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The idea that a non-corporeal and invisible God can possess con-

sciousness and feelings of concern, is mot illogical. Tillich's

concept of God as being-itself, though, is inadequate in explaining

oty

G A

such a God. ' As we have seen, Tillich holds that God contains within

RSP e

himself the rational structure of Being., [See page 34] Imsofar
as Tillich's concept of God is ambiguous, though, it is not clear
how the structures of nature are related to universal rationality.
Does God create nature's structures as an artisan creates objects?
Such a concéptioni does not do justice to the terms "ground of be-
ing", “"depth of being" and "power of being"”. These terms, however,
suggest that nature imitaﬁes structures in the consciousness of the
divine because the energy of the divine itself is within material
objects; this implies idealism. Because it is unclear how
Tiilich's God is the bearer of the rational structure of reality

Tillich's God-concept loses appedl.

It might also be said that Tillich's God~concept is more for phi-
losophers than for ordinary worshippers, that Tillich's theology
is strong in verbal subtlety but weak in pictorial appeal. And one
could say that Tillich takes negative theology to an extreme posi-
tion by denying almost every literal statement about God, and by
stressing how infinitely our religious symbols miss the mark.
Certainly the ordinary worshipper must find Tillich's concept of
Ged to be lacking in concrete detail, to be abstruse and a little

dlienating.

This writer; thouzh, feels that, with respect to divine infinity,
Tillich's standpoint is supportable, There can be no easy picture I
of God, no easy translatien 6f the concept of Spirit, no edsy ex-

planation of divine consciousness. Obviously the ahandonment of 'Ei
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an anthropomorphic God leads to a more elaborate and a more diffi-
cult concept of God, If one is to accept the God hypothesis, ome
must move towards the most sophisticated view thereof. One must
not be blind to the fact, though, that while theology advances, it
leaves behind aspects of primitive and anthropomorphic religion

which have beauty and psychological power.

Rudolf Bultmann has made it clear that we need to demythologise
religion, and Tillich's theology is full of demythologising struc-
tures. Yet myth is powsvfnl and, if Jung is right, bound to our
most fundamental ways of thinking #sbout ourselves. Quite clearly
Tillich respects the powers of myth and symbol. Yet one wonders
to what extent religicus myths retain their force when they are
generally recognisable as myths and not historical everts, Is the
psychological power of a myth dependent on one's believing the event
to have happened, or is the myth just as powerful for the man in-
terpreting it as a literary event? And if the archetypal nature
of myth is dependent on a cultural framework, is it not passible
to transcend old mythologies from within a radically transformed

culture?

Modern theology will eventually help us to answer these questions.
Paul Pillich's theology is important in this respect; his concept
of God is an important formulation contra the more
mythologically-steeped traditional concept which ireludes
anthropomorshic "pictures" of God. Tillich is one of those
theologians leading us to where we must needs gec. In the not teo
distant future we will learn to what extent theism Japends upon its
own mythological structure. Paul Tillich Is one of those

theologlans who are helping us to get to that point. What does seem

e

ol T i e A B kB S e NI A S s S ) iR e ks

%




Zerbst--91
clear is that the theistic God of the future will be less easily
"sictured" than "imagined". If man is to truly "come of age", his
concept of God will hdave to move from the concrete and pictorial

image to the abstract principle. )
2.13. A finite God?

Even if we were to reformulate the idea of "being-itself" in terms
of "absolute surrounding Spirit" via the correlative model, we
would ﬁave no easily imaginable picture‘of God, We could, perhaps,
think of God as being present as the air is present (a conceivable
symbol), but such an image does not help us to understand how God
can possess consciousness and feel concern. There is no
"centredness" in the image. We somehow feel that there should be
a central area of consciousness and concern iwithin the divine, In
a sense; we want God tn be finite. Charles Hartshorne, the
well-known process-theologian, argues that divine finitude is not
necessarily 1:-.esirable. For; he argues, finitude ijmplies
individuatioy, differentiation. [Hartshorne in Kegley and Bretall,
p 180, 1964] The concept of being-itself, however, implies that
God has no central area of location. According to Hdrtshoitie, God's
finitude is "that which always and inevitably characterizes him'".
[ibid., p 181] The gist of his argument is that, paradoxically,
we need to circumscribe God is order to preserve his full power -
power which depends on his having an identity apart from and spa-

tially away from the rest of creation.

Hartshorna's insistence on God's finitude is not at all convineing.
Christ'san theology might very well claim that what "inevitably

characterises God" is his infinity, But if one nbjected that there
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. 3% must be some things we can say of God in opposition to others - for
g"“& év,'
d =4 example, God is "good", not "bad" - it could be counter-argued that

the term "good", as applied to God, has no analogical application

in this finite world. If the point were pressed further, and it

O R,

were argued that to say God is good rather than bad constitutes some

~

Thoa 4 om

kind of finite categorisation (i.e. God's nature prevents him from

actualising other contradictory possibilities), we could argue in

s

reply that this does not imply finitude at all. There are certain
necessary characteristics which must be attributed to God if the
existence of God is accepted, These characteristics must be pred-

icated to give definition to the concept "God". But not even God

ok o b e w5 4

can unite contradictory predispocitions within himself; he cannot

be both infinitely good and infiﬁitely bad, He can be infinitely

—Eem e w o

one or the other though, and it must be the former, for claims of

23
e

conscience seem to imply a universal moral injurnction., Such claims

o e e

indicate that we should see God as being xighteous, as he who makes

4 moral demand of us. ([Tiliich, TC, p 23, 1969] 1If we refer to

¢characteristics; then, the notion of God's infinity holds.

In what other respects can Hartshorne claim to prefer the notion
that God is finite? Well, as a process theologian®® he believes
that God interacts with man and that this intéraction is not de=
termined in advance. God is really affected by what man does and

both God and man adapt themselves to edch other on the basis of what

is ledarnt in the interaction, From this position Hartshorne

15 The theological system of mathematician Alfred North Whitehead,

who held that the divine-human encounter consisted of an .

interactional process betwean God and man. This interaction % !
is possible baecause God has & permanent nature (primordial) and “‘# ,

an unfixed pole (his consequent nature). Interdction takes i -

place at the consequent pole; as it were. il
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criticises Tillich's use of the term "being-itself' (which he

thinks implies staslis) exclusively, without also including the idea

of "Process-itself".?® [Kegley and Bretall, pp 166 and 194] In his

[PV R T Wy N

reply to Hartshornme [ibid., p 339] Tillich is not antagonisvic to
the idua that there is an element of process in the divine-human

encounter. But if such a process is postulated, is God not limited

L b s B R

in what he kriows about man and the future? Is God not then finite?

Tillich's writings militate against such a view. He argues that

freedom and destiny stand in relation to each other in-a way that

preserves the meaning of both, There is an ultimate universal

destiny, Tillich argues, but this destiny is not the same as fate.

Fatum (that which is foreseen) implies a predetermining of events;

destiny provides the conditions and limits of freedom. (Tillich,

*5
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ST I, p 205, 1955] Within the eschatolegical framework of God's
sovereign intention, there is real freedom for man, This freedom
is essential for life to have any meaning at all. Withcut freedom

man would not be man.

Now, if man's dcts are genuinely undetermined, then God cannot know
them in advance, But this does not mean that God is finite in any
meaningful sense. Logically, the universe cannot be both free and
determifed at the s: ve time. UGod, at creation, decides for one or
the other. (It was necessary, ifi 4 sense, that he decided for

freedom since life has far less intrinsic value in & determined

3% Hartshorne does not take the point that "being" which "lets be"
is, per se, dynamic.
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order).?” And God, then, is as bound to that system as anyone else.
Yet one cannot say that he is limited because of it; not even God
could be thought to embrace two opposite possibilities within him-

salf,?*

One could go on to argue further that a doctrine of divine finitude
is unnecessary and not really appealing. The doctrine could, con-
ceivably, lead back to the anthropomorphisms one has sought to
avoid, The doctrines of God's infinity is classical Christian dogma
and nust be upheld. Xet, as was implied =arlier on, something of
what Hartshorne says does nit home. There is a tension in theism
between the desire to preserve the notion of God's unlimitedness

and the desire to reduce liim to the knowable and the imaginable.

N S PHNR U

Of course it is the theist's duty to know God as far as possible,
and Hartshorne is right to encourage us to describe the divine na-
ture as best we can. Yet the full power of the God-concept depends

on an insistence on divine infinity.

Tillich would say that we should use symbols to satisfy our desire
for a pictorial, imaginative representation of the divine. He would

remind us that anything finite can serve as a symbol for the infi-

37 This wants arguing, admittedly; the statement is made here as
4 basic drticle of faith.

10 Except insofar as one ailows for paradoxical elements within
the divine nature. The paradox within Tillich's system is that
God 1is directing creation without directing specific human
actions, One could, perhaps, expand on paradoxical possibil-
ities by saying that God has porfect knowledge of all events [
to be cdrried out without, as it were, making thom happen. Yet o
one could not go so far ds to say that God both pre~. s2rmines
human events and gives man freedom of chuice in action and
speach,
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nite and he would remind us to say "not less than a symbol" rather
than "only a symbol". [Tillich, NRL, in Stewart, p 211, 1955] Yet,

somehow, this cannot quite satisfy. Those educated away from li-

teral pronouncements about God may find it hard to sustain a

worshipping disposition if, at the back of their minds, there per-

P

sists the nagging criticism: "What we are doing is symbolic; it

must be denied as much as it is affirmed". This writer supports

T411lich in his views of literal and symbolic statements about God.

e e S

Yet it must be conceded that literalisms and, yes,

anthropomorphisms have a certajn grassroots appeal. Man desires

VR i

simple and concrete images of the supranatural. Yet man must come

“©

to see how hugely inadequate our symbols for God are with raspect

avtr

SR

to expressing his nature.

P R

2.14, The future

There is no doubt that, at present, there are a number of philo-
sophical problems with the concept of God. Tillich has led and
will lead, a small section of interested scholars to retbink,

carefully ¢nd systematically, the most fundamental conecept in

theism. This is necessary, Christian theology needs to focus anew
on the characteristics of invicibility and incorporeality, with
respect to God, Tillich's nmodel of God as "being=itself" hes un-
fortunate ambiguities, but it can be built upon. In this respect,
the concepts of "Spirit' and "absolute Spirit' may prove to be very
helpful, Tillich's theological instincts seem ¢orrect to this

writer, Traditional religious thinking has lost force because of

e

obvious anthropomorphisms and crudities, Yet traditional theology

3
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will die hard, if it dies at all, If it does die, will a new-style

R EIERE
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theology take its placs or will +l.eism collapse entirely?
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What must worry those who are attracted to Tillich's thought is that
Tillich's ideas cannot easily be explained and when they are ex-

plained, they often sound heretical. It may happen that a wider

and wider gulf may open between philosophical theology and popular
belief. The re-entwidespueadresurgence of charismatic churches
bears testimony to a popular desire for emotive religion rather than
deliberative religior., This is understandable enough. The average

man has neither the time nor the inclination to be a philosopher.

He does not feel the meed to explore the subtleties of the doctrine

of being-itself,

Yet, as was shown in chdpter 1, there has been some popular response
to Tillich's theology; as presented by Robinson and others, Does
what has been written above imply that the "Honest to God" debate
was a storm in a teacup? The answer is no. What has happened is
that people in the Western world have had two models of God pre=
sented to them. Roughly descrihed (and they are frequently but
roughly understood) t1ese models are: God as perfect personm, and
God as all-embracing Spirit. These two ideas are in contention for

supremacy within theism.

Which will prevail? The success of the second mcdel depends on
people's willingness to look beyond their traditional néminalistic
thought pattern, Letters in response to Hunest to God suggest that

there is popular support for Tillich.

The second model definitely strikes the right chord for some. But

the second model makes more demands intellectually, Also, it de-

mands courage of its supporters, who will be forced to move against

——h . i bl s e D e & . 1 Fewae e
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= P Yf the mainstream of theism. This writer's scenario is as follows: ;
£ ;

' a the traditional model will continue to command popular support, =

N

v : while the Tillichian model will attract increasing intellectual A
T

‘ , i, interest as the anthrupomorphisms of the traditional model become x
o ) 1
% more and more apparent. Will this split cause a rift in the church? 3

it

Tt will only to the extent that clergymen are philosophers as well

as theologians. In the upper echelons of the church hierarchy they

- e

often are; lower down they often are snot; in the strict eense,

However, there may be other areas of support for Tillich. 3By his
concept of being-itself, Tillich has opened doors for debate be-
tween theism and other religious positions., Tillich's theology,
and by extension his doctrine of God, may well gain in prestige if

it can be shown that Tillichidn theism has a +voad appeal. The next

B e e 4 e & SRS i 4 LB o b

s

chapter examines whether Tillich has given theism a broader acces-

sibility.
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Chapter 3

DOES TILLICH'S THEISM HAVE A BROAD ACCESSIBILITY?

3.1, A creative ground for debate

It is certainly true that Paul Tillich has created a basis for di=
alogue between theists and non-theists. By translating traditionsl
religious concepts into modern and philosophical terms, Tillich has
shown non-theists that Christianity can be adeptable and creative.
He, along with religious thinkers such as Rudolf Bultmann and
Dietrich Bonhoeffer, has helped to gainsay an impression of in-
transigence which conventional theism has portrayed. [Robinson; p

7, 1963]

Tillich claims to have something new to communicate to non-theists
on the basis of his doctrine of being-itself, He seeks to attract
the attention of atheists by presenting to them a doctrine of God
which is substantially different from the supranaturalist; tradi~
tional modelA‘ For if God is no longer a being "out there" but is
{mmanent within the world, an appeal can be made on the basis of
comnioft responses to injunctions which certain exper.énces seem to
convey, Tillich's view is that both theists and non-tl :ists feel
tha need to contribute positively towards the life-process on
earth, and such a position bespeaks an unconscious faith in

being+itself, the ground and source of all life.

But Tilliech has fot sfily sought dialogue with esﬁranged fiembers of
the Judeo-Christidn tradition, Two years before his death Tillich

bagan focusing special attention upon Christianity's atti- ta
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other faiths. In Christianity and the Encounter of the World Re-

ligions, Tillich enumerates weys in which a profitable interchange
of ideas may be structured. That study is fairly brief au: this
work seeks to draw more detailed conclusions about the accessibil-
ity of Tillich's God-concept to the eastern mind. It was mostly
to Buddhists that Tillich spoke when on his pilgrimage of inter-
communication {+lllich, CEWR, p 62, 1963] but his concept of
being-itself can also be profitably linked to ideas of divinity

found in Hinduism and Taoism.

Tillich's new'translation of the Christ.an God-concept has helped
to ensure ‘that an ongoing inter-religious debate remains fertile.
It has also led to a widespread re-interpretation of traditional
theology. Undoubtedly, Tillich has injected interest and novalty
into the sphere of religious philosophy. It must now be decided
whether, as a result of Tillich's work, Christianity is seen as a
more viable religion by those previously estranged from its doc+

trines,

3,2, Tillich's nppeal to atheism

Sympathy for the atheist has become a recurring motif in contempo-
rary theology. Robinson is one of a number of pruminent +heologians

who feels sympathetic towards the atheistic starice!

1 have a great deal of sympathy also with those who call
themselves athéists, For the God they are tilting against;
the God they honestly feel they cannot believe in, is so often
an image of God instead of God, a way of conceiving him which
has become an idol. [Robinson, p 126, 1963]
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The point Robinson is making is that the God which the atheist re=
jects is not the God which theism should uphold anyway. It is the
idea of God as finite object which atheism rejects. Because such
a God should be rejected, Tillich has a certain amount of respect
for the atheistic position. Atheism has the valuable function of
exercising outside criticism of religious doctrine, and even within
the church corrective criticism is given impetus if it incorporates
an atheistic perspective. [Tillich, TC, p 131, 1969] With respect
to its rejection of the traditional concept of God, atheism has done
theism a service according to Tillich. Against the concept of God
as object, atheism is "the right religious and theological reply".

[ibid., p 25]

Tillich's rejection of the idea that God is a being amongst others
Jeads to a fresh definition of the term "atheist". As Robinson
indicated, the God dernied by atheism is a false god, an idol, any-
way. 80 for atheism to remain atheism, it must reject Tillich's
reformilated theism as well, And Tillich feels that the atheist
may well be enticed to redefine his religlous position wnce he has
been presented with a clear explication of what is meant by the
concept of being-itself. Tillich believes he can translate this
coricept in such a way that the atheist will find it alluring. The
following well<known passage represents an attempt by Tillich to
perstuade the atheist to re-examine the feasibility of belief. Here

the immenent aspect of being-itself is related powerfully to man's

existence through the use of the word "depth" as o term of trans-

lation. Tillich introduces the idea of being=it:.lf as the depth
of being via reference to depth psychology, a school of psychology
which Tillich admired and wrote much about, Yet we must advance

beyond the insights of depth psychology in order to perceive the
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ultimate depth of all being, which is God or being-itself. Tillich

writes:

It (depth psychology) leads us from the surface of our
self-knoul~dge into levels where things are recorded which we
know not.isny, about on the surface of our consciousness. It
shows us traits of character which contradict everything that
we believed we knew about ourselves. Tt ¢an help us to find
the way into our depth, although it cannot help us in an ul-
timate way, because it cannot guide us to the deepest ground
of our being and of all being, the depth of life itself. The
name of this infinite and inexhaustible depth and ground of
all being is God. That deptn is what the word God means. And
if that word has not much meaning for you, translate it, and
spealt of the depths of your life, of the source of your bring,
of your ultimate concern, of what you take seriously without
any reservation. Perhaps, in order to do so, you must forget
everything traditional that you have learned about God, per-
haps even the word itself. TFor if you know that God means
depth, you know much about Him. You cannot then call yourself
an atheist or unbeliever. For you cannot think or say: Life
has no depth! Life itself is shallow. Being itself is surface
only. If you could say this in complete seriousness, you would
be an atheist; but otherwise you are not. He who knows about
depth knows about God. ([Tillich, SF, pp 56-57, 1948]

This is Tillich's appeal to the atheist. It is a key Tillichian

passage and deserves comment, Commentary, though, must be prefaced

by & few observations. Firstly, it must again be pointed out that

here we are dealing with sermon material, and this some allowance

must be made for the fact that this passage is rhetorical in

nature.! This ties in with Tillich's ontological method of theol-

1.

_Thompson feels that the entire Tillichian corpus is

characterised more by rhetoric than by "disputatious science'.
[Thompson, pp 15-16, 1981] He goes on to say that, even if
T1ilich is more of a rhetorician thdn a logician, this does tot
detract from the forcefulness of Tillich's work. Thompson's
argument is that Tillich's method etizbles him to be parsuasive
in the field of theolegical debate. However, this standpoint
still allows Thempson to point to areas in which he feels
Tillich is logically deficient. This is only fair: rthetoric
must follew the paths of reason, It is debatable, though,
whether all of Tillich's work can be described as rhetorical.
What must be conceded is that his sermon material is obviously
so, and therefore we must make some allewance for the fact that
we are not dealing with purely legisal discourse,
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ogy, which seeks to persuade on the basis of an appeal to common

experience rather than by an appeal to logical argument. In eval-
uwating the Tillichian text, then, some room must be left for the

appreciation of the emotional forcefulness of Tillich's statements,
Such latitude, however, must not prevent us from keenly examining
the logic of Tillich's position. This writer is not convinced that
Tillich's argument here has either logical or emotional appeal, for

reasons presented below.

A psychologist might object fhat the subconscious depth of the human
mind is the ultimate depth of personal reality and that Tillich's
statement about a greater depth (i.e. the "depth of life itself")
is meaningless. Tillich's reply would be that the human mind is
the product of divine creation, and it thus has a creative source
to which it is intrinsically related. On the basis of correlation
he would argue that the human mind, through it apprehension of
universal structures, can effect a state of communion with the di-
vine intelligence. [ST I, p 29, 1955]. ke would hold that the
depths ¢f thought in man point to an "infinite and inexhaustible
depth", which is the creative grourd of personal depth. Tillich's
criticism of depth psychology is that it does not go far enough in
helping man to understand himself because it does not explain the

sourcs of mati's deepest and most profound feelings.

It can be argued, though, that Tillich is wrorg in perceiving di-
vinity at work within the most poignant and deep-felt experiences
in a maa's life, We would all recognise that life contdins surfdce
issvus, then issues of more importance, and then further issues
which lead us to stand and examine the very meandng of life, the

very essence of our nature, the very basis for all our thoughts and
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actions. The atheist would readily admit this. As much as the
theist, he knows the difference between friviality and profundity.
He has no difficulty in understanding what Tillich means by "depth"
when Tillich translates "depth" to mean "ultimate concern" or '"what
you take seriously without any reservation". But he does not see
why Tillich feels justified in equating the experience of "depth"
with an experience of God. Is it nezessarily so that that which

commands our fullest attention is, at .root, divine?

The answer to this question depends on the way we develop the idea
of ultimate concerri. Tillich claims that we all have an ultimate
concernt, something to which we give our fullest aftention and most
sincere commitment. [DF, p 1-4, 1957] He further argues that only
one "object" is worthy of such ultimate concern, i.¢. God, or
being~itself. [ibid. p 12] The atheist could very well say, by
way of reply, that most people do have a strong commitment to one
of other concern. He may even agree that the proper focus of con-
cern is the question of being i.e. of origins, meaning, existence.
The atheist can easily admit that one should be passionately devoted
to finding out the truth about the very essence of reality. But
he will argue that there is no answering correlative, no presence
of being which can be experienced as fthe answer to the question of

be ing .

This is the point at wh.-h Tillich's appeal to dtheism stands or
fails. As has been astablished, Tillich's theology is a theology
of experience, If the power of being is not experiénced at the
moments of "depth" in one's life, then Tillich has failed to reach

the athelst. But even when he characterises the Ground of Being
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which constitutes the element of depth in existence, the

characterisation contains an element of ambiguity.

"Human intuition of the divine," says Tillich, "always has distin-
guished between the abyss of the divine (the element of power) and
the fullness of its content (the element of meaning), between the
divine depth and the divine logos." [Tillich, ST I, pp 277-278,
1955] Here Tillich identifies the divine depth with the abysmal

element of the divine. Section I of Systematic Theology is impoxr+

tant for the explanation of what Tillich understands by divine
depth; divine depth is the correlative of the "depths of life, of
our ultimate concern' (see page 101): Wwhen man finds himself at
the boundary of his understanding, when he asks the question of
being, the intensity or depth of his question is answered by a
correlative experience of the power of being (the abyss or depth

of being) ‘

0f the abysmal principle Tillich writes: "The first principle is
the basis of Godhead, that which makes God God. It is the root of
his majesty, the unapproachable intensity of his being, the
inexhaustible ground of being in which everything has its origin,
It is the power of being infinitely resisting non-being, giving the
power of being to everything that is." [ST, p 278] The basis of
Tillich's appeal to atheism is that the atheist knows of such a
"power of being", has experienced someéthing of being's majesty and

awaesomeness.

The athe.st, though, may well deny having had such an experience,
Even theists are not always convinced of the reality of divine power

at the depth of their being, A.L, Griffith, a minister of religion,
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Zerbst--105
writes: "What I find in the 'depth' of my being is not God, but
misery and sin". [In Edwards and Robinson, p 105, 1963) The idea
of being expressed here is that if one plumbs the depth of one's
own finitude, one encounters the negation of being, not its power
and presence. Griffith is here denying the force of correlative
thinking; by implication, he feels that religious truth must comé
to finite man via revelation from a source to which man is not in-
trinsically related. He denies the effectiveness of a religious

philosophy of immanerce.

Many philosophiers have found that the contemplation of the ultimate
has produced a sense of meaninglessness and alienation in their
lives. For Sarire, the root experience of despair gives way to
nausea. Camus's Mersault reflects the indifference of one who has
found emptiness at the heart of existence. At the close of The Myth
of Sisyphus suicide is rejected on behalf of a stoic heroism.? It
{s nobler, Camus implies, to endure existential torment than ca-
pitulate in the face of ultimate nothingness. [Camus, pp 109-111,
1957] Man's victory in the face of meaninglessness is overlaid with
the irony of the absurd perspective. '"Being" is not characterised

positively; it is neutral and uncaring.

Because of such experiences, Macquarrie is unwilling to use the word

"God" and "being" as synonyms. [Mdcquarrie, PCT, p 115, 1977] He

T In The Courage to Be Tillich claims that stoicism is the only
alternative to Christianity within the western framework of
thought. [CTR, p 21, 1973] Lither cne affirms (as Christianity
does) a faith in the beneficent power of being, or one affirms
1ife by way of defying that which threatens to refider inopera<
tive our lives, our tenets of morality, our apprehension of
meaning and purpose in the universe,
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Zerbst-=-106
points out that to call being "God" means that one has adopted an
attitude of faith towards being (or being-itself). ''Some peopie,
he writes, "experience being as indifferent or alien". [ibid] Thus
the terin "being" does not translate the term "God" for many people.
So Macquarrie prefers the term "holy being" and throughout Princi-

ples of Christian Theology he attempts to show why being should be

considered tu be holy, The very fact, though, that he admits that
many do not experience being as holy, indicates why Tillich's appeal
to atheists does not succesd. The atheist may well experience the
"abyss" of being'as an abyss in a different sense to the sense that

Tillich gives the term,

o

The term certainly carries an ambiguity. '"Abyss' convey:. the : ‘%

4 i

meaning of immeasurable depth, which is the use to which Tillich ;ﬁ *;

puts it. It can, however, also imply vast emptiness, nothingness. ;i ’ %
Both meanings translate the sensa of the awesome wondrousness one ‘é

experiences when contemplating the infinite. But, when pondering ?g' ?
the universe's ultimate depth, the atheist does not perceive the %1
fullness of being, but the absence of meaning.? g
%
There are basically two ways of perceiving ultimate reality, as Hick ﬁ
has pointed out. Either che universe is intelligible or it is a a

T2

"mere unintelligible brute fact', (Hick, PR, p 21, 1973] It is
this second opinion which the atheist embraces, and so for him

"depth" implies the ul..nate mysteries of the laws of energy and

matter.

3 As we have seen, being and medning go together in Tillich's ; ‘ . ;

system. rﬁ'
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It is interesting to see how Richard Rubenstein preserves the idea
of God as the abyss of the divine, while .t the same time holding
on to the term "Nothingness" as an epithet for the divine.
[Rubenstein, ME, p 185, 1970] But whereas the atheist uses the term
"Nothingness" to denote a void of being and meaning, Rubenstein uses
the term "Holy Nothingness" to describe "an indivisible plenum so
rich that all existence derives from his very essence. God as the
Nothing is not absence of being but a superfluity of being".

[ibid]

Rubenstein, fn the same passage, describes this God as "the ground
and sotirce of all existence", so it is clear that it is Tillich's
God-comncept that he is appropriating here to elaborate on his -own
concept of God. But then why does he describe the abysmal element
of God (as defined by Tillich) in terms of "Ne hingness" if
being-itself is a "rich and indivisible plenum"? Rubenstein an-
swers that, because God is infinite, he cannot be defined. He bears
no resemblance to aﬁything in the fihite world, and in this sense
@ust be deseribed in texms of Nothingness, i.e, unfathomability,

[ibid]

So, when Pubenstein refers to God as Holy Nothingness, he is not
taking an atheistic stance. Rather, he is advocating a God-concept
which 18 closé to Tillich's in that he stresses the difficulty of
comprehending and expressing that which belongs te the realm of the
infinite. However, Tillich would never use the term "nothingness"
to describe the infinite depths of baing because ontology defines
Mpeing" in opposition to "nothingness". It thus seems most inap-

propriate for Rubenstsin to squate "the ground and source of all
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Zerbst=~108
existence" with "Holy Nothingness", because he is using a
Tillichian term to translate something which suggests its

opposite.®

What is important from all this is that one cannot draw on
Rubenstein to establish a connection between Tillich's view of ul-
timate reality and the atheistic view. "Holy Nothingness" is a term
which suggests the difficulty of anything but a minimal definition
for Bod. But within the boundaries of that admission, Rubenstein
perceives the same depth of being as Tillich perceives. Thus,
Ruhenstein's "Nothingness" is not the "nothingness" of the atheist.

His contribution does not bridge the gap between theism and atheism.

Tillich, though, says that the abysmal element in God's na ..u must
not be corsidered in isolation. It must be considered alongside
the "logos" element wyithin the overriding category of Spirit.
{Tillich, ST I, p 278, 1955] 'The first principle needs to be given
content by the second: "Without the second rrinciple the first
principle would be chaos, burning fire; but it would not be the
¢reative ground." [Ibid] The abysmal element; thus, has superim-
posed upe it the element of form, order; creative intelligence.
The atheist is, accordingly, dsked to re-evaluate his Impression
of being (that which is) in terms of the fact that there is harmony

and order evident in creation.

¥ Purther, within the framework of ontology, the term "Holy
Nothing.ess'" is an oxymoron,
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After all, one's perception of the world around one may be said to
come as a unified vision or Gestalt,® and an apperception of order
would colour the vision in favour of the idea that there is a pow-
erful presence at the depth of the universal process. Order is

first noticed in the perception of structures in nature. This

realisation is followed by an awareness of higher categories of

order and harmony i.e, the transcendentalia, esse, verum, bonum.
[Tillich, TC, p 15, 1960] For life to have meaning and structure,
there wiust be absolutes of being, truth and goodness. Awareness
of God is awareness of the infinite, or the Unconditioned, [ibid,
p 23] and that which is Unconditioned must be identified with ab-
solute being, and must preserve within its being absolute truth and

goodness.

So, when describing such an "awareness" of the "unconditioned",
Tillich is hoping to prompt d response from the atheist in terms
of an overall impréssion of reality which unites a sense of raked
power (the abysmal element) with a sense of intelligent creativity

(the logos element).

To the extent that these two elemants appear in nature, Tillich's
appeal can be compared with the appeal implicit within the design
argument fov the existence of God. It could be argued that in na-

demamn 3, - b

¥ 7illich dislikes the idea that the awareness of the divine be
dascribed in terms of Gestalt experience, for then stch an
awareness is too close to what Tillich calls "intuivive"
apperception, [Tillich, TC, p 23] It is more than this,
Awareness of the divine comes as "an slement of power, as de-
mend" [ibid], The point being made here, though, is that the
awarenerss descéribed is a unified experience i.e. one does not
conscionsly or unconsciously break it dewn into its "abysmal
and "logos" elements. To describe this undifferentiated expe-
rlence; the word "Gestalt" is use:u’.
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Zerbst--110
ture we perceive an element of naked power harnessed by structures

of form and order. Some people, at any rate, will be grasped by

that vision.

Yet there are many for whom that vision does not appear. Kume has
pointed out that any existing world will look designed because any
surviving universe will be made up of stable and operationally in-

tegrat:d elements. [See Hick, AEG, p 10, 1979)

Even tlier;, elements of chaos are apparent within the overall
structure of harmony, and these elements of chaos produce ovccur-
rences such as earthquakes, hurricanes, tornadoes, tidal waves.
Such otcurrences lead man to question the "logos' structure of re-
ality und the benign character of the God who 1s said to huwve cre=
ated that structure. Other factors like illness and disease may
also lead to a view of reality that rejects the possibility of a

loving and sustaining presefice in the universe,

These "arguments from evil" are still the most popular when it cotes
to opposing the view iat the "powsr of being" may be apprehended
withia our existential situation, Tillich's view rests on the be-
lief chat "being" eternally overcomes "non-being", or, in simple
terms, the view that that which sustaing vnd promotes life is cons
tinuully seen as overcoming the forces shat seek to destroy life
and fegate its value. For Tillich, there is a fozce at work in the
universe which seeks to bring all of created reality .. an ulti~:te

fulfilmeunt, au eschatological destiny., (ST I, pp 204=205, 1955]

Thotie that reject this view percelve a perverse and life-denying

forine within the nature of the creatures that inhabit the earth.
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Through the arguments of his Philo in Dialogues Concerming Natural

Religion, Hume speaks of "the curious artifices of nature" which
"ambitter the life of every living being". [Hume, p 62, 1966] He
goes on to outline the predatory nature of life in the animal
kingdom and follows this with a savage indictment of man, the
creature who should display a dignity which would separate him from
the behavioural dispositions of wild beasts. Yet human endeavour
is characterised by "oppression, injustice, contempt, contumely,
violence, sedition, war, calumny, tredchery, fraud'. ([ibid., p

63]

The perspectives of those who do not apprehend the guiding power
of being within the life process carnot be dismissed. Obvinusly
one takes up a position of faith when one asserts that "being" is
continually triumphiag cver "non-being". Those who point to the
problem of evil show how it is possible to reject a fideistic po-
sition. "All is suffering," said the Buddha, and there are many

whose G..s%.1lt is dominated by this impression.

Now a detailed examination of Christian theodicy is not possible
here, and Tillich's place within theodicical tradition would also
take some time to outline, It may be profitable, though, to examine
Tillich's view on one area of human endeavour by which view he hopes
to persuade us that his Gestalt may be correct. Tillich holds that
man (as part of created reality) seeks to celebrate and communicate
with a power which he perceives beyond himself. Through his own
creativity, does man not seek communication with the ultimate power
of creativity? In his art and in his culture, does man tot seek
to capture the very essence of truth, of goodness au, by doing so,

seel, to establish precisely what it means to be? Is not the whol:
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of serious creativity related to a desire to come into contact with

the transcendentalia? Is the artist mot one who desires to pene-

trate the depth of life?

Km0 o

In Theslogzy of Culture Tillich writes:

i lo el

I would say that every style points to a self~interpretation
of man, thus answering the question of the ultimate meaning
of life. Whatever the subject matter which an artist, however
strong or weak his artistic form, he cannot help but betray
by his own style his own ultimate concern, as well as that of
his group, and his period. [Tillich, TC, p 70, 1969]

T SO RN

-

Thus the artist stands at the forefront of his society's culture,

reflecting the ultimate concern of his society, but also reshaping

ey Jou

and redirecting it. As Thompson points out, it is consistent with
Tillich's respect for the neo-Platonic-Augustinian tradition that

he describes artists as "a special category of people". [Thompson,

p 151, 1981] These purportedly sensitive and dedicated people are
held to be society's cultural leaders and the chief moral commen-
tators in every age because they are most keenly aware of méan's
intrinsic relation to the divine. They point to man's ultimate

inseparability from the absolute., [ibid]

We could say, then, that it is the artist (rather than the scientist
or the philosopher)® who keeps society theonomous. In opposition

to autonomy and heteronomy, theonomy "asserts that the superior law

¢  §ejentists and philosophers generally confine themselves to
purely rational discourse, The artist, however, practises a
discipline which combines rational elements with feelings,
emotions, intuitien and will. The artist is thus more likely
to exhibit the kind of "ecstatic faith" which Tillich feels is
necessary for real insight into the nature of reality.
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is at the same time, the innermost law of man himself, rooted in

Bl i T

the divine ground which is man's own ground". ([Tillich, PE, pp
56-57, 1966] Every work of art, (though obviously some more than
others) raises questions as to meaning and value in life. Within
all such endeavours, there is an implied sedrch for the ultimate
i,e. for that which gives meaning and value to life: "There is no
style which excludes the artistic expression of man's ultimate
concern', [Tillich, TC, p 72, 1969]

Now many artists would say that they aré not trying to promote &
religious world-view; on the eéntrary, they are seeking to do the
opposite, But Tillich's reply is that we must not define religién
too narrowly. The reéligious state is the state of being "ultimately
concerned" and, to the extent that the artist reveals a concern for
life, he is religious. But the very fact that he produces works
of art reveals that the artist does care for life. He desires to
participate in the procéss cf "being" by creating, just as
being-itself creates. The dedicated artist, then, is a religious

man whose very immersion in his work points to a reverent devotion

to that which lies at the depth of being dnd meaning.

This argument has some force insofar as creative participation in
life implies a desire to relate to what exists around one. A com-
mitment to life is implied in such activity. Artistic creativity

may be seen as an act of courage in spite of the fact of non-being.

[Cf. CTB, p 152] Art represents &n affirmation of life in that

artists wish to communicate with ethers; - they feel they have

something to say, This type of affirmation of life can even be

discerned in the work of those who reflect the great evils of our A
time. Such pecple exhibit & radical concern about life which is
.
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Zerbst«-114
still religious, even if their artistic creations display attitudes

of herror, revulsion and despair. In Protestantism and the Con-

temporary Stvle in the Visual Arts, Tillich singles out Picasso's

"Guernica" as a great Protestant painting. This is because of the
radical nature of the questions it raises, not because of any im=-
plied theological answer to the problems of our time. The work
identifies Picasso as a profoundly religious painter, ([Tillich,

PCSVA, pp 307-11, 1957]

Such an argument, though, cannot compel acceptance, It is logically
possible that someone who affirms life through art should never-
theless reject the idea that he is communing with being-itself.

He might very well admit to a longing for absolute values, but could
justifiably say that he believes man will have to create such ab-
solutes for himself. He could, with Sartre, hold that it is man's
task to invent man, and that his task does not involve the embracing
of being-itseélf in order to realise his own nature. [Sartre, p 34,
1978] His whole affirmation of life could be explained in terms
of a humanistic concern. If man has no divine creative ground (let
us assume "nature" to be his c¢reative ground), that does not mean
that he must proclaim hiﬁself wretched and adopt a negative stance

towards all human endeavoutr,

The artist, then, could claim that his participation is partic-
ipation in the collective affairs of man., Waat Tillich would in-
terpret as an attempt to penetrate the depth of being-itself, the
artist could interpret as an attempt to penetrate the depth of
insightful expression so as to inform the collective consciousness
of man. The artist, then, is man's ally in humanity's movement from

alienation to actualisation., Evei when the artist has but a meagre
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Zerbst--115
audience, or no audience at all, it is the depth of his own humanity
that he seeks to explore. His motivation may be his own

actudalisation.

Now Tillich claims that at the depth of human history and at the
depth of one's personal history, God or being-itself may be en-
countered, [SF, p 59, 1948] And he is quite sure that it is this
encounter which is sought when the artist sets out to address the
condition of man, For 1if it is contended that man is in a state
of alienation from which state he may progress,.he must be alienated
from something. That is, the humanist has some conception of a
state of being in which man i; healed or reconciled:. Human
endeavour, and particularly artistic endedveur, is conducted within

the framework of a conception 6f what essential humanity is.

Tillich makes this point in connection with the existential phi-
losophies of Sartre and Heidegger. [Tillich, TC, p 121, 1969]
Tillich finds it inconsistert of Sartre to claim that man's existe
ence precedes his essence, and then go on té talk of man being
estranged, aliendted, i.e, separated from that to which he essen-
tially belongs. Sartre must, then, have some intuition of an es-
sential nature towards which man is grasping, Heidegger talks of
authentic existence in opposition to inauthentie existence, and
Tillich argtes, in the same way, that Heidegger must have a pre=
conceived idea of man's essential being if he can differentiate

between what is authentic and what is not [ibid].
What is this preconceived idea of essence that philosophars and

artists reach towards in their attempts to explore the naturse of

humanity? Tillich answers that it is being=itself that is being
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sought, the very ground and creative source of all life. Man has
a notion of what he essentially is because he is intrinsically re-
lated to the divine. "Man discovers himself when he discovers God;

he discovers something that is identical with himself although it

transcends him infinitely, something from which ke is estranged,

but from which he never has been and never can be separated." (TG,

p 26] As we have seen, Tillich believes that a strong correlative

EE R

bond exists between man and God. From his point of view, Sartre
and Heidegger have some idea what actualisation would imply for
mankind, because they too are drawn tewards the power of beirg,

union with which brings man to his fullest actualisation.

In ontological terms, God is essential being (being that depends
on nothing for ivs existence) while man is an existent being (con-
tingent and finite). According to Tillich, existent being longs
for reintegration with essential being, Man, by the very natura
of his being, can only find satisfaction when he is open towards
his divine ground, Only the power of being~itself can address the

anxiety of finitude., [CTB, p 194]

Does such an argument convince the humanistic atheist? The answer
must again be no. Both Sartre and Heidegger could argie that their
vision of fulfilled humanity is based on perceived potentidls
within man., If man hés undctualised potentials at present, and if
evils exist that can be redressed, then man's godl becomes the
fulfilment of such potential and the elimination of such evils,
Sartre holds that man's essences is yet to be decided ([Sartre, pp
28-29, 1978] but that does not mean that the direction Sartre would
point us in would be arbitrary. Both theist and atheist have

closely corresponding ideas on morality. The differetice between
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Zerbst==117
them lies in the fact that the theist says man strives towards a
moral code which is given, that is, it is inscribed upcn the con-
sciousness of man; the atheist says that such & code is built up

on the basis of experience and commou sense.

No argument Tillich presents can logically convince the atheist
that his propensity towards justice is a result of 4 divine justice
presented to man by God, Finally, it is a matter of faith, faith
which depends on the forcefulness with which an impression of an
answering presence is stamped on the questioning subject. For those
who feel that the universe is blank and void of a meaning-presenting
being, no argument will suffice. Tillich's appeal to a sense of
the divine depth within us is an appeal outside of formal logic,
as he admits. [TC, p 26] Those who deny the awarensss of the Un-
conditioned in their lives, but still seek to promote life, can
claim to be servants of humanity and a deeper knowledge. It is
tenable for them to argue that their endeavours seek to ansyer man's
needs, not the demands of a cosmic injunction, The atheistic ra-
sponse to Paul Tillich has generally been negative. Novak writes:
"It seems certain... that although Tillich spoke clearly enough for
a great many believers, he never broke down the difficulties which
prevent non-believers from understanding him." [Novak, p 59,

1967) This is so, but it must be pointed out that the misunder=
standing of Tillich has not been the only or even the main reason

for athedstic rejection of his ideas.

Atheists who follow the train of Tiilich's persudsive rhetoric,
perceive that the theologian is attempting to effect a "conversion
by definition". [ibid., p 57] What is meant by this is that

Tillich proposes to inform atheists that they are unconscious
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believers: they do not have to change what they believe to become

theists, for the definition of theism has been changed. "For," as

i we g B pad a

Tillich claims, "if you know that God means depth, you know much
about Him, You cannot then call yourself an atheist or unbeliever."

[Tillich, SF, p 57, 1948] If one is aware of a profunidity and se-

riousness below the surface of daily life, then one has come into

contact with the God of theism, Or so Tillich claims.

Now, we have seen how this argument feils throughout its various
formulations.At the end of the discussion the atheist remains un-
convinced and may even resent Tillich's attempt to "reclassify"
him. As Novak sﬁys, "Atheists ard theists dislike being mistaken
for one another", [Novak, p 57) and Griffiths corroborates this when

he says that "Atheists and agnosticy rarely respond to a 'recasting'

Lk i E el o 6 ke SA R o I At AR it i L O o A 15 i 15

of religious truth, and they resent nothing more than being treated

as unconscious believers". [In Edwards and Robins ', p 102, 1963]

The attempt to incorporate non-theists by redefinition has been
described by Robinson as the dattempt to "bounce all atheists and
agnostics into the camp of believers"., [Edwards and Robinson, p
261] This gquotation's lightness of tone bears testimony to
Robinson's belief that such verbal reclassification has not been
effective in changing the atheist's view about himself, For even
when the atheist looks at life in its profoundest depths, when he
asks himself the most penetrating questions about the universe, he
may yet recelve no sense of an answering presence., And until he
does, Tillich's appeal to him will have no force. O0'Dea reinforces
this point by pointing out that, for many, what is encountered at
the "limit-situation" is simply & void. "Whereas the religiléus man
affirms a 'something mexe', the non-religisus man sees simply a

'nothing else'". [0'Dea, p 31, 1966)
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3.3 Freud and the experience of ultimacy

We have seen that the argument from ultimacy £rils. There is one
atheistic hypothesis, though, which seeks to show why the experi-
ence of ultimacy is necessarily related to religion for many people.

Freud argues that man's religious response to what is encountered
=4 p

at the bounddary between finitude and infinity is a product of fear

rather than & product of an encounter with a loving presence.

"Freud," says 0'Dea, "prusents a striking picture of how the
limit-situation impinges upon man in situations of ultimate con=

tingency, powerlessness, and scarcity." [0'Dea, p 31] Freud's

%

Vgl B e R R e B A i et O it
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w. - ssis of the "limit-situation" appears in The Future of an I1-

lusion. The analysis of the religious experience presented here

provides us with a theory which nay be as cogent as Tillich's in

explaining the etiology of religion.

For Tillich; the religious experience arises ds = response to the
experience of the presence of being, which is encountered as the
Unconditioned, [Tillich, TC, p 23, 1969] For Freud, the experience
of ultiimacy 4s a confrontation with an intractible Nature, which
is described as having a "crushing supremacy' over man, (Freud,
PI, p 37, 1949] "Nature," writes Preud, "destroys us, coldiy,
cruelly, callously." [ibid, p 26] Man's response to the

cdllousness of nature’ has been the dafensive strategy of the eres

Freu' cites five examples of nature's destructive ways:
earthquakes, floods, storms, diseases and daath. These forces
establish nature as "sublime, pitiless, inexorable" [FI, p
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ation of culture: "It was because of these very dangers with which
ndture threatens us that we united together and created culture,
which, amongst other things, is supposed to make our communal ex-
istence possible. Indeed, it is the principle task of culture, its

real raison d'étre, to defend us against nature " [Ibid]

Religion stands at the centre of culture as that which bolsters the
"felt imperfections of culture", [FI, p 37] Only an ultimate power
can satisfy the anxieties of the finite creatiire (here Tillich and
Freud agree) and such a power, according to Freud, has been
prejected onto nature. The projection is anthropomorphic = "It
is... natural for man to personify everything that he wishes to
comprehend” [ibid, p 39] -~ and the personification is in the form
of the "exalted father". [Freud, TT, p 147, 1961), This projecticn
is a result of the root longing in all ruligions, "a longing for
the father'".  [ibid, p 148] Thus, the gods of antiquity ware

condensed into 4 unified father figure. [FI, p 33]

Freud's analysis is close to Tillich's in that both recognise that
the religious response takes place at a level of "depth" experience.
Both men recognise the anxieties implicit within the realisation

of finitude. Both men have something to say about low such anxiety
may be dealt with, Both know that the religious attitude represents

man's most fervid réspofise to the threat of finitude ot non=being,

The differences between Freud and Tillich are fundamental when it

comes to intexpreting the character of "being". TFor Tillich, baing

has a "logos" structure as well as an abysmal element. This logos

%

]

27) and so the fabric of civilisation is weaved to proteéct us
from feelings of helplessness.
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structure conveys to man a sense of purposefulness, sustaining en-
ergy and loving creativity, [ST I, p 278, 1955] That which is at
the root of all life carries withifi itself the meaning-bearing

structure of all life, The abysmal element, as we have seen, con-

veys the sense of God's power and msjesty.

Now Freud, too, knows of 4 "logos" structure in nature insofar as
"observations of law and order in natural phenomena" can be dis=<
cerned. [FI; p 30] However, this order musi be understood as being
part of nature per se, and must not be seen as a product of divin~

ity. The lack of purposefulness and teleological direction in such

4 presentation of nature makes the abysmal element more frighter-
ing, for nature becomes a raw and naked power, entirely indifferent
to man's fortunes because it carries fio implicit "meaning" within

it. it simply does what it pleases within its self-defining

striuctures;

Again it must be said that the choice between two such conflicting
views about nature is dependent on an apperception of reality which
must newils contdin 4 large degree of subjectivity. Tillich believes
we can trust what he terms "ecstatie falth" (DF, p 6, 1957] the
state of man in which all factlties are united in a response to the
overwhelming presence of being-itself, Freud would have rejected
such experiential cleims. He sums up the agnostic position with
respect to inward knowladge of universdl truth when he makes the

following declaration:

There is no appeal bayond reason. And if the truth of reli-
gious doctrines is depéndent on an inner experience which

bears witness to that truth, what is one to make of the many
people who do not have that rare experience? One may expect
all men to use the gift of reason that they possess, but one
cannot set uUp an obligation that shall apply to all on & basis
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that only exists for quite a few. Of what significance is it

for other people that you have won from a stats of ecstasy,

whick has deeply moved you, an imperturbable conviction of the

real truth of the doctrines of religion? ([Freud, FI, P 49,
1949]

This passage represents a potent challenge to a doctrine of reli~
gious inwardness, such as the Tillichian ore, that the
meaningfulness of being may be apprehended through our
"relatedness" to being-itself. For, as much as Tillich has insisted
that a sense »f the presence of being is available to all at the
point where we confront our own finitude, Freud is right in saying
that only a comparatively small number of people have been convinced
that this limit-experience has actually brought them into the
presence of the divine. Tillich has failed to convince man that
the experience of finitude !s, in essence, the religious eXperi-=
ence. For the very reason that flritude does induce fear, the re~
ligious interpretation of the character of being mv st dlways be
subject to doubt because of the possibility of wishful projection,
Even those who feel grasped by that which is experienced as "an
element; a power, a demand" [Tillich, TC, p 23, 1969] must admit
the possibility that their experience could be the result of

projection.® Unless, of course, we accept the view that such an

Such an dnterpretation may become increasingly hard to resist,
Freud has told us much about the power of the subconscious, and
it is now not hard to believe that religious “esperiences' have
thedr origin within the subterranean depths of our own
inventiveness, Further, if the parapsychologists are to he
believed, the mind is capable of far more than religious
self-delusiofi, In his book Miracles, D, Scott Rogo pfopounds
the theory that "physical" miracles (such as stigmata, bleeding
stdtues, levitation, healings, etc.) may well be the result of
psycltic activity. If such a possibility is granted, it is
relatively edsy to accept that man's religious ethos may have
had its genesis in the presently unfathomable dépths of the
human psyehe.,
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experience is self-authenticating. Macquarrie is insistent that
it is not. [Macquarrie, PCT, p 88, 1977] If he is correct; then

we must again conclude that Tillich's appeal to the atheist fails.

With respect to culture, and the artist's propensity to interact
dynamically with the "life-process", we have a possible answer to
Tillich in Freud's thinking. Thic answer has been implied in pre-
ceding pages. Tillich's view is that the artist answers the call
of being-itself and seeks to create because being~itself is crea-
tive. His commitment to the analysis of that which surrounds hin,
bears testimony to the artist's concern to penetrate reality 4and

thus facilitate his and our encounter with that power which under-

lies everything.

Freud, on the coutrary, implies that artistic creativity serves to
build up the cultural edifice whic stands between man and his
horror of nature. [FI, p 26f] What is being. answered is not the
call of being-itself, but the call of suciety for an artistic en-
vironment which will protect man against the awefulness of
finitude, Even the critical artist who protests against his
society's culturu is still, in a sense, affirming it. After all,
he places his work before it; indirectly touting for sociat&'s ap-
proval. Even he who seeks to bring society face to face with
finitude, is still building a cultural deferce against finitude:
the terrors of nature are described in familiar terms and dre en=-
countered from within identifiable artistic frameworks. The result
is inoculation. The truly cynical artist is the one who renounces

his craft and never creates again,
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It is certainly possible to use both Tillich and Freud's arguments
to show that those who create are life-affirming agents. But
Tillich's artist and Freud's artist affirm life very diﬁferently.
Tili. 1's man creates in response to a cosmi. injunction; Freud's
man creates in response to .a need for social and personal inocu-
lation. The creative drive is an implicit one for both men,
emerging from a deeply felt need. How are we to decide between

Tillich and Freud's interpretations on this issue?

Ultimately, the argument depends on personal predisposition, one's
way of "seeing things". What has to be admitted is that Freud's
interpretation of the religious impulse has a strong appeal and
represents a ccherent, viable, interpretative option. Tillich's
challenge to the atheist certainly can be met by a Freudian analy-
sis, at the level of rational cut-and-thrust. We must
remember,though,that it is an experienced reality that both men are
attempting to describe and, of course, their respective

categorisations of the "limit-situation" depend on subjective im-

pressions.,

The theist, on the basis of his own experience, might well point

out that Freud does not take into account the extent to which man

finds nature fascinating and alluring. Why concentrate solely on '
its destructive elements? The reply to this is that the finite
creature will naturally find his environment stimulating, but a

careful examination of the workings of nature will compel -the view

b
thdt 4t is wholly indifferent to man's well-being, Nature might .g
i
be inspiring, but it is ultimately predatory: after all, a dead i

man cannot enjoy its beauty, In the face of death, however, the %ﬂ

Christian still senses a power at the depth of nature which fasci-
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nates him and which gives him the courage t¢ believe in an eternal
life. ([Tillich, ST, I, p 307, 1555] Freud, though, says that such

belief is a result of wishful projection. [FI, pp 32-33}

So, again, we have two interpretations of an aspect of the
"limit-experience". And again it must be said that, although
Tillich may well be right about there being 4 sustaining power at
the root of existence, his attempts to compel a general affirmation
thereof have failed. There aie¢ many people who testify to having
experienced the presence of the Unconditioned and many who deny
having had any such experience, Concerning those whe claim such
an experience, though, Freud provides a coherent counter-theory
concerning their c¢laims. 1In the end, one decides because of faith.
Tillich's writings can delineate the nature of such faith and the
type of experience it rests upon, but Tillich cannot compel ac-
ceptance of his belief that God may be encountered at the level of

man's ultimate concern.

Against him, at present, is & general feeling of religious discon-
tent, which feeling lends support to Fi ud's view on man's
"limit-experiences". Also against Tillich is the fact that all
experiences contain ambiguou: elements within them, and thus it is
hard to draw specific theological conclusions from so-called "re«

ligious experiences".

In the end we must conclude that Tillich's appeal to the athaist
has failed in the sense that it has not prompted a widespread,
positive response. Yet Tillich's assertions that there is an an-

swering presence at the depth of being is one that will continue
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to convince those for whom the religious experience has been a

life-changing event.

3.4, Radical Theology's appropriation of Tillich

Instead of bringing atheists to an awareness of God, Tillich has
inspired certain theologians to move towards a position which is
very close to atheism.” These theologians are called "radical

theologians" and they cite Paul Tillich as their philosophical

mentor:

Paul Tillich is, as Thomas Altizer has suggested, the father
of contemporary radical theology: Every one of today's radi-
cal theoligians was either Tillich's student or was profoundly
influenced by his writing, In the context of much of today's
theological writing, Tillich seems almost conservative, Nev-
ertheless, all radical theologians have elaborated on themes
which are at least implicit in Tillich. After all; it was
Tillich who asserted in The Courage to Be that the God whom
Nietzsche said was dead was transcended in a 'God above the
God of theism', [Rubenstein, AA, p 243, 1966]

This passage points to the fact that the radical theologians have
developed implicit Tillichian doctrines rather than explicit ones.
And, certainly, they have taken Tillich's doctrines to extremes
that Tillich himself rejected. [See Rubenstein, PS, p 162, 1974]
Altizer, for example, takes Tillich's statement that the
"God-above-God" must be sought by bellevers; and he couples it with

Tillich's strongest statements about God's iwmdnence. The result

The radical theologians are not atheists in that God has a place
of sorts within their systenm, They may be more accurately de=
sctibed as a-theists in that they have moved away from theism,
&s will be shown,
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is a God who becomes identical with nature, whose being is poured

out into creation.

Tillich's God-above-God concept is meant to convey neither a radi-
cal immanentism nor a different God from the God of theism. To be
sire,; Tillich talks about "acceptance of the God above the God of
theism" [CTB, p 181] but he is talking of a God above the God of
traditional theism, not a God above theism per se. That this is
so can be seen from the way Tillich goes on to identify God.
Tillich describes him as the "power of being" [pp 181-182];
therefore Tillich is simply promotirg his idea that the theistic
God should be defined as being-itself. - It is the transcendent God

of traditional theism who is being denied, albeit in quite dramatic

fashion.

Altizer agrees with Tillich that the transcendent God, the God of
Otto and Barth, must disappear for such a God is "the ultimate
source of alienation and repression". [Altizer, AFT, p 310, 1965]
When that God disappears, only then can we affirm "the God beyond
the Christian Bod, beyond the God of the historic church; beyond
all which Christendom has known as God." [Altiver, RTDG; pp
100-101; 1966} Here Altizer pushes a Tillichian idea too fer, to
the point that God is no longer the God of Christian tradition.

We have seen that Tillich maintains important emphases from the
traditional concept of God, while stressing neglected factors. The
notion of God as ipsum esse, for example, is not foreign to the
Christian tradition. [See, for example, Tillich, HCT, p 189,

1968.] Tillich's desire is to remain within the "theological cire

cle" as far as is possible [ST I, p 13] and not to point té a God

beyond all which Christianity has known as God.
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o Altizer, along with William Hamilton, elaborates a theology in ]
b . i
Lo o gy Radical Theology and the Death of God, which stresses God's s
el e ‘¥ immanence totally at the expense of his transcendence. The book 4
: & (
" ‘ i is dedicated to Tillich; inappropriately so, since Tillich always H
% balanced divine immanence with transcendence, preserving the idea i
g Y ) ‘ ‘1
. . i of the "otherness” of God alongside his doctvine of divine immanence A4
v % 3
1 ’ " within the world. ?
. - i 1
» k » I‘Y‘V\ i:
- b L4
- h* ‘ ‘% Altizer and Hamilton present a bizarre scenz<io in which Sod lit=- %
% ;
'%4 erally dies. This is the most extreme expression of radical the- i
vg ology, because for other radical theologians, the death of God is %
B a cultural rather than a literal reality. And yet, it is not so i
# e
¥§ much that God has died as that he has been transformed. According ‘g
‘? to Altizer and Hamilton, from the time of the Incarnation, God em- f
B +
‘Q barked on a process whereby he "poured" himself into K
.@ spatio-temporal reality. As a transcendent being, then, fiod dies.
i
% However, his presence is still somehow dimly felt through His cosmic
% .
B immanence. "The death of God," writes Altizer, "abolishes
i)
¢ transcendence, thereby making possible a new and absolute immanence,
ﬁ an immanence freed of every sign of transcenderce", [Altizer, GCA,
o p 154, 1966]
Such absolute immanence is necessary, Altizer contends, bacatse man
;j needs attonomy and the transcendent God holds man in psychological
% bondage. What transpires, then, is a divine suicide on behalf of
’ n
8 creation, Such a theology takes Tillich's stress on divite )
immanence to a wild uxtreme and its interpretation of the .
: §
"God-above-God" concept virtually eliminates God altogether., Is ; .
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Tillich redlly responsible for inspiring such & patently unorthodox

dnd theologically unacceptable religious scenario?

The answer to this must be negative., It is undoubtedly true that
Tillich has prompted creative thinking in theology and his own ideas
(e.g. the idea that God is not a teing alongside other beings) have
prompted speculative and creative thought. Radieal theological
questioning, naturally, may prompt even more radical speculation.
This is a risk that credtive and untraditional thinkers like Tillich
take. Tillich did not intend to prompt radical formilations beyond
the bounds of what are recognised as the basic tenets of
Christianity. Nevertheless, to the extent that radical theology
has brought a freshness to religious discussion, Tillich ¢ould
claim a success. For, as long as the question of ultimacy is asked,

theology is being promoted.

It might be asked whether the "atheism' of radical theology might
not be attractive to atheists of more standard leanings, TFor the
atheism of Altizer and Hamilton is not "proper" atheism, since some
implicit awareness of God survives in the universe (and here Altizer
and Hamilton are noﬁ far away from Tillich). For Altizer's
God-concept emérges between the dialectical extremes of the tradi-
tional God and the God who is pronounced dead., J.W. Montgomery
explains Altizer's theology in terms of the belief that "from the
ashes of God's pyre will rise, lika the phoenix, a 'God beyond God',
[In Murchland, p 35, 1967} This is a more positive belief than
atheism pure and simple, even if this God is to be found only after
the Chureh and its traditions have been left far behind, as Altizer

insists they must be. [RTDG, p 100+101)
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Hamilton, too, is not the complete atheist he is sometimes said to
be. It is interesting to note that the atheistic theologians of
our time, in spite of their anti-metaphysical attitude, end up time
and time again with God. Hamilton denies both- thn possibility of
talking positively about God and the possibility of having any ex-
perience of him, yet we find conflicting statements in his text.

In Radical Theology and the Death of God he writes: "My Protestant

has no God, has no faith in God, and affirms both the death of God
and the death of all Jorms of theism." [p 37] However, a few pages

later, he states the positive implications of his wholly negative

position:

There is an element of exjectation, even hope, thdt removes
my position from classical atheisms... If God is not needed,
if it is to the world and not to God that we need to repais
for our rieedy and probleds, then perhaps weé may come to ses
that he is to be enjoyed and delighted in. Part of the meaning
of waiting for God is found in this attempt to understand what
delighting in him might mean... Our waiting for God, eur
godlessness, is partly a search for a language and style by
which we might be enabled to stand before him once again, de~
lighting in his presence. [ibid, p 41]

This positive assertion of the re-emergence of God 'in spite of"
the present experience of his absence, is Tillich=inspired.
Hamilton hopes %o find God within the world and this may be inter-
preted as an affirmation that God can be found at the "depth' of
worldly dffairs owing to his imman.nt presence, which somehow sup-
vives the dissolution of his transceodent being. Also, the very
idea that an affirmation of being may come out of a situation of

dissolution and despair, is a key theme of The Courage tec Be.

It may then be argued th+t instead of produeing athelsm amongst
theologians, Tillich may well have helped disillusioned theists to

express that disillusionment within contexts that still leave soie
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room for God., If the concept of the "God-above-God" has been dis-
torted by Altizer and Hamilton, at least something of its spirit
has been retained. If Tillich has given theologians a licence to

approach the theistic tradition more freely, he has also given them

s e e s

a radical perspective on religious affirmation. The Courage to Be

closes with these words: "The courage to be is rooted in the God

who appears when God has disappeared in the anxiety of doubt",

e mas rar s e

[Tillich, CTB, p 183, 1979] These words encourage those anxious
believers for whom God seems to be receding, Tillich helps them
to keep a foot inside the "theological circle". 1In this radizal

fashion; Tillich has broadened theism's appeal.

3.5. Tdllich and secularisation in Radical Theology

£3
o LA

Modern man has found it increasingly necessary to "sccularise" the

world, This means that the world-denying attitude of much religious

i e e

discourse has been rejected. The world is a fitting place for man

to locate himself within, and he need not reject his home in the

search for & higher "ypiritual home".

The desire for a secularisad world need not involve the ided that
God must be excluded from a scenario of modern life., On the con-
trary, many theologians have welcomed the age of secularity, and
have formulated sympathetic theologies. Tillich plays 4 role in
the secularity debate. What must be decided is whether his con-

tribution towards the definition of secularised religion helps to

forge a new religious understanding which appeals to modern man.

i ?
Tillich is important to secular religion in that he has smphasised f : :

oy t
God's inmdnence, Secularists have applied the ides of God's i
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immanence to the issue of secularity 4in the following way. If God
is ho longer located in & transcendent realm where he,is one being
amongst others, then the whole notion of ‘a holy realm separate from
the world disappears. God is immanent within his creation and,
therefore, there is but one universal realm, not a sacred one
alongside a secular one, There is no transcendent realm towards
which man strives and there is no transcendent God with whom we have
to deal. The profane world provides all the opportunitieés man needs
to live a full and rewarding life, One ix as much "with Ged" in
our daily work as at any other time. "It is wrong to thiank that we
néed to withdraw from secular activities, so ds to come into econtact

with God:

This is the essence of the religious perversion, when worship
becomes & realm into which to withdraw from the world to "be
with God" = even if it is only to receive strength to go back
into it, In this case the entire realm of the non-religious
(in other words, "1life") is relegated to the profane, in the
strict sense of thrt which is outside the fanum or sanctuary.
[Robinson, pp 86-8,, 1963]

Such thinking owes something to Paul Tillich's theology, for the
concept of God as being-itself brings God back into the world,and
an immanentist theology is best able to overcome the uncomfortable
separation of the sacred and profane realms, It has certainly been
wrong of theologians to set up 4 dualism between God and the world,
as though "deciding for God" implies a converse condemnation of
secular life. God has not rejected the work of his own hands (see
Psalm 138:8)4 neither should we reject the world. "From all
eternity," writes B. Engelbrecht; "the choice coneurning the world
was God's own, aud from all eternity He has dvzided for the world,

for creation in its entirety, for man with the totality of his ex-

§

istence." [Engelbrecht, p 14, 1980] Tillich's theology, in which
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God is presented as being closely associated with the world, serves
to remind us that God loves his creation. Thus Tillich helps serve
the cause of v.ligious secularity in breaking down the distinction

between the world of the sacred and the world of the profane,

The nature of the inter-relationship between the realms of the sa-
cred and the profane is outlined by Tillich in an important passage

in the first volume of Systematic Theology!:

The secular is the realm of preliminary concerns. - It lacks
ultimate concern; {t lacks holiness, All finite relations
are in themselves secular, None of them is holy.. The holy
and the secular seem to exclude each other.  But... the con=-
trast is ambiguous, The holy embraces ‘tself and the secular,
precisely as the divine embraces itself and the demonic. Ey-
erything secular is implicitly related to the holy., It can
become the bearer of =he holy. The divine can become manifest
in dt. Nothing is essentially and inescapably secular, Evys=
erything has the dimension of depth, and in the moment in which
the third dimension is actualised, holiness appears, Every-
thing secular is potentially sacred, open to consecration.
[ST I, pp 241-242]

This means that the finite world is rooted in the infinite world
(beings participate in heing-jtself), and so the very notion of
seciilarity seems selfucontradiétory - "Everything secular is im-
plicitly related to the holy" and so "Nothing is essentially and
inescapably secular", As opposed to the heteronomous and auton-
omous world views, Tillich's is theonomous. [PE, pp 56-57] In the
only existent realm, God may be powerfully experienced a& the Un-
conditioned depth of being at the heart of all 1 fe and culture.
Within the secular world, then, a sense of hollress is ekperisnced

which brings with it a demand for man's allegiance. {%C, p 23]

Now Tillich's position represents one pole in the debate about the

role of religion in a sscular society, At the opposite pole stands
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Nietzsche, who held that "God is dead as far as man's consciousness
of Him is concerned". ([Tillich, HCT, p 497, 1968] Tillich, on the
other hand, sees the world as being imbued with the divine presence.

And it is precisely because Tillich's world is so "God-laden" that

other religious secularists like Bonhoeffar reject Tillich. The
whole point of supporting religious secularity, they argue, is to
support the notion that man requires far greater autonomy in his
own affairs than in pcevious ages. Man has "come of age™!® and does
not need the tutelage of God nearly as much as formerly. Man also

does rot require a claustrophobic sense of God's presence, which

would keep turning man away from his own affairs towards a secondary
realm of "depth". In any case, thess men deny that such a "depth"
experience is & reality in men's lives. Bonhoeffer suggests that

the expevience of ultimacy described by Tillich is fading, and that

it is possible to conceive of a time when man will no longer feel

the need to ask ultimate questions:

L i S i S T

Even tlough there has been surrender on all secular problems,
there still remain the so-called ultimate questions = death,
guilt - on which only "God" can furnish an answer, and which
are the reason why God and Church and the pastor are needed.
Thus we live, to some extent by these ultimate questions of
humanity. But what if one day they no longer exist as such,
if they too can bé answered without "God"? [Ronhoeffer, LPP,
p 146, 1956]

This is a strange question for a clergyman to ask, for it presents
the possibility that man might eventually be scientifically and
psychologlcally equipped to dispense with his feeling of dependence
on God. Bonhoeffer sees such a development as positive. He does

not seek to deny tle existence of God, but he balieves that man must

'® An expressioh often used by; and associdted with, Bonhoeffer,
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g »t ¢ cease to use the God hypothesis as & stop-gap for man's lack of i
. Lt ' i
! explanation about his own world. "The God of traditional religion", ;
i
. . writes Miller, "was a 'God of the gaps', a God invoked to rill up ;
¢ 3 i
‘ , ; ' .
: - the gaps in our understanding of the cosmos and ourselves.” ;
* . ’r oF
PR o kS [Miller, p 224, 1972] 1In an almust superstitious way, ‘..., tur,
cr : ER ¢
' : to the God hypothesis when his own efforts towards undert o aiig !
'

fail. Bonhoeffer implies that the God hypothesis should be dropped
in connection with such causal "propping up". [Bonhoeffer, LPP, p
187, 1967] Instead of seeking God as the source of everything re-
quiring explanation, man should realise his own autonomy over the

world, and become self-reliant,

To the extent that he believes that human knowledge and culture

represent creative resporises to the power of being, Tillich differs
sharply from Bonhoeffer. Bonhoeffér, here, is more in sympathy with
the atheistic existentialists; who feel man must define himself and

live without appeal to 4 trans-worldly reality for explanations or

sustaining energy.

Indeed, the desire for God is not much felt, accordinig to many re-
ligious secularists. Explaining Bonhoeffer's line of thought,
Miller says that the German theologian believed that "man is not
incurably religious, there is no religious a priori, ne God-shaped
blank in the human soul, Ao numinous consciousness is required, and
St Augustine was simply wrong when he said that the heart is
restless until it finds its rest in God". [Miller, p 224, 1972)
This position is opposed to the Tillichian one, for Tillich supports
Augustine's ontological theology of experierce, which revelves

around the idea that our knowledge of God is derived from a strong

experience of his presence in the world. [Tillich, HCT, p
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111-1icy The assumption behind Bonhveffer's position is that man's
relationship with flod will change as man learns to become more and
more self-sufficient. The implication is that Tillich is hankering
after a mediaeval view of God and that modern man is bemused at
Tillich's assertion that man seeks God at the heart of his exist-

ence. Thus Bonhoeffer's famous pronouncement on Tillich:

Tillict, set out to interpret the evolution of the world itself
- against its will - in & religious sense, to give it its whole
shape through religion. That was very courageous of him, but
the world unseated him and went on by itself: he too sought
to understand the world better than it unders- yod itself, but
it felt entirely misunderstood, and rejected the imputation.
{Bonhoeffer, LPP, pp 147-148, 1956]

Downing feels that we rieed to choose between Tillich and Bonhoeffer,
Tillich, he feels, wants everything religious whereas Bonhoeffer
is proposing a state of autonomy for man. Downing feels that
Bonhoeffer is right because "modern man is interested in...

'penultimate' things, not 'ultimate'". [In Edwards and Robinson,

P 131, 1963] One wonders, though, whether man’s immersion in the
affairs of the world (of penultimate things) is not a means whereby
ultimate issues can be conveniently forgotten about. Must ne man;
even when he has explained death and guilt as scientifically as
possible, seek to knoy about the very origin of the universe in
which such states are redlised? And, even more importantly, can
man really be asked to continue his daily life without the belief
that something greater than he is, is right close at hand ready to
£111 him with the courage and determination to carry on living?

If God's presence may be presented as inducing c¢laustrophobia, it
may also be presented as providing a loving "surround" for man, from
which realm he may draw that energy he requires to live life

confidently and joyfully.
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. One reason for supporting Tillich in this debate is that the God
v ‘ &4 "
b ‘ N o whom Bonhoeffer is pointing to, is one who withdraws further and .
o o o further form the world back into the transcendent realm. Thus it 4
- . appears that Bonhceffer is re-establishing the old sacred-secular f
. ﬂi: dichotomy. Bonhoeffer, though, does not see his theology as one N
3 : k)
. ‘$g in which the sacred and secular realms diverze. He sees the realms K
i !
B ; 3 united by the unifying work of Christ. Summarising Bonhoeffer's %
c position as outlined in Ethics,.Miller says: "Two-sphere thinking :
‘ii ‘ ; denies the unity of God and the world achieved in the revelation !
?3 L ce - ;‘ and work of Christ. There is no God apart from the world, no §
- S 1 5
,{“‘ S o supernatural apart from the world, rno sacred apart from the profane. M
' ¥ Lo iy »
- , i Christ is the ultimate reality and the world is part of that real- 3
L “
ST ity." [Miller, p 225, 1972] So the immanent principle is preserved !
; A
ﬁ through the revelation and the work of Christ, both of wi.ich are f
" : P .
R continuing. For each generation rediscovers the "primordial" or ¢
. e "classic" revelation of Christ [See Macquarrie, PCT, p 90, 1977] ’
i and new disciples answer the call to be "men for others™, 1! What
' prevents the world from being wholly secular, then, is the practical
‘ love and piety which men show to each other in the course of daily
S events,
. e
¢ .
‘e This explanation goes some way towards the formulation of a cogent ]
e i theory of God's immanence in the world, Yet Bonhoeffer's view lacks {
g somi.. ‘ng which Tillich's view presarves. Even if Christ is present §
. X3
: in the world through the works and thoughts of men, we still need ﬁ
+ e Wi
. ‘ "
' Bonhoeffer often calls Christ "the man for others" because of )
the sacrificidl nature of Christ's ministry and passion. :
Y ‘ ) !
§#‘x
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to explain how God is present ontologically within the universe.
It is not enough to say how God, through Christ, has become present
existentially within the hearts and minds of men. Tillich's doc-
trine of being-itself is more crmplete in this respect, for it
provides a theory for the understanding of the ontological
immanence of God.  One may, though, still uphold the idea that
Tillich's "secularity" is too God-filled, too theonomous. However,
Tillich has provided Christianity with a model from which to work
= a model which serves to unite the sacred and secular realms.
Tillich's theology of immanence has been important in this respect
and religious secularists niay comeé to draw more and more on Tillich,
to complement Bonhoeffer's conception of divine immanence, which

has weaknesses; as is shown above.

But must religious secularism necessarily embrace a theology of
immanence? Scholars such as J=M Gonzdlez-Ruiz and J.B. Metz feel
that the autonomy of man is best presérved when God is transcendent,
and & distinct dualism exists between God and the world. Man then
can "cultivate his own garden", be independent within his owii
sphere. Gonzdléz-Ruiz says, "The biblical God is a 'thief-God'
whose presence cannot be taken into account in the daily run of
domestic economy." [In Taylor, p 193, 1968] That is, God enters
the world of human affairs sporadically and unpredictably but
"there is nothing in the intrinsic mechanism 6f thé cosmos or the
course of history that needs God as the immanent explunation of
being or becoming". ([ibid, p 192] To emphasise the "otherness"
of God, Gonzdlez-Ruiz even describes the actions ¢f God in the world

as "gratuitous", [ibid]
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Alfons Auer, drawing on observations made by Metz, points out that
Christianity was prnsented to the ancients in opposition to
pantheism. The beginning of secularisation is the removal of God

from the world:

The pantheism of the aricients never allowed the world to become
entirely worldly, because it never let God become entirely
divine. It was lacking the notion of a transcendent creator;
the divine seemed to be an element of the world. A
Christianity which rightly understands itself must appear "not
as increasing divinization but precisely as a mounting removal
of divinity from the world, and in this sense as a profanation
of the world". To the pagans of old, the Christians were the
real "atheists". [In Taylor, p 53, 1968)

This stress on God's transcendence, in opposition to parntheism, is
not anathema to Tillich for, as we have seen, Tillich retains a
strong sense of God's transcendence. God transcends the world
through freedom. (ST II, p 9, 1957] But on the other hand,
Tillich's balancing emphasis on God's immanence preserves something
¢rucial for religious secularity, By uniting the sacred and secular
realms, the theology of immanence allows daily activities to take
on a devotional aspect. The world itself is affirmed as a fitting
place for weverential devotion through secular labour precisely
becduse God is present within i*. Daily events point beyond them=-
selves; and thus have greas’ - sigrificarnce. In the other
(transcendental) model, daily activities have value only in terms
of ‘4 much smaller sphere of reference; -and the secular realm can
no longer be ¢onsidered religious in any sense other tharn that God

credted it and sometimes intervenss in its workings.

0f course, those theologians who ihsist on God's transeendence are
contributing something important to the debate, Without the ele-

ment of the sacred, the secular world has no notion of divinity.
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"Is it not true," asks W.R. Comstock, "that the secular mandate must

e

also be a profane burden to the religious heart that still aspires

toward the holy centre of existence?”" [In Murchland, p 259, 1967]
Tillich is certainly correct in pot postulating such a fusion of

the secular and the divine realms that the difference between tha
sacred and secular is no longer discermable, The two realms cannot
fuse completely since this would imply pantheism. As we have seen,

Christianity must always insist on the separation of creator and

{

creation. Thus Tillich's statement that the sacred and the secular ‘i
realms "seem to exclude each other". [See page 133] However, be- 5
' 14

cause of the created wnrld's correlative orientation towards its A
: , i
divine ground, a sense of God's immanence at the "depth" of life P
: -

€

is present. .
ok

w

Now the proper position of religious secularism must be determined <}§
by a union of the above insights. Gonzdlez-Ruiz and Metz's claim ;

for old-style transcendence must be rejected since the old dualism

between sacred and profane realms reappears, Thus God's immanence
must be insisted upon. However, that immanence must nét be pressed
in such a Way that God becomes all:<pervading Spirit (as in the
pantheistic conception) ov, in similar fashion, dies and literally
pours himself into the universe (the theory of Altizer and
Hamilton)., God must be.understood as being presént in the world,

though qualitatively distinct from it.

If God is immanently present within the world, then we have to dgree
that Tillich is right that God's presence may be discernable in
certain situations. It can further be s+ that he is the depth

of all life in the sense of belng the creator and sustainer of the

world (but not in the sense of being part of the material world),
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' However, Tillich's views must be tempered by the view that the
presence of God 1s not strongly felt by many, and many others may
y never experience it unambigucusly, The explanation for this must
' 3‘” o o be that, though immanent within the world, God does not allow his

y - E; presence to "break through” into the consciousness of men in dra-

matic and overwhelming ways, for the sake of man's autonomous
self-development. God wants man to be free of his tutelage as far
as possible. But grace is always available at the "depths" of 1ife-
those times when the courage to continue life deserts one and one

needs to gain solace and regeneration from him who is the power of

PR S R TN

being. One need not repair to church to "drum up " such inspired

W & e

energy. Rather, one would immeérse orieself in one's daily activities

with conviction and perseverance, for then grace could be encount-

SR e R

ered as one strove to do ene's best, even though orne were in the

[NV

depths of despair. For if God loves the world, he will reward those

who, however imperfectly, strive to improve it,

Many see today's irndustrial world as destructive and alienating,
but it is the world we have structured; and we must make our home
within it. This is the message of Harvey Oox, one of the radical

theologians influencded by Tillich, irn his book The Sécular City.

"The rise of urban civilisation and the collapse of traditional
religion," says Cox, "are the two main hallmarks of our era and are
closely related movements," [Cox, TSC, p 1, 1965] Thus
urbanisation implies secularisation which is "the loosing of the
world from religious and quasi-religious understandings of itself;
the dispelling of all closed worldviews, the breaking of all
supernatural myths and sicred symbols". [ibid, pp 1-2] This i¢ a
strong stdatement on behalf of the idea of man's autonomy (and such

statements counter<balance Tillich's theonomous position), but Cox
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remains Tillich's disciple in the end. He leaves room for
transcendent experietices which are "those aspects of our experience
which can never be transmuted into extensions of curselves'. [ibid,
p 229] Cox is saying that God can be found at the depth of being.
Encountering God may not be a d4aily coucern or even a frequent
concern, but we can recognise him as he who can be ret "at those
places in life where we come up against that which is not pliable
and disposable, at those hard edges where we are both stopped and
challenged to move ahead." [ibid] It is Tillich's "depth experi-

ence" that Cox is referring to here.

In Cox's "technopolis" a practical ethic is to be preferred to ac-
counts of the supernatural. And, indeed, religious secularity
should make much of Bonhoeffer's idea that God is present in the
world through the deeds of those imitating Christ. Practical and
straightforward morality has a definite place in the Secular City
whereas supernatural and mythical accounts may net have, Tillich,
who called Christ the New Being, and who saw Christ's mission as
the expression of God's will in history, would find that such a
concept of immanence says something important about the power of
Christ to inspire men.‘ Bonhoeffeér certainly succeeds in translat-
ing the immanent principle in a non-supernatural way. However,
Bonhoeffer's concept of God's immanence needs to be complemented

by Tillich's so as to establish God's ontological relatisen to the

world.,

All in ally it is clenr that Paul Tillich has made a significant
cortribution to the debate on religious secularisation. In doing
so he hus proved himself to be a man of his age, and has certainly

contributed towdrds reformulating tueism in a way that broadens its

R

R

T

gtz X

PRI




L e
et

¥ |
h. . i
g
o
}\\ i o
A S
E: ¢
-
. t
e N
. r i
is
R s
. ! ,
Y Vaas - v i
e Lh
i, ,/r‘.- Ve -7 o :
i 24 N 4
N . A
. . . 7 .8 ‘ :
* ¥ L ne .
B . AN
* ’ 4,5%...11.' £ ,a—"’”..;‘ g

Zerbst--143
appeal to a sceptical and secular mankind. His concept of God as

being-itself strongly asserts the immanence of God within the world

and this paves the way for 4 non-dualistic visw of the sacred and ‘;
& :; secular realms, His co-emphasis on God's transcendence, though, .é
' ‘ % allows a place for the element of holiness in the apprehension of é
%‘ modern, secular man. By supporting religious secularism Tillich '
‘ é shows an appreciation for the Zeitgeist. He he.ps broaden theism's

appeal by showing that modern religious philosophers earnestly seek

; ? to address themselves to the religious dynamics of their age. ]
¢ L A
foe N ? Tillich might not have inspired radical theolisgians in the way he %
S i !
= e % wished to, but his vast influence over the school of radical the= ‘
w . i
N . ‘Q,‘

AR

‘54;-5?;2 :‘."; }

ology proves *hat he is scan as a daring and innovative thinker.
Undoubtedly radical theology has produced new intevest in religious
affairs and bas presented new perspective to the spiritually
estranged. Radical thinking certdinly is necessary in our age of
disillusionment. Paul Tillich must be given credit for fostering

radical religious thought in our time.

3.6, Paul Tiliich and the encotnteér with world religions

On what basis could Tillich broaden the appeal of theism by entering
into dialogue with other world religions? One answer could be that
he could broaden the community of Chrisvian believers by converting
those of other faiths to Christianity, But Tillich did not set out
to do this and, indeed, the spirit of the age is against such

proselytising. It iIs coming to be recognised mors and more within

;
H Christianity that all religions have borneand still bear the reve-
i? lation of divinity: "It seems clear that we are being called today
o to attain a global religious vision which is aware of the unity of
all mankind before God and which at the same time makes sense of
B
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the diversit§ of God's way within the various streams of human
life." [Hick, MGI, p 180, 1977] Tillich is quite happy to agree

with this view.. He writes:

Revelatory experiences are universally human. Religions are
based on something that is given to a man wherever he lives.
He is given a revelation which always implies saving powers...
There are revealing and saving powers in all religions.
[(Tillich, SHRST, p 81, 1966]

Such an open attitude already gains some prestige for theism. The
Christian church has a long history of ardent "missionising" behind
it, & history tarnished by the impression of a culture relentless’
seeking to. impose its views and customs on "inferior heathens".
The cultural arrogance of the West found unhappy expression in its
attempt to convert the rest of the world. Such strong particularism
has been expressed by Karl Barth, whose view it is that Christianity
is not a religion as such, since it is the revealed truth of God.
Other faiths are "religions' because they represent attempts by man
to reach God. ([Tillich, CEWR, pp 44-45, 1963] The view today is
that such a position is unnec-ssarily exclusivistic. It is held
that, even if there are particularistic elements that one wants to
uphold in one's cwn religion, that does not prevent ohe from finding
elements within one's tradition which can be linked to elements in

other religions.

This perspective is brought about, not only by an appreciation of
cultural relativity, but also by an appreciation of God's infinity.,
No religious structure is capable of capturing the depths of due
vinity. An infinite God cartries infinite possibilities within
éimseif and 50 it is quite failr to assume that each religion's

different perspective may convey an important part of God's nature
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tous. Tillich re~dily accepts this principle since his doctrine

T

of God as being=-itself is a doctrine which stresses divine infinity.

Tillich's God is not a heing in a set redalm, but is the immanent

Lord of Creation.

However, respect for other religions does not prevent one from

claiming primacy for one's own. Tillich shows a commitmant to the

el e v

belief that the Christian revelation has a status of primacy. This
primacy is understood in terms of the idea of the universal sig-

nificance of Christianity. Till:ch develops this idea via the

doctrine of the Logos, as it pertains to Christ:

Although the Fourth Gospel speaks more clearly than the others
of the Uniqueness of Ch¥ist, it interprets him &t the same time
in the light of the most universal of all concepts used in tlis
period, the concept of the logos, the universal principle of
the divine self-manifestation, thus freeing the interpretation
of Jesus from a particularism through which he would become
the property.of a particular religious group, [Tillich, CEWR,
pp 32+33, 1963]

)

R 1 S Ky S

et

So Tillich; as a Christian, claims a primacy for Christianity on
the basis of the manifestation of Christ as tha New Being in hise-
tory. We have seen how Tillich has interpreted the contept of the
divine logos within the framework of the idea of being-itself [see
page 34] and so we can understand what Tillich means when he says,
"The logos is present evarywhere, like the seed on the land".
(CEWR, p 34] It is God's immanen-e that is being stressed. Tillich
goes on, though, to argue that this universal principle became
radically immanent within the affairs of men through "the central
appearance of the logos in a historical person, the Christ".

(ibid] Aceording to Christian dogma, Christ's appeavance has been

the only appearatice of divinity under the conditions of existence,
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: PRI Lo But the fact that this revelation was a special one should not tempt 7
i t . ;
SR A\ a Christians of today to adhere to a religious exclusivism, Tillich 5
S L
L,' g 'g insists that early Christianity rejected exclusivism in favour of
: b f« the idea that Christian truth incorporates the truths of all the 3
e ot ’ t‘ . 1
P e 3 other religions. This led to the idea that "all that is true any-
RS M &
vl 5 g where in the world belongs to us, the Christians". [ibid, p 35] )
o B ke
i So other revelations are manifestations of the divine Logos, but :
fd i
s each must ultimately be judged in terms of the revelation of Christ. ,;
One should approach other revelations through the insights gained ;
from Christianity, "his is Tillich's implied position throughout ;

e

Christianity and the Ericounter of the World Religions. When

PECWY S

Christianity ceases to make its universalistic claim, Christian
universalism is transformed into "humanist relativism". ([ibid, p

42]

. T
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Now it is all very well pointing out hnat Christilanity is prepared
% to "share" its special revelation with the rest of the world, but
B of course the rest of the world may not want to appropriate thot
revelation for its own use. Purthar, other religions certainly do
not like being told that their revelations are but pale reflections

of God's most clear and efficacious revelation. But then again,

oAy

there is nothing wrong with a religion claiming primacy for itself,

SuLE,

23§

particularly if that religion shows respect for other religions.
Tillich is éertulnly not to be condemned for bealieving that Christ
v was the "New Being", who inaugurated God's new covenant with man.
He i4 entitled to thdt view. To be sure, Tillich is claiming a
preponderdance of truth for Christianity, but this position is

G mollified by his view that all veligishs are ultimately medns and
not ends. They are not receptacles for ultimate truth; they point

beyorid themselves towards ultimate truth: "In the depth of every
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thing ultimate, and the concept of baing-itself may be one which

can draw different religious strands together. The advantage of
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4 living religion there is a point at which the religion loses its :
a 5
F‘(F‘ 4
! 3 importance, and that to which it points breaks through its
» % particularity..." ([Tillich, CEWR, p 97, 1963] Even if it is held .
& ! N that Christianity is the most important "means" by which to approach o
N i 4
. » ¥{’ . R .
N 0 v i the ultimate, the abevs attitude allows for important contributiens :
) . ’ s
* % from other religions, Di~logue can still take place.
Now Tillich's concept of being-itself is a useful one by which to ;:
forge inter-religious links, as will be shown, but his doctrine that ;
Christ is the New Being is not one that is likely to find '
!
sympathisers within other religious tradiviions. As Clifford Green .
%
points out, the Tillichian dialogue with other religions must re=- :
volve around the concept of beiug-itself, [In Johnson, p 420, é
1973] Almost all religions have an idea of an absolute, or some< f;
T d
T
?

that will be discussed presently.

In the meantime it must be stated that the doctrine that Christ is
the "New Peing" is a doctrine which will be a stumbling block to
non-tﬁeists. The doctrine of Christ's incarnation centres in
events which are said to have taken place at a specific time in a
particular place. To affirm dogmatically the d'vinity of Christ
is to take up a particularistic position, even if not an
exclusivistic one. And, as Hick points out, it is such
particularistic claims which ensure that religions remain wall

apart from each other. [Hick PR, pp 121-112, 1973] Tillich knows

this and does not use incarnation doctrine as a starting point of

7 iy

inter-religious debate. What can be briefly considered is whether

Tillich should back down on such particularistic claims and whether

R RN R T
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. SR his doctrines of "being-itself" and "the New Being" sit comfortably :
; s 4
b )’( :A
£y A together. :
§ ;
3
2 : 1
i s ; S As to the first question, it has already been stated that Tillich ;
; i ) (
! } has every right to affirm Christianity's view of Christ as standing
%
S A in a special and unique relationship to God. Such an affirmation
A
i can only impede dialogue if the professed aim of dialogue is the
‘ S establishment of a religious syncretism. Tillich believes that 7
'3
dé* 7 ue should not take place with such d4n - in view. The point
is not to draw different religious traditions togéther into a
o

hybridised union, but rather to allow each separate tradition to
draw inspiration from insights within other traditions. The idea

is that existing concepts will take on a freshness and a power which

they did not previously possess. [Tillich, CEWR, pp 55-56, 1963;
Green in Jolnson; p 420, 1973) No religion is required to concede
anything. Dialogue on this basis is fruitful according to Tiljich

and -the group of Japanese Buddhists with whom he held protracted

conversations. [Tillich, DCOF, p 178, 1965] Despite the fact that

s A

Tillich holds to the primacy of Christianity, he believes that re-

TRE

ligious dialogue is dialectical in nature [CEWR, p 51]; something

SRR

néw and valuable invariably emerges.

PR T

Assuming that Tillich's debate begins with the idea of
being=itself, will he later be able to convince non-theisis that
the doctrine of the New Being is a logical extension thereof? The
answer to this is probably 'o. The concept of belng-itself implies
omnipresent energising power, which notion eastern religions could
find accessible to some degree. But to say that that particular i
power was manifestedin a particular individual is to make a very

exclusive claim about an historical personage. Yet even the doe=
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trine of incarnation, which Tillich upholds, is accessible to
Bhakti Hinduism; the Ramayana and the Mahabharata uphold the idea
that God may have human incarnations, which are called avatars
It is so, then, that through :his doctrine Tillich could make a case
for Christ's incarnation. Rut his claim that Christ is the power
of being "in the flesh" would be opposed from the other side by tue
claim that there have been nine incarnations and Christ has not been
one of them, Rather, he was a messenger of God's word, and his
theology is more important than his personage. [Shinn in Gelberg,

p 77, 1983]

At such a point dialogue would have a good chance of reaching a
stalemate situation, for there would be clash of truth claims based
on different scriptural assertions.  Hinduism ascribes relatively
minor status to Jesus: Christianity treats the avatara stories with
scepticism, Both Hindis and Christians are prepared to accept the
incarnation principle; both are dogmatic abeut historical in-
stances of incarnation. Incarnational claims are particularistic
claims; for dialogue to be effective, 't is to fore abstract con-
cepts that we need to turn. In particular, of course, it is the
concept of being-itself which must be examined, so as to determine

whether it is translatable across the great East-West divide.

If Tillich's concept of God did forge links between East and West,
what woul“ be the significance of such & cross-cultural under-
standing?

How would theism be etthanced? And would it be trans-

formed?

There are those who fear that inter-religious cialogie necessarily

involves both participating parties making concessions, But this
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could only happen if the stated aim of the dialogue was to construct
an intermediary position (in this context, a syncretistic reli-
gion). Tillich rejects such a basis for discussion [DCOF, p. 178]
The whole aim of inter-religious debate is to "lead each religion
to explore its own depths' [Green in Johnson, p 426, 1973); each

religion gains a new appreciation of its own concepts.

It is probably fair to argue that religious syncretism would result
in a belief system devoid of the power which a primitive mythos
gives to 4 religion. Syncretism would demand the surrender of
deep-rooted and powerful cultural myths and legends. Such myths
have powerful psychological effects on a society. Jung regarded
them as cultural srchetypes; they cannot simply be surrendered.
By creating a sycretistic religion one ends up with a creation
straining to incorporace separate elements while, at the same time,
being weakened by the exclusion of powerful but contending ele-
ments, - The 1deal situation arising out of dialogue is that 4ll
religions co-existentially grow stronger. This can happen if re-
ligions realise that they need not contend against each other, but
could work together to promdte a reverent and positive response,

amongst men, towards the infinite power of being in the universe.

This is to suggest that religions may be pointing to the same in-
finite reality, albeit in different ways: ‘''The different encount-
ers with the transcendent within the different religious traditiens
may all be encounters with the one infinite reality.,." [Hick, GUF,
p 139, 1973] If we are to admit, as Tillich does, [see p 144] that
religions dre ways to God, then we can appreri.te that different

religlons present a spectrum of possible approaches to God, all of

which ways will find devotees of different sensibility,
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N \ } f But the appeal and prestige of each separate route may well come
R
b N '{ to depend on the appeal and prestige of the religious endeavour as
. oy #
N ; : L } a whole. And if it cafi be shown that all religions point towards
‘ ji
s ot & the same goal, then a sense of brotherhood between religions could
geo A
¥ 0 arise. Religion as a whole is promoted if it can be shown thet all
L ¥
g religions have a common Ultimate Concern.

P L T T

In this instance only the concept of being-itself will be examined

R A AFC L

as a uniting force. If Tillich's concept of God can force links

between religions, and particularly between East and West, then all

Py

religions will benefit. For all religions, the God-concept will

be elucidated. Further, a sense of union and common purposs may

23
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well arise between religions.. To the extent that Tillich succeeds,

~

theism gains prestige in that one of its formulators has initiated

weaningful dialogue.

3.7.0 B ing-itself as an ecumenicdl concept

According to Macquarrie's typological system, Christianity is the
religion ideally suited to the task of drawing the various world
religions together becduse Christianity balances the elements of
God's immanence and transcendence. [Macquarrie, PCT, pp 165-170]
Hinduism and Buddhism are included under Macquarrie's series of
1L

immanent" religions, while Judaism and Islam are placea in the

"transcendent" column. [ibid, p 167] Traditienalists would in-

CHaTg

clude Christiandty in the list of religiofis sttessing God's ‘ g

immanende and transcendenca,
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The concept of being-itself enables theism to approach eastern
conceptions of the ultimate with fewer misgivings than before. If
being-itself 1s immanent within the world, then perhaps the
theistic God-concept can be related to the Hindu concept of Brahman,
the God-concept of the Upanishadic tradition. However
Tillich cannot embrace the Hindu God-concept because of its

idealism. Sen explains the Upanishadic doctrine as follows:

The Upanishads point out that the Brahman and the Atmén dre
the same. The Supreme has manifested Himself in every soul,
and the student of religion is dramatically told in the
Upanishads, "Thou art That" (Tat tvam asi)...This is a
monistic doctrine which denies the existence of the world as
separate from God. [Sen, p 19, 1978]

Now Tillich, as we have seen, sympathises with the view that God

and the world cannot ultimately be separated.  His doctrine of

being-itself holds that God is present within the world as its
creative and sustaining power. Hence there can be no real sepa-
ration of the sacred and secular realms, The sacred is able to
break through into the world of secularity and when this happens
[ST, pp 241-242] But, as has been ¢learly
shown, Tillich cannot adopt a monistic position and remain a theist.
To say that the human soul is part of the all-embracing divine soul,
is to say that there is a part of man which is intrinsically divine.
In other words, in Pldatoni¢ fashion, man is held to éossess an
imperishable, indivisible immortal soul. In contrast to this
stands the Christian concept of resurrecticn; t'is doctrine eschews
the idea that the soul is naturally immortal, holding that only
through divine grace and power can man be "re=created beyond death
in terms of a new bodily existence, [Stawart, p 302, 1980) So,
in the Christian view; a man can be re-constituted after deatlh only

through divine grace; there is nothing intrinsically divina in man,
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Tillich follows the traditional Christian view that creator and
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creature are separate. So Tillich is able to sympathise with the

Hindu view that God is intimately present within the world; he
cannot go along with the way Hinduism explains that presence. Both
Tillich and the Hindu, though, are equally convinced that the idea
of God as & being in a distant galactic kingdom, is an unacceptable

netion.

It was with Buddhists that Tillich chiefly debated and he has this
to say about the dialogical strength of his concept of God in that

situation:

The ipsum esse, being-itself, of the classical Christian doc-
trine of God; 1s a transpersonal categéry and enables the
Christian disputant to understand .he meaning of absolute
nothingness in Buddhist thought, The term points to the un-
conditional and infinite character of the Ultimate and the
impossibility of identifying it with anything particular that
exists, [Tillich, CEWR, p 67, 1963]

In the sense that the concept of being-itself points beyond tlhe
anthropomo.phic idea of a transcendent being; it emphasises God's
infinity - the ungraspable nature of his being. As Tillich implies,
the Buddhist concept of absolute nothingness does fiot imply the
absence of God, but the absence of an adequate way of describing
him. Thé fact that the Buddhd would not be drawn into dabate on
metaphysical concepts siuch as God or Nifvana, does not medn that
he negated thelr reality, [Smith, pp 124-126, 1965] Buddhism,
particularly Zen Buddhism, considers it good sense to say nothing
abotit concepts which defy attempts at elaboration., Debate, then,
leads Christianity dnd Buddhism to concur that God is infinite and

cannot be satisfactorily describad in terms knownh to us,
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With respect to Wod's infinity and his omnipresence Christianity
and Tac‘sm (which has influenced Buddhism greatly) are in close
agreement. Houston Smith uses familiar Tillichian terminology when
he defines the Tao: '"Ineffable and transcendent, this ultimate Tao
is the ground of all existence, It is behind all and beneath all,
the womb from which all life springs and to which it again »eturns."
[Smith, p 199]) This description sounds like a desrziption of
being-itself, that power which is at the depth of life - its c¢rea-
tive and sustaining energy. One can push points of similarity with
Tillich's concept of God even further: 'Though Tac ultimately is
transcendent; it is also immanent.  In this secondary sense it is

the way of the universe;

the porm, the rhythm, the driving power

in all nature, the ordering principle behind all life," [ibid]

So far, so good, but when Smith takes his description further, we
notice that the doctrine of tlie Tao-is another doctrine of idealium.
The Tao does hiot just stand at the "depth" of existence, but infuses
and informs material objects:

the Tas is "behind, but likewise in

the midst of, for when Tao enters this second form it 'assunmes

flesh' and informs all things. It 'adapts its vivid essence, its
manifold fullness; subdues its resplondent lustre, and assumes the

likeness of dus%,'!? Basically spirit rather than matter it cannot

be exhatsted," ([ibid] Again, then, we see that there exists a
strong emotional bond between Tillich's concept of being-itself and
an eastern concept of divisity (this time the concept of the Taov).

Both énncepts strongly express the prasence of God in the world,

12 Smith is quoting from the Tdo Te Ching.
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but theism will not go as far as permitting being-itself to inhabit

material objects.

Where Tillich's theism meets the East successfully is at the point
of religious verification. Tillich's theology is a theology of
experiefice based on the belief that God is immanenit within the
world. It has been argued that, to some extent, the awareness of
the God of whom Tillich speaks is a mystical awareness. [Sea»
footnote on page 36] At this point Tillich is close to easterit
thought, which abjures the role of reason in the attainment of rea-
ligious knowledge. The oriental minc generally perceives the
preseﬁt world to be ephemeral and illusory and the Oriental's faith
is based on inner experience, not on natural theology which argues
from manifestations perceived in the world of nature.'® Emphasis
is placed on that portion of "the nature of things which can be
known only by being experienced". [Titus, p 324, 1959) To be sure,
there is & strong philosophical tradition in the Edst; bu: kncwledge
of God comes through exrerience, not speculation. Extlaining Zen
Buddhism, Humphreys writes, "...there must be an irtellect to be

trangcended, for it is when the intellect pauses, baffled and at

bay, that Zen begins." [Humphreys, p 183, 1978]

This !atter point brings to mind Kierkegaard's view that reason
could never "conceive an absolute unlikeness". [Kierkegaard, PF,
p 35, 1962] That is, reason will dlways fall short of dem~1strating

the truth of Christian claims and, anyway, it is always cold and

13 The best example of naturdl theology is the T'ive Ways-argument

for the existence of God produced by Aquinds, in which it is
argued that God is & necassary being because of the need of a
first cause to explain causal r:ries perceived in nature.
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dispassionate. The happiness of the individual is what matters.

[Kierkegaard, CUP, p 360, 1941]

When man reaches the point beyond which his reason cannot take him,

he should - according to Kierkegaard - take s "leap" of faith to

satisfv his passionate desire for belief, [Kierkegaard, PF, p 34,
1962] This action is justified, being born of a subjective need
to embrace God while one is subject to the despair of

meaninglessness and unzervainty. TJ1lich would rather not talk of

a "leap" of faith since sach a "leap" implies an arbitrariness.
[CTB, p 170] For Tillich, faith is justified on the grounds that

fud approaches us and reveals himself to us. Tillich believes that

there is a reality, a presence which answers man when he turns in
despair to ask life's most fundamental question = the question of

being. [See ST I, pp 24 & 72]

‘8o then, both Kierkegaard and Tillich agree with the eastern view
that the unaided intellect is incapable of attaining the truths of

religion whic' the inquirer seeks., Kierkegaard argued that rr.

tional proofs presupposed the very answer they sought to demon-

strate (Thomas, p 307); Tillich argued that the God of Aquinas's

proofs was an object amongst other objects in the universe.
[Tillich, HOT, p 195, 1968] Both men look to inner experierce for
verification of religious faith, Kierkegaard's faith, though, is
too much the product of an act of will [Thomas, p 321]; Tillich's
notion of faith is more cogent sirce it is based on his doctrine

of correlation; which 1§ given power through Tillich's emphdsis on
God's immarence. For if God is present within the world as Spirit,
he may be encountered when man's relentless questioning brings him

to the boundary between the finite and infinite realms. The dnxiety
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of finitude may bring man inte¢ contact with the power of being which

Fo } ; "E affirms his worth becaus: [v is sel. -affirming, [Tillich, C1B, p
: . " B A

. 167, 1979]

PN RN

However, this is not tantamount to saying that man's experience of

et e L@ &

God is God's experience of himself, This Spinozan concept implies §
that man is part of the divine. However, because that "dentity"
is defined in terms of "substanre" or "indwelling Spirit", it is
unacteptable to Tillich and western theists. The "tat tvam asi"
doctrine of Hinduism, in which the Atman is seen as part of the
divine Brahman, is unacceptable to theism because it violates the
concepts of freedom and autonomy with respect to man. Creation "in

the image of God" (Gen 1:26) implies correlation, not identity in

the western mind. However, Tillich's theclogy of experience does

XD eSS
Y

draw East and West closer together on the basis of a common re-

£ e By s it B b o R Qi Dt b Y e el iy

jection of the sovereigrty of redson in man's quest for religious 1
truth.'* The potential exists fe. dialogue between East and West Lo
on the basis of common religious experience. Mystics from both

camps may lead the way in such discussions,

It will be remembered that Tillich points to the "transpersonal

T N

aspect of being-itself 4s being helpful in his conversatiuvns with
Buddhists. [See pp 153-154] We have seen that Tillich agrees with
the mainstream of easterr thought that God's afinitv must nevexr

be compromised, If God were a person, he would be bound by the

PR IR e
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It must, of course, be remembered that in Tillich's concept of
ecstatic faith, reason plays a role. The universe has a "logos
struct.re" and man's reason comes into play in the recognition 4 .
of - . intrinsic "rationality" of the universe. [8T I, p 190,
1955)
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categories of finitude. [See pp 48-49] However, God is "not less

than personal™ [ST I, p 271], that is, he is able to respond to man

at the level of personality. Yet Tillich tells us that God tran-

Pt S

scends the personal category infinitely (ST I, pp 270-271] There
is infinitely more to the divine than the aspact of his being that ?

we encounter at the level of personal experience. The idea that

PR

God is transpersonal (rather than impersonal)!® is in lime w#ith the -

general eastern view on the matte..

P S

Yet, within the Vedas, the all-pervading Brahman is conceived of
as consisting of many parts. [Sen, p 48, 1978] The transpersonal
Brahman is seen as being able to express itself at the level of
personality, through its ability to project aspects and forms of

itself., Here Tillich is close to Hinduism, for both agree that God

infinitely transcends the personal category but can be said to op- ‘ DR 5

erate at our level of appefception. Hindus, like Tillich, insdist

SR s

TR

that our predicates far God "cannot claim to describe Him liter=-

ally... for the meanings ihey carry for us are radically unlike the

B it e

1®  Impersonality implies a lack of feeling or concérn within the

divine consciousness. The eastern religions do not say that
the ultimate principle is devoid of concern tur the world, nor
do they say that that loving concern is beyond our experience.
But God (if the ultimate principle may be so called) is not a
person, for the concept of personality implies finitude. To
the extent that it sees the Ultimate as having a personal aspcct
without being a person, the East is at one with Tillich. Yet
at times the easteri attitude seems unnecessarily cynical:
"Whatever Reality may be, it is beyond the conception of the
finite intellect; 4t follows that attempts at description are
misleading, unprofitable, and waste of time." [Humphreys, p
79;-1978; on the attitude of Theravada Buddhism to speculation ;
ghout the nature of 7d.] Such an attitude implies the belief ;
that tbe underlying principle of the karmic universe is, with
respect to our experience tauvreof, impersonal and nnknowable,
This position, though, is a radical one within * .astern
spectrum., The warmth and conéern of "bedng" 4 11 known in
the East, %
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senses in which they apply to God", [Smith, p 72, 1958] God is

"infinite being, infinite consciousness, infinite bliss" [ibid] and
so atterrts to describe him will always be severely limited. Those ;
pecple who wish to think of God in terms of something "concrete and f ' ;
representational" must leave aside abstract thinking and imagine ?

God as "the noblest reality they actually encounter in this natural

This is the symbol "supreme person",

that personhood.is a symbol for God.
part of God which meets us at the point of loving concern ard re-
ciprocal affirmation. With the advent of Christ, the New Being, f
it was shown that being~itself could be encountered under the con-
ditions of existence, within the life of a person.
From the eastern perspective, God's
ered within the different forms of his activity:
(Brahma), Preserver (Vishnu) and Destroyer (Shivs).
three gods Hinduism has a proliferation of minor deities, associ«
ated largely with natural forces e.g. Rita is the god of cosmic

order, while Varuna i{s the administrator of the law of cosmic order.
The transpersonality of Brahman is rendered less formidable through
this deification 6f forces in the universe.
personal gods makes Hinduism seem more endearing and accesslble,

Along with theism, it has recognised that divinity wust be seen as
working at the level of inter-personal encountsr if religion is to
t.ave relevance and appeal. With respect to this igsue, Tillich's

theilsm and Hinduism have the amec outlook.

Even within Buddh:sm there have been movements away from the
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Theravada Buddhism's austerity and reticence with respect to

FRDSRR WY

oy

Lot ' k. metaphysical speculation, has been counter=balanced in Mahayana
7o V Buddhism. -Within the Mahayanan school of thought, smaller schools

B of Buddhism have arisen which have delighted in metaphysical spec-

ST s T

ulation about heavens, hells and the nature of nirvana. [Smith, p

elealeli eV A R A ewar

; .
% s 3 138) Within Pure Land Buddhism, the Bodhisattva Amitabha was ele-
} - !

T vated to the status of personal saviour; other Mahayanan schools

have deified Siddharta Gautama (the Buddha)and he is described as

the "Lord Who Looks Down in Pity". [ibid] Again, the emphasis is

on the desire for an aspect of personality within the category of

i el b L

being. Tillich recognises the need for such an element in man's
W,
E experience while at the same time insisting that God be held to

transcend the personal category infinitely: [ST I, pp 270-271] L ,  ‘f

If anything, Buddhism stresses this transcendent aspect too much;

even the Mahayanan schools seem r.luctant to talk of ultimute re= 3
3 ality in terms of Gud. Nev rtheless, they exhibit a need for con= : i {

ceiving that ultimate reality in terms of warmth and conzern (hence

their emphasis on salvation by the grace of Buddhaj compussion of
;j man #4nd the Buddha; petitionsry prayer)., With its dual emphasis

on the ineffability of the ultimate, and its accessibility via the i
mediation of the Buddha (as mediato: of the divine will), Buddhism

. is seen to be close to Tillich's position concerning the "person=

i ality" of being=itself.

B It ¢dn, then, be seen that Tillich's concept of being-itself es=

. tiblishes interesting points of dialogue with the various eastern

lg *aiths. The main difference between Tillich and the Orientals with
respect to the God-concept lies in the eastern insistesrce on an

idealistic monism. That Tillica cannot accept, Nevertheless, the
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idea of the immanence of God allows both dialogical parthiers to
accept the importance of emphasising experience, rather than rea-
sbn, in verifying the existence of God. Furthermore, both partic-
ipants have sufficient conviction about the importance of God's
transcendence, to stress that God cannot be subsumed within the
category of personhood.!® There are other points that could have
been added. The discussion between Tillich and the Fast has the
potential for a wide examination. The above points, though, show
that there are general points of agreement. This suggests that both
East and West may be straining towards a common reality. The more

this is seen to be so, it could be argued, the more both sides gain

i prestige.

As far as the main difference between East and West concerning the
God-concept is c0nc§rned, the insiglits of pneumdtology may take us
some way towards overcoming it. If the Spirit of God may be said
to "come upon" certain people at certain times [See pages 37-38],
then some identity between God and man has been forged. Yet that
occurrence is 4 special dispensation and not a permdnent condition,
as in eastern thought. The western view remains the one that dif-
ferentiates between creator and creatures. The doctrines of cor-
reiation and identity may be mutually sympathetic, but they are far
from being the same, They are close enough, though, for us to see

that it is possible for East and West to affirm strongly that the

P R

'8 Ironically enough, eastern philosophy shows a transcendent el-

ement here which traditional theism lacks. For if God is a
leing, then he would be & person, with defining character~
istics. The traditional model, as we have seer, does not do
Justice to the idea thut God is infinite,
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divine principle is undoubtedly immanent within the world and can

be experienced by man.

To what extent does Tillich appedl to Islam and Judaism, religions
traditionally categorised as being "religions of transcendence™?
Since Judaism, Christianity and Islam dre closely related
monotheisms which arose in the Near East. their concepts of God will
obviously be similar in many respects. Does Tillich's theism dis-
turb that similarity? Very briefly, the answer must be that
Tillich's thought does presant the strong transcendent strand of
thought in monotheism. The notion of God as creator is affirmed
by Tillich and this idea is crucial in Judaism and Islam.  "In the
Islamic conception,” writes Smith, "the world did not emerge; as
the Hindus would have it, by somé process of unconscious emanation
from the divine. It was created by a deliberate act of God's will."
{Smith, p 232] Islam, Judaism and Christianity are firm in their
insistence on the "wholly otherness" of God; his absélute dis-

tinction from his creation.

This distinctiveness is preserved in imagery which focuses predoms
inantly on God's majesty, his might, his overlordship, his sover-
eignty. As we hiave seen, Tillich recognises the importance of such
symbolisation of God. It protects the abysmal element in the
characterisation of the divine., But both Judaism and Islam uphold
the logos element in Gad's nature, too, for both recognise the
intelligible structure of nature. God created it and stampad his
mark upen it (e.g. Gen. 1i31) and we are able to appreciate its
ordered hature and dpprehend God's divine intelligence through our

perception of the work of his hands.
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What Tillich has to do in order to bring Islam and Judaism closer
to himself, and éo the East, is to convince the other two great
monctheisms that God's sphere is the earth and not a transcendent

realm above its surface, Both Islam and Judaism stress God's love

for mankind, and this love must be developed to imply God's close-

.

ness to and acceptance of the ways of the earth. Which is to say
that the symbol of judgement must be modified to one of patient
tutelage.!” It must be stressed that God's loving presence can be

discerned at the heart of the affairs of men, and within the stir=

rings of a vast and awe-inspiring nature.

This latter emphasis is dear to Rubenstein's heart. He recognises

that Judaism has emphasised the concept of the Sky~Father at the
¢uspense Of more maternal imagery which hé discerns is at the root

of Tillich's concept of being-itself:

Tillich used the terms "Being-itself", "Ground of Being" and
"Source of Being" to designate the God he did affirm. These
terms suggest a fem.aine; maternal imagery which contrasted
with the decidedly masculine character of the God of biblical
théism he rejected. [Rubenstein, PS, p 162, 1974]

Here Rubenstein points to something important; although he doss so
in a way which distorts Tillich's position. To suggest that Tillich
has rejected the God of biblical theism is baldly falsa, as has been

amply demonsttated, We hdve also seen that Rubenstein mis'akenly

sees Tillich's theology as a form of idealism. [See page 43] Yet

Sren

'7 Some religiows secular.sts would say that even this idea must

give way to the notien of autonomy for man., As we have seefl,
thotigh, Tillich believes that man's autonomy must rever be

longed for at the expense of man's participation in the ulti-
méte.
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O N

LN ' ; Rubenstein is quite correct to point out that Tillich's language

PSS

} steers us away from celestial preoccupations towards a new

& reverence for the earth. This Tillich has in common with the East:

‘1' | N " divinity may be apprehended right here amengst the ordinary con-

e B S ia e

. s : cerns of men and the workings of nature.!® Tillich's theology af-

firms the intrinsic worth of the temporal realm. This affirmation

PO )

' of the worth of secular life may be profitably considered by those

T 4l s

o ; ethical monotheisms which emphasise that divinity is trans-worldly,

e A

e Tillich reminds all religions that the earth is as much the terri-

W ; tory of the divine as any reality anywhere else. At this essential

L i it il zr

i ‘ ; point, East and West can meet, even if they are unreconciled con=

% cerning the way that the divine is present within the world.

e i

3.8, A broader theism i ' e

Paul Tillich certainly enhdnces the cause of biblical theism

through his willingness to attempt to make contact with contrary

RS

religious views., He has shown modern biblical theism to be pro-

gressive in its thinking and aware of the thinking of those outside

2 e

its ambit of belief. Further, Tillich displays the endearifg trend
of non~exclusivity which has recently gained ground r.ithin

Christian thinking.

It has been argued that, although Tillich presents an irteresting

and novel challenge to atheists, his approach te them rests on an

Because the western monotheisms lay so much stress on the ;
workings of God in history, it ls surprising that they do not : ’
place greater emphasis on the idea of God's immanence in man's L .
affairs, Further, they must extend the concept of inmmanence
to imply God's cluseness to his natural creation.
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appeal to an experience which they deny having had. This is to

speak generally, of course, There are, no doubt, some religious

searchers who have found Tillich's writings about experiencing the

Ultimate at the depth of life's concerns, convincing.

The gerneral

feeling amongst those who have addressed Tillich on this issue has

been that Tillich's appeal rests on certain presuppositions of
faith, and no amount of persuasive rhetoric can bring such faith

to the fore in the consciousness of the unteliever. However,

Tillich has led atheists to reconsider their position with respect

to the most teli 'ng questions that a man can ask himself.

Even if

the atheist denies a divine presence at the depth of being, he must

acknowledge that life has a profundity beneath the level of daily

concerns, and that man must be able to formulate answers satisfying

to-himself, in response to questions arising from that profound

depth of ultimate concern.

With respect to his influence on radi:al theologians, it must be
made absolutely clear that Tillich had reservations about the way

his ideas were appropriated. He fully intended to open up theism

to new interpretational possibilities, but he did not encourdge the

rise of the Death of God school of theology. However, it is in-
teresting to note that even his most radical disciples do not en=
tirely discount the possibility of God's existence and the

possibility of a future theonomous age, They have learned from
Tillich the "faith in spite of doubt" which is so nentral to his

theology,

Again, despite the fact that we live in an age of radical

doubt, Tillich's immanentist theology teachtes that God may be found

by those who diligently sepk him.
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appeal to an expe; wnce which they deny having had, This is to
speak generally, of course. There are, no doubt, some religious
searchers who have found Tillich's writings ebout experiencing the
Ultimate at the depth of life's concerns, cofivincing. The general
feeling amongst those who have addressed Tillich on this issue has
been that Tillich's appeal rests on certain presuppositions of
faith, and no amount of persuasive rhetoric can-bring suzh faith
to the fore in the consciousness of the unbeliever. However,
Tillich has led atheists to reconsider their position with respect
to the most telling questions that a man can ask hiwmself, Even if
the atheist denies a divine presence at the depth of being, ho must
acknowlidge that life has a profundity beneath the level of daily
concerns, and that man must be rble to formulate answers satisfying
to himself, in response to questions arising from that profound

depth of ultimate concern,

With respect to his influence on radical theologians, 1t must be
made absolutely clear that Tillich had reservations about the way
his ideas were appropriated. He fully intended to open up theism
to new interpretational possibilities, but he did not encourage the
rise of the Death ¢f God school 6f theology. However, it is in-
terasting to fioti that even his most radical disciples do hot en-
tiwoly discount the possibility of God's existence and the
possibility of ‘& future theonomous age. They have learned from
Tillich the "faith in spite of doubt" which is so centrdl to % .s
theology, Again, despite the fact that we live in an age of radical
dotubt; Tillich's immanentist theology teaches chat God may be found

by those who diligently segk him.
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Tillich's stress on God's immanence is
secularity. Tillich reminds religious
is not to be an absolute separation of

realms, then God must be thought of as

within the world.

Thus, the notion of

important for religious
secularists that if there
the sacred and the profane
being discernably immanent

man's autonomy (whi.h, it

seems, must be respected to a large degree in this age) must be
tempered by the view that God's presence may still break through

dramatically into the temporal world.

Finally, Tillich has succeeded in drawing differ. % religions
closer together via his doctrine of God as being-itself. In so
doing he makes theism more viable for those who need a faith which
is not too sectarian or particularistic. At the same time; he opens
up the possibility for theists to explore other religious tradi-
tions through insights gained within their own tradition. Tillich,
ultimately, helps to establish the prestige of tho religious en=
terprise as a whole by showing that religions do have a wide common
cause, which is to point the way to the Infinite - that which is
the source and preserver of all life. The presence of the Infinite
may be experienced right here amongst the products of its divine
creativity., The Infinite power of the universe is not distant and

detached, but is very present within this, the world of men,

On the basis of all that has been written in this chapter, one must
conciude that Paul Tilllch has bioadened the appeal and accessi-
bility of théism, He must be viewed as 4 theologian of the greatest

consequence;
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Chapter &
CONCLUSION

Has Paul Tillich erhanced or transformed hiblical theism? The
question implies an antithesis between enhancement and transforma-
tion, which is correct, for transformation means a "change in the
form of" and no “hsologian should surpose that he could change the
form of theism, yet Tillich proposes to give theism an important
change in emphasis (not in content). This emphasis is really a
re-emphasis for, as has been shown, the doctrine of being-itself
is & neglected but unquestionably entrenched part of Christian
tradition. 8o Tillich does not transform biblical theism. He is
a theologian full of respect for Christien traditions dating from

antiquity to the rnresent time.

It is mote difficult vo decide whether Tillich has enhanced theism,
This writer is conviticed that he has, His doctrine of God chal-
lenges a conception of God which is in seriocus need of
re-examination: the idea that God i¢ a being, an object or entity
existing out in space, When Tillich writes, "'ha protest of athelsm
against siich a higher person ks goryect”, (Tillich, 8T I, p 271,
1955) he is calling for a radical re-evaluation of the most central
theistie concept of all, And he is right to dé so, It is perhaps

going too far when radical secularists say that man has ‘eome of

age" with respect to his understanding of the uhiverse, but it is
probably fair to sy that he may now begik to cast off religious
views and concepts which are obviously erudely primitive and

anthiopomorphic.
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T4llich is important because he sees the need to re-interpret our
concept of God, He describes this age as the age of doubt and
meaninglessness (Tillich, CTB, p 168, 1979) and his theology is
of a sufficiently radical nature to do justice to the radical
guestioning of our time, His talk of "faith despite doubt" and the

idea of the "God above God" in The Courage to Be reveals that

Tillick is concerned with the modern impetus for more bold and in-
cisive commentaries on the nature of God. - He has sought to meet
modern questions about God. His intentions are of the best. Has
he succeeded, though, in interpreting the nathre of God for modern

man?

It has been argued that Tillich's concept of God is unclear because
ambiguous. His method of correlation points to an understanding
of God which entails that a clear separation must exist between
creator and creation. Yet, for terms like "being-itself" and
"ground of being' to have full impact, they su.uld be permitted an
idealist interpretation. Because Tillich canrot permit this and
remain a theist at the same time, his terms lack forcefulness and

clarity,

Nevertheless, Tillich's concept of God could be reformulated suc«
cessfully in terms of the idea of "surrounding Spirit". Such a
reformulation would preserve Tillich's emphasis on God's immanence
and fori the basis for his theology of experience; this emphasis
on experienice for religious verificdtion is an important factor
contra the traditional cosmological theology. Tillich's explana-

tion; in Dynamics &f Faith, of how an Immanentist theology gives

rise to the acstasy of falth, is one of the high points of wmodern

theology., It is quite possible to retain this crucial element of
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T:1lich's thought (and, indeed, Tillich's whole immanertist stance)
while amending his concept of God so as to exclude the possibility

of . »iea ist interpretation,

And yet, paradoxically, Tillich's system would suffer from such
alterations. As one steeped in a theology of "Gefiihl" (see p 58)
it is somehow appropriate that his theology is strong in poetical
and emotional appeal. - It is & subversive strength of Tillich's
system that he strongly implies the permanent incorporation qf‘the
pheumatological principle into his theology., It can scarcely be
denied that such a suggestion of idnalism creates a strong poctic
appeal for those who, like Rubinstein, feel the need for a renewed
emphasis opn the earth as man's sacred domain. The closer that God
comes to be associated with the earth, the more easily can maternal

imagery appettain.

So Tillich's concept of God suffers from this dilemma: much of its
emotional forss lies in the ambiguity of its terminolngy, but such
ambiguity unpdercuts its philosophical appeal. Such a problem is
perhaps inevitable in the work of one who is, besides being a
theologlan and a philosopher, something of a mystic and a poet.
Yet it must be said that from within the density of three larya
volumes of systematic theology emerges a concept of Ged which is
profound and which can appeal immensely to those able to excuse its
imprecision *. certain points, Tillieh reaffirms the concept of
Spirit and allows God back into the midst ot man's earthly domain.

His theology of immanence certdinly enhances biblical theisum.

With respact to whether Tillich has given theism a brodder acces-

sibility it has been argued that, in the main, he has, His concept
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Zerbst--170
of God as being~itself brings theism yet more into line with what
eastern philosophers are saying, thus creating a healthy climate
for debate and mutual understanding between East and West.

This,

it has been argued, promotes the gereral cause of religion.

Tillich has certainly helped to broaden the base of theistic spec-
ulation by inspiring radical theclogians to think widely and crit-
ically about the nature of God. He did not support the defection
of some of his disciples from the ranks of the believers. However,
it is largely owing to Tillich's influence that even the most rad-
ical of the radical theologians still retain a belief in the pus-
5ibility of the "God-above-God" being rediscovered and worshipped
in joy by & modern mankind, So Tillich has helped to inspire a
broader-based and more radical scepticism about God (a scepticism
which was gaining ground anyway) but helped to shape such inevitable
radicalism in such & way that the final death of God has not been
¢onfidently pronounced even within radical circles, Theism is thus
fortunate that the Death of God movement had its roots in Tillichj

without his tutels~., the movement would have been far more radical

and sceptical.

As far as Tillich's appeal to atheism goes, it must be admitted that
he has not succeeded in wooing the majority of atheists to his
views, But he has probably rendered theism a seérvice by pasing his
appeal on experiential rather than rational factors. Perhaps in
the future theists, building on Tillich, will find increasingly
persuasive ways of showing why "depth expiriences" should be given
a religious character. At present there does not seem to be a way

to compel such & belief.
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All in all, Tillich's theology represents a major contribution to :

L . the ongoing debate on the nature of God. Paul Tillich has suc- i
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. , e ceeded, undoubtedly, in enhancing theism without tramsforming it. "
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