
basic change of heart that had
already taken place in Francis.
To preach the message that the
kingdom of God is at hand is
to bring love and respect to all
human.. beings,  recognizing
that God is active in the world
and cannot be held back by
forms and institutions based on
the selfish pursuits of men. It
seems that here we have a key
to the wunderstanding of the
secular in the life of .Francis.
All things, all people belong to
God and must freely go back
to God. Sin is what stands in
the way of creatures praising
their God. / -_

In the Vestgment Francis fin-
ishes  the explanation of how
God inspired him to embark on
a life of penance with the
words, “After that I did not

wait long before leaving the
world.” It would be profitable
to know what Francis meant by
“leaving the world.” We know

‘that he did not become a monk,

entering into an established and

‘recognized “religious state.” Yet
" it seems that in his mind he

had clearly made the step to
enter the religious state, for a
few paragraphs further on in the’
Testament he says that “when
God gave me some friars, there
was no one to tell me what I

“should do; but the Most High
“himself made it clear to me that

I must live the life of the Gos-
pel. I had this written down. ..
and his holiness the Pope con-
firmed it for me.” Francis would
not have needed the Pope’s con-
firmation for some kind of
private enterprise. The Life of
the Gospel was to be lived pub-
licly, with the approval of the
Church, and therefore was to
one of those forms of life desig-
nated traditionally as “religious
life.”s In the “Letter to All the
Faithful” Francis again alludes
to the religious life: “Reli-
gious... are bound to make
greater efforts, without neglect-
ing the duties of ordinary Chris-

2

4This brings us to reflect on the meaning of the scene before Bish-
op Guido’s tribunal, where Francis disrobed and said, “From now on
I can advance naked before the Lord, saying in truth no longer
my father, Peter Bernadone, but: our Father who art in Heaven!”

Englebert, p. 78.

5Cf. C. Esser, Origins of the Franciscan Order, tr. A. Daly and I
‘Lynch (Chicago: Franciscan Herald Press, 1970), pp. 19-29. 203-08.
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tians, because they have left the
world.”®

In some places the word
“world” is used by Francis and

the early biographers as merely

referring to “place” (meaning
“everywhere””) and to “people”
(meaning “‘everybody”). Some-
times it is difficult to determine
whether a simple spatial or

quantitative sense is meant, or.
whether persons holding a-

certain system of values is also
meant. The biblical quotation
used by Franecis in the “Letter
to All the Faithful” shows this
twofold meaning: “Father, all
those whom you gave me in the
world, were yours, and you gave
them to me.... I am praying
for them, not for the world.”
The first usage here seems to be
the spatial and quantitative

_sense; the second, a sense re-

ferring to those who have re-
jected God, who have a system
of values which does not put
God first in their lives.

There are references in Ce-
lano’s First Life, too, which
seem to point to the world as

8Omnibus, p. 95.

In. 17:6-24; Ibid., pp. 96-97.

8] Celano, 29, p. 252.

9] Celano 74, p. 291.

101 Celano 88, 120; pp. 303; 334.
-11] Celano 93, 91; pp. 308, 306.
12] Celano 97, p. 311.

13] Celano 112f, pp. 325-27.

14] Celano 118f., pp. 332-34.

place or people in a spatial and
quantitative sense and .which at
the same time seem to connote
g certain kind- of place a certain
kind of people. “Go... two by
two into the vanous parts of the
world.”® “[The " Order which
the] hand of the Lord had so
kindly planted in the world. . . ."”®
Francis was to bear witness to
the truth “throughout the whole
world” in ‘accordance with the

-example of the Apostles.!® Cela-

no speaks ‘of the *‘battlefields
of this world,” and the “crowds
of the world.”"! He writes of
Francis as one who “filled .the
whole earth with the Gospel of
Christ,”'? who mirrors the Pas-
sion of the Lamb who washed
away. the sins of the world and
reconciled the world to his Fa-
ther,'® and whose life illumined
the world.¥ He refers to the

Poor Clares as “dead and buried

to the world,”'® and, finally, he

says that Francis has most glori-
ously: “renewed the. whole
world by his word and example,
his life and his teaching.”’1® )

In these passages “‘world”

18] Celano 117, p. 331; cf. 122, p. 336.

18] Celano 151, p. 355.
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seems to refer to persons who
are without the “truth” and are
in need of “light.” In the “Let-
ter to All the Friars,” Francis
tells his brothers that ‘“‘this is
the very reason he has sent you
all over the world, so that...
you might bear witness to his
message and convince everyone
that there is no other almighty
‘God besides him.”*” This, no
doubt, is the “truth” and the
“light” that the “world” needs.
" In the Rule of 1223 Francis

TOmnibus, p. 104.

says, “I counsel, admonish, and
exhort my brethren in Jesus

. Christ that when they go out in

the world they neither quarrel
nor dispute nor judge others....”’18
Here the “world” seems merely
to designate the place, but C.
Esser points out the importance
of this phrase for a decisive un-
derstanding of the Rule “for the
friars in the whole world.”?®
After having received verbal
approval of the First Rule in
1209, Francis and his friars “all
conferred together, as true fol-
lowers of justice, whether they
should dwell among men or go
to solitary places.” The decision
Francis reached through prayer-
ful meditation was, Celano con-
cludes, “not to live for himself
alone, but for him who died for
all, knowing that he was sent for
this that he might win for God
the souls the devil was trying to
snatch away.”20

This brings to mind the dra-
matic incident recorded in the

18The translation of the Rule of 1223 used in this paper is that
given by C. Esser in “The Definitive Rule of the Friars Minor,” Round
Table of Franciscan Research 34 (1969), nn. 1- 2.

19Thid., p. 36. Esser sees the concept of the presence of the friars
“in the world” as very important to the interpretation of the Rule of
1223. As the monks had a monastery in which to live their lives, so
obedience would be the “place” where the friars would live their lives.
A friar who is ill (§25) and a friar who is sick in soul (§26) are to
be understood to be friars who are on a joumey and what should be
done in each case is suggested by Francis. It is the general chapters
and the provincial chapters which are to serve as the framework of the

Order’s life.
2] Celano 35, p. 258.
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Sacrum Commercium where
Lady Poverty asked the friars to
be shown the cloister. “Taking
her to a certain hill, they
showed her the whole world,
as far as she could see, and said:
“This, Lady is our cloister.’ ”’%!
Corroborating this in a later
document is the story of “How
God Revealed to St." Clare and
Brother Sylvester that St. Fran-
cis Should Go and Preach.”??

Francis did not promote for
himself and the friars a presence
among the people of the world
in an unqualified sense. In
“Religious Life in Hermitages”
he forbids the friars who are
taking the part of “Mary” and
are spending time in prayer in
the small hut to allow anyone
to enter the enclosure where
they live?® There were times

when Francis himself wanted to

refrain from speaking to lay
people who would come, and
gave a sign of this with the
words from Psalm 118—11:
“Thy words have I hidden in

‘my heart.” But his main reason
for doing this was probably to

avoid receiving uncomplimen-
tary talk about others, “for he
had found some who outwardly

agreed ... but inwardly dis-

agreed ... who acquired credit
for themselves, but made the
'upright suspect to him....”24

Evidence accumulates, never-
theless, that the “world” of

"people is significant to. Francis.

He addresses ‘“‘all magistrates
and - consuls, all judges and
governors.all over the world” in
his “Letter to the Rulers of the
‘People.”?® In Chapter 23 of the
Rule of 1221, he addresses
“the whole world,” and then’
goes on to enumerate absolutely
every kind of person he can
think of—every age of person,

~ every kind of worker, “the little

and the great, all peoples, tribes,
families and languages, all na-
tions and all men everywhere,
present and to come....”2® An
amazing thing about Francis and
his attitude toward the people

“of the world” is that he saw all
people as called to the same

gospel life as himself, and thus -
he considered anyone who lives
a life of penance, of conversion
to God, as in fact a “religious.”®
This is certainly to be seen as
a different approach from that of
the monasteries. In Chapter 23
of the Rule of 1221, referred to
above, Francis calls everyone to
“persevere in the true faith and

21§ gcrum Commercium, §63, p. 1593.

BFioretti, 1, 16; pp. 1334-35.
20mnibus, pp. 72-73.

4] Celano 96, p. 311.
230mnibus, p. 115.

28]bid., p. 51.

27Gee Esser, Origins of the Franciscan Order, pp. 205-06.
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in a life of penance.” The Order
is to be “open to the world in
the biblical sense, entirely ded-
icated to the service of the king-
.dom of God.-And it remains thus
in its entire way of life, not just
in its outward activity. Francis
even dared to identify profes-

sion of the Rule with quali-.

fication for the kingdom . of
God....”?8 It doesn’t seem that
Francis was terribly concered
about a distinction between “‘re-

ligious” and “laity”, although he

saw his fraternity as having a
special service—that of an-
nouncing the kingdom of God
to others—and he sought appro-
bation for his way of life from
the - authorities in the Church.

IN-THE PERSONAL life of Francis
and in the origins of the Order,
then, a pnnc1ple, carefully ar-

rived at, ‘became clarified: that

Francis. and his friars were not
to separate themselves from
“the. world.” Along with the
non-separation principle, how-
ever, Francis at the same time
radlcally, in llfe-style and w1th-
out “looking back,”2® lived what

the First Life of Celano seems

to portray as the vita angelica,
a life completely  dedicated to
God and eschatological in

28E sser, “The Definitive Rule,”
28Rule of 1223, §9

character. Like the angels, the
friars sought to be messengers
to men, but with a note of
solitude. This was the life lived
by the early desert Fathers: a
separation from the world in a
sense, bodily and spiritual as-
ceticism, given to prayer.®®

The motive for this “separa-

tion” and asceticism was not the

attainment of these conditions as
such, but rather love. The fol-
lowing sequence is given in 1

‘Celano 71: “Francis had been

taught not to seek his own but
(1) to seek especially what in his
eyes would be helpful toward
the salvation of others; (2) but
above everything else he de-
sired to depart and to be with
Christ. (3) Therefore, his great-
est concern was to be free from
everything of this world....”%
The points stressed are (1) love
of neighbor, (2) love of Christ,

and (3) freedom from the world.

Francis’ allegiance to Lady
Poverty, e.g., was not an alle-
giance to her as his spouse, for
she was the spouse of our Lord

‘Jesus Christ, who was born, lived,

and ‘died in poverty. Francis’
“commercium” with poverty
was as a loyal knight, faithful
to the Lady of the King. Fran-

pp. 57-58.

%0See C. Esser, “Francis, Man of the World to Come,” in Repair
My House (ed. L. Mély, tr. M. D. Meilach (Chicago: Franciscan Herald

Press, 1963), pp. 15-45.
310mnibus, p. 288.
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cis” love of poverty was not for
poverty itself, but for love of the
Lord who was poor.32

It is evident, then, that Fran-
cis did not have the reluctance
to be among people and mingle
with them that characterized the
monastic systems with the insti-
tution of the cloister. In fact no
“separation” was made between
the friars and the world—only a
distinction of mode of life. It
would be well to examine here
some evidence as to how this
principle of non-separation was
applied in Francis’ daily life and

in what he asked of the friars.

The observances in poverty

and self-denial were not ab-
solutes, but were practiced ac-

cordmg to circumstances, as we
see in the following instances..
“With all zeal, with all solici-
tude,” Celano tells us, Francis
“guarded holy Lady Poverty, not
permitting any vessel o any
kind to be in the house, lest
it lead to superfluous things,
when he could in some way
avoid being subject to -exireme
necessity without it.”*® Bernard
was- instructed by Francis to
give his money to the poor, but

not to his parents.24 Apparently
Bernard’s parents were not poor.
The condition of being without
property was for the sake of not
claiming anythmg ‘against some-
one else. “No matter where they
are [they] must. .. not claim the

‘ownership of any place, or try to

hold it against someone else.
Everyone ... must ‘be made
welcome.’ '3

The Rule of 1223 has a num-
ber of directions regarding use °
of things of the world atising’ -
from the friars’ presence in the
world. “They shall not ride un-:

less compelled by manifest

necessity, or by infirmity.”?® To

- ride a horse was o show oneself

as wealthy ‘or of the noble class,
not a sign of being non-ascetic- -
al.3” “And according to the Holy
Gospel they may partake “of -

‘whatever' food is set ‘before

them.”3® This, a directive for not-
doing one’s own ascetical thing,
calls attention to the ideal” of
adapting uncomplainingly to the

‘concrete c1rcumstances in whlch

one = finds Oneself: Francis'
strictly enjoined “all the friars
that .they by no means receive’
coin or money,”?® and yet “he

32Gee Esser, “The Mystery of Poverty,” Repair: ‘My House, pp 73-
92; idem, Origins of the Franciscan Order, pp. 233-34.
33] Celano 51, p. 272. Emphasis added.

341 Celano 24, p. 248.
3Rule of 1221, ch. 7, p. 38.
38Rule of 1223, §15, ed. cit.

37Esser, “The Definitive Rule of the Fnars Minor,” pp. 37-38.

38Rule of 1223, §17.
3Ibid., §18.
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went on.immediately to insist

that “the “Minister and Cus-

todes . .. shall take special care
to provide for the needs” of
those under their charge.”4
This care is to be in propor-
tion to the needs of the broth-
ers in given_ situations.4! The

friars have “one tunic with a

hood, and another (if they wish)
without a hood. And those who
are compelled by necessity
may wear shoes. And all the
friars shall wear coarse gar-
ments.”42 This last statement is
important to show that the quali-
ty of garment is what indicates

the distinctive dress as well as

number of garments and kind—
but no “absolute” in the modern
sense. of religious habit seems to
be indicated here. In the section

on fasting, the last statement is:

“In cases, however, of manifest
necessity, the friars are not ob-
liged to observe corporal fasts.”’43

Francis called his fraternity
the. “Order of Friars Minor,”
and, Celano continues, “‘indeed
they were lesser brothers, who,

being subject to all, always

sought a place that was low-

obid., §1§.

ly....”¥ The Gospel Way of
going about among the people
of the world would be to go as
“servant,” as the least, as “mi-
nores.” This lesson, however,
was for the people of the world
as well. To persons in power
Francis said, “The more wisdom
and power they enjoyed in this
life, the greater the torments
they will have to endure in
hell.”4% The man in authority ., .
should become the least ... and
serve. We should not want to be
in charge of others... but sub-
ject to every creature for God’s
sake. 48 _

As for the friars themselves,
Francis wrote that they should
“do their best to humble them-
selves at every opportunity ..

[and not] take pride in any good'

which. .God says or does or ac-
complishes in them and by
them”.4” There are a numberlof
points in the Rule of 1223 which

exhort the friars in detail always |

to act as genuine minores on
their journeys,*® that “their com-
ing to men should always be in
the service of peace.”4?

The friars were not, them-

“!Esser, ““The Definitive Rule of the Friars Minor,” pp. 37-38.
42Rule of 1223, §10. Emphasis added. :

431bid., §13. Emphasis added.
441 Celano 38, p. 260.

4*“Letter to the Rulers of the People,” p. 116.
46“Letter to All the Faithful,” pp. 95-96.

“"Rule of 1221, ch. 17, p. 44.
“Rule of 1223, §§ 14, 37a, 37b.

“%Esser, “The Definitive Rule of the Friars Minor,” p. 37.
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selves, to use coercive power. If
they were not welcome in a cer-
tain area, they were to flee to
another country. Francis forbade
them, moreover, to petition the
Roman Curia for a papal brief
which - would require their ac-
ceptance by local authorities.50,

“In fact, Francis did not want to

coerce anyone, for it is the
Lord’s désire that is to be fol-
lowed. He wrote in his “Letter
to Brother Leo”: “In whatever

“ way you think you will best

please our Lord God and follow
in his footsteps and in poverty,
take ' that way with the Lord
God’s blessing and my obe-
dience.”®! In the “Letter to All
the Faithful” Francis said, “It

is not' for us to be wise and’

calculating in the world’s fash-
ion; we should be guileless,
lowly, and pure.”’52

As the friars travel through the
world they will be confronted
by the cares and anxieties of the
world, which would naturally
touch them by the fact of their
presence in the world. Their
freedom from these cares and
anxieties._ will come from ac-
knowledging that God loves
them, that he is good, and that
every good they have comes
from him. This sense of interior

50Testament, p. 68.
510mnibus, pp. 118-19.
521bid., p. 96.

831bid., pp. 77-87, 125-26, 139.

poverty and of God b;s' the
source of all good is brought in-
to very strong relief by Francis
in his “Admonitions” and his
“Praises of God,” as well as in
his “Praises before the Office,”
with this concluding doxology:
“All powerful all holy, most
high and supreme God, sov-
ereign good, all good, évery
good, you who alone are good,
it is to you we must give all
praise, all glory, all thanks all
honour, all blessing; to you we
must refer all good always.
Amen.”®® It was “the wholly
poor. Francis who possessed
such a rare and fine sense of

‘the immediate activity of God in

the life of men. He realized that
it was precisely this which

. makes God the owner of all the
- good things in our life. 54

SAINT FRANCIS HAD a number of
close friends, and women were
among them. The secular world,
of course, puts a great value on
heterosexual relationships. If
the friars were not to be “clois-
tered” and therefore separated
from women, what was Francis’
solution to the mingling of the
sexes as far as his brothers were
concerned? In the Rule of 1221,
chapter 12, he says that the

S4Esser, “The Definitive Rule of the Friars Minor,” p. 56
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friars are “absolutely forbidden
to allow any women to profess
‘obedience to them.”®® He thus
sought to prevent them from
takmg positions of prestxge and
power. They are also to “avoid
the sight or company of women,
when it is evil.”’s® Commentmg
" on the injunction “not to havel
suspicious dealmgs or conversa-
tions with women” in the Rule
of 1223, C. Esser says it means
they should guard against that
which could lead to unchastity.¥
A guide to relationships with
women in general could be
taken from the directive: “Nei-
ther shall they be godfathers,”®
which has for its purpose avoid-
ance of ties and obligations de-
" riving from kinship, in order
that the friars can be totally free
for their particular calling.%®
Formication is punished by dis-
missal.® Francis seems to have
the important insight here that’
sexual intercourse with a woman
necessarily establishes ties ot
responsibility with her; and in
case of fornication by a friar, he
should leave the Order to take
care of his new responsibility:
To his sisters in the Lord,

550mnibus; p. 42.

Francis says, ‘I desire and
promise you personally and in

‘the name of my friars that I will

always have the same loving
care and special solicitude for

'you as for them.”®!

It is of interest that in his

““Praises of the Virtues” Francis

toes not mention chastity, but
speaks of “Lady Holy Love”
instead: “Lady Holy Love, God
keep -you, with your sister, holy
Obedience. ... Holy Love puts
to shame all the temptations of
the devil and the flesh and all
natural fear,”®?

For the fraternity, for whom
the world is its cloister, Francis
did not .stipulate any special
kind of work, except preaching.
From the beginning the friars
apparently worked alongside

‘lay people, but Francis had

some guidelines for this kind of
involvement. Those “who are
engaged in the services of lay
people for whom they work
should not be 'in charge of
money or of the cellar. They are
forbidden to accept positions of

“authority in the houses of their

employers.”® The purpose of

their work, as shown in the Bule

58Rule of 1221, p. 42. Empha51s added
STEsser, “The Definitive Rule of the Friars Minor,” pp. 48-49.

58Rule of 1223, §38c.

5Esser, “The Definitive Rule of the Friars Minor,” pp. 48-49.

®Rule of 1221, ch. 13, p. 42.

81Forms of Life for St. Clare, p. 76.

20mnibus, p. 133.
83Rule of 1221, ch. 7, p. 37.
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of 1223, is not to lead to owner-
ship of property, but to “receive
whatever is necessary for the
bodily support of themselves
and their brethren.”® Study, too
(as any other kind of work), fits
in with the gospel life “as long
as it does not extinguish the
spirit of prayer and devoted-
ness.”’s5

Although the Catholic lay
people of the time were develop-
ing an anti-clericalism stemming
not only from personal abuses
of the call on the part of the

clergy, but from a system which

brought wealth and secular pow-

er to the clergy, Francis did not -

in any sense try to “put down”
or desacralize clergy and
Church. On the contrary, he
showed extraordinary reverence
and obedience to priests and
officials of the Church. Perhaps
the most powerful witness that
could be given to the clergy was
the humility and poverty of Fran-
cis and his friends.

Francis’ affirmation of the
world, his refusal to place it at
a distance, is manifest in ex-
quisite simplicity in his praise
of God through creatures. In
the beautiful and almost majes-
tic phrases of the “Canticle of

‘Brother Sun” Francis calls on
the “Most high, All-powerful, all
good Lord,” and praises him
through his own creatures, “my
lord - Brother Son...  Sister
Moon and Stars,” ete., culminat-
ing with praise of the Lord God
through people who “grant par-
don... who endure sickness
and tnal 68 Francis saw that
all things are God’s, that God is
the Creator and Ruler of all
things, and he saw in creatures
the power, wisdom, and good-
ness. of their Creator. Therefore
he loved all creatures and (in
the symbolic personification
characteristic of the age) preach-
ed to creatures as if they were
rational, and exhorted them all
to love God and serve him will-
ingly.®” Celano says that Francis
was “helped not a little by the
things that are in the world.”’s®

In regard to respect and rev-
erence toward other persons,
Francis was ‘“‘unbending with
himself, understanding toward
others, and discreet in all
things. ... And because he was
very humble, he showed him-
self all mildness to all men,
adapting himself usefully to the
behavior of all.... Among
sinners he was as one of them.”’%®

64 Esser, “The Definitive Rule of the Friars Minor,” p. 39

85“Letters to St. Anthony,” p. 164.

Omnibus, pp. 130-31.

671 Celauo 58-61, 80-81; pp. 277-80, 295-97.

882 Celano 165, p. 494.
9] Celano 82, p. 297.
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Francis .couldn’t stand to see a
poor person reproached, or to
hear a curse hurled upon any
creature.™ :

How 1S THE RELATIONSHIP of
-world and the sacred to be un-
derstood? What was the insight
of Francis of Assisi into the
question? How can the problem
of the “sacred and secular” be
solved? Does Francis’ - solution
give any direction for today?
- "The genius of Francis was,
not that he was a great ascetic;
- seeking the perfection of self in
the sense of “self-control” and
“self-denial”’ which are general-
ly abhorrent to contemporary
" persons, but that he was a great
lover, of God and of man and of
other creatures. It was, how-
ever, the poor Francis who pos-
sessed such a great awareness
of the immediate activity of God
in the life of the world. He
realized that it was precisely
this activity which “makes God
the owner of all the good things
in our life.”?* In the context of

- 10 Celano 76, pp. 292-93.

God seen active in the world,
God’s will was to be sought un-
hindered by egoism.

Francis’ discovery in the kiss
of the leper of the love of the

_great God in the human world

and his discovery of the low-

“liness of himself had apened up

to him a new world of. the
sacred and an insight.into what
is properly secular. What he
saw of God’s activity as he,
Francis, stood free of attach-
ments, and what he saw of the
nothmgness of the world (of and
by itself) on his journey toward
God, gave Francis a penetrating
and rather comprehensive
understanding - of the order of
the world—God’s order, not un-
derstood by carnal man..It was
on this dynamic order, as first
lived out in the gospel by the
human: Christ, that Francis
based his way - of life for him-
self and for the friars.

The “world” presents no ob-
stacle to one who attributes all
good to God. Instead of a divi-

sion between the sacred and the
secular, Francis’ vision focuses
on a unity which sees the

*secular” in view of God’s dy-

namic ownership of all things. It
remained for Francis to give

‘himself completely to this great

God, whose love became so real
to him through the human
Christ. Francis’ prayer is God-
centered prayer. The “Canticle
of Brother Sun” is an example
of such prayer, for it is ad-
dressed to God, seeking only
that he be pralsed through his
creatures. The “Praises before
the Office” illustrates the same

glorify him for ever. ;. .-All pow-
erful, all holy . .. God, sovereign
good, all good, every good, you
who alone are good, it is to you
we must give all praise, all

‘glory, all thanks, all honour, all.

blessing; to you we must refer
all good always.”?2 And the clos-
ing prayer for the “Office of the
Passion” is yet another ex-
ample: “Let us bless our Lord.
and God, living and true; to him
we must attribute all praise,
glory, henour, blessing, and
every good for ever. Amen.’™
Francis had found a way to love
the 'world and to ‘love God- ‘

attitude: “Let us praise and above all things.
20mnibus, pp. 138-39.
30mnibus, p. 142.

Spring

Howling winds surround us

Metal rains depress us

Spring has not yet sprung.

TiEsser, “The Definitive Rule of the Fnars Minor,” p. 56. A vah
Corstanje' has wntten in this regard: “Francis lived in his times. He
lived in"the present. ... He is said to have given his: heart to ‘the his-
torical Christ of the synoptlc gospels . But with Francis it was always
a:matter of Christ being present. (“Francis of Assisi in Quest of His
Identity,” Franciscan Herald 50 [1971], p. 180). J. Basetti-Sani writes
that “to limit his [Christ’s]. scope as fulerum and pivot of the human
race solely to the activity of divine, preparatory intervention (worked
out instrumentally in the course of Bible and ecclesiastical history) is to
unduly shrink the reigning function of Christ in history.” (“The Primacy
of Christ and the Existence of the Non-Christian Religions,” Franciscan
Studies 27 [Annual 5, 1967], p. 37).
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A blade of grass
A robin’s chirp _
Sustains our snowed-in hope.

Morning darkness lightens
Sunshine glimmers coolly
Spnng begins to sprlng

SISTER BRENDAN MARY RONAYNE
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‘Thg_ Two Poles of Saint Bonaventure’s Theology

EWERT H. COUSINS

I F ONE WERE seeking a per-

spective to - grasp the essential
elements of Bonaventure’s thought,
he would naturally turn to the
theological dimension. The primacy
of theology- in = Bonaventure’s
thought has been widely acknowl-
edged; yet in practice it has been
obscured by two tendencies. At
times scholars have extracted
philosophical elements and studied
them in isolation from the theolo-
gical context that shapes their mean-
ing.  Such a procedure would ‘do
violence ‘to any medieval theolo-
gian, but especially to Bonaventure,
who has woven philosophy and
theology into an integral texture.
Others have not fallen into this
trap but have examined philosoph-
ical elements against the back-
ground of Bonaventure’s theology.
Yet their emphasis has kept this
theology precisely in the back-
ground, allowing its contours to re-
main vague, without the sharp de-
lineation their importance deserves.
The rise of neoscholasticism in the
late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries—with its strong emphasis
on medieval philosophy—gave great
impetus to these two tendencies.
To counteract these tendencies,
one must back away, as it were,

and view Bonaventure’s thought as-

a whole-—on its own terms, with

its own structure, and with its
own distinctive outlines. Like many
of his medieval contemporaries,

Bonaventure elaborated a system

that has the intricate harmonies and
the complex unity of a  Gothic
cathedral. To examine the apse or
the choir of a Gothic cathedral in
isolation would provide only a par-
tial and perhaps even a distorted
view. We must withdraw and ob-
serve from a distance, where we
can grasp the master design and
discern the contours of the whole.

When we do this, the outlines of
Bonaventure’s thought become
clear. We observe that theology
provides his unifying theme, and
further that his theology has a
distinctive design. In this theology

two elements stand out sharply -

— like the towers of a Gothic
cathedral—giving the  ultimate
shape to the whole. These two ele-
ments are his Trinitarian theology
and Christocentricity. In his doc-
trine of the Trinity and of the
centrality: of Christ, Bonaventure’s
thought reaches its culmination and
achieves its distinctive design. It is
here that all the lines of his thought
converge and reveal their ultimate
meaning.

Yet if we look more closely,
we will observe that these two
towers are not symmetrical, as are,

Dr. Ewert H. Cousins, a consultant

to the Vatican Secretariat for Non-

Christian Religions, is Associate Professor of Theology at Fordham University
‘and President of the American Teilhard de Chardin Association. This paper
is reprinted with permission from the Septicentennial Commemorative Volume
(IV) of S. Bonaventura 1274 - 1974, ed. ]. Guy Bougerol, O.F.M. (Grotta-

ferrata: Collegio' S. Bonaventura, 1974).
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for example, the towers of Notre
Dame of Paris. Rather they are like
the towers of Chartres, developed in
different periods and reflecting di-
verse styles. The design of Bona-
venture’s Trinitarian theology was
present from the beginning, from
his writing of the Commentary on

the Sentences. It was inherited from'

his teacher Alexander of Hales and
from the Victorines, who, in turn,

received it from the Pseudo-Dio-

nysius and ultimately trom the tra-
dition of the Greek Fathers. Even
from the beginning Bonaven-
ture’s Trinitarian theology was sys-
tematic, self-reflective, and in-
tricately elaborated.

On the other hand, hlS Christo-
centricity emerged gradually, from
Bonaventure’s Franciscan roots.
Latent in the early ‘period, it
reached self-consciousness in his
meditation on Francis’ vision at
La Verna and concrete literary form
in the Itinerarium. It reached its
highest development in the Colla-
tiones in Hexasmeron. Yet unlike
Chartres, this tower is left unfin-
ished. The foundations, the design,
and even the beginnings of the
superstructure are there; but they
lack the systematic analysis and
critical self-reflection that is charac-
teristic of his Trinitarian theology.
That Bonaventure’s work here is
unfinished may be a cause of re-
gret to the historian; yet to the

systematic theologian it presents a
challenge, for Bonaventure’s Chris-

tocentricity calls for completion in
the light of his system. The con-
temporary theologian who follows
the lines Bonaventure has sketch-
ed will not only move deeply
into the mystery itself but will find

himself vitally in touch with some .
of the most ' pressing religious

problems of our day.

" The present study will analyze

‘these two distinctive features of

Bonaventure’s thought both from a
genetic and from a typological per-
spective. From the genetic point
of view, we will describe the evolu-
tion of each and indicate iis sources.
From the typological perspective,
we will analyze each as a theological

model or Gestalt, attempting to lay

bare their distinctive structure and
at the same time seeing them in
dynamic tension. Hopefully such a
study will throw light on ‘the
structure of Bonaventure’s thought
as a whole and draw inte focus
some of its tensions. It is further
hoped that this study will throw
light on some of the major tensions
of Christian theology throughout
history: Bonaventure provides an
extraordinary case in.point for see-
ing in evolution and tension some
of the basic elements of the Chris-
tian tradion. His Trinitarian
theology is characteristic of the
Trinitarian vision of the East.as
developed by the Greek Fathers.
On the other hand, his Christology,
with’ its Franciscan emphasis on the
sensible and the concrete, is char-
acteristic of the Latin West. In
Bonaventure’s thought as in a mic-
rocosm, we can see these elements
as distinct and yet' integrated into
a synthetic whole. Since these ten-
sions are not rélegated to past history
but persist to the present day,
Bonaventure’s dealing with them
can throw light on contemporary
issues. Because Bonaventure ex-’
plored so deeply -the mystery of
the Trinity and the centrality of
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Christ, his thought appears  fresh
- and relevant to today’s_ crises and
challenges. As we will see at the
conclusion of our study, Bonaven-
ture can enter into dialogue with
such twentieth-century theologians
as Paul Tillich, Pierre Teilhard de
Chardin, and Raymond Panikkar as
. they explore such- questions as the
relation of Christianity to secular
culture, the impact of Christ on
history and the future, and the
relation of Christ and world reli-
.gions.

In dealing with the evolution of
Bonaventure’s. thought, we will
divide his writings ~into three
periods:! The first period, during

. his teaching  years at Paris from
1248 to 1257, reflects the academic-
scholastic world of the university.
Here we will concentrate on the
Commentary on the Sentences, the
disputed questions De Mysterio Tri-

. nitatis, .and the Breviloguium. In
the second period, from 1259 to

1267, Bonaventure composed his

_ mystical works. Here we will draw
. chiefly from the Itinerarium and the

Lignum Vitae. In the final period,
1267-1273, he was engaged in con-
troversies through his three series

of collationes. Our chief focus of

attention here will be the final
series, the Collationes in Hexaé-
meron. P

Trinitarian Design
EVEN..IN THE first period, during
Bonaventure’s teaching years at the

University of Paris, 1248-1257, his
Trinitarian theology is found in its
essential features. As early as the
Commentary on the Sentences
(1250 - 1252), the basic elements
are present and systematically de-
veloped. Aspects of his teaching
on the Trinity are elaborated in
greater detail in the disputed ques-
tions De Trinitate and De Scientia
Christi (both in 1254). In the
Breviloguium (1254-1257), which
draws this period to a completion,
the Trinitarian theology is again
integrated in a summa structure,
similar to that of the Commentary.
Although reflecting the refinement
of the intervening years, the de-
sign of the doctrine remains sub-

‘stantially that of the Commentary.?

This Trinitarian design contains
the following elements: (1) The
Trinity is conceived according to
the Greek model and not the Latin
model. Like the Greek Fathers,
Bonaventure focusses on the Father
as dynamic source and not on the
persons as relations as Augustine
had done. Bonaventure also inte-

grated the Latin or Augustinian

model of the Trinity into his
thought, but it always remained
subordinated to the Greek model.
(2) The Trinitarian processions,
then, are seen as the expression
of the Father’s fecundity. In this
perspective, Bonaventure developed
a highly elaborated doctrine of the
generation of the Son, as Image and

~ Word of the Father. (3) Bonaventure

N 1For the dating, of Bonaventure’s works and his teaching period, we fol-
10w the chronology given in S. Bonaventura 1274-1974, vol. 11 (Grottaferrata:
- Collegio S. Bonaventura, 1973), 9-16; cf. also John F. Quinn, “Chronology of
:St. Bonaventure (1217-1257),” Franciscan Studies 32 (1972), 168-86.
M Sent, d. 234 (I, 46-596); M. Trin. (V, 45-115); Sc. Chr. (V, 3-43);
‘Brevil. p. 1, c. 2-6; pi I, c. 12 (V, 210-15; 230).
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makes a self-conscious link between
the Trinity and creation. The world
issues ultimately from the fecundity
of the Trinity and reflects the
Trinity, according to various cate-
gories of representation: vestige,
image, similitude. (4) This Trinita-

~ rian theology is the basis for Bona-

venture’s spirituality, in which the
soul as image of the Trinity re-
turns to its Trinitarian source.?
Father as ‘Fontalis Plenitudo”

BONAVENTURE’S characteristic notion
of God is that of dynamic and
fecund source. This fecundity is
realized not only in God’s act of
creation, but within his inner
Trinitarian life. Hence the mystery
of the Trinity is seen precisely
as the mystery of the divine fecun-:
dity rooted in the Father as source.
This basic elements in Bonaven-
ture’s Trinitarian design is present
at the very beginning of the early
period. In the second distinction
of the Commentary on the Sen-
tences, Bonaventure relates fecun-
dity not only to the divine nature

but to the Trinity itself4 According
to Bonaventure, supreme happiness,
perfection, simplicity, and primacy

:all demand that there be a plurali-

ty of persons in God. At the base
of these. reflections is the notion

of self-diffusive, self-transcending,

self~communicating love that Bona-
venture inherited from Richard of

St.. Victor and the Pseudo-

Dionysius.® In his fourth point,
namely  primacy, Bonaventure
makes the forma! connection be-
tween self-diffusive fecundity and
the person of the Father, although
this connection is understood also
in the case of happiness, perfection,
and simplicity. He writes of primacy:
... 'but the more primary a thing is,
the more ‘it is fecund and the prin-
"ciple of others. Therefore just as the
divine essence, because it is first,
is the principle of other essences,
so the person of the Father, since
‘he is the first, because from no
one, is the principle and has fecun-
dity in regard to persons.®
Later, in distinction 27 of the first
book of the Commentary, Bonaven-

30n Bonaventure’s Trinitarian theology, cf Théodore de Régnon, Etudes
de théologie positive sur la Sainte Trinité, vol. 1I: Théories scholastiques

(Paris: - Retaux, 1892), 435-368; A. Stohr, Die Trinitdtslehre des Hl. Bonaven-
tura (Miinster in Westfalen: Aschendorff, 1923); J.-M. Bissen, L’exemplarisme
divin selon Bonaventure (Paris: Vrin, 1929); Titus Szabé, De SS. Trinftate in
creaturis refulgente doctrina S. Bonaventurae (Rome: Herder, 1955); Luc
Mathieu, “La Trinité créatrice d’aprés Saint Bonaventure,” unpublished doc-
toral dissertation, Faculté de théologie de I'Institut Catholique de Paris, 1960):
Winthir Rauch, Das Buch Gottes: Eine systematische Untersuchung des Buch-
begriffes bei Bonaventura (Miinchen: Max Hueber, 1961); Alexander Gerken,
Theologie des Wortes: Das Verhdltnis von Schépfung und Inkarnation bei Bo-
naventura (Diisseldorf: Patmos, 1963); Olegario Gonzilez, Misterio trinita
y existencia humana (Madrid: Ediciones Rialp, 1965). .

4] Sent., d. 2, a. un., q. 2 (I, 53-54). .

SRichard ‘'of St. Victor, De Trinitate; Pseudo-Dionysius, De Caelest. Hier-
arch., c.4,n. 1; De Div. Nom., c. 4, n. Iff.

4 Sent., d. 2, a. un., q. 2 (1, 53-54). .

SRichard of St. Victor, De Trinitate; Pseudo-Dionysius, De Caelest. Hier-.
arch.., c. 4, n. 1; De Div. Nom., c. 4, n. Iff.

¢ Sent., d. 2, n. un, q. 2 (I, 53). The English translations of Bona-
venture are my own.
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ture deals with the fecundity of
the Father in greater detail.” ‘He
analyzes the Father’s personal
property of innascibilitas, which
means that the Father cannot be
begotten nor proceed from another.
Bonaventure claims that innascibili-
tas has both a negative and a
positive meaning. Negatively it in-
dicates a lack of source; but positive-
ly it indicates fecundity. Once
again he applies the principle,
which this time he cites from Aris-
totle,°The more primary principles
are the more powerful or fecund
they are. Therefore the Father, as
absolutely primary, is absolutely
fecund. Bonaventure refers to this
absolute fecundity of the Father as
fontalis plenitudo, or fountain-full-
ness. This focusing on the Father
as fecund source situates Bonaven-
ture within the tradition of the
Greek Fathers, who called the Fa-
ther the pyge, the primordial
fountain-spring of the divinity.®
Thus in the first book of the
Commentary on the Sentences, we
see = Bonaventure’s characteristic
Trinitarian theology: dynamic fe-
cundity associated with the inner
Trinitarian life and grounded in
the person of the Father. This de-
sign is not only present, but is
highly self-conscious and analyzed
with a precision that will not be
equalled in his later works. Un-
doubtedly his Trinitarian theology

M Sent, d. 27, p. 1, a. un, q. 2 (I, 468-74); cf. I Sent, d. 11,

a. un., q. 2 (I, 214-16).

¢ Sent., d. 27, p. 1, a. un., q. 2, ad 3 (I, 471); the source is not

Aristotle but the Liber de Causis.

°Cf. de Régnon, I, 335-65; Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 1I, 38; Basil, Ho-
milia XXIV, Contra Sabellianos et Arium et Anomoeos, 4; Pseudo-Dionysius,

De Dév. Nom., c.2,n. 7.

was highly developed so early in
his career because he had inherit-
ed an ancient tradition. Stemming
from the Greek Fathers, this tradi-
tion reached Bonaventure it a high-
ly developed form, with distinctly
Western embellishments made by
the Victorines and his teacher
Alexander of Hales. To this
tradition Bonaventure made his own
creative contributions, but these
are visible at the outset and do not
show a significant growth.

In the other writings of his early
period, Bonaventure’s basic Trinitar-
ian design is present in various
ways. In the disputed question
De Scientia Christi, the notion
of Father as fecund source remains
largely a silent presupposition be-
hind the explicit issues, which deal
with the Word in relation to the
world. In the disputed questions
De Muysterio ~Trinitatis, Bona-
venture treats the themes of fecun-
dity and primacy explicitly and at
considerable length. Finally in the
Breviloguium, he sketches this
basic Trinitarian design with re-
markable conciseness and clarity.’®

In his later writings Bonaventure
will not change or substantially de-
velop his dynamic view of the
Trinity, based on the Father as

fontalis plenitudo. His Trinitarian

synthesis of Chapter 6 of the Iti-
nerarium (1259) presents the same
view with a remarkable blend of

10M. Trin., a. 8 (V, 112-15); Brevil. p. I, cc. 2-3 (V, 210-14).
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compactness and complexity.!! Yet
even here his basic position is not
more self-conscious than in the
Commentary. In fact, the notion of
primacy is not explicitly mentioned,
nor does he speak of the Father’s

fontalis plenitudo. Rather the mys- -
tery of Trinitarian fecundity is

presented through the Pseudo-Diony-
sian notion of the good as self-
diffusive. This notion of the self-
diffusive good is the basis for his
exploration of the Trinity in Colla-

tio XI in Hexaémeron (1273).22 In

the later writings one can detect
a shift from the notion of primacy
and fontalis plenitudo to the notion
of self-diffusive good. If one holds,
as does this writer, that the notion
of primacy and the Father as fon-
talis plenitudo are prior to the
notion of self-diffusive good, then
he can say that the basis of Bo-
naventure’s Trinitarian theology
was more thoroughly explored in
his earlier than in his later writ-
ings. ‘
Son as Image and Word
THE SECOND element in Bonaven-
ture’s Trinitarian theology consists
in the dynamic Trinitarian proces-
sions, with special focus on the

generation of the Son as Image

and Word. This element derives
directly from the fontalis plenitudo
of the Father. Because the Father
is the fecund source—the good that
is absolutely self-diffusive, he ex-
presses his fecundity absolutely in
the generation of the Son and the
spiration of the Holy Spirit. Thus
the divine fecundity is realized in
an absolute way within the inner

17¢in., c. 6, n. 2 (V, 310-11).
13 exagm., XI, 1125 (V, 381-84).

life of the Trinity. This frees God’s
fecundity from dependence on the
world, since God does not have
to create in order to realize his
fecundity. Bonaventure’s position
has profound theological and met-
aphysical implications, for it allows
for a transcendent God who is not.
static or removed from the world.
His transcendence consists pre-
cisely in his dynamic self~communi-
cation, but this self~communication
is realized fully only at the heart
of the divinity itself. His is a
fecundity that breaks the bounds
of all limitations and realizes it-
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self adequately only in the genera-
tion of the Word and the spiration
of the Holy Spirit. Thus God’s
fecundity does not have to be fitted
on the Procrustean bed of creation.
At the same time, his transcendent
fecundity is the well-spring of cre-
ation and of his immgnence in the
m how to

: his trans-
cendence, and his immanence has
throughout the history: of thought
plagued such_thinkers as Plotinus,
Hegel, -and Whitehead.

j aniscendence itself as
fecundity by situating fecundity
within ﬂne»fﬁbity; Bonavénture has
safeguarded Ged’s : transcefidence
and at the same timé" has provided
a solid basis for God’s immanence
in the world. ‘ :
That the divine fecundity is fully

expressed in the Trinitarian proces-
sions is stated early in Bonaven-
ture’s writings, for example; in the-
first book of the Commentary:

It can nevertheless be said... that
the Father's power is manifested in
the production of the Word, and con-
sequently the entire divine power,
since the power of the Son and the
Holy Spirit is one. and they are
equal in power.?® . - :

Bonaventure develops this theme
in greater detail in the disputed
questions De Mysterio Trinitatis.
In dealing with problems over in-
finity and the Trinity, Bonaventure
states in several ways that the
divine fecundity is perfectly ex-
pressed in the Trinitarian pro-
cessions.!¥ Later, in the Itinerarium,

13] Sent., d. 43, a. un., q. 3 (1. 773).

he will state this point more force-
fully; yet the position itself will
remain essentially the same as
found in the earlier writings. In
the Itinerarium he proceeds by
stating that God must be self-
diffusive in the highest degree. This
means that there must be within
the divinity Trinitarian processions,
since no other diffusion would meet
the demands of maximum self-dif-
fusion. Bonaventure writes:
For a diffusion in time is like a mere
point in relation to the immensity
of the divine goodness. Hence an-
other diffusion can be conceived
greater than this, namely that in
which the one diffusing com-
municates to another his entire sub-
‘stance and nature.'®

The boundless fecundity of the
Father expresses itself in the
generation of the Son, as Image
and Word. This is the focal point
of Bonaventure’s entire theology. It
was in treating the generation of
the Son that Bonaventure made his
‘famous observation: ‘“This is our
whole metaphysics: emanation,

exemplarity, consummation.”*® It is

in the Son that the fecundity of the
Father finds its perfect Image; and
it is from the Son, as Word, that
all creation issues, and it is to him,
as exemplar, that-it reflects back
and returns. 'In his "early writings
Bonaventure develops these themes
in great depth and detail. Through-
out the Trinitarian sections of the
Commentary, Bonaventure dis-
cusses the Son as perfect Image
and the most expressive Word of

“M, Trin,, q.4, a. 2, ad 4-9 (V, 86-87). -

8f¢in., c. 6, n. 2 (V, 310-11).
18Hexaem., I, 17 (V, 332)
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the Father!” In the disputed
questions De Mysterio Trinitatis, he
states a theme that will occur often
in his later writings: »
The Father... generates the Word,
which is the Father’s likeness equal
to him in all things. Hence just
as the Father in understanding him-
self understands whatever he can un-
derstand, so in speaking the Word,
he says whatever he can say and
whatever. can be said in the deity.
Hence neither hé nor any other of
the persons in the Trinity, has an-
other word to say in view of the
fact that in that Word was said
whatever can be said.’®

The Son is the complete and
adequate expression of the Father,

his first and final Word. In the Son:
" the Father expresses himself and all

he can make. This position requires
a doctrine of the divine ideas and
their relation both to the Word and
to creatures. This doctrine is de-
veloped with great precision in the
Commentary and in the disputed
questions De Scientia Christi and
becomes the matrix of all of his
later writings.'®

Trinity and Creation
AS WE HAVE just seen, we cannot
discuss Bonaventure’s doctrine of
the Word without touching the rela-
tion of the Word to creation. Yet
it is wise to draw this point into
sharper focus. The connection be-
tween the Trinity and creation
cannot be overstressed since it is
the cornerstone of Bonaventure’s
entire world view. It is why he

1] Sent., d. 67, 9, 12-13, 27,
529-52).
: 18M. Trin., q. 4, a. 2, ad 8 (V, 87).

Sc. Chr. (V, 343).
M. Trin., q. 8, ad 7 (V, 115).

sees universal exemplarism and ves-
tiges of the Trinity everywhere. For
‘Bonaventure creation is not a mere
external act of God, a making of an
object on the fringe of the divine
power. Rather creation is rooted in
the fecundity of the inner Trinitari-
an life. True, the divine fecundity
cannot express itself adequately in
finite creation; yet in generating the
Word as adequate Image of himself,
the Father expresses in the Word
all that he can make. The act
of creation ad extra—while remain-
ing free and not dependent on
creatures—springs ultimately  from
the eternal fecundity of the Father
and is .an overflow of that fecun-
dity. This :connection between the
Trinity and creation is already quite
self-conscious in- Bonaventure’
early writings. For example, we find
a sharp formulation in the disputed
questions De Muysterio  Trinitatis
where he speaks. of two types of
fontalitas, or dynamic source of
production: one at the source of
the Trinitarian processions and the
other at the source -of creation.
For Bonaventure. the prior is the
root of the latter:
But this fontalitas is in a certain
way the source of another fontalitas.
Because the Father produces the Sor
and through the Son and with the
Son produces the Holy Spirit, there-
fore God the Father through the Son
‘with the Holy Spirit, is the prin
ciple of all creatures. For unles:s
he produced them from eternity, he
could not through them produce ir
time 3 : :

31 (I, 12346, 176-92, 218-4l, 464-9

9 Sent. d. 27, p. 2, a um., q. 2 (I, 48487); d. 3536 {1, 597-632
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By connecting the Trinitarian. pro-
cessions with creation, Bonaventure
provides the background for the
vestige-image doctrine which he
develops so richly in the Itinera-
rium and the Collationes in He-
xaémeron. All of the finite world
of creation reflects the power, wis-
dom, and goodness of God and
hence is a vestige of the Trinity.
Rational creatures reflect God in
a special way since they have him
as their object; they are also images
of the Trinity in their memory,
intelligence, and will. Although the
"panorama of creation as vestige-
image is sketched in striking colors
in Bonaventure’s later writings, the
elements of the doctrine are sharp-
ly analyzed in his early period.
The classical source for Bona-
venture’s divisions ‘on this point is
found in the first book of the
Commentary.?2’ Here Bonaventure
distinguishes umbra, vestigium, and
imago according to:(1) the manner
of representing God, whether from
a distance and obscurely or from
near at hand and distinctly; (2)
the aspect of God that is involved,
whether as general cause, or as
efficient, formal, -and final cause,
or as the object of the memory,
understanding, and will; (3)
whether general aspects of God are’
grasped or personal properties; (4)
the classes of creatures, namely,
all creatures reflect God as cause
and as triple cause, but only ra-
tional creatures have God as object.
This division, which is merely sum-
marized here, is remarkably pre-

cise and can be used to answer
questions of interpretation that arise
over passages in the later writings,
e.g., in the Itinerarium or the
Collationes in Hexaémeron.

This exemplaristic Trinitarian vi-
sion forms the context for Bonaven-
ture’s spirituality. In Collatio I in
Hexaémeron, he describes his vision
as: creation emanating from the
Word, reflecting the Word, and re-
turning to the Word—and through
the Word to the Father.2? In the
disputed questions De Mysterio
Trinitatis, he expresses the same
vision. Although the stages of the
soul’s ascent are not sketched ou’
so systematically as in the Itinera-
rium, the generic outlines of the
vision are present:

Hence this alone is eternal life:

that the rational spirit, which flows

from the most blessed Trinity and is
an image of the Trinity, return by
way of an intelligible circle by
memory, understanding, and will,

through divine likeness of gl t
the most blessed Trinity.3 goty fo

This brings to a close our treat-
ment of the Trinitarian pole of
Bonaventure’s theology. As we sug-
gested in the beginning, his Trini-
tarian theology stands like the tower
of a Gothic cathedral, giving dis-
tinctive shape to the contours of
his thought. The Trinitarian pole
reveals the following design: At the
base is the notion of the Father
as fontalis plenitudo, from whose
fecundity the Trinitarian pro-
cessions flow as the absolute ex-
pression of the self-diffusive full-
ness of the divinity. Creation is

3] Sent., d. 3, a. un., q. 2, ad 4 (I, 72-74).

BHexaém., 1, 12-17 (V, 331-32).
BM. Trin., q.8.ad 7 (V, 115).
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an overflow of this goodness and
has its roots within the dynamism
of the Trinitarian life. The world,
then, reflects its archetype as
Trinitarian vestige. As images of the
Trinity, rational creatures have God
as their object and are in a pro-
cess of return to their divine source.
This design was present from the
outset of Bonaventure’s writings.
Although the Trinitarian theology of
the later period shows the marks
of a mature mind, with enriched
depth and complexity, yet in his
early writings the basic Trinitarian
design is explored in an analytic-
critical manner that in certain areas
is not equalled later.

Evolution of Christocentricity
IN CONTRAST with his - Trinitarian
theology, Bonaventure’s Christo-
centricity does not emerge into
prominence until the middle period,
and then undergoes a development
that. reaches . its climax in the
Collationes in Hexaémeron. In
order not to overstate our case, we
must distinguish two dimensions
of Bonaventure’s Christocentricity:
the Trinitarian and the Incar-
national. His doctrine of the Trinity
itself contains a strong Christo-
centric dimension, or it might be
more accurate to say a strong Logos-
centered dimension. The Son is
the center of the Trinity, the

persona media, the exemplar of all
creation, the light illumining human
knowledge and the medium of
man’s retumn to the Trinity.24 We

are not claiming that this Trinitarian

dimension emerged late or that it
underwent a significant evolution.
Since this dimension is essential
to the design of his Trinitarian
theology, we maintain that it was
present and, in fact, was richly
developed during the early period.

If, however, we shift our attention

‘to the Incarnational dimension, we

can detect an evolution. But again
we must distinguish. One dimen-
sion of Bonaventure’s Christocen-
tricity deals with the hypostatic
union as such and is concerned with
the mystery of Christ as the union
of the divine and the human. The
hypostatic union is explored as the
basis of Christ's mediatorship. be-
tween God and man and as the
root of the doctrine of redemption.
This dimension of Bonaventure’s
thought is, of course, developed
extensively in his early writings,
e. g, in the third book of the
Commentary on the Sentences, .in
the Breviloguium, and in the dis-
puted questions De Scientia Chris-
#.28 This first dimension of Bona-
venture’s Incarnational Christocen-
tricity forms the basis for the second
dimension, which sees Christ as the

Myexaem., 1, 12-17 (V, 331-32); Red. art., 24 (V, 32§)‘ Op Bonaventure’s
Christology, cf. references in n. 3, above; also W. Deﬂoﬁ", Christus tenens me-
dium in omnibus’: Sinn und Funktion der Theologie bei Bonavex'ltura, “Wis..sen-
schaft und Weisheit 20 (1957), 28-42, 12040; Bernardo Aperribay, ‘“Christo-
logia mistica de San Buenaventura,” Obras de san _Buenaven.tura,_ ‘.'01' 11
(Madrid: Biblioteca de autores cristianos, 1957), 3-90; Nicolaus Slmom.elll, D(?O-
trina christocentrica Seraphici Doctoris S. Bonaventurae (Iesi: Scuola Tlpogafxca

Francescana, 1958). _ .
35[J] Sent., d. 1-22 (1II, 6-466); Brevil., p. IV (V, 241-52); Sc. Chr.,, q. 5-7

(V, 27-43).
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dynamic center of the soul’s journey
into God, the center of the uni-
verse, and the center of history.
It is this latter dimension that we
claim emerged at the middle
period, underwent a development,

and reached its climax in the final

period.

IT 1S NECESSARY to specify more -

precisely what we mean by the
second dimension of Christocen-
tricity. In this dimension Christ
operates as a dynamic center—
drawing into an integrated whole
all the elements of the individual
soul, of the physical universe, and
of history. This dynamic center is
the incarnate Christ in his concrete
particularity, in the mystery of his
humanity, involved in the process
of transformation through death and
resurrection. . We can call this a
cosmic  Christocentricity  since
Christ is the center of the three
major dimensions of the created
cosmos: the soul, the physical uni-
verse, and history. All lines of the
cosmos _converge in Christ the
center and through him are trans-
formed and return to the Father.
This cosmic  Christocentricity
presupposes the other two Christo-
logical poles— the Trinitarian Logos
and the  hypostatic union—and
brings -these to an integrated com-
pletion. The Trinitarian Logos-cen-
tricity is universalistic in the sense
that the entire cosmos reflects the
Logos. On the other hand, the
mystery of .the incamate Logos is
particularistic in the sense -that it
occurs in d particular place and
time. Cosmic Christocentricity
unites these two poles, for it is

28Col. 1:15-20.
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precisely the particularity of the
historical Jesus that integrates into
an organic and dynamic energy
system the entire cosmos—the
physical universe, history, and the
spiritual energies of mankind.

The dimension of cosmic Christo-
centricity is of paramount im-
portance to the historian and sys-
tematic theologian. First, for “the
sake of clarity, since it is a dis-
tinctive dimension of Christology,
it must be carefully distinguished
from other dimensions. Secondly,
cosmic Christocentricity is as
ancient as the New Testament,
appearing, for example, in the cos-
mic hymn of the letter to the
Colossians.2¢ In the twentieth cen-
tury it has emerged in a new form
in the evolutionary ‘vision of Teil-
hard de Chardin. Throughout the
intervening history it has been
prominent in certain theologians
and lacking in others. Thirdly; from
a systematic point of view it can
serve as a link between the univer-
salistic and particularistic tension in
Christology. In my opinion, cosmic
Christocentricity always remains
implicit as a necessary logical link
between the universalistic and par-
ticularistic poles of Christology, and
will tend to emerge in the thought
of a theologian even if he is un-
conscious of its presence or resists
its force. Hence, I believe, a num-
ber of tensions in theology both
in the past and today ¢an be
clarified and in certain cases re-
solved through the dimension of
cosmic Christocentricity. In this task
Bonaventure’s contributions can be
especially helpful..

In previous studies I have
claimed that Bonaventure’s cosmic
Christocentricity can be most fruit-
fully explored under the category
of the mandala and with the logic
of the coincidence of opposites.?”
It would be impossible here to
review these studies in detail. Suf-
fice it to say that the mandala—
whether taken as a symbol or as
a set of dynamics—consists in a
center that integrates according to
the logic of the ,coincidence of
opposites the diverse elements of
the soul and the cosmos into an
organic and completed whole. By
using the research of Jung, Eliade,
and Tucci on the mandala?® we

can come .to a heightened self-

consciousness of the role of (_]hx:is‘to-
centricity in Bonaventure’s thought.
Presupposing this apalysis of
Bonaventure’s theology through the
mandala, we can focus here. on the
stages of development in his Chris-
tocentricity and examine its relation
to his Trinitarian theology.

Cosmic Christocentricity emerges,

strikingly in the Itinerarium, the

piece that ushers .in the second
period of Bonaventure’s writings.
Retiring to La. Verna in 1259 for
peace and spiritual renewal, Bona-
venture meditated on Francis’ vi-

sion of the six-winged Seraph.?®

In a flash he realized that the

vision symbolized both the goal of

the soul’s ascent into God and the

stages of its progress. For g’ﬁr con-

cemns here, it is important to note

that the vision is Christocentric

(for. the Seraph is in the form of

the Crucified) and that the Itine-

rarium unfolds in a Christocentric

perspective. For' example, in the ’
prologue, Bonaventure states that,

in the soul’s journey into God,
the way is only through a most

‘ardent love of the Crucified.>® Later

after presenting the tabemacle as.
a symbol of the soul, he medi-

tates on Chnst as the mercy seat

at the center of the Holy of Holies,

or the innermost chamber of the

soul. In Chapter 6 and 7, he

depicts Christ the center as the

medium of the soul’s passage into

the seventh or mystical stage. Gaz-

ing on the mystery of Christ the

center, we see united in an extra-

ordinary way cosmic opposites; and

thus we are drawn into the seventh
stage: ’ S

... looking at the same time upon
the first and the last, the highest
and the lowest, the circumference

and the center, the ‘alpha and ome-
ga, the caused and the cause, the
Creator and the creature, ‘the book

written within and without.™!

TEwert Cousins, “Mandala Symbolism in the Theology ‘of 'Bqnave'nture,”
University of Toronto Quarterly 40 (1971), 185-201; “La ‘Coincidentia Op-
positorum’ dans la théologie de Bonaventure,” Actes du Colloque: Saint Bona-
venture, Etudes franciscaines 18 (Supplément annuel, 1968), 15-31. .

2C, G. Jung, Psychology and Alchemy, vol. XII, The Collected Works of C. G.

Jung, trans. R. F.

C. Hull (New York: Pantheon Books, 1853), 91-213; Mir-

Eliade, Images and Symbols, trans. Philip Mairet (New York: Sheed and
(\::’:rd, 11931), pg. 51-56; Giuseppe Tucci, The Theory and Practice of the
Mandala, trans. Alan Houghton Brodrick (London: Rider, 1961).

2]tin., prol. (V, 295-96).
27bid., n. 3 (V, 295).

aypid, c., 6, n. 7 (V, 312)—the quoted phrases are from Apoc. 1:8;

5:1; cf. c. 7 (V, 312-13).
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The Christ of the Itinerarium
is the center of the soul and the
center, the focal point, and the
means of the soul’s joumey into
God. He is the center around
which all the activities of the soul
are focused: sensation, memory, un-
derstanding, willing. It is through
Christ as center—as crucified, in-
carnate Logos—that all our activities
are led back to their root in the
eternal Logos. And it is through
Christ the center—as goal and me-
dium of passage—that the soul pro-
gresses on its journey into God. In
the. Itinerarium Christ can be con-
. sidered as the center of the uni-
verse. as well as the center of
the soul, since two of the wings
of the Seraph symbolize the ma-
terial world. However. when we

analyze ithe Itinerarium, it becomes

clear that the emphasis is on Christ

the center of the soul and not as
center of the universe. And it is

only by extending the journey of
the soul” to the history of the
universe that we can see in the
Ltinerarium Christ as the center of
history.32 :

The nouon of Christ the. center
of the soul is developed in great
detail in the Lignum Vitae (1260),
written not long after the Itinera-
rium. Christ crucified is depicted
as the tree of life, which branches
out and blossoms In rich foliage,
flowers, and fruit, symbolizing the
moral virtues. By meditating on the
humanity of Christ and the events

of his life, by leaming from him,
and identifying with him, our
souls can blossom forth in the vir-

tues of humility, piety, confidence,

patience, constancy.?® Thus in the
Lignum Vitae Christ is the center of
the: moral  life of the soul, just

. as in the Itinerarium he had been

depicted as the center of the mys-
tical life of the soul. In each case

“the Christocentricity is presented

in a symbol: the six-winged Seraph
and the tree of life. By analyzing

these symbols in great detail, Bona-

venture draws the moral and -mys-
tical energies of the soul to focus
on Christ the center and through
this centering to’ develop towards a
rich and integrated 'spiritual life.

In the middle period, Bonaven-
ture developed the theme of Christ
the center of the soul. In ‘the
final period the emphasis shifted

to Christ the center of the universe

and history. In the Collationes in
Hexaémeron, Bonaventure’s crown-
ing piece of the final period, his
Christocentricity comes to - full
flowering and receives its strongest
rhetorical expression. In the first
of the Collationes, which serves as
an overture of the entire series,
Bonaventure develops the theme of
Christ as universal center.®® He is
the center of all' the sciences:
metaphysics, physics, mathematics,
logic, ethics, jurisprudence, and
theology. The sciences study the
entire expanse of reality—from the
generation of the Son in the Trini-

Cf. Ewert Cousins, “Teilhard de Chardin et saint Bonaventure,” Etudes

franciscaines 19 (1969), 184.
3L ign. vit. (VIII, 68-87).

MHexa¢m., 1 (V, 329-35);. cf. also F. Delorme, ed., S. Bo
» 1 (V, ;- cf. . s . S. naventurae Col-
lationes in Hexa¢meron et Bonaventuriana Quaedam Selecta (Quaracchi,elgsl;),

pp. 1-19.
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ty, through creation, to the returmn
of creatures to the Father. .On
every level, Christ is the center:
metaphysical center .in his etemal
generation, physical center in his
incamnation, mathematical center .in
his passion, logical center in his
resurrection, ethical center in his
ascension, juridical center in the.
final judgment, and theological cen-
ter in eternal beatitude. Although
the notion of Christ the center of
the soul is present within the
collatio,® the emphasis here is
on the panorama of the universe
and the crucial events of salvation
history.

It is interesting to compare this
Christocentric vision with the pano- -

rama of the universe presented from
the viewpoint of the Trinity in the
Itinerarium, Chapter 1, n. 14.% In
the Itinerarium Bonaventure con-
templdtes creation. from seven van-
tage points and in each discerns
the divine power, wisdom, and
.goodness manifested in creatures.
Thus the treatment of the universe
in the Itinerarium remains within
the Trinitarian vestige' pole of Bo-
naventure’s thought and is not ex-
plicifly subsumed into the Christo-
centric pole, as is richly done in
the first Collatio in Hexaémeron.

In the first Collatio Bonaventure
depicts Christ as the center of both
the universe and history. He is the
center of history in the great events

8Hexagm., 1, n. 13, 24 (V, 331, 333)..
Jtin., c. 1, n. 14 (V, 209).

that shape salvation history: his in-
‘carnation, . crutifixion, . resurrection,

ascénsion, and judgment. This no-
tion of Christ the ecenter of history
unfolds as a: basic theme through-

out the Collationes and plays an

important rol¢ in Bonaventure’s es-
chatology. Ultimately the notion of
Christ the cénter of history derives
from the Trinitarian and the In-
carnational dimensions of Bonaven-
ture’s thought. As Ratzinger says:
It - is pfecisely the figure of Jesus
Christ; the- middle person of the
Trinity as well as the mediator and.
middle between God and man, who
-gradually becomes the synthesis of
" everything that is expressed for Bona-
venture in the concept of center.
-~ Christ becomes the center. And as a
"consequence of this general inter-
" pretation of Christ from the notion
of center, - He becomes also the
“center of time.®"

Because Christ is the center of
history, Bonaventure’s notion - of
time differs from that of -Aristotle
and the Joachites3® His Trinitarian
dimension of Christocentricity dif-
ferentiates him from Aristotle. For
Bonaventure time. is involved in the
emapation. and tetum of creatures.
All things emanate through the
Logos and all things return through
the Logos to the Father. Since the
Logos is the Alpha and the Omega,
time must. have a beginning and
an end. Hence the world cannot
be eternal, as Aristotle had held,

#Joseph Ratzinger, The Theology of History in St. Bonaventure, trans.
Zachary Hayes (Chicago: Franciscan Herald Press, 1971), p.-110.

3For a study of Bonaventure, Aristotle, and the Joachites, cf. Ratzinger;
of also E. R. Daniel, “St. Bonaventure: Defender of Franciscan Eschatology,”.
in S.’ Bonaventura 1274-1974, ed. J. Guy Bougerol, O.F.M. (Grottaferrata:

Collegio S. Bonavefftura, 1974).
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nor is time merely the measure of
motion in an endless series of
generation and corruption of forms.

While the Trinitarian dimension
of his Christocentricity differenti-

ates Bonaventure from Aristotle, it

is chiefly the Incarnational dimen-

sion—developed into its cosmic .

Christocentric form—that differen-

tiates  him from the Joachites. To .

explain the ages of history the
Joachites used a Trinitarian theory.
After the ages of the Father and
of the Son, a third age :will come
— the age of the Spirit, which
will  dissolve the forms of the pre-
vious age and usher in a spiritual
era. In contrast, for Bonaventure
Christ remains the middle person
of the Trinity, the dynamic center
of the Trinitarian proecessions. The
Logos is completed, not superseded
in the Spirit And as incamate
Logos, he is the center through
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-which the incarnational. struc-

tures of history are not dissolved,
but transformed. Thus for Bonaven-
ture the. historical process remains
at its core Christocentric. ,
This brings to a close our brief
survey of the Christocentric pole
of ‘Bonaventure’s thought. His
Christocentricity is profoundly con-
ceived, forcefully presented, and
comprehensively expanded: Christ
is the center of the soul, of the
universe, and of history. Yet one
wishes that he had given to his
cosmic Christocentricity the same
self-reflective, analytical, and
critical scrutiny that he gave to
his Trinitarian theology. There are,
of course, many reasons for this
lack. First, he did not have the
leisure or the academic setting in
his last years that he enjoyed during
his period at the University of
Paris. Secondly, the literary genres

of the mystical treatises and the
collationes do not lend them-
selves to the type of analytic-critical
reflection that characterizes the

- scholastic genres of the early writ-

ings. Thirdly, although his Christo-
centricity arises in the meditative
calm of La Verna, it becomes caught
up later in polemic turmoil in the
Collationes in Hexaémeron—against
the Averroists and the Joachites. In
the heat of controversy the polemic
side of his position emerges rather
than the crytical-analytical. Fourth-

ly, his Trinitarian theology had

come to him as a developed tradi-
tion, with sharply formulated po-
sitions, questions, and analytic tools
—in one tradition from the Greek
Fathers, in another from Augustine,
and with the technical embellish-
ments that emerged out of the
twelfth century Trinitarian discus-
sions. His cosmic Christocentricity
did not come to him in that way.
What he inherited from the past
was not accompanied with critical
apparatus. And the distinctive quali-
ty of his Christology arose out of
the much more recent tradition of
Francis. In Bonaventure's time it

had not yet been shaped into a

synthetic vision and formulated as
an intellectual position. In this
Bonaventure himself was a pioneer.
He took two elements found in
Francis: the sense of the universal
presence of God in nature and the
imitation of Christ. These he fused
into a doctrine of universal Christo-
centricity. Although one can ap-
preciate the many historical forces
that shaped Bonaventure’s Christo-
centricity, one wishes that after

reading the Collationes in Hexaé-

meron, he could turn back to the

Commentary and find a series of
distinctions on - Christocentricity—
with sharply defined terms, divi-
sions, and critical dialogue with ob-
jections. And one wishes that as
a companion piece to the disputed

.questions De Scientia Christi, one

could find a series De Christo
Medio. :

If Bonaventure had given his
Christocentricity such an analytical-
critical treatment, his - synthesis
would have been more complete.
And he would provide us with
more, effective tools to solve some
of the speculative problems that
are inherent in the Christian vision:
How relate the Trinitarian mystery
to the mystery of Christ? What
are. the implications of a thorough-
going Christocentricity? For sys-
tematic theology? For Christian
spirituality? For the relation of
Christ” to culture and Christ to
time? For the relation of Chris-
tianity and other religions? To see
the significance of these questions,
we will examine them not within
Bonaventure’s system directly, but
within the present-day problematic.
This. will underline both their uni-
versal significance and their con- -
temporary relevance.

Dialogue with Contemporary
o - Issues
A MAJOR CONCERN of contemporary

“theology has been the relation of

religion an culture, or ‘more
specifically the relation of Christ
and culture. This issue "gives rise
to the categories of the sacred
and the secular. What is the reli-
gious significance, if any, of secular.

‘calture? Someé would see a sharp

cleavage between the sacred - and
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the secular, between religion ‘and
humanism, between Christ and
culture. Two theologians who fall
into the opposite camp are Paul
Tillich and Pierre Teilhard de Char-
din.2® Both see a blend, a harmony,
an interpenetration of the religious
dimension and the forms of secular
culture. They both see secular cul-
ture in its depth as religious, sac-
red, and involved in the divine mys-
tery. Both move in a universalist
direction, drawing all of secular
culture into the sphere of religious
meaning and grounding its ultimate
dimension in the sacred. Paul Til-
lich bases his solution on a Trini-
tarian theology that is remarkably
similar to Bonaventure’s and on a
doctrine of participation that ap-
proximates Bonaventure’s doctrine
of exemplarism.#® For Tillich the
forms of culture participate in their
depth in the Logos. In this vein
Tillich’s treatment of the religious
dimension of culture is trikingly
similar to that of Bonaventure in
the De Reductione Artium ad Theo-
logiam. Tillich’s approach to cul-
ture, then, is Trinitarian, Logos-
centered, and universalist. But what
of the other pole of Christian theol-
ogy? What of the Incarnational,
particularist pole? What of the sig-
nificance of the historical Jesus?
And what of Christocentricity in

p—————————

39Paul Tillich, Theology of Culture (New York: Oxford University Press,

its cosmic form? Tillich has been
criticized for having a weak par-
ticularist Christology and for losing
the historical Jesus in the Logos.
Furthermore, he has not developed
a doctrine of cosmic Christocen-
tricity.

Teilhard de Chardin, on the
other hand, focuses his entire vision
on cosmic Christocentniaity. Teil-
hard calls the Logos of traditional
theology the Omega of evolution—
the dynamic center drawing all of
the energies of the cosmos to a
creative union and ultimate ful-
fillment. Because of the universal
action of the Omega, Teilhard can
see a universal religious signi-
ficance in secular culture. For him
nothing in the universe is- truly
profane. Although Teilhard’s
thought is strongly Christocentric,
the Trinitarian pole of his theology
is underdeveloped, and the aspect
of his Christology that deals with
the historical Jesus is, for many
critics, too weakly stated.

For a full treatment of Christ
and culture, all the dimensions of
the mystery of Christ must be taken
into account. Here Bonaventure’s
theology—especially in its final
phase, when his cosmic Christo-
centricity has emerged—offers a
backdrop for evaluating, criticizing,
and perhaps enlarging the scope of

1964); Systematic Theology (3 vols.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1951-1963); Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, Oeuvres de Pierre Teilhard de Char-

din (10 vols.; Paris: Seuil, 1955-1969).

“Cf John Dourley, OM.I, “God, Life, and the Trinity in the Theo-
logies of Paul Tillich and St. Bonaventure,” in THE CORD 24 (1974), 68-
77 (reprinted from J. Guy Bougerol, ed., S. Bonaventura 1274 - 1974 [Grotta-
ferrata( Collegio S. Bonaventura, 1974], vol. IV); cf. also idem, “Paul Tillich and
Bonaventure: An Evaluation of Tillich’s Claim to Stand in the Augustinian-
Franciscan Tradition,” unpublished doctoral dissertation, New York: Department

of Theology of Fordham University, 1971.
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the theology of Tillich and Teil-
hard. Bonaventure’s Christocentrici-
ty—both in its particularist and in
its cosmic form—has been integrat-
ed with his Trinitarian theology.
His Trinitarian theology, then,
could serve as a rich resource for
a contemporary theologian taking up
the task of completing the rudimen-
tary Trinitarian theology of Teil-
hard’s system. With both Teilhard
and Bonaventure, one could ques-
tion Tillich on his lack of cosmic
Christocentrism. In such a dialogue,
certain questions would inevitably
emerge that would reveal the lack
of self-consciousness of Bonaven-
ture’s cosmic  Christocentricity.
Here the contemporary theologian
would have to launch out on his
own and attempt to complete this
level of Bonaventure’s system.
Another  contemporary issue
closely allied to the secular ques-
tion, is the theology of history.
What is the relation of God to time?
Of Christ to time? What is the
theological meaning of the future?
What role does eschatology play in
the Christian vision? This issue has

arisen sharply both from theology:
itself and from secular culture. Bib-

lical research over the twentieth
century has drawn into focus the
centrality of salvation history and of
eschatalogy in the Christian vision.
In secular culture the forces of
change have accelerated so rapidly
in the last ten years that modern
man is bewildered and numbed by
“future shock.” On the horizon he
sees a pending ecological crisis and
the threat of nuclear destruction;

‘at the same time advances in

science and technology augur a
creative, utopian-like future.

These issues were explored in
a recent conference held in New
York City, with such theologians

“as Pannenberg, Moltmann, Metz,

Cobb, Ogden, Mooney, and Hef-
ner.4! The theme of the conference
was Hope and the Future of Man,
and it drew  together in dialogue
three strands of contemporary theo-
logy seriously concermed with the
future: American process theolo-
gians, Teilhardians, and theologians
of hope. The discussion centered
on alternate models of the future:
How did each group conceive the
future, and what basis of hope did
it discern? Underlying many of the
points discussed, in my analysis,
lay the basic issues of Christo-
centricity raised in this paper: What
relation, if any, does Christ have
to the structure of the universe
and to time? Does the mystery of
Christ, as Teilhard holds, have a
physical effect upon the universe
and direct the forces of evolution
towards a successful outcome? Or
is the cosmological structure more
God-centered, as the process
theologians maintain, with the re-

. sult that the future is less affected

by the mystery of Christ? From

another perspective, is the mystery
_of Christ to be situated in the
.realm of history and not nature,

as some eschatological theologians
hold, liberating man from oppres-
sion rather than activating a cosmic
process of growth? At this point
of the dialogue Bonaventure would

4Cf, the Proceedings of this conference, Ewert H. Cousins, ed, Hope
and the Future of Man (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1972).
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have much to contribute. Through
his reading of the thirteenth-century
problems—in the face of the
Greek and Islamic notions of his-
tory—we can see that the issue of
cosmic Christocentricity is em-
bedded deep in the structure of
Christian belief and will inevitably
surface whether in the Middle Ages
or-in the twentieth century. As one
of the major articulators of cosmic
Christocentricity in the history of
theology, Bonaventure can enter the
contemporary dialogue to clarify
issues and to contribute towards
solutions even in the highly ac-
celerated time world of the twen-
tieth century.

The significance: of Christo-
centricity becomes even clearer
when one moves into the contem-
porary issue of ecumenism. If one
were looking for a foundation of
union among the Christian churches,
he would naturally seek it in Chris-
tocentricity. Here 'Bonaventure of-
fers -a rich resource, since he has
developed the level of the Trinita-
rian Logos, the historical Jesus, and
cosmic Christocentricity. Each level
can be exploited -as a basis of
union. Yet when one moves out of
the Christian sphere—especially:but
of the Western sphere and'into
the Orient—what had been the
greatest asset becomes the greatest
problem. For it is precisely Christ
that divides Christianity from other

religions of the world. Bonaven-
ture’s thought can be of assistance
in clarifying the issues here; for
he reveals the broad universalist
resources in Christianity at the same
time that he warns us against mak-
ing too facile a solution since he
maintains the particularist elements
as well.

In the tension between univer-
salism and particularism the ecu-
menical theologian faces his great-
est challenge. Basing himself on
the transcendence of the religious
dimension, Robley Whitson has
developed a theory of ecumenical
pluralism of world religions that
reflects the - Franciscan respect for
radical individuality42 Raymond
Panikkar has approached the inter-
relation of world religions through
a Trinitarian model that has much

-affinity with Bonaventure’s Trinita-

rian design.%® As the task of theolo-
gical construction continues, I be-
lieve that the ecumenical theologian
will have to face the question of
particularity precisely from the per-
spective of cosmic Christocentricity.

Does the mystery of the Trinitarian.

and Incarnate Logos so affect the
structure of space and time that
the Christian lives in a radically
different universe from the Bud-
dhist and Hindu? The difference
could be so profound that it would
affect all the basic categories of the
phenomenal world—even indivi-

4?Robley Whitson, The Coming‘Convergence of World Religions (New York:

Newman Press, 1971).

. “Raymond Panikkar, “Toward an Ecumenica.l‘ Theandric Spirituality,” Journal
of Ecumenical Studies 5 (1968), 507-34; cf. also Ewert H. Cousins, “The
Trinity and World Religions,” Journal of Ecumenical Studies 7 (1970), 476

98; “Bonaventure and World Religions,’

* THE CORD 22 (1972), 55ff, reprinted

in J. Guy Bougerol, ed., S. Bonaventura 1274 - 1974 (Grottaferrata: Collegio

S. Bonaventura, 1973), vol. 3, pp. 697-706.
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duality, identity, and difference. H
the issue comes to this point, then
Bonaventure will have much to
contribute both towards " clarifica-
tion and towards what might be
one of the greatest challenges for
theological construction in Chris-
tian history.

These issues can only be hinted
at here and: raised by way of
questions. A full treatment of any
one of them would require much
exposition and analysis, Our inten-
tion has been simply to show their
relation to the design of Bonaven-
ture’s theology and indicate how
he could take part in the contem-
porary dialogue. With a sureness of
aim, Bonaventure’s thought has
penetrated to the heart of the mys-
tery of the Trinity and of Christ—

the two mysteries that provide the
architectonic design of Christian
belief. Bonaventure is both the
bearer of a rich theological tradi-
tion and a genius who has creative-
ly shaped this tradition into an

available synthesis. Because of this

he can take his place in dialogue
with the theologians of our day as
they engage in their own creative
enterprise. For although the shape
of our cosmos has changed through
scientific and political revolutions,
the ultimate questions of the rela-
tion of God to the world and of
Christ to the universe and time still
challenge the theologian. It is here
that Bonaventure’s vision of the
dynamic Trinity and the Christo--
centric cosmos can contribute to the
on-going theological task.

D

He who turns his full countenance toward the Mercy-Seat above the Ark of
God, and with faith, hope, and love, devotion, admiration, joy, appreciation,
praise and rejoicing, beholds Christ hanging on the Cross, such a one
celebrates the Pasch, that is, the Passover, with Him. Thus, using the rod of
the Cross, he may pass over the Red Sea, going from Egypt into the desert,
where it is given to him to taste the hidden manna; he may rest with Christ
in the tomb, as one dead to the outer world, but experiencing, nevertheless,
as far as is possible in this present state as wayfarer, what was said on the
Cross to the thief who was hanging there with Christ: *‘This day thou shalt
be with me in Paradise.” ’

SAINT BONAVENTURE
Itinerarium VI, 1
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A REVIEW ARTICLE

Jesus and Process Philosophy

MICHAEL D. MEILACH, O.F.M.

O NE OF THE MORE interesting
experiences which recurs in
teaching philosophy in a religiously
affiliated college is the eruption of
a fideist attitude on the part of a
student. The world-view such a
student had assimilated from his
parents and grade-school teachers
seems so obvious to him—so evi-
dently objective—that he sees no
reason to raise a question about,
say, the ultimate nature of things:
the existence of God, the relation-
ship between God and creatures,
or his own origin and destiny.
There are likewise many readers
of such religious periodicals as this
one, who prefer a more or less
comfortable repose in the simple
verities of their earliest instruction
to the admittedly taxing and some-
times disconcerting quest for un-
derstanding.

Of course it is possible to go to
the opposite extreme: with Hei-
degger, to make man essentially
“the questioner” and deprive one-
self of any fundamental answers.
But there is a reasonable middle
ground, on which the Christian
stands who has firmly embraced
the truth of Revelation on the one
hand, and has expended a certain
minimum of intellectual effort, on
the other, to attain a coherent and
consistent perspective on that Rev-
elation, both in itself and in rela-
tion to the remainder of his life
as a human being and a member
of society. ,

The particular difficulty exper-
ienced by so many of our contem-
poraries in attaining this coherent
and consistent perspective stems
from the fact that new world views
have proliferated in recent de-

Father Michael D. Meilach._O.F.M., editor of this Review, is an Assistant

Professor of Philosophy at Siena College, Loudcnville, New York. A member

of the Catholic Theological Society of America and the American Catholic
Philosophical Association, he wrote his doctoral dissertation on the viability
of Whitehead’s God for Christian religion (Fordham University, 1971).
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cades. Each of them, whether based
on physical science or on psycho-
logical introspection, on economic
laws or utopian vision, clamors for
the Christian’s = allegiance; - and
sometimes real defects are re-
vealed in an outlook long cher-
ished as objectively true and im-
pregnably valid.

Such defects, however, often turn
out to be less substantial than the
innovators and critics claim. And
herein, precisely, lies the pressing
need for the educated Christian to
come to grips with both the critical
and the ‘creative theological efforts
of his age. His Christian “sense”
is indeed correct, that the pre-
sumption lies with the tradition;
and yet, especially in an age as
culturally and religiously diverse as
our own, he has both the right and
the duty to expect from such studies
an increased understanding and
more adequate expression of that
tradition’s content.

Dr. David R. Griffin, of the Clare-
mont School of Theology, offers us
a fine example of the kind of
study I have in mind. Dr. Griffin
is Executive Director of the Insti-
tute for Process Studies, and he
suggests that the process philosophy

of Alfred North Whitehead is a
better vehicle for Christology than
such earlier systems as Platonism
and Aristotelianism.!  This sugges-
tion immediately implies two
things: (1) that there is some dif-
ficulty inherent in the Christology
we now have, which makes it ad-
visable to adjust, correct, or rein-
terpret some or all of it; and (2)
that Whitehead’s ' philosophy con-
tains the interpretive power to re-
medy that difficulty. Besides mak-
ing a case for these two claims,
of course, Dr. Griffin' must himself,
if he wants to make a positive
contribution, (3) furnish at least the
basic outline of the more consis-
tent, more coherent, and more
adequate Christology he sees as
feasible in Whiteheadian terms. Af-
ter giving a brief description of the
book’s contents, I would like  to
address each of these three points
in turn. _

A Process Christology is, in the
author’s words, an effort to “bring
together. .. (1) the new quest for
the historical Jesus, (2) the neo-
orthodox emphasis on God’s self-
revealing activity in history, and (3)
the theology based primarily on the
process philosophy of Alfred North

1David R. Griffin, A Process Christology. Philadelphia: The Westminster

_Press, 1973. Pp. 273 including a good, full index. Cloth, $10.95.
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Whitehead and Charles Hartshome”
(p. 9). It is made up of a short
introductory chapter setting up the
basic problematic, and three main
Parts. Of the latter, the first is
historico-critical, comprising a dis-
cussion of four recent Christological
systems; and the last two are
constructive, furnishing, respective-
ly, a general theological foundation
and a specific Christological de-
velopment.

1. The Critique

JESUS CHRIST is, according to the
faith of those who believe in him,
the God-man: God from God, Light
from Light, true God from true God.
It is essential to Christian faith that
it is the God-man who saves us
from our sins; and, in addition, the
Scotistic current of thought which
has been so steadily gaining
ground in our age, maintains that
the same " God-man grounds the
entire creative process—that it .is
in, through, and for the Word made
flesh, that all things have been
created. v . :
There have traditionally been two
distinct. theological doctrines ela-
borated on the basis of this fun-
damental belief: Christology, -which
has to do with the very being
(ontological - structure) ‘ of the God-
man; and Soteriology, which has to
do with his saving activity, by

which he ransoms us from the

bondage of sin (according to the
Western emphasis) and, more im-
portantly according to the Eastern
emphasis, divinizes us with God’s
own life. It would seem clear,
even from these sketchily outlined
considerations, that what Jesus can
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do for us as Savior depends upon
what he himself is. Not so for
Griffin, however, for whom “so-
teriology . .. precedes Christology
proper” (p. 198). And this metho-
dological confusion pervades. much
of the otherwise superb material in
the introduction and the first Part.

The author argues quite rightly,
in the Introduction, for a proper
understanding of revelation as a
central element of Christanity—
and more particularly for jts ob-
jective, noetic dimension: there
must be meaningful content to our
religion, and not merely some vague
sort of affective allegiance. But here
(p. 17) as well as elsewhere through-
out the book, Griffin writes as
though salvation were simply a mat-
ter of gaining the requisite know-
ledge. There are reasons for this
imbalance, which we shall see later
on, but it should be noted, for
now; that Griffin’s critique of Chris-
tologies past and present is carried
out for the most part in apparent
indifference. - to the fundamental
claim that Jesus is the God-man.
This ontological claim, in fact, ‘is
systematically subordinated to the
author’s , preoccupation with show-
ing that - God can do something
unique in Jesus. (The importance
of this latter fact is that .only on
its basis does it become prudent
for other men to follow Jesus, to
embrace the life-style he advocated,
and to recommend it on objectively
valid grounds to others.) In order
to show this, of course, Griffin must
first show that God can act at
all, and that he can perform the
specific activity involved in reveal-
ing objective information.

It may come as something of a
surprise to the Roman Catholic
reader that God’s agency or effi-
cient causality should need any
defense. Especially if this is the
case, but whether it is or not,
every reader should derive great
intellectual satisfaction from close
attention ‘to Griffin’s critiques of
Paul Tillich, H. Richard Niebubhr,
Rudolf Bultmann, and Friedrich
Schleiermacher. His technique is
defastatingly effective. He first sets
forth each theologian’s basic posi-
tion on God’s nature and creative

and revelatory activity, and then

proceeds through the use of ex-
tensive quotations to lay bare the
internal inconsistencies and fun-
damental inadequacy of each sys-
tem. Since I have nothing but
praise for. his procedure here, let
me simply summarize the main
point in each case.

For Paul Tillich, God is inef-
fable, absolute Being-itself; our
knowledge of him ends up, de-
spite various distinctions Tillich
draws, so purely symbolic that it is
devoid of definite content, and God
cannot be understood as doing any-
thing either general or specific (in
Jesus). Niebuhr’s distinctions be-
tween internal and extemnal, objec-
tive and subjective historical inter-
pretation do not work either, in
the long run, and he cannot avoid
making the non-relativist, specific
claim for Christianity that a Chris-
tian ought to make. Rudolf Bult-
mann, similarly, would like to strip
Christological and theological af-
firmations of definite, literal con-
tent; yet he too is forced to
violate his own norm and, as a

Christian, speak ‘“‘as if’ God ac-
tually has done this specific saving
act in Christ. Oddly, Griffin delays
his consideration of the ‘‘seminal
influence” on all three of the above,
until last. Friedrich Schleiermacher
has indeed, through his acceptance
of the Kantian subjectivism, caused
most of the epistemological prob-
lems so rampant in the works of
recent liberal theologians. The cri-
tique in this case is very subtle
and ramified—basically it comes
down to the valid reproach that
Schleiermacher’s Kantian agnosti-
cism implies a docetic Christology.
Griffin is right, but it is not clear,
from all that has preceded, why
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docetism should bother him. (I
- shall return to this in a couple
of paragraphs.)

In the concluding chapter of his
first Part, Griffin distills the posi-
tive contributions made by these
four theologians in an effort to

. “point the way forward.” His first
‘recommendation is one I heartily
"second: that we construct a Chris-
tian philosophy appealing to our
contemporaries for its enhanced
Consistency, adequacy, and illumin-
ating power. What I do not see
is that such a philosophy is incom-
patible with apologetics conceived
along more or less traditional lines,
with its indispensable appeal to
authority and tradition (cf. pp. 139).

Secondly, he advocates a refor-
mulation of the hellenized notion
of God 'on which he blames much
of the current impasse. But it is
simply not true that the Christians
of eatlier centuries adopted Greek
notions uncritically. Quite the con-
trary, close study of the conciliar

‘déliberfations shows a conscious and' "

*“deliberate effort to »aVo'id ‘technical
philoséphical meanings and to give
a specifically Christian sense to the
terms ‘of which they could and did
make 'quite fruitful use. I am not
saying that there are no difficulties
with the concept of God elaborated,
say, by Saint Thomas Aquinas; but
the difficulties are neither ‘as
pumerous nor of the same type as
Griffin would have us think. (I
* shall return to this in a later con-
text too.) '
. - In the third place, Griffin credits
the theologians he has studied with
showing the crucial need for phil-
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osophically consistent and meaning:
ful categories for stating what God
has done in Jesus. His main state-
ment only skirts the ontological
question: “Unless the assertion that
Jesus was fully human, although
God was uniquely present in him,
can be shown not to be a self-
contradiction, then no real assertion
has been made at all” (p. 142)
But that ontological question finally
emerges in all its stark clarity as
he elaborates the Ebionite solution
—the “only possible one,” he says.
which does not identify Jesus™ self-
hood with a pre-existent divine
person:
... that traditional view clearly pre-
supposes an outdated conception of
the Bible . .. [and was ] designed to
support a quite different soteriology
than is proposed in the present
essay.... [So ] there is no reason to
try to reconcile our modern knowl-
edge of the Scriptures with the
traditional doctrine of the subjective
presence in Jesus of “God the Son,”
as some have done, by emptying this
doctrine of all meaning through a
doctrine of radical kenosis [143 ].

What follc;Ws ‘this tﬁird recommen-

. dation.is good: the fourth, that we

must . carefully safeguard the bond
between Jesus as objective his-
torical revelatory act of God and the
believer as subject appropriating®
God’s saving communication
through Jesus; and the last, that
we elaborate a valid, forceful ex-
position of the Christian life as
superior to all others, specifically
with reference to God’s power, hu-
man freedom, and the fact of evil.

But let us dwell a while longer
on that third suggestion: it contains,
modetly tucked away in the book’s
sixth chapter (Chapter Five exclud-

ing the Introduction) the real meat
of Griffin’s complaint = against
traditional Christology. All that has
preceded was, for all its brilliant
erudition and flashy logic, an
epistemological game with the Kan-
tians. Here, at long last, is the
accusation  against  Christology
properly so-called; and now that it
has come, there is disappointingly
little defense offered in its sup-
port, the implication being that no
sensible person would accept so
mysterious a doctrine as the hy-
postatic union, which cannot be
rationally elucidated in universally
valid categories.

Earlier, on p. 19, Griffin had
shown a similar historical insen-
sitivity when he accused nameless
“traditional soteriologies” of having
been limited in scope and of having
implied that “Jesus’ benefits are
relevant only to a few of the many
spiritual ailments actually experi-
enced by human beings.” Is it
perhaps, a similarly undeveloped
sense of history which blinds the
author' to the central importance

* of Jesu§’ resuirection in'the context
" of Christian faith (cf. p. 12 and to

the essential nature of what Has al-
ways been “man’s fundamental spir-
itual problem” (p..18)? : '

To summarize, then, Dr. Griffin '

has not shown the existence of ahy
real flaw in the traditional Chris-
tology ‘as expressed in our Creeds
and held to in Christian faith. We
may be grateful to him for showing
what so many knew already in less
developed ways: the inviability of
the Cartesian and Kantian episte-
mologies. But what he should have
shown and did not, is the desi-
rability of restating the traditional

doctrine of the Incarnation—the hy-
postatic union—in process catego-
ries. The Athenians of Saint Paul’s
day expressed incredulity; that some
people do so today is no more
reason now than there was then,
to repudiate the doctrine itself.
The desirability of restating the
doctrine in process categories stems,
not from any putative flaw in the
doctrine itself, but rather from the
greater interpretive power inherent
in process categories, than in those
of substance metaphysics, for the
understanding of reality’s underly-
ing structure.

il. Process Theology

THERE ARE, quite literally, scores of
monographs easily accessible to the
interested reader, which either ad-
vocate or reject Whitehead’s process
metaphysics as a vehicle for Chris-
tian theology. This review is hardly
the place for me to embark on
'a sustained defense of my own
position. I do want, nonetheless,
to make two points rather briefly
_here under this second heading, and
" thén 'procéed to discuss at greater

" length the main difficulty with

“ Griffin’s uncritical use of White-
head. ~ e

First, Griffin has done a good job
in his sixth chapter of showing what
is meant by the philosophical
elaboration of a “vision of reality.”
The “vision” in question is es-
sentially something pre-rational: a
" way the individual has' of struc-
turing his experience and seeing the
world. At this profound level the
“visions” of the philosopher and
the theologian tend to become
somewhat isomorphic. But Griffin
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is wrong when he concludes from
this that “any difference in pcin-
ciple between the philosopher and
the theologian disappears” (p. 153).
The philosopher’s job is to give a
rational account, and the theologian
elaborates doctrines accepted as re-
vealed. Griffin thinks he can avoid
“the objections raised by the idea
of revealed doctrines” (p. 159),
but then he denies the reality of
Christianity as it has been known
through the ages and ultimately
becomes entangled in some of the
same difficulties he exposes so mer-
cilessly in Tillich and Bultmann.
The positive point to be made here
is that the thinking person does
indeed need to- elaborate at least
to some minimal degree his pre-
‘rational “vision of reality,” and
Whitehead has in fact elaborated
one that does far better justice to
contemporary man’s knowledge of
his world than. could be done by
earlier systems of thought. Griffin
gives a quite serviceable account
of Whitehead’s system in his
seventh chapter, but instead of
showing why it is preferable to a
substance metaphysics on its own
terms, he is content with a simple
exposition with a view to Chris-
tological application. Had he made
a good, strong case for process over
substance as an interpretation of
experience in general, then he
could conclude with even stronger
justification  that  ‘‘Whitehead’s
philosophy represents the major
breakthrough thus far in Christian
faith’s search for a metaphysics
that would explicate its fundamental

‘notion of reality” (p. 161). As it

stands now, that assertion, valid
though it is, lacks the support it
needs in this context.

In the second place, one- should
distinguish the adequacy of White-
head’s system as interpretive of
reality as a whole, from the concept
of God that Whitehead actually
managed to elaborate. There is an
annoyingly scholastic spirit abroad
among Whiteheadians which often
leads them to perform a reverential
sort of exegesis of Whitehead’s writ-
ings as though the latter were en-
dowed with inerrancy. (In connec-
tion with this spirit, I might men-
tion Griffin’s conclusion to his
chapter-long critique of Niebuhr’s
Kantianism, where suddenly in the
last sentence of the chapter White-
head’s name occurs as though he
were the founder of philosophical

"realism—p. 74). But, as Whitehead
.candidly admitted to his student,

A. H. Johnson, he “did not get
all his insights adequately organized

“in his idea of God. In any case,

he wasn’t primarily interested in
God: ‘Just brought him in to show
he belonged.” "% It would be sur-
prising, then, if we were to find,
ready made in the philosophy of
organism, a viable concept of God."
We ought to approach the White-
headian notion of God critically and
see whether it needs more or less
profound revision before it can be
said to be suitable for use in
Christian theology.

Before we can go on to considei
the adequacy of Griffin’s process
Christology, then, we must pause

2A. H. Johnson, “Whitehead as Teacher and Philosopher,” Philosophy
-and Phenomenological Research 29, n. 2 (March, 1969), p. 365.
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here to examine what he has done
with the concept of God taken from
Whitehead’s system. And before
that can be done, we must state’
the main features of that system
(I hope the reader will forgive the
extreme brevity necessitated by-
space limitations). For Whitehead
there are no massive, enduring sub-
stances; the ultimate building-block
of reality, as it were, is ‘a pulse
of experience called an “event” or
actual occasion.” There are higher
and lower grades of such occasions,
from the divine down to the trivial
component of an electron, all inter
related in the space-time continu-
um. One influences another, not by
exerting force upon it, but by being
grasped as a datum in the latter’s
free self-constitution. .. The  im-
mediately prior occasion -in the
temporal series is generally the
dominant influence on its successor,
but there is also the influence of
every other occasion (with grada-
tions of relevance) in the space-
time continuum, as well as the
influence of God, the “atemporal
actual entity” who is thus seen as
only oné cause among many in the
occasion’s autonomous self-creation
at each instant..

The Whiteheadian view of man
is frankly dualist. A human -in-

dividual is a soul, which is to say,.

not an enduring spiritual substance,
but (somewhat like William James’
successive pulses of consciousness)
a series of high-grade events or
occasions. The body is composed
of countless myriads of other such
occasions, all organically inter-
related and related to the soul
through the brain. A cardinal sys-
tematic principle here is that one

occasion must, in atwuning its com-
pletion or “satisfaction,” perish in
order to be graspable by its suc-
cessor or another, proximate oc-
caion: or, to put it another way,

‘there is no mutual immediacy of

contemporaries. Now it is perhaps

clearer why for Griffin the influence

of God and of Jesus ‘in man’s

salvation must be seen as primarily

cognitive jn nature: unless an in-

dividual grasps cognitively the

divine purpose for him, he cannot
be affected by that purposé.

It is this principle of the mutual
exclusion of contemporaries from
one ancther’s experience, that has
led John B. Cobb, Jr. (Griffin’s
mentor) to modify Whitehead’s con-
cept of God as a single, ever
lasting actual entity, making ‘it in-
stead the notion of a series of
actual occasions, analogous to the
human person. For God to do any-
thing is for him to be grasped
as datum by some actual occasion
in its self creation; but to be
grasped, the divine occasion of the
preceding moment has to perish.
And God remains. oné cause among
many, whose influence the occasion
is free to accept or reject. So God -
can be understood to be related
to the world in somewhat the same
way as a human soul is to its
body. He does not create the world,
but he is its ‘“‘companion.” He
furnishes a “lure” for each actual
occasion’s self-creation, and his cau-
sality is thus not coercive but per-
suasive.

Now, it must be pointed out that
there is no warrant whatever in
Whitehead’s explicit characteriza-
tion of God for Cobb’s interpreta-
tion, whereas the contrary one
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given, e.g., by William A. Christian,
Lewis S. Ford, and A. H. John-
son,? not only happens to conform
to Whitehead’s own characterization
of God, but more importantly, con-
forms to the requirements of the
Christian, faith. That Whitehead’s
system must conform to the Chris-
tian faith, rather than vice versa,
is one of the points to be made,
all too briefly, in Part III, below.
Here I want to indicate that there
is ample precedent in Whitehead’s
system for introducing the needed
distinctions and modifications so
that there can be the needed mutual
immediacy of contemporaries in the
case of God and the human soul,
without compromising the general
norm proscribing this in the spatio-
temporal continuum.*

Wl. Griffin’s Christology

GrirFIN's  Christological recon--

struction takes: place in the book’s
final Part, comprising three chapters.
The first of these (Chapter 8) is
perhaps excessively -dense since a
good deal of the biblical documen-
tation had to-be omitted for econo-

mic reasons. Its basic thrust is to
show the centrality of the : King-

dom-of-God theme in Jesus’ own
“vision of reality.” In keeping with
the author’s heavily epistemological
emphasis, much is made of termino-
logical distinctions here, between

(1) Jesus of Nazareth, (2) the his-

torical Jesus, (3) the Jesus of Faith,
and (4) Jesus as the Christ. What
Griffin says here is generally good,

‘and it should prove helpful for

those theologians who persist in
confusing history, epistemology,
metaphysics, ‘and theology. But
more to the point here, I find the
conclusion disappointing:
There is a certain tension between
the view of God implied in Jesus’
underlying vision of reality and his
own role, and the conception- of
God which was presupposed in his

notion that the present form of exis-

tence, with all the obstacles that
qualify its goodness, would come to
a sudden end [p. 204 ].

‘Earlier, Griffin had conjectured that

“accepting Jesus as the supreme
revelation of God need not mean

accepting all his views” (p. -48).

Now, it seems to me that  he
cannot have it both ways and that
he ought to make up his mind. If
he really wants to -eschew' all

relativism (cf. p. 147) and to assert
Jesus’ unique status and finality as -

God-man (cf. pp. 227f), then he
has got to stop compromising this
orthodox stance with the “thousand

qualifications” that threaten ' to

demolish it.

The advantage Griffin sees in the
Whiteheadian process view for
Christology is spelled out in the
ninth Chapter: Through the use. of

3See, e. g, A. H. Johnson, Whitehead's Theory of Reality (New York:

process categories, God can 'in-
telligibly be said to act uniquely
in Jesus. Recalling what was said
above about the soul being able
to act through the body (meaning
that “the soul’s purpose is freely
grasped by the bodily occasions),
we can extend this consideration
and say ‘that in some cases ‘a
bodily occasion may be’ particularly
receptive to the soul’s purpose.

And, as some bodily occasion may

embody " in a particularly trans-
parent way the soul’s influence, so
Jesus may be seen as incarnating
with’ ‘tninimal opacity the divine
influence, purpose, or character.
This view is especially congenial,
of course, to a view of human

personality like Schleiermacher’s,

which sees the self as constituting
its own reality by the specific way
in which it selects and organizes
elements of its experience. The
main problem with this as a Chris-
tological solution, however, is that
God’s presence in Jesus is merely
“objective”—i.e., God is present in
Jesus only as an object of knowl-
edge. Jesus’ own being cannot be
said to be “subjectively” divine,
which, as we have seen, is pre-
cisely what Christian faith requires
us to say.

The tenth and last chapter spells
out some of the implications of
the reconstructed, process Christolo-

gy for Christian life. The chapter
contains some good~material as far
as it goes (whatever became of the
principle of sacramentality?); but for
reasons of space k:want to comment
only on the author’s decision to take
no stand on subjeéhve immortali-
ty (p. 234). This decision, imply-
ing that the questien itself is trivial,
is consistent with Griffin’s failure
to see the importancs -of. Jesus’
resurrection; and this lack, of con-
cemn for a future dife does. seem
to be something many foloowers of
Whitehead have taken docilely from

“their master.’ My;dwn reaction is

that this grotesque .exaggeration of
altruism, which :‘considers it im-
mature and selfishifo look forward
to life everlasting, #is yet another
instance of many ;process theolo-
gians’ insensitivity to the weight of
tradition and of the testimony of
human nature.

The remarkable thing is that
there is ample stress in Whitehead

himself on the importance of the
past. From  the exquisite allusions

_in Science. and. the. Modern World

to the brooding .permanent pres-
ences of nature, to the technical

_ exposition of the past’s weight upon -

the present in Process and Reality,
to the poetic appreciation of history
in Adventures of Ideas, Whitehead
everywhere gives the lie to those
who seek to make his philosophy

Dover Publications, 1962), p. 69; Lewis S. Ford, “The Non-Temporality of
Whitehead’s God,” a paper which, the last I heard, was under considera-
tion for publication by the Philosophical Forum; William A. ‘Christian, An
Interpretation of Whitehead's Metaphysics (New' Haven: Yale University Press,
1959), e.g.; pp. 331-32. .

. #These distinctions and modifications are the burden of the fourth and
fifth chapters of my doctoral dissertation (unpublished): Religious Encounter
and the Philosophy of Organism (Bronx, N.Y.: Fordham University, 1971).
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SThe puzzled reaction of the audience at Whitehead’s Ingersoll Lecture
on “Immortality,” is proverbial; the text is published in-Paul A. Schilpp,
ed., The Philosophy of Alfred North Whitehead, 2nd ed. (New York: Tudor
Publishing Co., 1951), pp. 682-700; cf. Donald W. Sherburne,  “Responsibility,
Punishment, and Whitehead’s Theory of the Self” in George L. Kline, ed.,
Alfred North Whitehead: Essays on His Philosophy (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall, 1963), pp. 179-88. But see the ambivalent comment of John
B. Cobb, Jr., A Christian ‘Natural Theology (Philadelphia: The Westminster
Press, 1965), p. 66. C
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one of superficial clamoring after
novelty. Accepting the modem
scientific insight that reality is in-
deed processive in nature, there-
fore, the theologian ought to be
thankful that in so up-to-date a
metaphysical characterization of

that processive reality, such ample

and emphatic provision is made for
the importance of the past. °

The endeavor to accord due
weight to the theological tradition
with its authentic demands in the
life of faith might, e.g., have pre-
vented the cheap and' gratuitous
distortion of neo-platonism on p.
44; and it might have lent to
Griffin’s whole project a respectabi-
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lity and balance that it lacks at
so many critical points. ,

But even though Griffin’s de-
piction of the traditional concept of
God is, like that of Leslie Dewart,
distorted; even though his global
accusations of hellenism -are exag-
gerated, he is saying something im-
portant. Like Whitehead before him,
he sees clearly that there does
have to be a finite aspect to God.
There does have to be the .pos-

-sibility .of God’s experiencing his

creation. And, if there is to. be
literal sense. made of the Judeo-
Christian claims, there does have
to be an admission of some sort

of distinction in the Creator’s own - -
- reality.

What Whltehead lacked in his en-
deavor to give coherent phllosophlc-
al expression to all this, was an
appreciation of the real meaning
of ontological creation: the produc-
tion from nothing of the universe’s
total reality, in which productive
act the Absolute Godhead makes
himself - precisely the Creator of
“this sort of universe,” with finite,
determinate relationships to it. This
surely is not the place to elaborate
this  alternative  interpretation
adequately, but such an elaboration
is indeed possible, and it is needed
as a prolegomenon to the sort of
Christology Griffin seeks to present.

There is no point in faulting
Whitehead for not having done
everything himself.: Whitehead had
two full careers behind him as
physicist and mathematician by the

time he applied his prodigious

talents to the elaboration of a me-
taphysical ~system. Scholars like
Griffin and Dewart, by contrast,

are specialists in theology. They
ought, therefore, to pay closer atten-
tion to the theological tradition and
decide once for all where their
primary allegiance does, in fact, lie.
Whitehead’skphilosophy does in-
deed offer Christian theologians just
about all the advantages Griffin
enumerates: added . consistency, co-
herence, . and interpretive power.
A Process Christology is, therefore,
replete with exciting possibilities

in addition to the fine ground-
work its author has laid. It remains,
now, for someone to reverse the
current practice and go to work on
Whitehead’s concept of God. taking
the Christian tradition as normative.
In the course of such a project,
the one who undertakes it will
perhaps be surprised to find that
some deep inconsistencies within
Whitehead’s own theology are re-
solved into a satisfying harmony.

THE ANALOGY OF EXPERIENCE

(continued from page 99)

ReELIGION IS NOT a cop-out, as so

"many have claimed, which would

be seen as diverting man’s attention
from what matters, off onto dreamy
ideals. It is a hard-headed endeavor
to diagnose a situation in which

_any honest human being acknowl-

edges something is dreadfully
wrong, and an endeavor to seek
.and implement a solution to that
situation. A deft and succinct
analysis of the Christian, the
Marxist, and the Buddhist re-
"sponses to this predicament yields
the conclusion, in chapter IV, that
what ails man is within hinself and
50 not manageable through his own
resources. He needs deliverance,
and cannot therefore be ‘his own
deliverer.

A major problem faced by the
‘contemporary evangelist is, of
course, the blindness of so many
people to their own and the world’s
collective guilt; so much of our
catechesis must be given over to

‘arousing in them a sense of sin.

One of the “analogies of experi-
ence” Smith suggests for the pur-
pose is that of deviation from a
standard. A person can be brought
to see that such a standard exists,
that he knows of it at least im-
plicitly, and yet culpably falls short
of it. Redemption need not and
should not be ‘presented, today,
as a cosmic drama in which man
is passive. It must be an immanent
affair taking place within' himself,
a rectification of his own inmost
freedom; and yet we must not per-
petuate the Protestant/nominalist

‘error of excessive ' individualism.

In Chapter V, God is portrayed
as the infinite transcendent Self
who expresses himself in creation

‘but in his own being transcends

that creation. The analogy with the
human self is obvious— I express
myself in words and -decds but.
remain a center of “overarching,”
enduring purpose or intention.
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throughout my life. I thought I
detected resonances of Macmurray,
Berger, and Gordon Kaufman in all
this, and wondered in reading it
whether specific references to them
might have clarified still further
Professor Smith’s already clear ex-
position. The discussion really is
handled quite well; and yet para-
doxically Smith’s claim to be writ-
ing theology with a solid philo-
sophical component raises questions
as to the adequacy of his con-
ceptual analogue for God. The theo-
logian would feel very comfortable,
to be sure, with this analogy of
the transcendent Self said to be
“Jefinite” and yet not “finite.” I
am not saying that the opposmon
between ‘‘definite” and “finite”

cannot be defended, but I think

much more defense of it is needed
than this simple assertion. And it is
needed precisely in this sort of
context, where an apologia is being
presented to “modern man” for the
conceivability of the divine Reality.

God, at any rate, has three priv-
ileged points of entry into history,
at which he expresses himself: the
voice of the prophets, the voice of
conscience, and the Word’s Incar-
nation. The sixth lecture is given
to the subject of Christ as defini-
tive, concrete expression of God—
the manifestation in whom the
expression and the transcendent
‘Reality become one. I delight in
the ‘frankly ontological claim which
is so often lacking today, but I
am equally pleased with the
economical, orderly transition to the
exemplary dimension of the Incar-
nation, as Jesus is said to teach
us (1) the need for self-surrender,
(2) the importance of others as ends
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in themselves, just as dear as we are
to God, and (3) the indispensabili-
ty of the Father's power and
presence in himself as in us for
our deliverance.

The Church is shown forth in
the final lecture as (in Royce’s
striking term) the “Beloved Com-
munity,” in which salvation is com-
municated from Jesus in the Spirit
to his disciples. Besides the phe-
nomenological dimension which
reminds me so much of Paul Weiss,
there is evident here the same sort
of participatory metaphysic that
characterizes Schillebeeckx’s Christ
the Sacrament of the Encounter
with God and so much Catholic
ecclesiology that has been based on
that masterpiece. That there are
also strains in common with Part
III of Robert Neville's God the
Creator is hardly cause for sur-
prise, since the latter studied under
Smith’s mentorship at Yale.

It is a constant temptation, with
me, to bemoan the impossibility of
conveying adequately in a review

the content of almost any book '

under consideration. With Smith’s
work, however, the temptation be-
comes overpowering and I must
give vent to the ensuing sense of
frustration. John E. Smith is one

of the best writers it has been”

my privilege to read, and even
where he is simply rehearsing
matters of common knowledge one
invariably finds the nugget of
original expression, of concrete
detail, which makes reading  him
such a rewarding experience. Don’t
miss this one!

& Witsal . Yatt, A

THE TREE OF FREEDOM =

Through the sufferings yourexperipncéd at your triai,
By the tree which you carried and died-upon— -
Lord, by your mercy, you set all men free.

On your journey to your death you feil that man may rise to life;
With Mary your Mother and Simon from Cyrene,

With Veronica and the women of Jerusalem,

With gentle people who aided you and the way—

Lord, by your mercy, you set all men free.

By the humiliation you witnessed when your clothing
was stripped from your body,

Through the fastening of your hands and feet to the

Tree of Life, in which you restored new strength to
our members—

Lord, by your mercy, you set all men free.

At your death all men are freed, that they may dwell
eternally with the Trinity;

With sorrow those who loved you released your torn body
from the Cross and made it ready for burial—

. Lord, by your mercy, you set all men free.

Your body was placed within another man’s tomb;

Iin poverty you were born into the world,

At death you left it without having fortune or possessions;
But owning everything, Lord, you set all men free.

Anthony Savasta, O.S.F.
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The Human Face of God. By John
A. T. Robinson. Philadelphia: The

Westminster Press, 1973. Pp. 268. "

Cloth, $7.95.

Reviewed by Father Dominic V.
Monti, O.F.M., S.T.M. (Union Theo-
logical Seminary), a member of the
theological faculty of Christ the
King Seminary (St. Bonaventure, N.
Y.) presently on leave to pursue
doctoral studies at the Catholic
Theological Union at Chicago.

“Jesus is Lord” is the most
primitive confession of Christian
faith. How one can truthfully and
meaningfully make that same con-
fession today is the concern that has
motivated Bishop Robinson’s latest
book. He writes as one who makes
that confession yet who is acutely
aware of the difficulty of doing so
today. That difficulty, Robinson
realizes, is often increased by the
“decaying deposit of religious
images superimposed on each
other” by the Christian tradition:
the pictures “of a Christ who was
God in disguise and of Jesus the
perfect man. Both have removed
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him from ‘the likes of us’...” (p.
3). With his usual combination of
level-headed scholarship, feel for
the times, and puckish iconoclasm,
the Bishop largely accomplishes

. his aim.

Although one may not personally
agree with all of Robinson’s con-
crete solutions, one must sympa-
thize with his concerns and his
treatment. In the vocal complaints
of many against Jesus Christ Super-
star or Godspell because these
presentations make Christ “too hu-
man,” or in prayers like, “Christ,
we know we are not like you; we
are weak and human,” a fundamen-
tal attitude of many Christians is
betrayed. This latent Docetism or
Monophysitism which Karl Rahner
has often spoken of, is the refusal
to admit the full dimensions of
Jesus’ human-ness—“like us in all
things but sin.” It is this refusal

“which paradoxically blocks the

truly divine significance of Christ,

_our sharing in his experience of his

Father, which he wished to share
with us in human form.

In the first chapter, Robinson
explains that Jesus must be “our
man.” “The mystery of the Christ
is primarily a matter of recognition
—not, can you believe this in-
dividual to be the Son of God?P—
but can you see the truth of your
humanity given its definition and
vindication in him?” (p. 16). This
entails his constructing a Christolo

>

gy “from below,” beginning with
Jesus’ human reality, seeing pre-
cisely in this humanity the manifes-
tation of God in the world.

In the next two chapters the au-
thor explores the dimensions of
Jesus’ humanity. In doing so, he
moves against any image of Christ
which would remove him from the
flesh, from “his solidarity with the
entire order of nature and history”
(p. 45). For him the image which
perhaps has most effectively re-
moved the person of Jesus from the
human process is that of the “vir-
gin birth.” Although I do not
agree with Robinson’s resolution of
this question (and here the deeper
issue of the normative role of ec-
clesiastical tradition arises for the
Catholic, as it does throughout the
book), I certainly am in agree-
ment with his analysis of the scrip-
tural record. Its purpose, as Ray-
mond Brown has also pointed out,
is' not to separate Jesus’ humanity
from the rest of the human mess,
but to assert the divine initiative
in this human birth. If the doctrine
is interpreted to make Jesus appear
as the supreme biological freak of
nature, .then our faith has been re-
duced to mythology. Robinson more
compellingly explodes the myth of
Jesus as “‘the man who had every-
thing.”” Being perfect man does not
require having every physical, in-

‘tellectual, or psychological perfec-:

tion. Yet in discussing this, Robin-
son will poke many a sensitive
Christian nerve.

In turning to Jesus as “Man of
God,” Robinson moves to the
Lord’s significance as representa-
tion of the mystery of God. In this
connection he rightly points out the

many equivocations in the patris-
tic treatment of Christ, in which the
human and divine natures seem to
be competing at the same level in
the person of Jesus—some things he
does as man, others as God. Robin-
son makes it clear that what he is
presupposing “‘is not one superhu-
man person with two natures hu-
man and divine, but one human
person of whom we must use two
languages, man-language and God-
language” (p. 113). “The fact that’
Jesus is ‘called of God’ does not
deny that he is also ‘taken from
among men’: the initiative ‘from
above’ does not cancel the solidarity
“from below’” (p. 121). It is in his
humanity—and nothing more—that
Jesus is the revelation of God.

In the  next chapter, “God’s
Man,” Robinson probes how
Jesus can be the revelation of God.
Here the concept of Incarnation

“plays an important role; as tradi-

‘tionally understood, this has meant
that a divine person, the pre-exist-
ent Word of God, “became man”
and took .upon himself our human
flesh. . Robinson would scrap- the
concept of a pre-existent heavenly
Being, believing that the word “in-
carnation’” can just as truly and just
as biblically” be applied to another
idea: that a man “‘so completely
embodies what was from the be-
ginning the meaning and purpose of
God’s - self-expression,” that it can
be said that this is “God for us”
(p. 179). Robinson attempts to avoid
the tag of “adoptionism” by em-
phasizing that- “the birth -of Jesus
was an act of the divine initiative
from the moment of his concep-
tion” (p. 198), and that the divine
indwelling in Christ “was by per-
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sonal union and not just by inter-

mittent grace” (p. 205).

In any case, Robinson’s main
point is to assert that Jesus is both
a genuine product of the created
process and the word of God to it,
the “supreme exemplification” of
the process of creation yet uniquely
constituted as a person by his
relationship to the Father. This
thought is very similar to Rahner’s
later essays on Christology, al-
though Robinson’s lack of meta-
physics sometimes muddles his
“thought. However, he scores a point
on Rahner by his clarity of English
and his biblical orientation.

I found this book a real contrast

‘to another that 1 had occasion to
ireview recently, Gabriel Moran’s
The Present Revelation (see THE
‘CORD, October, 1973). First of all,
Robinson is tentative; he is not be-
ing dogmatic or a priori in his
questioning. Rather, he is simply
creating options, hopefully more ex-
pressive ones. Secondly, he writes
as a believer, no matter how icono-
clastic a one. “The centre is thank-
fully given, but the edges and the
ends are teasingly and liberatingly
open” (p. xii). This is the attitude
of the Christian liberal, one who has
found his identity in Christ, yet who.
is confident to explore the darkness
of the untried, believing that the
Light is its own best argument. The
liberal may belong to a vanishing
breed. Too many writers in theology
no longer care whether they are
“christian.” Their. norm is much
more what makes sense to the ever-
changing culture than what con-
forms to the light they have found
in Christ. Robinson deserves a
careful hearing from this group,
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but perhaps he has addressed him-
self to another and declining
audience.

This Is the Word of the Lord: 34
Liturgies of the Word.. By Rev.
William J. Freburger. Notre
Dame, Ind.: Ave Maria Press,
1974. Pp. 152. Paper, $2.25.

Reviewed by Father Vianney F.
Vormwald, O.F.M., B. Ed. (State
Teacher’s College, Cortland, N.Y.),
MA. (Notre Dame University),
Chaplain of Siena College, Lou-
donville, N.Y.

Father Freburger has done the li-
turgical movement a real favor in
presenting ““34 liturgies of the Word
for Holy Week, major feasts and
selected Sundays arranged in dia-

" logue form for three readers.” In the
- introduction, the. arranger states,
- “The ' gospels are dramatic. In -
" liturgical celebrations, the drama is

dependent on the interpretive skill
and reading ability of the in-
dividual lector or celebrant.” Unfor-
tunately, however, he seems to
contradict that statement with the
next sentence: “But there is the
possibility of giving the dramatic
element fuller expression by
treating the text .. . as a script.”

The presentation of dramatic
reading of the Scriptures should
have had an introduction dealing
with the purpose, the problems, and
the possibilities of introducing the
Word of the Lord as drama.

It is too bad, too, that Father
Freburger’s editors did not give him
better assistance. (They even have
a grammatical error in the -acknowl-
edgment of the scriptural readings.)

Any editor would have tried to have
some integration of the three
readers, but “narrator,” “speaker,”
“Tesus”, “Lord,” “Speaker 17,
“Speaker 2,” “Mary,” “All,” “Read-
er 3,” “Woman,” “Speaker,” “God,”
“Man,” and “People” confuse the
presentation for three readers.

Although a few of the arrange-
ments appear to be forced, this book
in the hands of a creative liturgist
will give him an insight into the
dramatic possibilities of some peri-
copes of the Word, beyond the Pas-
sion narratives.

\

New Pentecost or New Passion?
The Direction of Religious Life
Today. By Thomas E. Clarke, S.].
Paramus, N.].: Paulist Press, 1973.
Pp. 181. Paper, $3.95.

Reviewed by Father Julian A. Da-
vies, O.F.M., Ph.D. (Philosophy,
Fordham University), Associate Edi-
tor of this Review and Head of the
Philosophy Department at Siena
College.

Perhaps a more accurate subtitle
for this valuable work would be
Twelve Perceptive Essays on issues
in religious life since Vatican II.
The reaction of religious to per-
sonalism and the secularization
thrust occupies a good deal of the
well thought-out and carefully
nuanced pieces.

The gut issues of permanent com-
mitment, community, poverty,
celibacy, and freedom are illumin-
ated with some original and in-
sightful suggestions, and with some
others that ought long since to have
been restored to their traditional

place of honor in the outlook of
religious: e.g., that celibate com-
munities are better conceived as
unities of brothers and sisters, on
a family model, than as associations
of friends; that poverty is something
shared in and with community, not
a strictly personal, private commit-
ment; that religious consecration
implies fidelity, and that it does
involve an element of real mystery,
not merely a career decision; that
celibacy breaks down a “tribalism”
that tends to choke human develop-
ment; and that freedom needs de-
pendence to be real.

Father Clarke’s general metho-
dology is to set up a problem as

a- clash of extremes and then to

make a wary move down the mid-
dle, or to left or right of center as
the case may be. His first essay on
the classical “essentialism™ which
canonized the past vs. the new dy-
namism with its total surrender of
fixity or continuity, e.g., ends up
slightly to the left of center; and
his creative opposition of the re-
ligious as loyal core of civil servants
and the “avant garde” of good

-things to come does likewise, but

ever so slightly so. I found myself
more frequently questioning the
author’s extended theorizing efforts
than  his more practical observa-
tions. :

Father Clarke is certainly aware
of religious life as it is being and
has been lived in the recent past.:
His essays, while not indicating
any bold new directions for - reli-
gious life to take, are not mere
analyses. Any religious or group
of religious could find much that
is helpful in this iextremely well
written work.
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Multi-Media Review

Hi God! An Ecumenical Religious
Education Program Based on the
Human Growth and Development
of Children and All Who Are
Open to Love. By Carey Landry
and Carol Jean Kinghorn. Cin-
cinnati: North American Liturgy
Resources, 1973. Boxed set con-
taining 2 stereo LP discs, Teacher
Parent Book, Music (melody &
guitar accompaniment) Book, and
Poster Set, $16.95 complete.

Reviewed by Stephen Gamnet, a
Franciscan Student at Siena Col-
lege, Loudonville, N.Y., and Seventh-
Grade CCD teacher at Saint Clare’s
Parish, Albany, New York.

Hi God! is an ambitious at-
tempt to provide a program with
adequate resources to enable Chris-
tians working with young children
to present them with an experience

as' outlined in “To Teach as Jesus-

Did,” a pastoral message on Cath-
olic education from the . National
Conference of Catholic Bishops

(Washington: USCC Publications

Office, 1973): “Community is at the

heart of Christian Education not

simply as a concept to be taught

but a reality to be lived.” Through

education men must be moved to
build community in all areas of life;
they can do this best if they have

learned the meaning of communi- »

ty by experiencing it.

168

‘The material of thglfp‘rogmm is’
‘grouped around four basic thematic

questions: (1) Who am I? (2) Why

‘am I here? (3) Who is God? and
‘(4) What is my relationship with

God? The answers to these ques-
tions require a whole lifetime of
living; and that is why the use of this
fine program presupposes a willing-
ness on the part of the teachers
to become involved in seeking

ever deeper and fuller answer of

their own to the four basic ques-
tions. To put it another way, teach-
ers who mean to use this program
conscientiously must have a will-
ingness to grow and become ever
more fully the persons they were
meant to be.

The records and' the songbook

which are included provide an ex--

cellent opportunity to participate in
one form of communal activity.
The twenty-eight songs.are an in-
valuable aid in bringing home ‘the’
points. of the four thematic ques-:
tions—as are the posters in illus-.

trating the point of each of the fous. .

sections of the program.

Don’t undertake a Hi God! pro-
gram unless you are willing to give
it the time- and effort needed,,

especially .concerning the part the
songs should play in the dgvelop-.-

ment of the program. If you do de-
cide to use Hi God/ 1 wish you the’

peace and the growth that the’
program is seeking to provide.
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