W Durham
University

AR

Durham E-Theses

God n trinity, love in creation

Forsythe, Robert N.

How to cite:

Forsythe, Robert N. (1984) God in trinily, love in creation, Durham theses, Durham University.
Available at Durham E-Theses Online: http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/7805/

Use policy

The full-text may be used and/or reproduced, and given to third parties in any format or medium, without prior permission or
charge, for personal research or study, educational, or not-for-profit purposes provided that:

e a full bibliographic reference is made to the original source
e a link is made to the metadata record in Durham E-Theses
e the full-text is not changed in any way

The full-text must not be sold in any format or medium without the formal permission of the copyright holders.

Please consult the full Durham E-Theses policy for further details.

Academic Support Office, The Palatine Centre, Durham University, Stockton Road, Durham, DH1 3LE
e-mail: e-theses.admin@durham.ac.uk Tel: +44 0191 334 6107
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk


http://www.dur.ac.uk
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/7805/
 http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/7805/ 
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/policies/
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk

GOD IN - TRINITY, LOVE IN CREATION - .

ABSTRACT -

This theéis éttemptslté disﬁlay vital connections betwéen
vthemeé néﬁ generally chnected. ‘On-fhe one hand, it cbnsideré.
the notion of love and relation in cénﬁection with:God and the
.idea of Trinity. bn the other, it endeavoﬁr; to show how the
notion Of:afTriune God'of Love may be used to'safeguérd an
:idéa_of'humén beings ih which their<dépendence'upon 1oye and
'relatiQnship is streSSéd;. Fundamentai to this'is the demand -
of freedom in terms of choice. fhis is shown to be a‘direcqﬂ
'ﬁbnséqﬁenée of the nétpre of lbve, and to necessitatg con-
;ideraﬁie révisioh'bf;édhventignal'déctrineé Of-grace and
provideﬁce.: Throﬁéhoﬁt the theéis, great sfreés is laid on
“‘an eclectic uée éf‘soﬁrces to démonstrate thé argument.
The.thésié caﬁbfises two chapters of ontclogy, and
three chaptérs'of[humén'qoncern. In the fi%sf ﬁwo,-the nature
of Trinity:aﬁd-Creétion are examined from‘é sta@dpoint of
" the philosoéhy §f>loving'relation. Three negative forces
are idéntified in the shape of Cartesian Solipsism,~thé-
Platohiciphilqsbph& of:Love, with its lack of relation end
its abstract view of the Gobd; and thirdly Nygren'é theqloéy
of aga?e, whicﬁ it.iéihéld destroys man'§ integrityf‘ Courled
with_his non-usevof:thé Trinity, it glso feducesAGod to en
‘abstréct monaa{
Po..si'il:iv‘e théughAt is 'l;ake'n_from Van_étbne's Love's Endeavour
Love's'Expenée, whiéh deveiops aAdoctriﬁe of QodAfrém a’
theolégy of-iové, and this is takeh;into‘thé th;rd chapter

vhich considers the consequences for grace and providence.



A fEVisedjportrait Qf §r§yidenée céupled to a Goad who-ié
A-neither impassiple'nof ¢mn@sgient is prdvided;-'The remaining
two chapters exaﬁing?tﬁ§<é&nsequénéés'of(sﬁch theélogy.for'
'man's oﬁn expectéfiéps:coﬂcérniﬁg.Qeif—ﬁulfillmenﬁ and his

obligdtions .to others.: -
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GOD,AIN TRINITY, LOVE 1IN CREATION-

INTRODUCTION

TheAIntroduction to‘thié thesis has béen writteh after
comﬁletion.qf £he overall text. It ﬁay thus serve as a re%iew
'of tﬁe_work as;d wﬁole. This thesig hés been written éhiefly
A‘with the'expositioﬁ of qnvideé in mind; That ideé vas
‘stimulated_in fhe‘author when; as an undergra@ﬁate at Durham
Unive;sity,.he read Canoﬁ.W.H. Vanstqne's Lové's Endggvour,
Love's Expenéef To dafe, no other theologicgl book has made
‘sucﬁ a singular impreésion.oﬂ my miﬁd;.-Although my thesis
~'deais witﬁfﬁaﬁy more auﬁhors ﬁhan jﬁst'VanStone, I rega;d my
ﬁork'as a broad eprsition of the jdeas of his book coupled
witﬁ_sbme p6ésible'gfiticisms. In particular, I regard what
Ithavg'writteﬁ.ds.an attempt to plaée Véns?éne's materiél in
a Qidef théolbgical/philosobhical contég%: 1Vansﬂone'regérd§
his work.és derived'frbﬁ his parish exﬁeriénce and I fespect
Vhisiwariness‘fdr'theoiogy, and hence have deliberately refused
to brgnd his wérk with the name of any "schpol".< Nonetheless.
it has been a fascihating exerqise and one which in a
theologicgl éonéxt.is, I am sure, Vorthwhile} to discern
links befwéén Vanstqne's ideas and those of other fheologfca;:
 .movémén£s.:'Iﬁ,partfcuiar 1 havé.éndeaVoured to éhowAthat

'pérallelé éxist withiﬁ_a very ééumgnical ﬁheplogicéi speétrum,
‘The idéa whicﬁ is central td‘Vanstone is_fhaf thé nature

of love is the nature of de, and that from the nature of love



~a doctrine of God is discerninle wvhich cen~eopeLwi£h the
classic problems of nrovidence ana nneedicy,.and ann-that an
.evo;ning universe is in accord nith the very netufe ef'éod;
nItewas'the breadth of this.achievement whien:fﬁnst imnreseed f'
:'ne in”feading Vanstone“s book. In my own work;-i«have:'
iaSSeesed these issues and also developed some bfhefs.
- I have endeavoured to give<great attention tp wnan I
:belieVe.to be the ontology behind the Venstonien pOsitien.‘
This is that the idea of love depends on the idea Qf reiation;
eFurtner, it is fundamental that this idea is taken‘into~the'
'“Godhead, hence the importanee.of_the'Trinity} VanstdneAnimeelf.
recognises this. Nevertheleee;the expositiOn-of Trininy‘end
_tne renuirement of relation for being is notnthe:eere @fihigif
work:andvlvnave found it usefui to develep this mere fuily,
'In a situation where the two sides of reiation.neea to'be
.acCeunted for, I have also felt it justifiable to attend toi.
the issue of self- g1v1ng and self fulflllment in relatlon to
;Jesusﬂ-own englmatlc pronouncement that one~shonld "Love nhy
neighbouf asltnyselfﬁ. | “
When put together,one finds nhan tne-use of 1o§e in -
producing a doctrinerf God also produces a:doetfine df-Men;
.in.which greaf weight is laid upon his free cheiceewith
lregard fo response to God.- Traditionally man's:freedom'is
:often‘seen ae prejudiced by God's Sovereignty. Thusnin is
1llum1nat1ng fo study a presentation Wthh nreserves the.
eeverelgnty of God whilst portraying hlS prov1dence in such
a manner that it becomes the guarantor of the 1ntegr1ty of

man's freedom, and indeed of the integrity of natureée to develop

w1th1n 1ts own bounds.

Clearly this is a very “broad based study,'and s1nce,



for péféonéi‘re;soné, it has bnly'béen puréu&itq M;A, lével,
of neceésity some issues hé%e had to be skimméd,over;_:
'Indeed.the work"éerves_very:much as an exp§si£idp'Qf Vénéﬁéne
within a Broad theoiogical.sbectrum aﬁd ﬁof aé{é‘crifiéﬁe.“:
”Readlng Vanstone does raise very’ many questlons, fgﬁ'of which;
aside from the issue of theodlcy, are dealt w1th héfe.> .
Positlvely speak;ng, great p0551blli£ies exi#t for a‘théology
of commuhity aﬁd_hehdé of the Church buiit around an accep—l
_taﬂce of the portrayal of love and relation. fhé notion of
interaependencé coﬂéled wiﬁh the great responsibilify fdr'~
corporate fulfilmeht laid at'tﬂe door.of.the.iﬁdividuél;in
his respoﬁse to God by'V;;stone ought to:have greét‘
.abplicability to.the notion of corporgterblig;tiéﬁs.
Negatlvely, some very tricky quesfions'are~féiéeé if the ~
questlons of the Vanstonian nature of omﬁlsc1en§e 1s préssed
If God ;s awvare of all that 1s but not of all that will beg 
how exactl&.does’this affecﬁ‘his'providentialigﬁidanéé?_
It‘wouid‘ﬁe necessary to develop a Néfy'éomplicéted
argument fegardiﬁg the action of God within time,-but‘this 
has not been attempted here. Even sd, this thésisAﬁill, I .
think, still be found to be a very "ful;” work. 'And if iﬁ'
sef?és to stimuiate academic. debate about;Vénstohe's work
and a renewved appre01at10nAof the p051t1ve pOSSibllltleS-
stemmlngAfrom the 1dea of Trlnlty and love in felatlon to

providence.and(the human self,'then I shall be satlsf;ed.



CHAPTER ONE . -

TRINITY AND RELATION

The objéét of tﬁis bhapﬁer.isinot}primariiy to examine
what has provéd ever éinqe thé Patristié period fo be thé
major issue'iﬁ Triﬁitariﬁn-studyj'fhe4nﬁmeriéél prleem of
how one caﬁ af the saﬁe‘time be thréeé Indééd the chapter
will not confront the dpctrihg di?éctly'énd”so-wiil‘nét
endeavour to provide an'apélogia devoted to ifé r@tiona;
cohérence. Rather,folldwiné'#ﬁé métﬂoé-ﬁéeé thr6ughout the
chapters; the érgumént mofes'frbﬁ‘hﬁméﬁ éxﬁerignce towards
the divine nature by anaiégf; Thié-is_nof ihténaed to
demonstrate the logicélity of the parfﬁé#lar_aocffine'but
attempts to show the practical use‘éf édppfipg'the doctriﬁe,
that is the help it giveé in.gnaerstandingifhe_human and
ﬁore'enigmatically the divine §xpériépce.j The role of"
relation within human iife‘h?s_fi;st to.be.estabiishéd.i It
'cénnot be taken for grahféd in the'liéht‘of what-ﬁay bé
called CartésianAsoliﬁsisﬁ,:EDéséartes'_Cogito'ergo sum
.4sométimes used as a base'téxt.for”human gxperienpe is-greatly
ﬁisleadiﬁé in the éqniéxﬁ of fel;tidn.for it does not' '
predicate relation. Instéad réiéti§ﬁ appéafs to be éeéondary
to individual_sélf‘consciousness. Likewise in theistic
thought the Jewish. and more espe¢i;lly the Greek philosophical
inhéfitence ié primarily monadic.. This chapter will endeavour

to reverse both influéences.



Cogito -ergo sum has its point, but only the most convinced

pedant‘could ignore the situation:that the speaker of<these
>words was himself the product of'the phy51cal 1ntercourse of
two’ people; Further in the mental aspect as’ w1ll now be
developed Descartes could not have. reached such a conclu31on
w1thout the use of a category of relatlon;i Strlctly speaklng
for Descartes' saying,to?be correct in,itself, a bahy'totallj
-pisolated from all'human'contact Vould,:if nourished mechani-
cally, be able, upon maturity to reach his conclusionsti'The-
absurdity,is4evident;'relatiOnils a necesslty for human‘llfe'
to develop; certainly in the'bodilj sense‘and arguably'in'the_
mental sense. Mary-Midgley has recently devoted‘a paper to_-
this line of~thought..l -Although Descartes-is not mentloned,
her whole.tenor is;t04estahlish that'rationality;is:notlan.
indlvldual but corporate‘attrlbute,-and:that:ezcessive_

individualism is irrational.‘ Hér'partiCular”target is

G.E. Moore_and the Humean;empiricist'tradition. Her argument -

is simple, that language,;the«foundation.of,reasoning,"is
social. To use a particular»languageAngto be de factoua
member of a given culture and,a particular:society.- Speaking
to oneself (or Descartes Coéito eréo'svm)'is secondary;'fA
1n1t1ally speech is speaklng to an obJect - Reflection and
vreason1ng as solltary is strlctly seconaary to reflectlon

and reasonlng as corporate, |
-Mldgley is thus enabled tO'accusegethical egoism as facing
,not'justh'emotlonal solltude but lconceptual.solitude';
leadlng to 'the collapse of thought'-'3 -Her conclusion is

that ratlonallty is dependent upon ‘an acceptance of communlty,

!so-no communlty; no'reasonlng-.h Or, lonly a soc1al.be1ng

whereln men learnt those &bllltlesleA



>'¢0?ld hafe a languagé..-;‘. man ﬁeedé feliOWS'fo‘find hié:
éwn identity', and asban echo of our next‘source, 'Through -
_thé Thoﬁ ; mah ﬁécoﬁes I'.5f |
Without doubt a seminal recent ﬁdrk in this fiéld_ﬁas'n

'-Hbeen Buber's'Ildnd Thou46 This is a philos0phicaltw0rk 
devoted to establishihg the necessity of the;relatigﬁai
ﬁrinciple. Buber éd&oéates g relational stahée which starfs
from the I-it relation. This_is.vhere men relate to others
or té things from a point of view .of knowledge. It is the
Business relation in which pbsséséion ié for personal
édVantage.A_Beyond this)Buber aavocates_respéct for ofhers
includiﬁg_things as obSects in themsei;es. This is Ként's
' advocation,'at-l¢ast for peo?ie, of treating another 'never
. . aé}a means.but>always.as an end 1in himself'.( :Heréin‘
”is.Buber'%.I—thﬁu rglationship, in which-the other is
_éncounfered in'its very being and not as g means for some.
| ehd_&f-I, Buber then extends this prinéiple.ihto the Godhéédf
He advocates a form of m&éticism by whichiﬁeh partiéipate:not
-dnly‘in'the being of others but also in the ﬁeing of God and.
of material things. In the latter instance Buber cites the
:example of altree.g ‘A1l knowledge of the tree is in the I-it
cétegory, but in éimply encoﬁntering'a tree and letting it; '
Béiﬁg affect the I in its entirety, if fecomes a you. -

. Three sphéres i# thé wofla §f.relation are-portrajed;
vTheré?ié life‘wifh-nature, in whiéh I—éhou hasAto'réﬁgin'
‘bélow 1anguage,'matter is not evideﬁfiy'Sélf cbnécious.:~-
secéndly there iS'iife with~ﬁen{' The féalm of 1anguagé‘and
seif»conséibﬁs being'ha#ing'been_enteféd, theAThoﬁ can be

mutual. Finally there is.life in the Spirit, this is within



‘nhe etefnalAThou;'in Wnieh'relation is withoufewordss— a
Amysticai~eiemen£'9d Buber' s qua51 mystd01sm may cause
problems both w1th reference to the Godhead -and to things,
but the,key*1s§ue_1s‘estanl;shed'as the requirement for
relation:inilife end fon.treating.eur-'objects"as ends
- like eur'ewn.seives,l Buber;s langnaée:fon 'end' is 'thou'
and this relationship isAhis formulation of the Golden-Rule.
'iWalteryKanfnanlin'his proldguelto Buber's I and Thou
elabofstes on ﬁhe censeqnences bf‘this-wofk;by'showingvshe
variety of nelefidns wnereby'IeThou‘is denieds He cites
five abuses of‘thedl?Tnon~reietion. There is nhe I-1 |
.felafion in whien'inddniduals are totally-domineted.by their
own ego., Anotnerlgroup thlnk more of others than themselves,
but only in the way of knowledge, they 'take an 1nterest'; to
:the extent “that the It within.a Thou fascinates ﬁhemH{'I—Itf
There are fhe.'ennhnsiastsf aseahtnird categdny, nhqltéke
such.en extreme interest;in the It, thatiﬁhey‘destroy-their'l%
for the sake of obJect1v1ty subgect1v1ty is destroyed In
the domlnatlon of the_obgectfthey klll'themselves, It It
Some entirely Iese'tneir individuality_fbr the gfoup
mentaiify, weewe. .While_otners in ordér:to‘reessure them-
selveS~inAa:tnreatening wonld develop an us and them cfusade
mentality;lqnlﬁere are fiye'ways of relatien (and there are
many more).vith nq~dfou'-1n Buber s sense. Howenef in all,
‘there_dS»felatiQndexeentlng the first, the Carte51an I-1
relation; ;TnusfevenAif soiipsism is shown to‘be.ridiculdus
endlrelation to be_the mode of being, not all relations are
‘apprbpriaﬁe. Many.reiations'abuSe-either the other or even
Oneself. ThnsAbeyend esteblisning the necessity of relation

for menis'being, the question of'the'prpper form of relation



has to hé_establiéhé@. Iﬁ'theqiégical’terms this‘will.ﬁecdme.
the:question.bf.fhe'intérreiafion bétweén,selfj;ove} 6ther'
love and God lové“to Vhichlgéparﬁtg chapters will. be devofgd.
It may be noted though .“l.i’h‘za}"Ac'Bubér'é: work is itself an attempt
.to resolve the‘iégue1in'whiéh fhe IfThoﬁgreiationship. |
répresentS'a fundaﬁépféi-ha;ménising“Of.théifhrée.  On the
other hénd Buber doeé not use a cohcept of relationship
within'the éodﬂead; thé‘cénqern'Qf'thisﬁéhapter._

The proper.relatioﬂ between i:and-Thou can be'aﬁalysed
in terhé of mutual‘néed;inéed Qhéthef'éppliéd tp persbns or
moré-spécificaliy_to God i; oft§n seéh'as‘problema%ic. of
persons,.needris‘often'héid'£Q be}:indeedAthen it is_thé case,
that it reflects self—centrédﬁesé,,'Wheféas witﬁ%God, the
inheritance of the Gréék-déd££iﬂé-df aiviné selffsufficiency
rules ali conéideraﬁions bf'nééd'Vitﬁin the Godhead to'be:rv
entirely inappropriaté. 'Fof-the,dreek-Pﬁilosophersihéed'

. g . hed L

was a sign of 1ncomplet;9n, men/needs_;because théy'were
incompléte. .Howgver, as with-ﬁhe dispugsibn.of l&Vé,it'is
essential to distihguish between proﬁér and false needs aﬁd
.-perer'andvfalse loVe,_if-a réle iéito be given_tb self
fulfillment in mén. AAgain }ﬁ fhe,Gfeek scheme God céula,not
love because'love-réflected iaék.” Love for the Creeks is a
form of need while_Gqélﬁeiﬁhér needed nor lacked an&thing.
This leads directly to the ;m'oiﬁadic schemes of thought which -
rehdef the Tfinity‘qninﬁeliigibie.4 | |

Anders.Nygreﬁfé Agabe'aﬁd:Eros:ﬁhich is diécussed'in.
detail4eiéewhere_may4create many -problems. Nonetheleés,if

is not his,inferpreiation 6f the Greek belief of Eros which



is pérmally héld'tp 5e in error. His-anaiysié of GréekAéros
makes clé@r‘the_problem éoncefning qéed and God'that hés been
.auﬁlinedr  Pl§té;sﬁeéks of<love'fqr the divine, but here lofe'f.
tié'oniy the éip;eséion'df man's lack, 'Mantloveé and desiréé;
'{f‘thét whiéﬁ-hé;ié§k$'and‘has nof got'.11 The-Supréme Being

o hovéver;héé élliapd_needs nothing, and thﬁs his only relation

to lé#e iS‘to‘béVthe'object of love. The esseﬁce of this
 _vieﬁ‘is;thét.fThe beéﬁty of the Divine Self seté a;l thiﬁgs
.ip‘moﬁemeﬁf.towérds it;‘but the Divine itself is'uanVed, it

 :isAabsoiﬁ£e:res£'.l2 In Plato's words, 'A God needs not any
chversé Qifh'ﬁen',l3 Thié thought is the origip of what is
 h.eld to_-bé"pféblema_tic in the Greek view, the 1lifelessness
.vofféhe:Gfeek‘Gpd.  It is as if abtivity and life %erg all
_éiéﬂs.of:réstléssnesé énd lack and that utter immutabilify
- ié the goaliéf éxistence._ The question remains to what
exﬂent doés the'Greék God live?A Is the future for mankind
bromised-ﬁybfhis-écheme,'a forﬁ of confemplafiop similar to
' tﬁe BuddﬁiétiNifvané.in which fhé key toﬁﬁliss is the loss of
'self;cénSéiéusneéé?A |

| ‘The sigple ansver té the problem is to réspond by
céndémning the Gfeek view altogether;» Instead one could
 argue that if fhére is a God énd granted the existence of

_¢reé£i§ﬁé fhen.thélcreafion is simply the expregsiOnAof God's
-'nééd, " This fhoughjig to desﬁroy 'de;, since our existence
,_ ﬁec¢m¢s:fhé conditidﬁ'of'his exi;tenge; This the'Gréeks
éofrectl&-ferqeivéd was impossible, for if there was a‘God
who vas no#'a demiurgg, his absolute separatién ffom the wérla
in‘theiscnse df contingency had to be safeguafded;l-This the

Greek view of Eros and impassibility safeguarded, thus théir.



aim by'Coﬁparisonuwithjother‘coﬁtemporary(reliéious systems
ﬁas iapdablé. However, iﬁ,iealing.witﬁ‘one prqblem they .
créated-anoﬁherimthat is how 1is relationship'ta'God4to:bé '
conceived if he ié s£atic'and motiohlesé?' It is against
'this*view thatiﬁhe success'of‘the.doctrine of>thé Trinit&
must be judéed; For not only dbes it introduée the pecﬁliaf:
'catggofy of human existence, that of thé.pefsénal,'into thé
Qédhedd,~bht in §oldoiné it deals with thé probiem of ﬁeed.
This_is'becéuse-yithin the.Godhegd itself, relatioﬁ; need,
ahdffulfillment'exiét in frpition —.three persons living in
the fullness of the communion of one nature. .
iTﬁe‘rest of this chapter will be devoted to the develop-
meht of this_ﬁhéﬁé: 'Initialiy.this‘willAbé'done by citing
théologiané_whO'have felt:pohfident to dévelép 'need théology'
in £h§ c6nté#t'of'theirAdiscussion of God. The astonishin
feature fhaf'ﬁill become evident is the ecumenical nature_éf
tﬁié fradifion withAAngiican,vCatholicrané,Protestant repre-
sentativeS'bging bited; A start will b;.made'howevér with-a
Jew, by retufningAto Eubér. Incidenﬁélly;_Buber has prdvided
.é Trinitylof }élafibns, the Ifit, the I?you of‘pefsons, and
in fhe third part of his book the I;Thou of the eternal
person. Bubér_notes ﬁow the relationship of ﬁen to God has
- been charactgrised as one of dependence (Schleiermacher) or
gréatﬁre feeling;(Ottb),_While<£his iS’cOrrect he feéls it
1to be onesided}lh‘ ﬁhile the pure reiatiénship is éneAqf
uftér dependenee,it is also the'aifdgether frge and dregtive
jone. .Ffom this assumption Buber w?itgs:. |

That you .need God more'thah'anything,‘you know at all
times in your heart. But don't you know also that .



God needs you - in the fullness of his eternmity,

you? How would man exist i1f God dié not need

‘him, and how would you exist? You need God in

order to be, and God needs you - for that which

is the meanihg 0f,yogr life. ' 15
}Echoéﬁg thé tfégic the@é‘to‘Be analysed in Vanstoﬁe, he-
 ﬁfifé§;‘"Thé Wofld'is:ﬁot.difiﬁe play, it isAdivineifate'L

Buber.qf course ddes-not use.the language of Trinity
éné'so_to'fpe ¢Hafge‘£hat-i§:ﬁsing such langﬁage he is'méking'
_God deﬁendént dnlﬁan hé'lécks a forceful answer. He does,
_howéver,.offer;fﬁé ﬁommsrt;-?How‘would man e£ist if God-did
‘nQ@-peed him?;.‘Thefvery‘fact that men .zre’, nmeans that-if'God
is;‘the;_unless fhe éréétiQf ie a mere whim, need must enter.
Néticeabl&, thé‘Gréeks did-not portray creation irn such terms
éé de‘sigcfive fblé'in creaﬁing man, for had they done so,
.fé somé‘eXtént“‘hey'véuld Bafe admiited'a degree of need iﬁ
éQd;f‘ﬁe§d though”m;y'vary in degres frbm a sense of strict
ﬁedessity £9 §im§le_g§odApleasure,'é sense éf shared.request.
'Chfiétiaﬁs ére ppésuﬁably héppyvfo say‘ﬁhét God recuesis our
 re§pdﬁse ts his iﬁitiétiye aﬁd equaily wéll &t all times
1inténd.thd¢ny ény-sense of strict necessity. ©Nonetheless,
mtﬁe:dégréé'fo whigh'dodAnéeds us 1s gener#lly glossed over

v

~-gnd 1t is this that is being examined here.

Fy

Thus far men have-been held to be relational. If created,

o

thiéyélSd>tésti ieé to a.relational'desire'within.God".AThe
Tfini£y has beéh introduceﬁ»iﬁ order to safeguard the

~fe1ati6nsﬁip-befwee£ menﬂand.Gc@ ftom any necessity on God's
:faff{ A,ﬁaiance.haé to be struck between God's involvement

and genuine concern in creation and his independence in being -

it is arn article of faith that God was before the world wes.



It-is poSéibleith;t a deeper appreciatioh Qf 'need tﬁeology‘
.3Will come not jfst‘from é_consideration of Qréafion but - from
; fhe-a@cé?tﬁnce_@f the ‘divine nafurefas‘love; Thg character-
”fisatidn:bf théu@iViQe human relatidn?hiﬁ as éne of need in
‘love ié_élearly Séénjin,the sermons of Cardinal Humé.;7
ASignificantly, and in tune with.the method of thesé papers,
-HumeAstarfs>frbm the anglogy of humanArelationship} It is
tﬁe nétufe of love thét-f&r two pebpié-{there‘is in each of
 them, a'wanting of the otﬂer, é needing of the~othef'.18
.This‘ié_true ﬁumelholds of both mafriage and friendship.
ffF;om?this.Hume goes on to write )

There %s»sﬁrely'deép in the heart of each one of us

‘a wanting and a needing of God, and that wanting

and needing of God in us is only there because he

himself wants and needs us.  We could never begin

. to love God . ., . if he had not first loved us.

Why God should want and need us. 1s a.mystery. But

it is true: otherwise he would not have created us

and life ultimately YOqld_have no meaning for. us. ;94
In fﬁé;sﬁcceédigé sehténcéé Hume ties thié purpose of God to
his natdre,as'lové, beiﬁé oﬁé of ﬁtterAtrdétworthiness and'
constancy>df_good intént;fHume thus regards it as acceptabie-
fq intfoduce need betWéeniGod and man,»but he does this not.
from ontologicai neéeséity’but out of the nature of lové,
He éécé'pts'he cannot offer an explanation but that it is so,
Athe sheer existence of creation teétifies.» Hume has‘not
.ﬁséd the Trinity héré, and had hé-doheAso, albeit it may'bé
'ihéppropriatevin tﬁis‘setting'of a sérmon,nhé could perhaps
ha&é givén'more-of én'exPlanétibn“and warded off possible
~criticism. By adopting thé:Trihity he cﬁuld-have hela-tﬁat
”fhe Ccdheéd, béing a community of three personé in one'loViﬁg

nature, lacking nothing and indeed living in the very fullness
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Ebf_béing,‘which out of this fullness and not ffom necessify,'
created for thé.shEer joy of éharing jby}it;elf. Having
1ﬁh6uéhvémbarked:on;this road of'creafioh, once started there
-»ééﬁ bé.nc abaﬁdoniﬁg‘oftthéiﬁork of love. While therehwas
”ﬁoiobject'of iéve_duféide tﬁé Trini£y theré-was no-neea
'outsideAthe Trinity, but.having once created an object of
”love outside the diviné being, having once created another,’
:lové[canﬁét éba#d§n the;b;ioved and need thus immedi;tely
finds its éla¢§; :

':The:wofas of_Bonhoeffer copcerning-Christ iﬁ Gethsemane
fé&eal_this in a'draﬁétié.way. He wrote, 'as Jesus asked in
:Gethsémane,'Couidfybu not_vatbh with me one.hour?-'That is
Lazrevéréél inWhétfthé r¢ligioﬁs.man ékpects from-God. Man

. is éumﬁéﬁéa fﬁ éharé in Goﬁfs sﬁfferings at the hands of a
- vGddiésé'ﬁorlal;2of‘qu's nature being love and as such having
gnﬁered thévcféatiyé process, it is iove'é_nature that it
,Caﬂﬁof'be a passife oniooker. So.GodAAesires'or ﬁéeds a
fespbnsé'from.ﬁén>for.thé full fruiﬁién ;f his work. From
fhe simple cohsiaeratioﬁvthat man's nature 1is ;elational,
 :thié ﬁhen applied;to God has opened up a range of aeliberatiohs
Afto ge cqnéidered ‘throughout 1;'his'w(3rk.'~ These include the
1héture of lpfe and rgiation both within man and God.. This
.;eadszinté.thé_natgfe éf creation, how God on the basisAof
jjloVé:éﬁd_felatibn wbrks in it. Thus ﬁhe'qﬁestion of Gracg
.énd3P¥§Videncé.need§ tq bé atfended to, with great stfesé on
-ménss'freédom consequent upon fhe nature of iove. finally
the discus;ion'fill have to involve Creation's end, thé ;

‘purpose for which God intends this communion.  This leads
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‘natnrally-into“consideration of'the roie of self—fulfiilment
or self?iove'and.conterseiyethe‘role of love for others,Athe
paradoxical‘consideration thet Christianity commandstlove.f

The present cnapten is devoted to laylng the groundwork
by safeguardlng the concept of a relatlonal lov1ng God wantlng'
'communlon with his oreatures,‘andnallow1ng.h1mself.to be
dependent on our free nesponse. 'Its‘impoftance‘can oe
il;uStrsted pf.en anelfsis of Cenon'Vanstone's Wwork. -
4Considenation of Vanstone‘s ﬁork.oeeurs_througnmi this thesis.
Here,nis use is.as the fonfth? Anglicen,'suthor,-mentioned
earlier who has developed4fneed?theoloéy'. 7Unlike.the other
tnree.antnors mentioned-previousl&; hisA'needf theolog& is
explicitly_safeguerdedfby a ndét;;ng of reletions.witnintGod,
thouéh it may be assumed thet”it.is'solwitn Hume. to00.
Vanstone;s book mayfoe,sadd‘to be’nepresentative of 'need:
theology'. His anelysis of God ideeveioped directly fromd
an’analysis of love which stresses.the‘need for.response for
love's fruition and the necessity of‘thet:response oeing |
free to be genuine. | |

Ffom this is deteloped a_whoie:theology of'ereation in
order to safeguafd these“demands."This involves_ecceptance
of evolution - there:isoto‘be no tGod of the Gaps', instead
there is a'portrayaluofACod not as'cosmie director, but as
cosmdc artist workiné in conjnnction with -his meterial. |
Out of tnese two factors appears the notion of the trlumphant
or traglc outcome to God's plans dependent upon mahn's response.
The only safeguard:is Godfsplimitless ability to love -in
kenosis,"(This will be developed in detail elsewhere in’

this~thesis,particularly in the ohapter 'Freedom, Grace and
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Erovidence'.) Whaf has been saidiis snfficient to indiCate

" that of the»theoloéians so far cited nho have §£reséed the
importance . of onr resnonsevupon theAbedng of God ~it:is

: Vansfone s work that 1s the most systenatlcally develoned
-Here too tne Trlnlty 1s 1ntreduced spe01f1cally to complement
need'theology, 'Tr;nltarlan theology asse;ts that God s<}ove
for his creation is<not the love.that is bonn of'"emptiness"”.2l
The Trinity is used_fe safeguard the nrior:end;eoﬁpiete,being
of God. In this attempt to'eceeunt‘for these‘theeiogies

of iove, it can thus be apprec1ated why a start is belng

... made with the Trlnlty.

.An eclectic method is being'fdllowed'in drde; fq.derive
from tne‘histoficeidtneditienvmateriai nhieh demonetretee
ethe enthropoiegicel‘velueAof~an edoptionldf fhéendtion of
Trinity. Onre isdndtﬁee nnen.envhis£erical study-dee
eertain trend bnt'a>fnee nanginé{excevation inte;authbns,frem
the Biblical periddito‘dete'inddfderfﬁe-eeﬁeblish.tne
significance of theATrinify for_sefegue;ding ﬁheeconeent of
“human reletions. o . o

Four theOiogians=heve been eeendSovfar;whose,yriting~is
of contemborefy.interest as is‘eqnsidered‘eisewhere but with
.three authors nnOSe'wefk sterfs oﬁtfoﬁ,a slightly‘uneven
note, open to'the'erdticismdoffmaking;CQd:denendenﬁ~upon‘nanf
It is:thus oppoftune to nofé some-othef'fneblogiens nho have
appre01ated the- probiem of makdng God dependent upon man and
a start will be made w1th a Cathbllc; Geach;22‘ He starts by
. noting tne_problem dnhefited from the Greeks ef’a.Gpd who
,eannet'lbve'becauee:leyelrepresentsdehange.andﬁneed)and God
ie ehengeleSS endbneeds ndthing. ‘ihis is'seen-aeebrding to

Geach in SpinozaYs comment to the effect that he who loves
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Géd.cénnoﬁldesire that de.sh§u1dAl6vévﬁim in return. This
is because after the'Gréek pgttern,‘Spinoza fhihks ofrlove
in terms of an écceészquioi éor-theiIQVef.f?om thiﬁking<of
the bel;véd. Thus;ﬁhile bnéjﬁho'idve%'Goduwill have great
joy ‘in thinking of God; fhé ﬁﬁéhﬁngéaﬁle‘God"é&hn@t"ﬁé

supposed to have great joy in thinking of the one who loves

]

him. -Geaqﬂ.notgs how Spinoza holds thét.Goﬁ's tfue lover
could ﬁot(wish_dtherwiée, sincé_to'do so would be fkoish.
change in'-God and thﬁs’Godzﬁéuld noAiénger be God. Gegch
' further holds that this is fﬁe view'of,Aqgﬁstihe, Anselm
and Aguinas. Againét thié’SéhéOl;Gegchunotes the.cohtraryf
doctfine,which wouldlhold'that,Cpa néeds cfeétures.iﬂ o?der.
to léve.23 ,This’is'fhe'aangerffﬁ'whiph'our eérlieruqugrtet
have exposed theﬁselvg;. ;Iﬁ_ig.ét-this‘ﬁdint that Geaeh
introdﬁces the notion offthe.Trinit% and_;ignificantly fdf
comparison with ‘the other theblogi@ﬁs}hevpies:this doctrihe
into.the notion of charity — thelthédl;giqgl Virtué'éf lofe;
By placihg Trinity at tﬁé-héarﬁ offCharify)Geach.ié
able to make.the relatioﬁ{of 1o§e-viéble vithin God and so
avoid)either a iovelesé,de'or'stilliﬁorse a-God~§hq{with'a
desperate need for an:ouéiét'éf lové-hés to use men'as a . |
vessel for the return 6f'hi5«owﬁ love - the charge of cosmic
solifsism'thét_wiii beiméde of"Nygréh's work. Instead, God
becomes a fullneéS-Qf coréof?tefcommﬁnion, who la;ks nothipg.
énd only out of fhié fuilnésé-dogs Géd crééte. Geach
'deVelops'his aiscussign b& refefencetto McTaggart's Some
Dogmas oflReZigion; fIﬂ thiS-Mchggart raised‘thg questibn
“of whéther‘é freely creétivé God can bg.a person, since '

prior_tbAcreation]outside himseif there is nothing and
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fhéréforé ﬁo other.to relate'to‘and.so God cénnét be personél.
.This 1is éxactly the problem stfipt monéﬁheism'fadgs and alsq
'_ﬂhg:p?bblem for Gre§k phiiosqphy'committed to a unitary
-'1c§hc¢pt Qf the_Good,'thgt\so;itary féihgzcanan be relational
‘gndjﬁhé?equé'caﬁnot 1ove.b,Indeed can it ii#e? Geach in
"responseitodeTaggart'grénts that he is righf,:relatfon iﬁ
gsséhtial to being, otheré are'neéESSary,\bﬁt that McTaggaft
Cis wféngltd exglﬁdéide“from this category bécause”inFSO doing
hé has.ignored the?éssenbe of:Trinitariaﬁ doctrine. Within
'the_Trihity the full life of love. can exist wﬁthout'the
'ﬁeégssity for vther beings: The Godhead;s being complete
".iﬁ itséif ié éafegﬁdrded by ihé'Tfiniﬁy)for without the
 ,p§ssibility of éengine réldtiénuwithiﬁ_Godgvhe;woula fecome
_a'liféless monad. -The T;iﬁit& becomesfﬁhé supreme.teétimény
to t#ejbasis of beingfinifelaﬁion in love. The effect of
.fhis,éémmitmept‘ ié'thatAﬁhé Tfinity has to be seen not as
“aﬁ éiso~r5n taékéd uncbmfoftably_onto‘éonvgntional doéﬁrines
'.of:GQd.' Rather the-Trinity'éxposes'fhe;dééply problgmatic
natﬁré’of conventibnél'ﬁéﬁotheism.' Oﬁr aséumptioné neéd'
févision, in £he light of the féQuireﬁgnt for relation,
Aiife and'lové,-i£ is mohadic théplogy that has to be
questiqned not Trinitariah. |
Geach isvfhus able ‘to wrife 'if God is ir feact three
persons Whose 1ife is mu%ﬁél love, Fhen this is.ngt.tde,way
GQd happens ﬁé.be .‘;'. it is the vay God ete;nally and
ﬁeceésarily is; éven if fd durvminds‘the necéséity is in
this iife"obscure'.zh To contemP&raries the Triﬁity is

often seen as an embarrassing addition to the simple gospel



.oonseouent upon ﬁhe eﬁdition of G%eekoPhilosophy.T Nothing'
could be further from the truth. For the Fathers the Trinityj'
was the supreme dlscovery of the process of Revelatloo.:'
ilnltlated 1n'the Incarnaulon. On;y the Tr*nlty eyposeu the
>depths of the ratlonale of Incarnatlonal theology, tpet the
Godhead is himself relation in love and that this is the
higﬂest.cetegory'of being. The immense effort expended by.
the Fathers {n the development of the Trinity was in ordef
to oome_to'terms'with the experienoe'ofARevelapion’and was
not the consequence of the adoption of Greek_?oilosoppy{
to which theﬂmfioity would be the mosp uninteiliﬂioie of
Christian doctrines. In Ceach's eyes the problems that have'
Acome to be associated wit h the Trlnlty cer ive -rom:a raoloalv
Aconfusion around_the word 'one' es_ap eipression_of a
diVine'attributefp'The problem isAﬁﬂapﬁpwopsepses‘tofﬂhe'"
-‘Word.'one' ray be'discerned. -This:is-the“dispioetion‘
_between quality'and ioapt_uy Tﬂefe is‘uoify io_natpre'~
iualitatipe, and ﬁnity in number - quan{eﬁitive. .The'problems
“Wiph the TrinipY,Only arise when the_sppesS'is:laid'on the
latfer end not the former. The latter'is iﬁimioel i'tcfﬁ
trhe Fathers' formulation, who stressed the quelitepipe
element of oature, yet-it is‘inveriabiy thiswlatpef phat is
the object of criticism. |

It is poted bf—Geach how phis error.mey.befseen:ih
'DeSCaptes¥ Meditations,fromewhom,he ouotesetheteﬁﬁe‘ﬁupity,.
and inseparability:ofhéodﬁs etfribﬁ%es'ere one

. 25

simplicity
of the chieprerfections I conceive him to have For

Geach', it is monadic philosophical presuppositions
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cdncérning thg nature Qf God} particularly the aemaﬁd far
éneness in numper;‘vhich creates the préblems.McTaggart is
-,}fcdh¢¢;ﬁéa'§ith,and not_@hrisfiép doctrine. .In terms of
lnaﬁﬁré;"c£éiac£er and éﬁalify théfe is only one God, but
f>£his §ﬁéﬁés$}'ﬁnity:of.cﬁafapfer; is in £hree pérsonS'shared
inﬂits enti:ety. ;Tﬁﬁé,‘aéAQeach stresse;, God is love
becéﬁse(the thfee persops“eternally love each other.26 From
thisimatéfial Cea§h 5eiieVes:hé-can present a rational |
’aréument to_thé-effeét<thét.a monistic God could not be love,
,Which‘@af:weil bévan éffective answer to the.question why
 tﬁe G}éék philosophérchéuid'not allow their God to love.
I it is gfanted'as hexﬁas argued, that léve is relatiéﬁal,
fhen a m;ﬁis%ic quﬂcduld.nét bé_io#ef It is not logiéally
,poséiblé fdf:é ﬁniéafyAbéing t& ﬁe relational except in a
jfcfﬁ;bf‘ﬁiviﬂé solipsism‘ﬁhich could hardly be described as
io&é;.‘The pésitidn'heipg adoﬁted is thatllove’prizes the
‘é#iétenéé 6f ahothef eQen béfore it is.loyé of the Good,(in
:onseif orAaﬁpﬁher).ﬁhiéh it aésuredly i;. Furthermore as
-"Geach thes, thé:Chfiétian‘wbﬁld contend:that Revelation's
'mQSQége isV££a£ God.islnot such a éolitary self-lover. 'It
is aﬁ,évén g?eéter falsityAto suppose thatiGod need create
£einésft§_fill his need fgf love. SuchAan error can only
_5cc;r whére-théATripify is ﬁéglected and it is akin to the
Sitnatioh:iﬁvﬁhiCh ibneiy,huﬁan_being; take té loving dogs,
flthaﬁ:is:tﬂe“projecﬁién of one'é oVﬁ need upon é lower level
of being. |
From this standéoint of the priority of the Trinity

demanded by the‘loving nature of the Christian God, Geach -
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goes on-to ﬁote how it wes fb Isfael thaf.God‘waserevealedj
‘as 1o§e, and he. then ‘treats. of the qeestlon of'love and
'self- fulfllment in God and. man; the questlon of ‘the role ofi
.self—love‘whlch is dee}t with elsevhere ;n.thls.study,
Geach has thus.put:himself.intdAthe=poeifioﬁ7ef cdntenéipg,.
that love.es a eosmic force, i%'it is to be-more fhad'
-ir‘ldiyi‘d‘_ual affection, -hae 'po be the nat'ﬁi?e of God..'. O'n.ly
fﬁus cenceived can love be intelligiele end this ﬁill in;oive‘
’mﬁltiplicity of beingAwithinithe'éodhead; -In‘exectlj.ﬂﬁeA
same.position stands the Rbman Cathoiic‘moralist Befnérd
H!alri“n'g.a7 The link that GeaCU made between the Tr;nﬂty and
the nature of God as love'le preserved Hﬁrlnv's analy51s
starts from the v1ewp01nt that since God the Father apd the.‘
Son at root are a chmunloneof_loye,’se humap comﬁunlon with
them is~a50ut love. The ﬁew ieStaﬁent iﬁsﬁiéafieh for'fhiee
Wouldvbe.deriveé from>£helweelth-pf Jqﬁannige material;
John's gespel is well knowe for'its;eoﬁmeheemeﬁt with ngoe
doctfine;-which commentatore ;eve‘promptly related.tp Greek:
‘ ph110=0phy -

Just as the Loéoo theme oeght nOu:tO be 1gpo*ea nor
ehopld John's LoveAtheme. Seen throughqut the goséel the
theme isvprominent inutﬁevfa}eﬁell diseeefses and.eepeciellyz
'in the analogy of the‘vine'.28 The“meesageiie‘that the_
disciples haQe to abide in JeseS";eve:ée'Breeehes'of a yine-
tended by'ﬁhe:Qined;eeser_in-fheiehapeﬂbf the Fether.e The
'kej’vefses expressipg'the_tﬁeme ef.muteai cOmmﬁﬁien in love.
are,-ﬁAs the Father hes:lovee me; so have I loved_you;

abide in my love. If you keep~my'commandmehts youvwilll
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abide in'my-lo§e, just as I héve kept:my'Fathér\s command-
- meénts and aBidé\in»Eis lbve'.29- That John waé.éware‘éf'the
B émbryénié.”TrinitariénP charactér ofﬁthis'mgterial was
Hjiﬁdiéateﬁlin:#he pr¢viQus chapter Whére Jesué says, 'If you
'.léve mé,>y0u wﬁll'keép ny commandméﬁts. Ard I will‘pray |
thé Father and he will gife you gn&ther counsellor to be
With_&oq fof e?er, even the Spirit-of,Truthf.SO
Thié themg‘of'ab?dinétwith’ iﬁ iohn, or in the Synoptic.
‘presentétidnnof 'being wifh' Jeéus, forms the basis of the
“Christign belief of the believer's éommﬁnion with the
' 65mm£niop.within the qodhead of Lév¢;31 It leads to a
'raaiéél change in the'pefceived status of man before God.
. Thﬁs;imﬁédia;ely éftsrnthe>analogy df:tﬁé vineyardhcomes the
 p;e§entafioh.-of the ﬁew commandméﬁt'to_'lovevéné another as
I have lcyedAyéu'.32 Tﬁe_ccﬂseQﬁeﬂcé,of fhe believer's
6be§i§ﬁpe fespltsji:,ChriStJé‘s;ying,'No longer do-I call
you'éefvénfé; PRI but'iAhavé éalled'you friénds; fer all
fhéﬁ I;hav§¢heard from my;fathefvlﬁhaVe ;ade.known to youf.sé.
Goeféenfﬁistﬁdy of friendéhip in-thﬁ mékeé clear that tﬁis
devotion must involveljoy and sor:o#'fof both parties and
fﬂat:befﬁéen the disciples and Jesus and between each cher.
there must be total self giving, 'Greater love . . .';3h
As'abregult df obedience in lové,:thé'sovefeignty of God in
‘powér over men fhat»cgtegorises them ac servants is changed
into:friéndshib, théjsharing‘of'béing'in réspect. The moral
stafﬁs éf God is thus different‘when Seen_aS<SOvereign péwer
 of ldving créatof énd this_distinction Will be expanded ﬁpon’
.later, The citation of this Néw Testament'materiéi here

does1at least give some backing to the thought of the.



19 l R ' o 1:19°

‘ﬁheologiane thétvére'ﬁeiné-considerea, - It shows that the
quéstion of being es-feiation_in3love-and eonsequentiaily
'of-muitiplicity'fo'fﬁe_ﬁodheed'doee hdve a NeﬁiTesfement
foundetion.

This then is the thought that Hiring will be drawing
upon. He notes these trehds to the effect thet it is love,
self.élv;ng, measureless and sacr1f1c1al that impelled the
Son of God to become brother, friend and master,.gpd that
the d1301ples can onlyfbe such ﬁy pef£icipetion'ih ohat
style.of love;. He wrioesoLiny'lofe'for ChristAHimself
 ,makeS us his discipies ond,impefts-fo»our-faifh andehobe the

.fuliﬁess.of'pOVer unto séiVétion.'35 ;The:imoOrtanée of the. . -
introduction of‘the oriofity'of iove‘and obedience'to Christ
-will be seeo throhghoot thls york,fov it is the‘safegua%d.in,
the consideratioﬁeof theArole_of.self. To the charée thapL
.Christianity is»just*Yheaveniy~eelfiShnees','the Christien
can fespoﬂd thet'whatever_he'receives iaeﬁi way ofvjoyous._
| gift and not earned merit. - Whétevef-role he feceives,'is as
gift from Creetor'to ereaiure and thus love‘of‘Christ is
prior to all ‘else as the proper reqponserof £he creeture to
the glftmtowards hlm-of the Creator s Son. Hérlng himself
notes.how Jesoe ﬁsed'fheAfriendship theme anc quotes
John 15:15. 3§ it 1s.1n commentary upon the Johannlne mate 1a’_
‘that Hﬁrlng 1ntroducee the Trlnlty, 'the profounu comﬁunlca—
tlon between ‘the : Father and ‘the- Son is in the'eternal
dlalogue of love in the Holy Spirit. 137 |

Thevweight thet Hﬁring gives to the Trinitaridn theme
oao oe seen froﬁ the pro{ision of & heading entifled

'Pdfticipation'ih.the Triune Love of God'. Three linked
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fhemes-afebaﬁparénp, Chfistocéntfiéity; T;iﬁitywand Love.
This is Shéwﬁ'in his_writing, 'To be in Christ ‘and in the
covénanﬁ of hisiloye meané to-bé incorpoﬁated;inithe life
of the Triune God.- Oﬁl&.in dhrist_do we -have access to‘
‘  the ﬁystery of th§_life aﬁd loyé“of the holy Tfinit&';38
Tﬂié is taken és the springboard'fdr a di3cussion on the
nature of—love.and'its relation to theineek'Efos which
is'pr§p¢rly discusééd elSewhere in our %ofk} Aléo; éinée
.Hﬁéingﬂé,work is primafily ¢fhicai'there is no-ontological~
' deVelement presenfed_in.his uée éf ﬁhe Trinity, father it
is simply utilised aé a kind-of sheet anchor. This is not
~éﬁrprisihg, what.is importént to note is that the Trinity -
thé;lifé and lTove within God,'ié.taken a5 the root for his
discussion. |

:Of all the_tﬁeologies %hich place_a Trinity centered
aroundlipfe afﬂﬁheir hea?t, arguably the most famous is
thétféf Apgustine?-'lt is also noteworfhy'in th;t the
'centre?iecé,of tHe:argument stéms from fhé-analpgy of
human love.‘}ﬁeariﬁg-in mina wvhat haS'been'saia concerning
ﬁhé GréekAphilosophy of Eros and its implacability to the
Aotien ofllbve-witﬁin the Godhead, it can be seen how radical
in its contexf_Augustiﬁe'é_thoughfvis,_despite'the proBleQS‘
subsequeﬁt geqerétibns have encogntered.with ip.. Augustine
does what thé éreéks ha@ proved unéblé to do, to con;iruct
tﬁé lifelbf love ﬁithin'the Godhead‘and gredit nust be given':
for his.inteﬁt fégardlesé_of opinioﬁs'concérhing his mefhod.
"The prbbiem wifh the iatter is debataﬁle but“in:commeﬁta%or§

1is. be his . . ‘
eyes/generally taken to/ inadequate pneumatology, that is,
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the mdnner in Wthh the Splrlt becomes a functlon of the
fpersonallty of the other two persons of the Trlnlty, this
T,agaln:becmﬁng apparent 1n*hls use-of the human analegy.
That his 1ntent10n is te prov1de three persons in
tne Irlnley‘ls defln;te.sg He writes explicitly, 'Thus
S we speqk of'three pérsons, ;VL'. nor is any one Person of
-the tﬁfee<in any resﬁeet.leSS‘theﬁ the Trinity itseif' k0
.The proolem is that'on,ﬁhe ene:hand"Augustine knows he is
‘_Speaklng entlrely of a mystery,-in which the introduction
rofve'dlyinei'person' in a human sense is problematic: 'Just
as by means of our volces, &hicﬁ‘produee‘a physical sound,
the na@es;.'Fathcr':.'Son' and JHoly Spirit' can only be
utterea ih sepatathﬁ;'dlv*deu by the 1n ervals of time
'zoeeupied by'eaeh name . eAs they exist in their own substance
tﬁe tﬂfeefefe'e:unity;;hi - On tne 6ther hand he is
'1ademaﬁtfthat,whet is ﬁeeded for life is felation;'multi—'
 plieity:ih ;nitva henee.his‘comﬁitﬁmenq-tb the Trinity,
yet ﬁe'feeiises the'eieeriehee.ef‘fhe Godhead must not be
read:aifectiy_out of hﬁman life. With the Holy Spirit, ip
which'iingpisﬁicellyVthefépparent connection to a person is
naﬁhere §ear SO evident as with the4Fathef and the Son,
Augustine is cleerly uﬁeasyfaevﬁe writes 'If is no easy
-queetion‘ﬁﬁefﬁer the~Fafher is the source of tne Holy Spirit'
an'eneeSeefhafvislapbarent elsewhefe-in-the same passage.
'“ﬁeheeethejﬁﬁpdrtance_of Augustine's use of the human analogy,
forvif'is theﬂfhird ceteéory of love between the lover and
 the beloyed,'which_wﬁile'in the.human experience could not
be caliedle perSOﬁ ie_spch in the divine according 55.

Augustine. This 'Holy Spirit is the inexpressible communion
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as 1t were of'Father and Sbﬁ'.hs Whiie in man this qualify
of .communion is. rot & person in itself; it becomes so in the
sheer harmony of the Divine in Augustine's . opinion..

The use of the human‘ahalogy is 1imited'because an
image of the Trinity is being;sought'in-one ran, wheiéas:the‘
Trinity is oneness in three persons. So hé~writes;

. while a Trinity of. men could not be .called one

man, in the case of that Trinity-it is called

one God . . . Nor again is the Trinity, &

trinity in the way in which man, that imege of

God has three elements but is one person . . &

In that image of the Trinity the three elements

are of the man, they are not the man, whereas

in the supreme Trinity itself of-which this is

the image, the three are not of one God but

there is one God, and they are three.Fersons ~

not one. A . o S Ly
The problem is alwavs that Of,péfceivfng:thé'pefsonal in the
third element of the image of.the Trinity within man, that .
is the experience of love between the lover and.the beloved,
or to use hugustire's other images there is found inm one .man,

. ; ' . o ‘ o L. R I
mind, love, and knowledge and memory, understandipg and will.
lcne the less using this image Augustine has presented a
strong rortrayal of the Trinity tg.whidh<meh can identify.-

Certainly the love cof which Aﬁgustine speaks would be
alien to the popular meaning gttached.io*love today, -for him
it is attachment or commitméht‘tolthe Good and rnot just
isolated individual affection, ﬂWhatuis thié charity . . ..
but.the love of Good?‘ﬁ6-'HoVever,,the-tommehdaticn of
.relation as the root of being in & commitment to a surreme
value is inescapabie.. Of love he writes, 'And what is love
then, but a kind of life.which links, or seeks to link some

' LT

two things, the lover and the loved'. This is the basis



23 S 1re3

for ascribing personzliiy to théngly’Spifit, Hoﬁéver
inadeguately iﬁ;appears in a:human_léfe)thé;lévé'it;e;fA
betﬁeén tﬁé l§ve?-and the Eélofed'has t£é véstié§é,of‘é.
?efspngl life ghd Augusting'siﬁheéislis‘tﬁép’in‘theiéodﬁéad_
this‘b;comes a personal lirk in all_its fuIinés§{ “

As has been rémarked»before it is ﬁbt the‘éurpoée of
_this(étudy'to tackle the ontdldgiéal problem of ﬁﬁe Trinity.
Vélthoﬁgh éﬂ ideea of the prdblems Augustine‘miéht faisé-haé
Been.mentiéned."lndeed the aitogetﬁef<laréer'questions
might »e posiﬁed wh& three? If ceftainly iS'ndt'jroposéd
to answer this-although Aug;stiﬁeAwoula hafe p$intéthc.
‘his analysié of love as threeféld ahd the Wit?ééé of .'
Revelation. What is establishéd'ﬁhéﬁghAis4that {he;Faﬁﬁérs
of ﬁhe early'Cﬁurch, »fAugﬁStine}s.is on1y"£hé'bestAkndﬁﬁ
of.ﬁany préséhfatidns) saw that in‘;eiaﬁipnAfo Gf?ek;{hdught

the apologetic¢ need was to explain.the pessibility of

)

ielation in_the'Gédhéad and thet the impétus:fof déing thie -
Wésltheir expe;iende'of the XNew Covenant: ~The sheer "
revolution inhéient in this undertaking is aifficgit.to
'apprébiaﬁe to tﬁose brought uj.in Trihifarian litﬁrgy'anﬁ
theologicai Trinitariah debéﬁe{ but for thgirléoqféhporaries
the Patristic~aevélopment,of.the:T;inity‘was thg'ﬁést~radica;
developméntvin theisticpopténgy since fhe‘appéargﬁcé_oft
mdnotheism; The neéd.df todayiis'to_apﬁrebiate:dgcé‘ﬁgain
the‘freshneSS‘of,Paériéﬁic thdﬁghi7 fﬂat in fhéir for£ulétion
of béing‘wifhinlthe Gedhead, in-tﬁe‘éreatioﬁ ofAthe':onégpﬁ
']ofAthe'lifefofgthe Trinity something uttgrly'new vas being

' ide this stress cn relation ac the root of teing.
provided, t . ) g
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Furthermq;e a;thbugh the Various Fathers used a galaxy
U’pffﬁerms‘in Whibh té ground this relatiobéhip, whether in
‘ZbQQSgérlpﬁuéﬁs,-eté.g lpvefis aiso porfrayed.as the coré
.§f %hi$ }e;a£ipnshif'énd i#j%ugustine is uégd as-the central
iﬁééé.. Augﬁstiné's:is.the'radical development in ﬁéing a
'§erm'so much ét odds'ﬁifh'the inheritence of Greek Philésophy
liﬁ relation to:the-Godhéad,;but one in which the threeféld-.
ﬁe;s and lifeiare'réadily appérent. Gregory Nazianzen by
éonfréstiiaysﬂ£hé;étress on caﬁsélity, on begetter, begoften
‘@nﬂ,bééetting,élthbugh_in_this one may pdsit a 1ink-t§ the
:c%éétivéneés_of-lofe.ua if has fo‘be»appreciatedlthat'the
.Paﬁfistip:devélOPmeht of this doctrine_has to be experimental
‘ana thét,thé-;mﬁediéﬁé édoﬁtion of the concept of love is
~ ﬁot,t5-bé expeéted?ifor this'concepﬁ would onliy cause ‘
:éréétér prdbleﬁslin jelating the Trinity apologetically
jtb Greekvﬁﬁought; fin this‘context.it has to be remgmbered
.tﬁét,Augusfiﬁe:is Qge.éf tﬁg later'fathqrs: From a differenf
periéd of churdh}hiétbry a.doctrine of the Trinity founded
‘.iﬁ £he.naturé of:God in love can be ?rovidéd whose indebted-
'ness at the saﬁe;fiﬁe ta'the Fathers 1s evident. Reference
 ié.being'made.to the seventeenth ceﬁtury Anélican divine,
’Afhoﬁés Traherpe,~
l>.;Tf;hérn¢'S{Féur Cenfuries are-a form of mystical theology,
.fmysticél’iﬁ thétAthg end that is constantly being iﬁvpked is
‘6néi6f bea£itude‘in love between ﬁan arnd God. In addition
iové is'constanﬁly‘invoked by Traherne &s the way to percéive
the world.h9_ fhedlogical-in that & treatise en route is. .
éré%idedfof fﬁéfdoctrines of the church and aiso of iatfers

of prectical ethics such as the cuestion of neighbour love.
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.,Once_again as in Augustine'élfhough'there are éifferences-
.frgm him, it must be empﬁgsised that Traherﬁé's identifica—
 ~tidn of:God;aﬂd love is not an idéntifﬁcéﬁibn%with vacuous
 féentiment;- G§dAa§,lo§e ie sﬁ?remé and inexhausfibie good,
AHe~is-supreméiy‘dedicated to the gléry of His créatﬁre énd
:henée Qf Higself. Trahérne writes.'For if God 1is love,'énd
fio&e'ﬁe sbiréstless'aipninqiple inlékalting its object: épd-
 $0 seéﬁre.that it aiways’promoteth'and glorifieth and
exaiteth.itSelf»therebj; where wili there be eny Eounds in
“our eiéltétion?'so_ The notion of God as love‘is being used
to’gﬁdraﬁfeé‘the ehd of the one who is creéted; God canno£
pdﬁap@on his créaturé”becéuse this would. be to ébaﬁdqn the -
ﬁéture'of himself -.1ové. Trahérﬁe's love iheology'is'ﬁery
Gciose-ﬁo Vanstone's'in thgfsegse.of love's éeif-giving.to
the:éréatﬁfe ggd toc in;the‘uSé'bfvértist-imagery. For - .
Véﬁgfohe'tﬁe imagefyiof Ged as arfist is greatly develoPed',Sl
-‘Fdr'Tréhgrné 'God 1is tﬁg'gfeateét and drVinest Artist',sg |
thsézéipression is.in éreaﬁioh, 'In making Bodies, loVe-
could:ﬁot-expressiiﬁself} or art unless . L1503
‘According toATraherne,'love islGod's creati&e a;tiVity
ldireéfed to tge_good of the créature,>and it perfeétiy.
.,expreSSes His own nature. GQdfs.loVé makes the creatu?e
jﬁyous:in discovering his ovn-greafed glory end tﬁe glbryA
of God, 'That you'éfe & man should fill'&oﬁ with.joys,-and-

.Sh Frbm God being love

make you to overflow with praises'
' : key terr,

springs a creation ethic in which Beatitude is & / for

'Thé object of love i1s infirnitely exalted. Love is infinitely
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.delighfﬁﬂ.to its bbject; God e e ﬁahifests himself to be
loveﬂand yéu beiﬁgAthe énd . .:aré evidently its obj_ecﬁ."s5
(Thié-véry poéiﬁivé-aSsessment-of creaﬁureliness and of the
iyorld-will bé ékpanded in Qur'nekt chapter, "Creation thics";
To be noted ﬁéreﬂis the perception of love's-re1ational |
nature, - man is the object, the belqved of GQd's purposes.
Traherne thenlgi#es & consideration of sin, righﬁebﬁsnéss
\and.jﬁstice, an anélysis of'the‘Fall's COnsequencés.after
an ahéiysis of_creatidn's.intent. ‘From this he pfovideé a
éonéideraﬁio; Of Christ's wérk and this leads to the matter
‘éf esﬁeéiél concern, Trinity.

The ﬁo@elltﬁat‘is teken by Treherne for the Trinity
hes élear'réfefence to tﬂe three-fold'image_of Augustiﬁe
and it can bé fead as a dé#elopéd exfésition of the Saihf}g
writipé sQléiy’ffom the sfandpoint of'a‘mystiéal léve
Athéolbgy, ~That this is‘the case 1is pgt'élearly in the
sen%éncés With whiéh TraﬂerneTs considénéﬁioﬁ(starts:

:bod.byflaving begot kis Son.: For:God isAlove, _

and by loving, He tegot His love. He ig of himself,

and by‘loyingAHe is what He is, INFINITE LOVE. God

1s not a mixed and compounded Being, so that His '

love is one thing and Himself another. ) 56
dod's néture is for Traherne suprémely only one thing - love.
For.him that is'tﬁe interprététiﬁe cafegory from which all
.other attriﬁhteé must be derived and felatgd.'iThé nature
‘Of-love'is adti&e aqd ndt.pas§ivé;-fBéing-fhereforé God is
éll‘Act*.57 VThié as the Greeks ﬁhemselves.perceivéd’wés
utteriy>ét'variaﬁce.ﬁith-the nature of their God. The ’

" Greeks saw love's activity as the expression of leck, and
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T--iﬁgtsfulfillmentlsimplf_1ead§ tq'rést; ‘Love'wag seen by
.Plat§ §é éAfu;étionai virtue servicing the higher catégory
“offtﬁébermé; tfpth,'beauty,'gbbdnéés, etc;t“Thus»'ioyeu
” i§ glwajgitﬁe-lofe offsoﬁethingfwe'lacki 58 . 1t is a middle
&irfué b§-which'meﬁ can iov§:trufh and beauty, but not love
léve.59” From £his in tﬁe Symposium, Plato gives what has
'been'régé;ded.as hisAhighest expression of religious
cénsciéusﬁéss ftthe-vision of-béauty;6o_ Altﬂoﬁgh‘this is
>§.gldfi9ué appreciatioh of the triuﬁph of goodness it
remainé préj@diced'when compared to the work of Traherne
_b;ing}ﬁtﬁdiéd."This is‘becauée-the pe}soﬂdhié strictly
:_sécqﬁdafyﬁtdzthg_idea;and éeem§ to be subéumed_in it.
'Trahérhéiéui6§é;'which is-certainly a livinéﬁéatégorYﬂ
t§geﬁhef.with'£he ?érsqnal, ié-not a_feaﬁﬁfe of the Platonic
pres ntatlon, sihce“tﬁé.nofion cf.life,:thét’is change;
‘within the dehéad is:inimicable fa'fﬁe Platonic notion of
perfectlon Thls is the problem that the Chrlst*an Trlﬁluy
' tackles, that of prov1d1ng life w1th1n the Godhead without
prejuaiclng God}_change w1thout loss of 1mmutab111ty.
Tréhé?ﬁe ihﬁefp;éfs'thisicatégory bf.being within the
GOdﬁead_éoieiy'in'terms'df lofe - something ufterly
ﬁné@ééptable to_aﬁy Qf the Greeké for whom love had to be
baraéitiq ahd secoﬁdary.
. Heﬁée in‘thé Traherne paséage now being c0nsidered,
GOd¥s 5eingilove is primary ahd‘this'love‘far‘from servicing
the:Platonic forms is the summatioﬁ of them. ‘Thﬁs Traherne

writes;”iBut by loving He ic infinitely righteous to Himself,
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and to é;l' ?nd 'Had He not loved, He had not been what He
,‘now'is,;The God-qf Lové".61 Love's being frimary is ménifestr
‘iﬂfits.liQély ﬁaturé and hence theATrinity.;:fhus, thé:
headlng of Second Century -39', 'God by Zov_iﬁé begot His Soz;t_'.,
‘leads to the ﬁeading.of fhé next, 'In'all_Léve there iéual
love begetting, a love begotten; and a'love p;gééeding'.62
This is thé Augustinian model, stressihg the liveliness
witﬁin the Godhead, 'Which though they;are one in esseﬁce
| 63 . |

subsist nevertheless in three séveral manners. - Traherne

accepts this human analogy by noting 'So that in all Love,
the Trinity.is clear'.6h.'That the mystical rather than
the philosophical -mind finds the Trinity easier to compre-
Aheﬁd, possibly becauée the nature of love‘is experimental
aﬁd not analytical, is seen in 'Where Love -is the Lover; 
-‘vaé étreamihg from the'Lover is the Lover; the Lover
streaming from himself, énd'existing in ancther Person',
followed by 'This person is -the Son of God'. ?
~The message 1is repeaﬁed that the Trinity; that is,
‘the specific threeness of the relation within the Godhesad,
‘is derived from the nature of love, which is the nature of
God:
;In_all'Lové there . is some Producer, some Means,
and some End: all these being internal in the
thing itself. Love loving is the Producer, and
that is the Father: Love produced is the Means,
and that it the Son: For Love is the means by
~which & lover loveth. " The End of -these Means

is Love: for it is love by loving: --and that is
. the Holy Ghost.’ : :
Traherne presents the classic(thfee persons 1in the bne nature
stance, but whefe he goes further than many is in tying

“this one nature entirely into the nature of love. Traherne
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"-is making the link at the very deepest. level between love
~and being:

For by loving Love attaineth itself and being ...
That Love is the end of itself, and that God
loveth .that He might be Love, is as evident to
him that con51ders qplrltual things, as the

 Sun.: Because it is 1mp0551ble‘*here should be

a higher end, or a better proposed ... wvhat
‘further -can be proposed then the most blesced

and perfect 1life? ... by being.Love God
receiveth, and is the End cof -all. ' 66

-fhgre f0116W'séverél paésageé aertéd :o'fhe sheer joy of
io#e;‘ih which the re;ajiénalfénd lively‘aspéct of love is
'tied'fq,BeétitUde.':Hefg'éaﬁ‘beAreaﬁ such comments'és,‘
Pfor Love i§_tﬁe:ﬁost,delightful of all employments, All
the obJeCuq of Love are dellghtful to~1t?‘and Leve is

L67

ae*lghtful to al 1us ob ects and, 'Love is so divine

~andé per;ect a- tnlng, tbat it'isjworthy t¢ be the very end

1'1\

8 11 ii

oy

andhbelng of the Delty e stems utterly from

love ani what‘ls not 1QVe'dies, 'Ey Loving a Soul éoss

. . ' . . » 6,:' : . “ . - ; -
. prcpagate and beget 1tself; 7 and 'God 1s. preseant by Love

alone . .. . By Love alone He iiveth.and feéleth in osher
N SO . ~ 70
Apersons o e s by Love alone attain ancther self'.’7 There
'S'no escaplng +he gr at vitality and wermth of Traherne's
preSentatlon,,Which acccunts too for the accéompanying
positive’evaluation.of the world, 'So that whosoever loveth
all mankind, he enJoveth nll the gcodness of God to the
whole world: -. 1';-w th all Whom ne_ls_present by Love,
R - T . , 71
which 1s thejbest;mannerAof_presence that 1s possitle'.'"

-Thé'crific'may perhaps still ask 'Why' and Traherne

. 'mey disappeint him in not providing a "proof". . There is
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nuch here that is presented rather-in the line of statement.
than argument. It has to Beumade ciear-tnat‘for every:
.Christien‘who hés feken”loﬁe*ss_his:finsl'category there .
are othersvwho have faken %ne‘Zogos whether;as“theiword;
-or-asA”reason;; and stlll others who have opted for Justlceu
and righteousness,ss their all enbrsCIng category.. In this~
work it is not intended toventer these onpologicsl debstes
es_to‘whether-love is'actuelly primary ornwhethervcod-is
_sctually.Trinity, rather iu.is intended'to sssess some‘of‘
'fhe issues that are raised_if a Trinitsrisn Goa'of 1oVe'is:
: assumed. " This chapter is prepsratorj in-tnat ip does |
instance the very consideraole&body bf opinion reaching info.
the roots of the blbllcal tradltlon that does support such
a posltlon., It shows too' that the adoptlon of such aif
position-is consonant w1th'aiconm1tment to a relatlonal
view:of life, the Stress on persons:es.ends:tnst is not so
readily'vrsible in Greek pniiosophy.e:The edoption'of a .
_Trinitarian'God of love, it is heid,gireszsprength in ao{
manner ‘not opherwise a#ailsble-to those-who nold;tO'the‘
-supreme 1mportance of the personal and to the role of love
1n the fulflllment of the person by holdlng that thls 1tself
is the supreme characteerf.belng.~ L

From this viewpointcthe:issues arefra?seu of how men:
respond po.this love and its actiViﬁy-in tﬁé'ﬁb}id; Since
thls is an ethlcal study this leads to the 1ssue of self
love; as selflshness or &s & - Justlfled de51re for self-
fulflllment,'and to the_role of-unlversal‘or.nelghbour love,'
for'ciearly our adoption of.thisssfance is,to say love is’

more.thsnpmere sexual preference'for_individuals that
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>Stendahl makes‘itlout to be. 12 This is.the questioh of'lovet
‘as Commandment.; On God's s1de by contrast the questlon has
to be faced of'how does a God relate to hls-creatures,';s&o
'many of the models hitherto_used streSSing GOd'szill“ahd}
'power; his ohnipotence; omnisciehce ahd_impassihilitiiin[
fact accord with the:nature of love? Thus the.aooptiOn of
love as the:fundamental explicatije categoty of being may
well iead to'a'reassessment‘of convehtionai‘doctrihes of
God and thus the issues of the chapter Freedoﬁ, Grace and
Providence. Prior to thls con51derat10n must be glven'to
»the actual intent of creatlon,‘the'end a lotlhg God-des1res,
Creation Ethics. |
| As.a foretaste of the issaes-toihe tack;eajit fs
appropriate to consider Trahehne}SIQWh cohsidefation of the’
balahce'between'universal ahdAself—lote?sincejthisfisean‘
assessment direct;y cohseqhentiai'ﬁtohhthehadottioh of =a
‘world view ih which relation, Trinit& and_theﬂsupfeme:talue'
;of:lofe are-assﬁmed.‘-As will be seen in the chapter on |
Self—love, the aoOption of love theology‘in‘felatioh-to the
'Trinity leads to'an ideal balahcevbétweeh self.aﬁa:other |
concern., That 1is, love'being’hy its nature other cohcern,.
it also glves joy and fulflllment to the other, and
entitles him to consider himself.>AFor the be;oved will,wishn
"the'lover'svowh joy tOfbe complete,Aas the.lover,too; aesifes
the beloved to be Joyful . This'is.precisely:Trahehne'S'owh

p051tlon,.'By lov1ng others you. llve in. others to receive

73

it'. - The 'itf being the(end of Beatltude, when all w1;l
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be .fulfilled inilove? ;For-according‘to'the measure of your
lbvé'to others Eiil yoﬁ.fe happy iﬁ them ., . A TheAmoré:you
.lévé.men, thelﬁéré‘délightful you wili be to God, and tﬁé
mbreldelight y6u will take in-Géd, and fhe more you will
eﬁjoy Him.'ﬂl Proper self-love 'is thus extolled as the
creature's proper end in enjoying‘the"blessings of. the
creatéd,world, fA man should prize the’bleésingé ﬁhich he
"knbwétﬁ.i75 Self-love is’prppér as the creatures response
to God in his world, while |
B It is true that self love is disﬁonorable; but
?hen it is when it is'a%ong.' And gelf—endedgess\
1s mercenary, but then 1t is when 1t endeth 1in
loneself.‘_It is more glo;ious to loveothers, and
more desirable, but by natural means to be attained.
. (That is via a .proper estimation of self RNF).
" That pool (Self-love RNF) must first be filled,
that shall be made to overflow. 76
It is~ébsufd'iﬁ_TraHerne‘s eyes not to love onéselflfér
thatfié‘thé”étimulusAto love.others;'wben self and othep.areA
aii séeﬁ.in>qu;-for ﬂCod by rationéi ﬁétpods enabled us to
_loV€.Oth§fS'bétf¢r thah,Qurselves, (bﬂff C Had we not:
llovéd oﬁrsél#eé.at éll, we could né&er gave been obligéd to
. leé‘any thing.;léo that self-love is the basis of all love.'!T
Self—love is thus proper thﬁ éeen as a gift of God to
the creatufe and_enébles a proper estimate éf life to occur
'So_that'God by satisfying my self-love,. hath enabled and
féngaged:me fo ioVe others.'78‘ Thié will all be de?eloped in’
‘dejail_latefxbﬁt hefé it enables the pfacticai cdn;eguencgs
of Trahernéfé-commitment to thié oﬁtology-ofxlové to be:
estiméted. In that it ceptres afound relatién and the
quéstion‘of the fulfillmenf of equ for persons, it clegrly'

relates to the pattern of 1ife'within-thefTrinity; whereby’
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the mémﬁéfé tﬁereof.are'bbﬁh»dévoted'to one another yet
perfectly éelflfu;filled -"becéuse.He ié.Loveghnothing is
more gld;ipus £ﬁanAHi§ éélfjlpvé.'Yg.'This relafés'back to
the diScussion aiready~ﬁéa on-the,qgestion-df.need'aﬁd |
mutuality ih-réiafionsﬁiﬁg, both in Cod‘and man; ~That is
the viewﬁaint £hat‘thé'naturé-of love is.such that it is
impossiblé to speak Qf a ﬁoﬁadic God of Love. Outka in
hié'revieﬁ_of.agaée -‘God‘s'love, taqklesfthis queétian of
the role of muﬁuality,,is.it«essentiai tqfcod'é love and
if so is he dépéndent ﬁppn~meﬁ?8o' Outka notes how agape
is'genérally Cﬁéf;ct;riséd%as a 1oye-independént of the
subjegﬁ% particﬁlaf.feelinés;;p§sséssiné qénstancy and
being uﬁgltéfab1¢; ¥i®:is thus aAregagd for a hg@éﬂ?ﬁeing)
whether @y G§d of_mén7by‘viffue of higAexisting<¥-the theme
of men as ehdsAin.themselves;f On the positive Side'ihis
means.that the dffgrjbfvagapg is;not.wholly'ﬁepéﬁAent upon
the othér's féactio#, édd‘dbe§ and meﬁ 6ﬁght:t6 love Qne
anothér.regardleés of ?espéhse. -On thehneéatiVQ side the
.danger of thié typé of_érguméﬁt is that-if the iové ié
gi#en-regérdléss df'fesbbnse, what aécqunt of the feélity of
the pfhepAig ﬁeihé foéfed? If the reéponse éf the other
does,not'éfféct-agape, he is loved nonetheless,‘dogs thi;
.not‘prejuéiée thg"integfity‘of the.other?. This,guestion
Outka»qddresse§ﬁ | |

| Hdwevér;;first;an eXcuréﬁs inténded to_illuét;ate,this
b%oblem ;f déape‘iﬁ préctice, and to foéit theApo$§ibili§y
that.suéh.a prébiem'oply'arises'wﬁere the doctrine of the

Trinity has not been used. The subject taken, who will be
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encounfered ét several placeé in th s'stﬁdy; is_AnQer§ Nygren;
in his greatlylinfluehtial work qupe qndiE#os.._Nyg?en

" stresses thaf'agdpe is'ﬁépdntaneoﬁs;>and 1gﬂééﬁsédF, ’Hén.

. warnglthat this is not to say it is.grbitary; infhé céntréfy'
it is:God's.ﬁaturé, féther- it'meanslﬁf hastabspluﬁeiy}ndT ;g
relignce on human merit.81:,Butlto say(as‘ail would égfee)
“that agapé is nppjdepeqdént on human_iegal merit is‘not‘fo.
say thgf hﬁmén being; have no value in themselves; Yet
Nygrgn_éonsidérs fhaf the only ground for:ﬁdman-vélué might.
be works of merit. These are rejectéd by-Nygreﬁ ahdtné-'
 other ground for 'causing' ‘God's agape is tﬁeh alloﬁeﬁ. ‘Iﬁ
othqr WOrds,‘nothihg whatsoever on créatidn,.Outka'sidepe,
"as 1ofe for a being qua existénf is fépiaéédAbﬁ;Nygrén“s .
agape és'de's simply loviﬁg. ,Thusihe'is,enabied_tofwfite,’.
'Agape is.the'direct bprSite of that lovéVQHiéh isAQailédﬁfz
out'By the worthiness of'itsAobject .': :_Tﬁe man Whoﬁ'quv
loves hés not any value in himself. Hislgélﬁe'cons:stg.
'simply'iﬁ tﬁe facf that God -loves him_.'82 This.méy be.
riéht ih the narrowesf sense of contingency;.iﬁ that man .
does not héVe éxistencé indeﬁendent'ffom'Godis‘susﬂainihé
 gfaée, but in Nygren's use the possibility Qf'thé harmonisa—
tion of susfaining grace-with the nbt;oﬁ of~VélueAin£eréﬁf |
in human beings,by virtue of their'creafion'ﬁy Géd}ié*noﬁ',
 gll0wed.' |
U Nygreh déniésvﬁﬁis thion‘in writing, 'that tﬁe.idé% of -
 Atﬁ¢ infinite,vglﬁé‘of_ﬁhe human soul'jiézﬁof a-ﬁaSiQ.A |
:Chfistian idea at a11»'83 Is not such language fundamentally.

misleading both to the nature of Trihity:and Creation, even’



if'in thé'narroWest'sense a méaning can be allowéd? In such
- a iight fead 't is not thﬂ;God loves that whlch 1s in |
'1tself worthy to ‘be 1oved but, on the contrary,'that whicﬁ
18 in mtself wzthout value acquzres value by the fact that
zt is the object of God's love'. 84 This it 1s-cont'ended’
takes no account of crgation. :While:men were not,'cléarly
they hadino value, but once they-vereA(cfeafedJ,'then it
becomes impossible to write 'that which.ié_in‘itself
'withouﬁ falue'. It seems to be a contradiction in terms
for Nygren-fo posit a created being being in existence
'withoﬁt value. Indéed it mighf be said to be';‘form.of
radlcal duallsm, a form of Gnosticism,'sbmething which .
_Nygren would be at palns to deny to be sure. -The arguﬁent
is 31mple. It is ‘being said, to say 'it is’ of éfeated'
Hbelngsils to give.them value.and this- Nygren is denylng
Cleérly a qertain theology of the Fall is 1nf1uent1al‘
for Nygrén;‘thusl'When man has fal;en>aqay.from God, he 1is
wﬁally lost, and,éf no valuefaf all;'85 However, in addition
it is argueé that the non use of the Trinity accentuates
fhe diségter. Agape is not seen by Nygren‘as relational.
‘Since théré is no use bf~the Trinity,:the essential nature
of requnse and feciprocity of love mentioned in Vanstone is
_nof éppafent ih Nygren. HencebAgape beéoﬁes-simply,a one way
.fbrce §utwérdAfroﬁ Qod'whiéh_dbés not enéoﬁnter the ﬁumép |
| as-a_feél‘ihai§idual, - ﬁe is simply a'ﬁesée;”fo; Goa's:léve.
Indeed a foftfaif of a di#iné Narcissﬁé aépears'who uses -
men to love himself since he lacks felation in himself.
Nygren would no doubt fegafd.this'és‘perjo;ative;‘Agowever,

he is at great pains to émphasize[ﬁhe utter independence of



36 o :': ‘.- A‘._.. 1&364'

Gdd(s-agape from map'é own love. Thus ;Man's éeif giﬁing'
to God is dq moTe théﬁ.a responég;-. ;“) it is but a\
refiection of God's owh love';g6 6 - 'He ‘has ﬁothlng of
hiS oﬁn to give; the love which he shows hlS nelghbour 1s:
Gdd's agape 1in hlm 87 | o

-How trecarious a poéition-Nygren'é'is, becomes apparent
when he con51ders the New Testament material whlch 1tself
comes_closeSt‘tQ the message of the Trinity.' Thus 1in
’considering thn,whp-on the one hand preéents:&gape‘as'thé-.
relation betﬁeen the Fatﬂer and_thé éon énd on thé otﬁer_
extbls agape as théwlove tetween thg brethrén; Nygten ié'
most'unhépﬁy.B He concludes -that thé.?Johéﬁnine.jconcep;~
tion may be said totmark,. . . the tréhsitioh:. . {'it wﬂichv
tﬁe éhristign ideéAof‘lqve is detéfmined;}npt by ture agape,
but by eroé andAaédpe 1'69 -As Nyéren_himséli ag-;f'lf uhe"
lqvetof thwe Father for thg'Son is the péttérn of g}l‘agapﬂ
it is'imﬁossible to avoid the queétioni?HOﬁ caﬂ,agabe fétain
its nature'as esséntially 'uncaused‘? . ....PThe_FatherA |
himself loyeth you, because you have lovéd'me'and,hate-
,believed'; -InAresult, the Johannine caneétion»of Agape
begins to:take a somewhat hesitating ?ttitﬁd?{ bettéeﬁil
'taused' and 'ﬁncaﬁséd' love'.gOA

Hereln is the nub of the debate Vygren complalns that'

_John s‘perceptlon that réc1proc1ty and relation is the naturel
of love: w1th1n the Godhe;d preJudlcés NygrenAs conceptlon
:of God's uncaused love. He is rlght it does, but rather
than aamlt the protlem for hlmself there 1is hlS condemna-
A lhus wheré

" tion of John as_a.Latal mix of'erosland qgape;

the New Testaﬁent,reaches_the poiht-ﬁhere thevrqle of



reLetlon in love both w1th1n God and consequently in the
.relatlon to man is hlghllghted here Nygren condemns it by'
. his demand for uncausedness‘.; NygrenAhaS'no rele'for o
-hrelatipn te pley-ihihis'concept oquod's uhcaused love,
vthhs the Trinity far from revealing the reel nature of
being in .love is a problematic enigma. ,Consequehtly the
opportunlty Nygren has for establtshlng a. conceptlon of
agape s pfoper relatlon to men as real beings 1is heveri
developed;lnstead their own 1hdependent ex1stence is~
trejhdiced. “The ftee %esponsehthat is usually held to be-
vital in eny:reletioh of love is of ne importance to Nygren,
"Mahis'lo&e to Ged,'ih'the Christian sense, must be a pﬁrely
.thedeehtfic love, ihuwhich all human'cheice is excluded.
becahse Godfshfuheeused' 1ove‘has 0verpowered him and
censtraineaehiﬁ;>so'that he can do nothlng eise then love
'God;'9l tIh;the analysis‘of love thch thls chapter adopts
this view of Nygren s must be conaemaed as not belng love
at all. '.Uslng.the ahalyslslof Vanstone_and Qman'seen
elsewhere in'this.werh; fouhded upon a telational and
heﬁee:Trihiterien'View of love, the role ef 8 genﬁine and
'free'response qf man to God is vital te the natu;e of.agqpe.
This is the moment to return t6 Outka whose discussion-
on mutuality isfon‘just this point; Outka notes how ‘the
‘-lack of a role for response and rec;proc1ty is evieentlin
other wrlters and he cites Reinhold- N1ebuhr.92 -There:is”a
link here betveen those4Vho'stress self—sacrifice-as‘ali
4and selffleve as fatal and those to whoﬁ_respdnse is
unimportant, this it is_eontended is to.destroy the self

(for which see chapter four). Outka notes how the critics
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 héve4res§bndea with theAstréésron:mutuaiityi?%e cites .
D.D. Williaﬁs whomaye:consider in the,sélf—ioye.chépter;93
Qutkea segs,ﬁhatjf§f thesé_Cfitics, ideally,~mutuality is
:more thanuﬁhg céléﬁiétioﬁ'of-reciprécal advantage.
Kierkegaardﬂana Niébﬁhr mayiﬁénd té'régérd.éelf-love aéA
‘using the othér.as”a:ﬁeaﬁé-of self?aggrandisement but
‘exce€ssive selffSaérifice is ﬁafadbxically doing Just the.
.samer-'In lofing rel£%ioﬁships; the othef will be best
served by a:propér‘eStimation of oneself and?indeea the
‘other willldesire‘in loVe.the'lover'é owﬁ happiness. Thié'
is the meggage_of'fréhé?;e)whichistemmed from a Beliéf in
-a God wholin”hiﬁseiftﬁerfectly exemplifies fhe balance
between sabrifiéial,égi'Seif—lqve united ;n ioy, hénpeiﬁhe_
importance of_tﬁé sé1ffloveVié§ﬁe to thié_suudy.  A dilemma
is thus evidénf: love demaﬁdsgfféé résponée,‘yét if po;ited
of God, this makes him;iépendenp'on:man, As will 55 evident .
_elsewhere in thi;_work; if is ﬁeld that thié diléﬁma, the 
tragic eiémeﬁt of'cféafi§n iSffhe géﬁblg.that'God:és'iofe
_risks‘in creatioﬁ; ‘This ié“particulaplyAthe point éf the
Vanstdni@n aﬁalyéis. 'Nohefhéless a dis£inction'can be B
used which hélpsifo:éése the dilemma, although it also
points to thé p§ignant elemeht of the tragedy.

 ohis d>iAs.-t'-J'v.-'nctiQh‘ is that between availability and
mgtuali£y'and.its pﬁrpbse ié desigﬁed'both to préserve the
'freedom.of‘thé_léVefsjjwhilé in‘God's &aSe.freeing him from
béing contiﬁgeﬁt upon'the creation. Hence the_necesséry
prior-coﬁdition fdr”iovéfs existence is availability. God

‘always seeks to love his creation, He is always available.
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I'Hqﬁever reSpoqse is not alﬁays'Offeréd,-mutﬁélity'is not
~alﬁays pfésentﬂBut this is not to say GodAis-ndt'ioving, ~
,.Léye_to be lové is not dependent upon respéﬁéeﬁfﬂoﬁgﬁ fQ'bef
'fﬁl;y.fulfilled it is. Love ié a compleﬁ‘which céﬁ”be. |
seen on at least these t&é levels of recip?dgéféd ;nd
'ﬁﬁreciprocated love. The latter is certainly.loyéf?Sn God's
case it is still a completé»coﬁcern fér thefféte.ofithé,
llothérf However it bécomestragié. @6ve-thgt is #ﬁrecﬁp?oé&ted
will still be love,that is cdneérn, but tragic infihat iﬁ |
lacks the ovérwﬁelming joy of fulfillmént in tthregpoqse'

of the éther; Thus in dffering 3 relation ofllové,.whethér
‘betveen men themselves or-men'énd God, the Iover offe}s.the
:belovéd,a certain power over the‘lover.lATﬁis.iéjth;véséenée.k.
of7thé "need! theology of Hume,'Bubef and §0nh03fféf;' Tf |
is Geyélbped-at ;ength in Venstcne. It is Eléar foiﬁim-
that thellove.of God as much as of men. must conforn to;
thi; requirement. Thus God has besfoweiAé‘power'over‘
.hiﬁself to Creation - this would be utteriy:inimical-to
Nygren's dgdpe, that it should be in- any mahnefidepgndent#
upon man's response. Vansione writes of ‘thé pQwe;'over-‘
itself which>lbve éives to its object ma& Bé.;.; . th;

- power to make angry (the Wrath'of»God - RNF?R)J or to
:make glad . .‘.:the pover of'affecting'the 6neA§ho”16Ves.'
It Eréatés a new vulnerabiiity;in tﬁe-oﬁ¢ yh§ loves . .
Where-tﬁére is no such surrenaer_or-gift of ﬁowér tﬁe
falsity of love 1is exposed.'gs_ |

| The power of a love ethic ahd-tﬁeology is'fbﬁﬁded both

in philosphical reflection)such as Vanstone provides upon
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'the nathre'ofllove, and in theological reflection upon the

.Chrlstlan source materlal seen in Aagustlne, Traherne and

';.ﬁHarlng e The phllosophy leads to the adopulon of personal

‘eaﬁd communal categorles for llfe llnked by love._ The
.theology sees thls as the pattern of absolute being itself -
the Trlnlty, The‘tradltlons that:have been invoked are
both oldiand‘seww‘ It is Qer£einly not_s-'new trend'. It
is sighifieant in'this respeet fhafift has been felt
1 bossibie.ﬁot to.mentien_Fiefehef and éituatiéh Ethics.
This ceftainly.does'see ifself~as_a"contemporary"ethical
-and theoleglcal expre551on ef the love ethic, iﬁdeed it sees
elf as the ethlc qfvlove.gé.;There'ls no ;ntention.of
~asscp551ng.Fletcheri?pideptef This iszseCause:he presents
-his &o;k”ss é 'teke.it or ieave it opﬁion.g7 His book
cesﬁof~ehte;fin£6 ﬁiaiegue'Wifhfothers.and love is turned
-‘_iﬁtq s;eh‘a ﬁot&llyeali:embrecing category that-the'impression
4is giVen,fhetsfd-deﬁy Situaﬁien:Ethics'gs 55 deny love in
" Fletcher's judéemehtf' Thus he_is sqrprisingly polemical.
Here~thefe is'ﬂb'wish,to make‘love so precariously dependeﬁk-
ubon ne parficuier iefhod.A fnstead en effort has bheen -
mede to.link’£Win.themes of relatioq.and Tfinityewithin
‘leve fhfo@gh:es.wide a verietj of sourees as possiele
'Whefe.ﬁhis”stud&sdeesetEke-e;cententiOus stand is in the
-effi}mstien ﬁhatefhe-disfinetiveneSS of'Christian theoloéy'
apd'ethieseiies iﬁ;iss placing love at the root of being,
_thus'eﬁphasisiﬁg pefsensl and relatidnal nature.
_It'is contended that 1d&eeas the reot of being forms
fhe'heart of fhe:fevelatioﬁ-in Christ and leads to the

radieal doetrine'df‘the Trinity. Although contentious,
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eﬁch7e'e£end'iefharaly hovel;: Jacques Maritain, a classic -
representetive:of Catholicisﬁ, makes this cleafl He speaks
not of love bot of charlty,/whlch term preserves God's love
from-.essoolatlog w1th-sent1meotal;ty{ He happlly adopts a
view whe;eln’ﬁeétitude,‘anothef'verv traditional term, is
seen as‘fhe eqd of man, that is thejloviog relation‘between
"God and maﬁ;"Here perhaos oﬁe may ideotify thelkey'as to vwhy
hietoricellylspeekioédif is the Catholice who have veered to
a metaﬁhysiC}of,lovelwhile»Proteetanﬁismlhas veered_to a
metaphysic of feaeon,'for'Maritain links such a metapﬁysic
of love closelv:into the experienoevof'worship, devotion
and pfayer.: Thuelhevclaims?fov.Christlanity that grace
enables“maﬁ:to live the'life of God ;hd that the_ﬁvetlcel
traaition witﬁeeses to,thie.apparent>extravagence;'
Beatlfude-ie‘thus‘mutuel'love and it'ie cevtaiﬁly not
Nygren's unidirectioﬁal agape.‘:lt respeétsxuhe'genuine
integrity of.the iedividuel hunan persoo es;cfeated;.lbecaose

.God thus wished it, (end)lheeded'our.love as the friend needs

: . : . . : o8’ o, .
the love of ais friend, who is another self.'” faritain

sees this. as manifest in the 0ld Testament, 'I love:those
who love me'99 .end‘fully manifest in those Johesnnine
o ~with which :
passages previously cited, / {ygren was most uneasy,
R . ° . /

'He who loves meJWill'be loved Tty my father .'.;OO In

Chrletlanlty, ﬁaritainlholds:that«the‘whole moral 1ife is.hung
upon th*s chaV1ty w1th the aouble Drecept to love God and
nelghbour A Tbls etress on charity was a ecandalivo'anclent'
phllosophy yet 1t 1= fundamental,oecause iﬁ Maritain's‘eyes

it speaks to the "hole man and nct just to the 1nuelleCu in

the,manner of the ratlonal ethiqs-of "Aristotle, the ouOlcs
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and the Epicureans. Maritain presents the:claim that the

Christian love theology alone appeals to the highest part.

“of the . whole man, 101 Be cites Aquinasias perce1v1ng this‘

"difference in hls'comment that the new_law carries the
. 102
Drecept of God 1nto the heart.
work of the
Conversely the/recent Protestant author Newlands

(W8]

on the subject reveals the difference in stress. 10

4Despite the title of the book, it treats only half of the
subject. It is a worthwhile study of love in action, ahd
»becoﬁes‘a review of Christ's work, but it has very little
.cohsideratioh.of the ontoclogy of love, its passivity. Thas
_com?ared.withlthe Cetholic provisioniof a beginning in the.
Thinity and an end in Beatitude, there.is only a'middle,;
HChrist’s fééeeming'work for men. A lot‘of’strength isr
.‘etherebyelost, in that Trlnity is bat br*efl covered, and A
Beatitude not at all.loh-.The focal point.of Christian ‘
theology is said to be the ‘Gospel of God and men's appropria-
‘tion thereof.lo5 What lslaetually said ooncerning the
aotion of God is acceotable but in what is missing funde-
.mental issues are ignored. It is those issues of the hature
of men and of God, and of their communion with one another'
wkich are the conSideration of thig study. Stemming from N
thie has been a oonsideration of the basic’struotures of
beihg proyided by this ohapter. _ln;what followe:speciTic

" consideration Will,be given to the rature of actual creatioh,
man end the endvintended for him, and:the relationship
between this end ard his'preeent'state,-of his evolutioh end

also stories of the. Fall.
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CHAFTER TWO

CREATION ETHICS

 1£ will probably be clear to the reader thet this author

is ﬁot'comﬁifed to autonomous ethicé;;in the sense that
gfhiQS'can bé"dérived ffqﬁ itsélf witﬂout any reference to
:othgf,éateébries}' Rather, it is held that pafficular
uFethical'étances are controlled by’adhe‘ence to particular
Qorld.Qieﬁé."Even tfe supﬁofters of ethical autonony are
éoﬁdifiongd ﬁy this,'r it is just tﬁat their vorld view is
:fitﬁeé érqﬁhd the demsnd for ethical autoncﬁyq' In the
Cﬁfisfién sense it haé been;aféuéd that the dgétriné of
A‘Trinity”aJé'Qf Cod as lojé has«é;definite effect upon ethical
viéwg; jThé”samé muét>be-said_of the docfrine of creation |
and thié‘can‘bé.éeen af:éevéfa; isve;é.;_Af the simplest,

it is";edébnable that one's beliefs concerning zow the
wpfld'is, its nature;-aré rgfiected_in-one's ethical stand-
.point.  Note the int;odnction of"beliefs', the actual facts
6fvnafﬁre are hét the subject per se but man's percépfion.of'
those_facts\> The world view that'conditipns-an ethicel
'sﬁénéelis not itsélf necéssarily"féct‘ but is a pérticulér
éémpendium of péréepfions concerniné the -world itself (how),
énd ideélsAconcerning dne's'unde;Standing of thet wdrld
(why). Thus coctrines of préétidn are-COmpiexes composed of
'how' and 'whf' components and in this cqnqepﬁugl nix have

their effect on ethics. In this marnner positive and negative



Wy T pp

assessments of man's nature-lead -to différiﬁg'gthical stances. .
‘This is'the guestion of the Fall which_gxércisés~§efy.c9n-;
zgidefable control over'theol§gical ethics}- biffériﬁg' o
Ajpefceptions of the néture of this matter lead ﬁo;very
different ethical stanéés. EEE

Doctrines of the Fall héve traditioﬁally been varied.
However, in the last 150 yeérs a.néw féctor:hafing a very
dramatic affect on Creation Ethics hés had aipérticulafi
'influence upon the do¢trine'6f the Fali. Thié'ié thé iise-'
in évolutionéry,theory.- Without wanfing to adqpt.an§
particﬁlar.viewpoint éoﬁcerning the sgientific-;factsf'of"
evolutioﬁ,,the broad princiﬁle will beKadﬁpted withouf,4
argament that in no straight forward séﬁSe-éan:tﬂe,Céhééis7
story be regarded as factual. It ﬁay cohtain'éigﬁ%fiéént
trgthé for man's £elf understanding but és:hisfprié facf,
for inétance that there were once énly“two pépple,;AdaL.anq
Eve, it will not be accepted. Iﬂstead Qhe‘ethica1 c0nse—‘
quences of the ado?tion of a theoclogy of bfegtion.which
enbraces the bdsicAprinciples of evolution Vill'be é;aﬁined.
Thet 1s a commitment to man's beirng pﬁrt df.a_widef wholé,
the worid,'Whicﬁ is not itself a static éystgm but ; dyngmic
organism. Consideration of the issue wi;;_ﬁhusAopcur on two
fronts: the acceptance of man as'an_evoleng organiswm, &nd
f_fhe effect 6f that,qccépfgnqe'on fhe>ethiba1 c§ﬁééquénces
of,création; and the consideration of how ﬁhig caﬁ:be tfed'
into tﬁe theological understanaing cf man's =end, his purpose,
This ﬁill involve study of the coﬁcept of Beaﬁifude.

A start will be made by a presentation of wvhat will
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. be taken:aé a*bése text on thé_Subjecﬁ. Already studied in
the previous chapterlthis wili'be the recent work Qf Cagon.
"Vansﬁdne;‘the partiéﬁlar mefit éf which is to.preseﬁt a
'-devéloped étudy.of-ﬁfeafion Ethics built aréund'the bacic
Téfemise'fhat God is love. In so dcing Vahstone tackles
both:the theological "and evolutionary issues. Vénstonev
effects . a remarkable'harmonisation btetween an_acceptancé
of evqlﬁtionéry theof& and the consequéntial»@evelopmen£
cf‘a particﬁlar thgology of créétion. Vanstore had been
btrought up in the conviﬁtion that the church existed 'to
the glo%y of éod.;l This notioﬂ stéms from the tradition

encompassing Beatitude. 1In adopting this notion as the end

~of man Vanstone ‘is ;ilying himsglf to.the~pa;ticglar tradi--
tion that man'é'ghdiis the glory of'de."Furthgr exponents

of this trééiti§n ﬁiil be conéidered in aue course;'for it

‘ Lo - S
is a’tfgditiqn_of great :a.ri":iquity.C Despite his commitment
to sucﬁ‘éydémonétrable' .tradition, Vansﬁéhe diséQvered in
his own minist;y~£hai,he was. findinrg it inéreasingly
difficﬁlt»to ihterpret.often mugdane and t;ivial work as
'serficinglfhé,'glory:of God!. Vanstone.had beern brouéht up
" in an.atmosphere in thch, firstly, the visible Church was
cioselj identified'to‘the idéa of the glofy of God. Secondly,
Lhe had in his bvﬁ_perception, in his upbringing, been able |
"to'~l»ivle- up to this i:deal._a Two faétors _thvo'u'gh'bro}:‘e this
speii.for him. . Qﬁ;the‘one hand the éppearance of tae welfare
state had removed what ?anstbne had seer in his fgthef's
ﬁinistfy_asAthe church's pioneering role in'cafing; Allied :

to this on the other hand came the growth of feligionless:
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Chfistianity associated:with Bonhoeffef and Tillich;'which
éeemea:to disassociate.the>glory of God from the work'éf‘thé
institution. | | |
Férj?ansfénejthis discovery that he could no lonéef
identify:the gf;nd concept of ﬁhe glory of God with muéh'-‘;
éhurchlwdrk-pTOVOked a crisis which led to a revaluation
Qf-the'doctri#é of creation. In short)hg wes lédfto Seg
Go?fé éréative activity in the whole of human experience
.gﬁﬁ this‘had‘for him a profound effect on~£he nature df
bfgation.and of God's acts.  Thus:
'Whiié I could believe that God is glorified in
some sublime expression of human creativity, I
found it less easy to believe that He.is giori-
fied in 8. freshly painted wall. It waz at this
humble and even trivial level of creativity
that the new Churgh lived. A . L
anﬁt&ne'also éaw that the distinction in activity betweén
-chﬁrcﬁ aﬁd secular vork was proving hard to maintain.
Henéé'ﬁThe'typical chorister ir the Church was a person
a#féady ihterested in mﬁsic.'5 If God QQ; glorified'by
 his ¢reatibn'it nad to be in ruch mere than the church
a:fivities Vanstané>witnessed, for in his éxperiénée.he
,could'notlsee a worthwhiie conirast between the chur@h gnd'
fhe_ehvifonment it serfed.. The escape from this dilemméu
VVanstCnequUnd in accepting the continuity between sacred -
.a#d'seéulaf aﬁd.by re?evaluating the sgéﬁlar. This
ré*évaiuation' of.thé éhurch's felation to the secﬁlariin?
Vénétoné'siownlekperience’led directly to the;ré-evéluétionA
‘of-thg doctrine of creasition. Vanstone writes)'This'trﬁfh

poﬁld be expressed in religious terms by'sajing.that,
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wﬁété?er éléelthe:church wés, it was cértain1y a part of
- the cregtiSﬁ;gdnd therefore thétlif:must share whatever
.'iﬁpbrtanéé ﬁigﬂtm5¢}§ngvto éreated ﬁﬁiﬁgs iﬁ:ggnefal.'6
 iAt thé:timé'Vanﬁtoné'begéh‘to séé-this‘fositive link
betweeﬁ chquh'éné7éréétioq; théfe,wés;iﬁ~thé”outside world
an-inéréésing éoncgrn-for naturé and écélbgy.' Vanstone
bégan to see in hié own work aAférallel to:tﬁe work of the
conservétiénists - he>felt.theﬁ_tp Be Fkihdred spirits’.
Althoughihot'develobéd‘at1iené£ﬂ ip'his béok in the philo-
sobhical senée}-it:certéinly'isAin'the theological, by the
réalisétion tbat méﬁ is only a par£ Qf”nafﬁre. Tt stems
from_th¢ Biblical injunctipns éf‘steWardship,.and Paul's
'ﬁhemelof:creatioﬁ;s”renéwa}.sf:Aftef généraﬁions in whigh
'man;hQ§ té;déd ?6:dis£én¢é himsélf ffom créétion, thus

 alLQwiné unbrii;éd3ékpiéi£étion;.£hé realisation is growing
thétuhot o;lyndfés-man depéjd on it,for his existence and |
that if abpsea'it fécqii; §ﬁ maﬁ; bﬁt tﬁati%his wholeness
is part of,GQde Qfdéf. 'In4phil§éphicél't§fmé the o1d
position'waglre?feééntéd,by,Ként'é assescesnent of men as
infeliigentS,'beiﬁg4the 6niy endsrih:theﬁselves and the
rest cf creatiOn]féﬁking &s méans; 'evs# thoseAexterﬁals
-thefé§f the exisiéﬁcé_fests_not oﬁ_ourrwiil but dependé on
natﬁfe ﬁave a$zirrétiQhéis; a re;afiye value only and are
used.as méajs'and»iﬁsfrﬁmenﬁs:fb;<our behéof,'and are there-
>fbre_éaile§‘fhiﬁéé, fﬂeréas an'inte;ligeht is called a
"_Iaer'_son.’9 This-maﬁ éeem-fd-give'cafte blanche to the
juﬁégrppuld@s~for abuse.’ Agaigsf this may be pitted the

-éﬁrrent'writings of.such as Midgley . in which man is tied




‘much more firmly into nature. A réfufﬁ wiil*bg‘maée in
detailfto'Midgléy_ifor she ?rovideS“atPhilogéphiéal chp;e—
 ment to the ideas of Vanstone. Theéé treﬁ@§ ¢an.bé $éen1:
_tb illustrate the tussle between,tﬁe Giéék-é;atopisﬁg 
intellectual heritagé in‘whﬁ;h man is:fuﬁdaﬁehtail&:éﬁ:
*,alien;marooned in a ﬁoétilé world,énd thé‘Bibliéal trédition
of.cfegtion; |

Vansﬁone thus faced by-the dis?ropoftién between fhe'
trivial anc the éublﬁme’being all of'God,lpercéived thaf'tﬁe
first step had to be an identifi;atibn-betwéeﬁ ghﬁich and
" creation in order to'give meaning fo'soﬁetimés:trivﬁal
‘church.aciivities. There.then occured én_incidenf whick .
suggested to Vaﬁstcne tﬁe mééhaniém bvtwhich qu ﬁoui@ wérk;
in creation. iFer this Wwas t;Aspring}phé_inSﬁiréfionbfér;.

God reconciled to evolution, suffering .and

H

a dcctfine b
fhe demand for human freedom. Vanstpﬁe hadibeen.éske@ by

tﬁo dhildren'tq éuggést an activity for;thgm.-~ﬁe4SQégested

: that-they made a léndécape modél. This,they tock up

withcut much ent#uéiasm but soon they became tot%lly:

absorbed in their work. In Vatching tﬁe develbpment-cf

their. absorption in their task,ﬂVénstoﬁe saw aﬁ‘agéiégyntO‘

the creative pfoéess in God. In the grcwth of'thié 'dfeatiop'.'
the end'céu;d not‘ﬁq precisely fpréseén,.there-éas~6niy f£e1
inépiratioﬁ of a vigion? Prééress~had to Be:steﬁfpy'sfef'-

in which gach”new'cbﬁstfuétian‘ﬁaﬁifull 5f:poésiﬁiiiﬁié3f
Eachiétép‘involved & risk of feilure or dissatisfaction,

fhefe was no gﬁérantee of Success.4'$he fufther the .creative:
.aéfAveht_the ﬁoré'precéfious and-fénéé it -becene. Tpﬁé,v'As

the model’grew-and:becéme of4grééter value, each stepAiﬂ its.f
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creation beéame'of grgater_moment and was taken with greater
intensity of éare.' Eech item thafjvas:placéd seemed to'-'
Poéééss_greéter powef to makg dr to'mar'.lo

~:?Thfee themes.can be digcerﬁed here_whiéh are ¢entral to
an understanding of Vanstone's creation doctrine; Thefétié
the notion that creation-involveéArisk,_it canno%’be |
rigorously bredetermihed.~ This is‘cleafly‘allied to an
acceéfance of evolution as is the notioﬁ of the ever”inéreas—
ing value of the growing complexity of thé cféation.
Secondij, as it beccmes more valuable, it.becomés stil;
mbre riéky in ifs tragic possibilities. The third theme
inherent in .and to-be seen throughout Vénstone's_wqu.is
--he}idgé thaf_creatioﬁ involyes rendering ﬁbe creator val-
  né£éble'tQ what has'ﬁeentéreated - givingzﬁhé'creation a-
A f?bwér' over_fhe créafor; The rafiénaie for this comes -

from two sources .for Vanstone: the ngture of - artistry and

4theAnature'Qf love. The image of these childrens' creation
-is . the image of an artist or =a craftsman aéVVahstbne makes -
explicit in writing that:

‘One could say that the activity of creating

‘included the passivity of waiting - of waiting.

upon one's workmanship to see what emerged

from it . . . in such- activity, the Creator

gave to, or built into, his workmanship a
certain power over himself,

Sinqé he gt once createé it, yef iike gli artisﬁs'QQes qqt
predeterminé it but‘Qofks with the nature of the:maﬁefialas.
thét_materiél has its own power'ig re;éfién fo.him._ If the
aftist who works with'métte? is ih_thisASiﬁuation, the God
who works with 1iving beings.is étill more éo, since his

relationship is one of love, and fundamental to-love is the
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respect of.fhe fféedom énd rights of fhe bther.. Thi's theﬁe
Vansfohe makes %vidént ih‘ﬁhe neit éhapter whefe heAwrités
thaf '"Where lové is‘§gthentic,.the lovef gives to the objéct'
:of:his lofe'a‘céftain pover over'himself ; a power which

12 ' Vanstone sees in the

Qouid nof otherwiée be there'.
évoluﬁion of creation, its risk and undertainty, its waste,
the‘inevitableiegﬁression of the natufe of love. .Hence
'1ovefproceeds by no assured programme', neither a parent
bripging a child.up_to indépendénce, nor a God and his
c?eation.;3

It'may be $aid that Vanstone happiiy identifies_tk;ee
fhemesﬂ The-trué nature of love in his;presenfation is
identified‘ﬁith the true:nature of artistic creation and
the twoﬁare combinea in tﬂe'natﬁre o?>God's.creative
abiliﬁy,;which'i% thus enabled. to come. to terms with
évéluﬁiohary science 5ecause it is in the nature of the
artiét'to ;eépect énd_work with the nétufé;of.the subject
ﬁattéi. Love is alsolharmonised with the adbﬁtion of the
";bve themé to the demand of men's freedom, Thus art
-safeguards méttef, and love mén's moral autenomy. God,
man andlcreation eiist tbgetherlbf shared parficipation
and not dominafioﬂ. Suffering ié explained as the ine§i£able
éqnsequenpé-éf fESPecting_the iﬁdivid#alify of E;éation.
<'Sufferiﬁg is-an integféi part éf‘both love and'art; Thus,
'The précafi&uéngsé of love's acfivity appears equélly‘
clearly.ih the field'oanrtistic création'ﬁlh;'Précarioﬁé—
‘ness' here-is Vanétone'stterm for the:éspect_of God fhich

allows uncertainty to occur for the sake of the other's’
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'I_iﬁfégripy; aﬁd»is ﬁillihg to run the risk of being‘hurt
itéelfff_Thus for Vansténe‘tﬁé eésgnce-of the.aftist‘and of
.Qod-is‘fﬁat.’he isfalways stretching hié.powersAbeyond their
Afknowh iimitS'Q;sf'Thg artist £o'be-creative éénn§t wofk‘
Vitﬁi@ ﬁis limits;;if ﬁé doé$ he is merély~é manufacturer.
’Hé.has glqéys to stretch himself to go 5eyon@ his limit,
-and in'thié Yhis»wbrk»is precariously poised between
sﬁcceés aﬁa féilﬁre; between tfiuﬁbh-and tfagéay'.l6. The
'Enly'safeguard for creation lies iﬁ’the>sheer ability of
God,}fbf ‘Ve sée,fhe:gfeaﬁnesé of the artisf précisely_in-
his_pdwéf:to &inlﬁack control, to use that whiéh had gone
'.aSﬁréy as_én‘élement wifhih a_neﬁ énd large? whole'. T
JiVanstQﬂéveiflicitly makesnthg artiéﬁvhié‘ﬁodel of
cigati&n'unaer.his c6nsiderati§n éf the kenotic charaéﬁe&
of God.<,KenosfS'— sglf*giVing, is the &éry ﬁaturé'of love
and Qf cfeapi&é'art.?s -Thus.the ﬁatﬁre>dfﬁqreatiqn; its
develéﬁment:ana itéupéin are éxpiaineﬂnbyuyansﬁone in- his
"-identificéfionlofjébd ana'the_artiét. 'ﬁg‘épebifiéﬁlly
constfﬁctg-theqdicy>afound thg-noﬁion of.theAértiét éiving
iﬁdebehdenté fo‘his creation.which involveé g'genuine and
iptéﬁ?ioﬁél-igﬂorance on the creator'§ part.  This posits
tﬁé ﬁossibility of evil, secqrity lying'only in tﬁe artist‘é.
éiiiity pbjreéféate from misfortune, but.
‘tﬁé principle does not imply that_evil is‘willed’
by the Creator, either for its own sake or as a
means to a greater good. The artist does not will
-the moment of lost control, nor intend 1t as &
means to the completion and the greatness of his
work. He does not will the demand which that
moment makes upon him - the demand to redeem it

and to save his work . . . his will is to over-
comé the problem. 19
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From the viewpoint of God this.pro#idesfan exnlanation_ofe
Ged‘and of his ections_competible with a univense which ie
PerceiveQ'to_fOllow no predefermined course, 1in whiane.:j
genuine'randemneee-and creativity appear aleng with
predigiOueeVaeﬁe; vet one in which an upward pattern of" . =~
progresé is;discernible.

‘Vans£0nefs'picture of God readily fits .scientific-
conceptions bf'fhe evolving world. From man's vienpoint
métters are not so4satisfactery. Although Vanstone safe4
'gnardeAman's independence, to the extent'that man may hurt
his onn ereater, and-although the demands of Fhe natune of.
éfloniné relationéhip are made pre-eminent,_in terms ef
;heediCyAman is'sim?ly urged to 'beliene its all for the
best;;»'Vanstbne.endeevours to disassociate himself from.
Ivan“Kefamazov's suggestion that God wills suffering for:
Kgneeter good He accepts that if Goad ala, it would be
1mmqral, He allows only that God grants the p0551b111ty
of.eniilae a consequence of the nature«o} love and art in
creafion. .Henever Vanstone still writes that for the
children of Aberfan the final nriumph will be when"the
Children themselves_understand dnd are glad to have so
feared and wept and died'. 20 What is changed from Ivan'e;
scenarlo 1s that this God now suffers all the pain hlmself'~
- yet even so vould Ivan have been satisfied with the.last-_

) . A .
IVan's-positien is that it.is infolerable:for one

innocent to suffer for a greater. good. Vanstone's answer
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“is that God has not willed this sufferlng, that creatlon
could not be otherw1se 1f the freedom of matter and men 1s"
‘to be respected and that all will be Justlfled by the result
Can Ivan be satlsfled by the claim that God d1d not- |
spec1f1cally will ev11 that 1ts-ex1stence is a-p0551biiityé
consideration ef:which_is ineviﬂable éiven the-demana.of
freedom for.creatipn's members, and thaf fhe>naﬁure of
,,Vansfone's kenotic Gda'is considerably aifferenﬁ frem fhat
centemporary to‘bostdyevsky?- Vanstone's work‘in eur'eeti;
mation is a remarkable attempt to copevwifh the.issues:of
.love; creation, freedom and evil. Nonetheleee some space .
vwill be devotéd here to-its problems, whicn mignp be.summed
up by saying,l'what right has love‘inveluntefily no'placeﬂ
the beloved in this highly fraught situafion?'j'l

If God's being‘love-is stnessed by‘Vanetene, nerticnla;iy
love's respeet for the freedom of.men,;thefe-remains the'_ |
problem tnat»men'have no-choiee in their_cfeatien; Men areé
born whethér_nhey'like it or nbfAinto what can be e_frigthen—
ingly herrifié world. TIs velunteering'men.for death-andApain.‘
an act of s loviné God concerned for thei? freedong even one
so totally involved in‘their pain as Vanetone's GOQ? At |
another mere conventional level, Vanstone's<pbr£feyelihas
ignored the classic doctrine ef_the Fall Which enplained"n
evil-in tefms of men's'culpabilityf Many naynbe_ennifely'
happy. that Vansfone‘chOSe-to ignOre.ﬁhevCeneeis stefiesnn
of‘man's'culpability; bnt in:so>doing,-Vanétone_necomes.
very week on “the. whole iaea;of sin end‘man's :eepqneinility.
Sin becomes lack ef.resppnse.in shering.with God'e.:n

creative work, 'evil ig the moment of
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'cohﬁrol jeopéfdised and lqst;,22"evil:and sin arée not
'de?icted as the“wilful wrdhgdoing of ﬁany Chrigtian
..éhéraéierisétions;‘

| from'Dosfﬁyévéky“s Ivah, criticiéﬁ cén be developed on
t§b front$;H:Fir§tiy,'frdﬁ the vieﬁboiﬁt of the chapter
headed 'Rebellion' there is the critique of the presence of .
-.inngcént suffefing in Gpdﬁé world.‘What,right has God got
involﬁhtarili?inflict fhis'world upéﬁ us?23 Secondly
  fi6m tﬁe:viewpbintlof the Chﬁpter headed the 'Grand
In@ﬁisitor?; Dostoyevsky raises an issue'ﬁhich only becomes
?ﬁé:moré'pertinent when read in'coﬁjunction with_?anstone.
Thatfis‘the quéstion.dfawhether man can cope with the
'VaﬂsééﬁiAﬁ cépcept of freedom? For ts-thé Inquisitor it is
‘prediSély‘this gift of freedom thgﬁ ié into;era%le. Fér
fhelpurpoéés"oftVaﬁstonian-cfitiéiéﬁ.ﬁhe secondlmajqr
questibn;df_?hé fGrand,Inqﬁiéi?ox', thét of'creation for
damn%tionstakes“eﬁa‘new iight;EB. Whilg yéhgtpﬁe would
_doubtleés aéfee that classic théoldgies of creation for
--damﬁatioﬁ~are abhorrent, it might be argﬁed that in his
aqcéﬁtanceiof évdlutibhary -c}eation with its prodigious‘
'wasfe; Lie éccepts'a neﬁ form of the old argument. Vanstone
pbrtrays_a God ‘so heévily:involved in his creation that
.fr§m menvan equally involved-reépéhseﬂis deﬁanded. Ivan's
 “éﬁéétibﬁ must.be Whgthef man can rgally cope with sUch'én
'-intéﬁsity:offlove and éommitment?_'Fof'the Inquisitor has
perceived that ordinarily,mép dannot cépeAwitﬁ freedom let

'éione freedom with the divine, 'for nothing has ever been
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more unendufaﬂlé tQ maﬁ,andAt0 huﬁan sociefy'thén freedom! '20
. The Inquisitor reacts égéinstithe‘élité,t'And:why aré phé'
rest, the yeak ones, to blémeﬂif_the?:&efefnot_éble to -
.endure all thét the mighty_dﬁes eédufe§?j whyfisAfheiwegk
soul to'biaﬁeAfor-being unaﬁléAfd:réceive éiftsAsb férrible?'27
That Dostéyevéky feels thi; awful ﬂileﬁma is grabhically
portraygd in"reading"that it‘ﬁas.ﬁoﬂgreat méréi felicity
to attain complete'cbntrol ovgf:hig wii;:én& at the same’
time achieve the convicti&ithaﬁ_millidns of other God's
creatufes had'been created aéAé ﬁockeiy;,that they.woﬁld
never be ablé ﬁo cope wiﬁh theif fféeéomf.28
Ivan's thoughts aré.nét.breéeﬁpgd'tq destroy Vanstoﬁe{s
argument; So far as we'are'bpncerhéa'With the iséue of
theodiéy’a; fuﬁdamentallyéqnéfof belief-in'é:éood God; one
must move beyond the realm.df strict logi¢ inﬁé'thaf of
-mystery and faith. Logic alone éannoﬁ énswer:thig que;tioh.
Thus it is,possible to side wifh Vahstoné:while still
wishing-to own up to tﬁé~enigma of‘freegom;aéveloféd in
Ivan. This is té say OneAwili beliéve iﬁ.sucﬁ'and such
while still séeiné éreat pfqﬁiéms iﬂhérepf in that'p¢si§ioh.
Our ﬁésitioﬁ is simply'to;avéiﬁ aéépﬁing any one viewpoint
'enthusiasfiqally'. Vanétéhéis is a uniquély powerful
viewpdint'fabing evoluti0n §£d sufféring with the concepts
6f love and freedom,:bgt'in~s§.aging a démand iévmade_in
terms of huﬁaﬁ rgspgnse t§ éodfs self giving.éct that‘mapy
Woﬁld find extréme, to perceive the'loving God at the heart
of every Abeffan. Oufs is no'wish to deny this Buf to

simply drive home the fact that it is a dilemma of extreme
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proportions; Within»DoséoyévSk&vhiﬁsélf this ééuivoéalnes;
is evident. For he speaks.nof,éni&'in Ifan but:in Alyosha
'too.‘ Hence in the chapter"Rébéiiién';:Aljosﬁa does giVé'
an answér to Ivan's objeéfiéns; 'y§ﬁ.séid'just ﬁow,-isithere
a being iﬁAthe whole world.ﬁﬁéiééulé_ér had'ghe riéﬁflté |
forgive? But tﬁere is such a being,tand he can fofgivé‘
evérything ._..; beéaUée He‘gaﬁé.his,innpcent blood for all
and for everything.'29 'Suqh a femarﬁ is éil-thé more signi-.
ficant when read in the lighf of?V$ﬂstoﬁe where the ﬁote of';
the sufferiné of the inﬁocent fOrgi&ef is madé:a permanent
mark of love. . |
in the 'Grand Inquisitof',4Christxpétientl§ and silently
endurés the tirades of thé Inéuiéitb; &h6‘§erét¢s'him for
this paradbxical:notién of freeadm.'jThéparaaox is apparent
to0, .in Alyosha's reaction ﬁo'ivaﬁfs'éto:yjof'the"Grand
Iﬁquisitor‘. He says‘to Ivan,~fthis isﬁaﬁéurQI~ Your poem
is in praise of Jesus and not in hi; &iipafagementf.3o If"
is apparent also in the céhélusiqn to(thé«stéi&,'in which
Christ's only response .to the tifadé §f thé Inguisitor ié to
kiss him, whefeupcn, he is releaéedAﬁy theAdld man; of'ﬁhom
Ivén comments, 'the kiss‘gléys in hié heart, but the old man
sticks to his idea'.3l"1t_i§ gé well to read Dostoyevsky
with this senée of ambiguity, that-ﬁe:wrifes afte? all fron
thé<stahdpbiptlof.a'beiieyér”an§ simpiy'toAset this agaiﬁét
Vanstone, not as aﬁ.arguﬁeﬁt ?agéinsﬁiVanstBne‘s arguméhts,
but as a reminder:that the freedom and the vision of the
Suffering God of which Vaﬂétone-Sﬁééks,Aare not 'eésy'

answers to the problem. They are to‘bejreceived not so
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much intellectﬁally'as ekpeiimenfﬁlly; Indeeé this:isAthe
“whole drift.§ffYanstqne's;ﬁfiting,_that_his coggluéions
 Hav¢ been:feached;at‘ﬁﬁéiéﬁa of;é,lif¢ iﬁ the.pa§ishlahd .
ant ﬁhe'upiyefsity;@‘ﬁencé‘his:eXaﬁpieéiére défiveéffrbm.
'aptual_expefiéﬁce, ﬁThrougﬁlfhé ékamplé of'humén'loje;:ll
hévé'argﬁed that the'loVe.of Géd musf.beviﬁfinitely ﬁofg'
‘éostly, mpré:pfecarious and moréﬂexposed ihén it isAcémmoniy
represented to be'. The bopk's radical ébéracfgflderives |
directly from'it';zéﬁpropriation.of4hpman:aﬁalégi.32 As
H.A-. Williains’fomhent_ed in t:h-eA int;qductién)i't is '_'theology
writfen ih'blo§dJAand-éérha§§:it cannothbe.fhllyh
asseSséd‘outsiae that?33 | | | |
Acceptanée pf e§olﬁtion jn:geﬁéral:£ermskﬁﬁt'tied to_f’
‘ the§logy wanganStoﬁe'é.purpbée}: Mary'Miégie§ wés'méntionéd_
eaflier as'providigg-;'philé;ophiéélléoﬁméntafy'6n fh;s
ﬁheme, Her Wrifihg:is intéres£iﬁg in that éitﬁéughAﬁritten

from a humanist stance there-is much of'consequence to the’

-

Christian dodtrine.of the:Fall-which'ﬁas.fopnd to 5é.lacking'
in Venstone. £he giveS gréét atténtidn to the-pértineﬁt..

‘ problém of the gréat"wilfulineéé'of:ﬁeﬁﬂsfwrongdoing. Thus
~despite her:écpeptance'of ey@lﬁtfon,:manﬂs‘wrong doing is not
: inadequacy in_de&eiobménf, out iflﬁsfsomethipg hé is ;éspbns—'
ible for. ﬁer poinf’ié ﬁhatiin g_wak,d§y0£edito‘r¢storing
mag ﬁo'his-plaéevamidst‘the‘whoiéne$é bf_the maferiél.wofld,-
the'wrdng-déiththaé mén'pérpgtrétes'isuén»an_éﬁtirely
:different level‘ffpm the é@ffering-perpeﬁréted by other -

animals. . She wishes to revise the generally accepted notion
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ﬁhat mén is advanced and civilised, whereas the animals are
primitive and “béstial‘,‘where_fhese terms aré no longer
scientific terms fof'éfates:§f intelleétual capacity.ﬁut
“;tefmsfof;mofai‘judggﬁéﬁt.» As she no?es_towafds the end of
‘ﬁé;‘béok'dn.this_théme; there is. confusion beiween.technical
aﬁility aﬁdvmorals; '"What is supposed to be that gdod about
"icleverness? Being clever is ﬁot ob?iously so much more
L | . 3
.important tpan bglng kind, brave,. frlgndly e e !

‘Regardiﬁg the animals che ndteé héw"bestial‘; originaily
simply an adjective - pefﬁaining.tc beasts, is now a term
of strbné moral:coﬁdemﬁation. ,Shé notés how "wolves were
flaféd~glive in mgdieyal France, fo;.they vere regarded as

cruel veasts and she asks the question, do wolves flay men

‘w

alive? The immense difference she perceives between the
animal kingdom and cur-own is that the animals in general
' . the : L

only kill out of /necessity to eat, and that the idea of
- murder, that is killing vour own for no necéssity " is
peculiarlyfhuman.s5 She notes a television documentary's
comment on sharks, that 'thece are the world's most vicious
killers', - this in spite of the fact that sharks only kill
in hunger and self defence, and that men kill far more

| 3 36 | L _
sharks than sharks men. - In her eyes 1t 1s man who is the
mindless murderer;.viqious and sadistic, revealed orly too
well in the enthusiasm Tor bleodsports.. She is led to the
conclusion that animals are more ratiomal than men in a
particular though more restricted manner, in that our
‘rationality mey have & broader range but it has a capacity

37.

for extreme capriciousness and arbitrariness.
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Midgléy ﬁhen_ehtéfs.i#ﬁé,a discussion 6f'EdWard'jﬁlsénvs
Sociobiolqu and the-prpb;eﬁ 6f phe:'selfish' geng;_.Tﬁis
reveals a further'iﬁféfeéting;reVefgél of:geﬁerally accepted
notions, that is thaﬁitpé;prBiem of Selfishﬁess is1a
peculiari} huﬁan one;“:Thﬁslthé egoist posiﬂion éan in fact
-only‘be positgd»of man, and n6t of animalggin genéral,'so
it seems incumbéni updn ﬁan_toﬂjﬁstify his egoistiéai'stance
if he caq: According_fo‘Midgléy in Soeiobiélogy the scheme’
is.that.of an enormous cosf'ﬁenefif-ana;ysis in'which-non-
paying actions are ultimafely'éfagna£0ry-~for the.progrgss
of the épeéies. WilSon'himself asks-thé gheStibﬁ, can a
‘species survive if it in&ﬁlgeézih §Oh—paying acti%itieé?
Howeyef witﬁ Midgley @hilé thé ﬁuman'wgrid may strﬁgglé to
Justify alfruisﬁ, theféqiﬁal Q@?id in_faét-depends 5n i;;

to the extent that within each spgdiéé a.far‘greater dégree
of mutual care is evidert than in“theuhuﬁé: race. .Iy night
be labélied an egoism of eaéh'spécieé,,h&nethéless compared.
with human behaviour the bghavi@ﬁr 65 énimals is still‘far
more -ordered and Within eééh species dedicated ﬁqﬂfhe breser_
vetion of the,wholé.38  for the Rurpdses of this-chépter

what can be learnt frdﬁ_Midgley the humeanist is that it is
possible to use the notfcﬁ‘of evolution, firstly,.to place

man whbily witﬁin,thg éréatiqﬁ,;épd then secondly, to show
£hat the rédical'diffeféncé betw¢en ﬁan and the Qfﬁer animals
is that his;iﬁteliigegce d6es nof obVioﬁély better him
morally. - Indeed Midgley is-rgising the problem of the 'Fall'.

Hers, a study taking evolution into account, accepts the

problem why and where did man acgulre a capriciousness and
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.horfif'é bruuallty"a pleésure'iﬁ inflicting'pain, that is
lacking in.the:ofher enimals? |

It_was*éuégéstéd;fhaf é weakness in Vanstone's 6{herf
vilise pownrful portralt of a theology allied to evoluﬁién
was his lack of a sense of fall and hunan resnon51b11it .
Both Karamazo¥ and:Midgiéy make‘this qﬁestion real, Vanstone
faﬁeﬁ é QuestibﬁAnegding an ané%er, that is whether man is
not'fér mpre hérfiﬁie thah Vénstohe allows,}and how reééons-
ible is ﬁévfor fh¢.horfiblenésé2 Vanstoneié'root text. for
an ansWer tc the q@éstﬁonmqf evil was treated as ar éxambie
of physical evil ;'Ab¢ffan.39 ,ﬁe‘does'nét eﬁdeévoﬁrvto
ackle an exaﬁpié.offapute moral evil'which.is wvhat
Karamazo#-doéé Desplte-‘hls Vanstone holds that. u51ng
:Aberfan he*is énSw§ring IvaﬂhLO In so.far as_thé-Vicfims
are both iﬁnbcent.édfferefs this>is the casé;.buﬁ.lfan!s
ovrn éxample, being a_éa$é of acute morsl evil; raise:~the
lafger‘question of rés?onéibility.and qugiyeness.- Ivan
faces Géd with the problems 6f creatures in his §wﬁ-image
being.mindlessftoftﬁrers;, In the facg.bf such'horrifi;'
agony?fvan hold§ théf theAberpetfatoré'of éuch suffering are
uﬂforgiVeable:-'

And f;nally I do not Qant‘a mother té erxbrace the

torturer who had her child torn to pieces by his
dogs!  She has nc right to forgive him, she can

iorglxe him for herself "+ . .. but she has no right.
tc forgﬂve h1m for the sufferlncs-of her tortured
child.: . , o Y

;Aibeit DoStoyévsky gives'an '‘answer' througq Aly osha to the

effect that Christ alone has this. power of forglveness, our

'pdiﬁt must be that Vanstone whilst citing Keramazov does

not fully encounter'thé prqblem Ivan raises. Vanstone
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tackles innocen£fsﬁffering at the level éf physicai evil
alone,whéreaSvaanzi; mo;é cd#cerned:with ingoeeﬁf suffering
inA?elatiéﬁ fd‘ﬁppalliﬁé,ﬁqr;;~éfiiﬁ,:Midgléy éhqwé,fhat
équally fromqthé‘viéwpoiﬁﬁ ijﬁhélﬁumaﬁist ﬁhilosobﬁér
'aéceptingrévblution jﬁstfas,véﬁétbﬁé aoeg, théfproﬁlém-is-
ag'acufe, thgt éenseleés humén evii’has to ve acéoﬁnﬁéd for
in men, and-thiélVanstone ieaVéé unanswered," |

The.grgat pfqbleﬁ that is being'faéed'ahdito-vhich at
present there is-certainly'#o_whoily'saﬁisféciéry'answer,A
is to reintérpref the Falljiﬁ éécqrdénce wifh'the theory
of evolution. Tradifionally the Fé1l_has gaingd}its.stréngth
in making en requﬁsible fﬁr ﬁis‘wronédoihg; by_its literal
a;ceptanﬁéjof.ﬂhé'Génesis stofy. :Theigepiﬁs §f +Hié was |

berate

]
[

man’s"consﬁiousnéSé_Qf priﬁéeyél bifss aJd his él
‘rejection fherepfﬂ _Gene$fs:isLéiﬁpliéif& itséif,-man knev
what WéS'at étakeiin his_r;jeéfibnl Hoéeﬁér fo<dg Justize
{to;evolution such a simﬁ;e_pictﬁfé haé_?éibe fémo#ed:' fﬁere
-nefer was a moment_7h¢n,man cleafly‘knéw all thg iSsﬁe;i
invqlved in the rejectionAof.CQd;'whén,he knew ﬁhat he was
doing and did it inﬁthe rejec#ién.pf fhejAlmigh%y.- Maﬁ's

self-corsciousness has Deen aeons in the making and it is

not easy to know when to start'?ositing moral responsibility

[

of man.A It'ﬁan'dEAléastgbé.éaid'fhaflévén if the start is
uﬁknéwnwthé very'faét ﬁﬁan»maﬁfis éwafe-of mo;al categdrieé
4h6w‘is‘siénifiéant'enéugh‘fof'ﬁén‘té be responsjple.
Efolﬁtion makés it difficﬁlﬁ't3 idéntify-the sﬁufces of

‘men's responsibility ahd:Vanstone,iS'just-one author who -

would seem to -have faller at this fence in his.non discussion
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éf'mOrél evil,

:;:The hints of an answer may be'provided'by Midgley and
lvafﬁgfs;  Midgléy'it”will bé'fehémbered-ééCepts eqhvevolution
fépd:ﬁhe iséué bf:mah;s moral réspdnsibilify.' Eer first.
.ﬁﬁve'Was tp show how despite the fact thdt men and animals
'a;e'part of'the.same evoiutionary process, man in his
:deQelgpmént'hasvdQVeloped,a<capacity for extreme nastiness.
Ap:illbgicéi element has enfered'into maﬁkind's existence.
Sﬁéfis no @oreléﬁdcessful.than bthers in identifying ﬁhe
mpgeﬁt:when'thié happened but sh= doeé illﬁétrate some
':facfofs.inQOlvéd in its developmeht. ‘Her analysis,és that
-of twojqﬁher aﬁtﬂorsAto B@ cited,inyolves'gn element crucial
.fértﬁemiiﬁe:of_ﬁhoﬁght in.this work;»thé£ of the:questioﬁ
bfuthéjféié,of relatiop and intelligénéé vis & vié factors
zeh as lovéu ‘Phiiosophical Egéisﬁ-pogéther with the
'practic@i,éfobié@ of selfishﬁééélare attacked in Beast and
Man with'thé QommEnt'alreaay‘qubted con}féSfing cleverness
with kindﬁgss énd friendéhipf This:ié fﬁrthgr developed in.
 h¢r.paper'YThe.Limits of<individUalism'.A'ﬁere she argues |
‘:-thaﬁ.ﬁhe Social Dafwiniéf's forﬁ_of evolﬁtion which accepts

 Cbmpéti£ivén¢ss and>self;centrédness &s hatural is a
 £wisting of the facts to suit their own d‘emand.h2
There:is nothing‘néw in this,-és we noted in éhapter
otE,:ﬁe§cartes cou}d be tlamed for encoﬁraging cbnceptuai
'éoiiﬁuﬁe.- Réa& in conﬁéxt:Cogito.EréQ Sum is set forth-in
‘order to 'discover the distinction between the mind aﬁd'the-
bddy or betﬁeen a thinking and.cprporeal thiﬁg'.h3 |

ADescartés' opposition to the body and his inheritence of
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the tradition that saw ﬁanias an unforunate trapped by matter

is clear,and seen in remarks. such as, 'But what is a man?

‘Shall_I“éay alrational animalf Assuredly not . . .'hh .Or,

‘1t 1s plain I an not the assemb7age of members calTed the

human 'b'ody;‘hS He is happy to exalt the mind and the 'I
'ovor the whole pe”son and the cemmunity, without which either
co#ld not exist. A.In,her pape; "The Objection to Systematic
Humbug' this is'a.tﬁeﬁeiMidgley‘develops‘ at length, that °
vAto'sfrESS*fﬁe in£éili cerce and the individual leads ‘to
‘égbism ahd uncgnéern;ror others.L“'Thlzj in theological

,V
N

terﬁé sin,'a1though.§ﬁpf laﬂguage ié-notAemployed by .
Miﬁgléy_he%éelfi

.No P?rﬁicﬁlaf mdmeﬁtAisridentified, but whaf is suggested
bfireadihngidgléy ié;that in’man's developing self-conscious-
1éé.;fjﬁstlés thiéAb;SuO”Ad on him great capacity for
,aavancementrvia tﬁought, so in enabling him just to see

himsel®, it cfeate@ the possibility of selfishfess, The

=y

Scienti ic'progreéévof'éelffcbhsciousness developed the
ﬁ&:él’issue Qf‘selfishness. The issue was coﬁpounded.by
'thé st;esé,dh the dﬁé'issué, the facteor of intelligencé
'whi&ﬁ in its dévelopment made seif—coﬁscidusness possible,
whiié in itself nof.beingla.positive mofal faector. Thus
nself“onscio 1Sness couplcd with intelligence gave man the
‘_fféé choiCe-tb.eiercise'thé-eaéy~option, to consi@er ju;t

‘himself ra*her than his role in the world and the species

‘of which he is e dependent part. Evolution's-bestowal upon

-

[

man of self- con301ous:e s and free choice in intelligence

.gives him the optien lacking to the cther animals, of



cdnsidériﬂg;onlyAhimself asAéne-ego} Othgr speﬁies
Talthougﬁflackiné‘hﬁman inteiligence nonethelegs do have a
pro rammed' altrulsm ‘towards members of. théir own SDECIGb,
f . o o ) ~of which
and do ‘not indg;ge'in the horrific cruelty/men hqve proved
éapab;e-u o Thgt m&n finds himself in this position is
feétified to'By“manys being aﬁare that better possibilities
ekist;' Hié(sepse of inadeguacy stems from his awarengés
that.heihés.ndt'done as well as he would have liked. In
Hbﬁtliﬁe fo}m ﬁhis ié offered as an éccount of - & 'Fall'
*éconciléd;wiﬁh an.evolpfiqnafy world View, cut which

still endbles man to be held morally responsidle, and which

';éduld usefully have,been appropriated ir a work like Vanstone'sL

w-

Bﬁber_iﬁ I aﬁ. Thou suggesis a simila dividg between
,én I—it'apd~aﬁ I-thou relationship. It will be remembered
that;thé first is the relationéhip~of use, while the second
1tre?ts tﬁé &éu'és an existent in itself. Bﬁber regards
'primitiVE ménl(as’speak'ngj the basic Wo}é I-you in a
natﬁrél;Aés it wére still unformed manner, not yet having
;fe¢ognl§e¢ nimsell as &n 1', since 'even‘in'the primitife.

~

function of ccgrnition one camnnot find any cogrosco ergo sum

bt

cf even ths most naive kind.'h.7 Only as man evolves, (again
no one-moment can be identified), does Eelf consciousne s
- develop:’

once the I of the relation has emerged &and has
become existent in'iﬁs detachment, 1t scmehow
etherealizes and functionzlizes itself . . .
once the sentence "I see the tree" has been
pronounced in such & way that 1t nc longer
relates a relation betweenr & human I and a
tree You but the perception of the tree object
by the.human conscicusness, it has erected the
~ crucial berrier between subject and object;
~the basic word I-it, the word of separetion,
*as been spoken. ' L8



Thus a process occured in primitive man by which the It
reiation appearsd and it formed a sort-of Fall:

Then you believe after all in some paradise in the
primal age of humanity? -  Even if it..was a Heil
unreal it was noct. tf‘imal man slexpe*leqcns
of encounter were scarceWy a matter of tame QPIWghI,
“but even violeance against & be*“g one really con-
fronts is better tharn. ghostly solicitude for face-
less digits! From the forwer e path ]eads to God,
from the latter only t5 neo thlngneag. - Lo

" Euber accepts a process in evolution'hy which men. lapsed.

-

. The opportunity for the"Thouf;relation vaes lost and replace

o

by tﬁé_pborer I-it relation_inAwhich fhemI;uses'theA'it'
rather than respects it as 'ybﬁ{:’l&he_éame proce;s-is
‘repeated in each one-pf ﬁs ?cdordiﬁg-to Bubé} in'our infant
life, for 'the prenatalklife off£h§ cﬁild_is a pure ﬁatural
association', the;childfposéeéégs;a-baéic.dfive for'felétion.
yet still it falls into‘céasing t0 regard,'ybu' but creatiﬁg
'it' 1n its develbpment.50> Infelligénce thps.énaﬁles mah_in
Buber énd Midgley to éxerciéé a cﬁpi;eftéttake the éaéier
tﬁough more disastrdus option of feggrdi;g 'yoﬁ“ as_'itf.

" Exactly thg same themeiit~m5y'bezéontéﬁded is seen in
a third author, the povéliéf'D.H}'Lawfénce, in Lady
Chatterley's Lover, -He?e'iﬁ:ié;héld; a major. theme is the
destruction of the humaﬁ peTsonality that comes through the
exaitatioﬁvof.mind, ana‘fgé foréettiné of relation and of
the wholeness of mén,' Hoggart' ‘*Introduction’ goes to somg
léngth té ﬁaké this{pblnt, -He notes Lawrence ] commltment
fo marriage énd_fidelify,'én wholengss in man's llfe,.agalnst
which inteiligence éeén in iﬁdustrialisation is fbe great’
A threat;-,He'writes that,”'hefelLawrence.is insisting that

if we regard man as a mechanical unit in a mechanical
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sociefy ; .. then-we cut off some of the sprlngs of 11fe -
and so make relatlonshlps of 1ntegr1ty-and wholeness even
harder-tOwarrive at' Sl Lawrence S theme is exactly that
of Buber and Mldgley that"llferlsbonly‘bearghle'when.the
mind and the body,are.ln hafmehy ; . ; dbscehity 551& comes
'in when the m1nd despises and reafs the body 52 Clifford
(whether malmed or not)Aand his friends shahe a v1ew in
whlch 'sex was merel&'an’aCCIdenf Qr-an;adJunct, one of the
curiegs theleﬁe,}ofganic-prQCesées ﬁhieh_persisfed in its
own'elumsiness buf wee net reélly neeeesary’753 In
Lewreneian-heims infelliéehee misused‘makeelmeh regard
their.hhoieness, theﬁfAeexual aepect.much es Adam regarded
his heke@nees.':Selfishneee, aiﬁu?ely.héntai view-ef'life
andithe leck of ah'£h0#+<reietion; afe>linked'with.ceaeiné
to regard‘eneeelf es.a ﬁhoiezbeihg in:cemhhhity.
Aecordlngly the result is that 'Hammohd .;. . wihh a
wvife and. two chlldren, but ﬁuch more closely connected with
a typewriter'sg believed_in"the life of ﬁhe mihq . ; . all
hingee on the inst;ncthfef'suecessf 'Thaﬁ is the pivot on
whieh all'thinés'turn';SS  The eueceedinémpeges-show
Laﬁfence deliferihg eereiéhtless.ahtéck on the»'Bolshevism'
of the, mlnd | The characfer'DUkes eaye, ithere'e something
wrong with’ the mental life, fadicallyii,lt's rooted in spite
and-envy, ehvy and:splte '56--'Real knohleage comes out of
n'the'Vhble_corpue'of<%he'eOnecioueness,:out of your belly and
your pehie es mUch as'eht'ef yeuflhrain'and mind. The mind
can oniy:ahalyse and ratiqhalise .V.‘.-to criticise and

make a deadness'
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The-;aét:three authors of &hom only Buber is‘a'theisﬁ;
éhov'howAif is ioséiﬁle in aCéépting evoluﬁion'éévféct_gﬁdi
" rejecting litéral_interpretatiéﬁs st111 té posée;g'éfviév:
of fhe‘World_iﬁ.which a concept of the Failgkﬁhethéf-férmedA
‘éuch'or‘not.is tenaﬁle. -All'thrée.shafe a belief fﬁaf:infx
the employmeﬁt.of<intelligence @an-ﬁas ﬁade a.fu#damental
miétake. It is. not thaf.intélligence itself'is‘wrong,_but
that in the growth of self consciousness menTbecoﬁe:aware,'
of the péssibilitiés oflshort cuts, of taking appareﬁtij
égsy optipns, of regafding I ohl& aﬁd to hellvwith'thej
rest. Inteliigence as Midgl;& noted, insteaa_of sérving
moral categdriés becémes the_categpry'in itself'and;éxalté
.*the 'I' in itself - Cogito ergo sum. Lawrénce'é méséage
fﬁas e#actly the same}_thqt fﬁé éupreme'eleﬁénts ih iif¢;‘
compaésion,»tender loving cére fbr anothef are,ignoféd:'
'All the greaf words it seemed fo Coﬁnie were canééiled for:
her generatipnf'love, J0¥, habpihesé .. i'A;l tﬁat remained
4was a stubbofn“stbicism', the only exceptionAbeing the -
desire for money, 'Money, success, the bitch goddeéé..
thaf was a permanent necessity'.58

Both the humanists.Law}enceAand Midgley ﬁefcei&e_that
a recovery of the value.éf loQé, notwithstandiné differences
in théir pefcepfioniafAit,'was fun@amgntal té-thé-recovefy.:‘
of hﬁméﬁ'wholeness,é'As ﬁas been nbtéq,'Véﬁstoné'é‘anglysis
revolvés around God as lé#é;- Thié frbm'an éthical stand-
point is-the subjecﬁ ma£tér df-our wofk. Thus-in order to

‘perceive what from the Christian sense the value of love



might mean in.a human cpntext,'it'ié'imébrtént.to'consider_x
émgngst'the.oth;r issués‘Qf_ééif'énd~néighboﬁr ldfe‘fhe end
. for which'a loving God creates;ﬁén} Td'ﬁavé:gﬁiinkliﬁg bf.
What ﬁan is'infépdéd‘féf m§y‘helﬁfin.thefunde;éfandiné of
how maﬁ cohducfs”hiﬁself now. Tﬁé éémmeﬁts;fréﬁ ﬁidgiey
'_may serve to direct tﬁe vay. fhe first muSt.bg reéd with
Vansfgﬁe'é sfrictures cpnéerning.lOYe's esseﬁtiai demand
for»the‘preservation of human freédom in‘mind; AIt~miéht"_:‘7
éeeﬁ a‘throw-away éomment.in its cdnﬁext'but it céﬁﬁéihs
mucﬁ of significance for the position édofted ib~tﬁis work,
that eVleéion is to be réconciléd fd thévnotionAofVGQd;s_A
creating free beings. Midgley‘poséﬁlates'a reviéion,of
-Genesis'tb the effect thgt 'tﬁé.Léra'waﬁtea freeAserAntﬁ
Aand,therefofe so deﬁised_évolufioﬁwthét.it wa§<boundgto
produce'them';sg There‘may'ﬁell;bé mﬁch-ﬁore‘tfﬁth in
this comment_fhan-Midgiey may'ﬁiéh,tb-éllow,'fériin:ouﬂlihe
this is the ddgtfine of Vanstdﬁe. It thdgwneéQS to be ﬂeld'“
in the background of a diséussion of man's énd;.and of the
means,to'that end.  This sense.of;Goa being:chcérned for
men out of love for them as eﬁds, §ut of aAﬁi@ei scenario_
ﬁhan pﬁré meﬁtal life is~dévélope5'in,the‘ééébﬂd of
Midgiéy's.cémménts. She‘héé‘béen‘attacking theigiéltatioh“
éf purely mental life, and.thﬁs the Pléténis;'ﬁiew §f'God
_as‘puré mind. She grén£§_£ha£ Christianify'#és péréeived

" the néééééity‘for é wider poftiait tolgafégﬁarﬁ:ﬁan{é.
.whpleneés.A Hence it 1s an achiévement bf‘dhriStianify to.
define God as love. Iﬁterestingly she:then quotes Tréhérng

as perceiving~this, and its_effect-upon‘mah being that,
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'GédAdid:infinifely-for-us when he‘made ﬁ; wanf like Gods,
that like Gods .»}e Am:.'LghA‘l‘; be s‘atis'fi_ed . . He w.ante‘d the
commpniéation of;ﬁiéfdiViné eS$en§é<énd_pérsons'to'enjoy |
jg .60 | N

It. is TrahernéVs'gbﬂsidefation bf théAéﬁd?of-ﬁan that
shall now be examinéa; This is.hoteworthy in his development
of this theme from a cdmﬁiftment to tﬁe”ﬁotion'that God is
love, and conééquently_ffom:an 56c¢pténce'of_the goédnéss
of thé materigl WArid:’fThe'end-for which you vere created,
is thét by prizing all-fhathod ﬁath'done, &ou ﬁay enjoy
yourself and Him in Bleééédnééé';ﬁ ~His use of Tfinitafian.
doctrine in his éhedlqéy 6filgvé has aIready-beenInoted.
Traherne's message“alfﬁoﬁgh}répéafédAin maﬁy différent
ménneré:in the Centuriég»iﬁatfits~rdét.very simfle. Lové-
is such that it simpl& has to be‘iﬁ its ﬁatufe the esgencé _:
of God.. If ipbis.his natufe,:tﬁgﬁAsp‘it ougnt-to'bé‘iﬁ hi;
créaﬁﬁres. ‘Thus their énd is to 1iveutheA1ife of:love.in
its fullness. Traherne wrifesAphat,:%iov; is so divine ahd
perfect afthing, that ifiis worthy“to bé the very eﬁd and
béingvdf the‘Deity';-aﬁﬁbin.fhe ;gﬁé breath he speaks 6f
the créated soul: 'By';§¥iﬁg.a”80ul does propagéte and
beget itself . -. .'ébové all by Loving it does attain
Vitself'; .. Till fﬁéj lovgxthey ére desolate'.'62 From
the same.paSSaéé_itAis'inﬁereéting to nqté an asbect of .
Trahérﬁe that mighﬁfgeeondd'in reiatién to the a$sumptiQn
made aboﬁt the pas;iyity of mysticalipheology, vhich is-
éertaiﬁly how Traherne ig”fo bé,claésified; 3, It is also

significant in being allied with a positive appreciation
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‘of thne world,‘iﬁ is his identifiéation'of love énd act.
‘kThus in theipasgage COhéidered the final line ran, ‘Till
";iwé'ﬂecémé,theréfo?e éiliAct-as God is; we can ﬁevér~rest,
.ijgof éver'be'safiSfiqdf.,;Tfaﬁerne's concept of Act réfers
ifo a'live;y;sehéeﬁbf:adoration and worship to jﬁdgelfrom

fhe Bibliéél quotéféoﬁs he cites in support.6h

The méin theme.pf*Trahefne in the context of this
cﬁabtgr'mﬁsﬁ7be‘hi5»iink between & positive theologi of fhe
}éﬁdxéf mah_éﬁd of the folerf creation consequent ﬁpon the
  adoption of'a;iovg,theology; TheAwofld as God's creétion
guafahfees thaf'since éll inAit mist be honoufed as God's,
 thi&'Safeéuérd§:the‘éeif’s own role. 'The world doeg serve
‘.ydu;.not:bﬁiy'ééiit'isxthe_place and receptable of al;\your
.jéyé;_but-a; it_is a éreét obliéation laid upon all ménkind,
aﬁd upon e&gry'péfson'in ali éges‘fo love ¥you as himself.{65
:DeSpité liviﬁgfﬁh'an age much harsher than today, Traherne
celebréteé'theljoys of the maferial worLd:éhroughbut his-
wrifingst‘fAs'tﬁg.world serves you by shewing the greatness
..of'Godfs 10v¢ to you, so doth it:serve you'as a fuel to
}foménf.and iné?ease your praises'.66‘ ngourite phrases to
be found in_cdnneétiqn with creatiéﬁ in Traherne are 'their
lgfeator*s”joyf and 'the greatness of his bounty', and-so
céﬁ-ﬁe reaa:'The.heaféns and the earth_serve you.; . . in
 $héwing Unto you yoﬁr Father's Glory'.67, Acceﬁtance bf |
A'tﬁéAwaid;s.joys istenjoined; for ‘Objéctive treasureg are
always'delightfﬁl: énd though we travail endlessly, to see
”j.thém ail.ppr'gwn is infinitely pleasant'.§8 Yet in_tﬁe'_.

same breath Traherne is careful to 1link gift and giving.
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He acce@te specifically our 'desire to have all alone in our
'prlvate posse551on, coupled with 'the communicative humour

69.

that ‘is- in us" Thie.ehehies him,as'hae elready been
:dieepssedﬁtb'resqive}the;eohfiﬁet hetweehfthe-eelf:end the
‘6ther from his uhderetehdiﬁghof the heture efAcreafion, its
essential goedness in the.hands.ef God. |

In this the key fe'perceivihé the erlé aright is to
ﬁnderstand.the hathre ef lore-ih referehce ﬁo God;' One
cannet_aroid reéuofing; 'LLove-is fheetrUe meahs_by which
the world is enjeyeavq }”. There are'mahy.glerious
excelienciee in the material World,'but'fitheut-Love they
are all abortlve ;E;.. Loveiln the end is the glory of the
world and the Soul of Joy 701:Traherne 1s_exp1101§ con-
cernlng'the endztojwh;ch thle leve ieaas; fqr, "o sit rn'
the Throhe'ef'podiis fheiﬁeEt‘eﬁpreme:ésfete that can.
.beféliie creature. .Ii is premiéed inhtheuhevelatione. But
few undersfana Whéi‘isepremieed.1there_ahd-but few believe
igi. 1L There ie an eseentral,link_beﬁweeh thisAfﬁfure state
'andhthe present ﬁerld-which-echoes'Paui's Romans 8; Traherne
writes<£haf"To sit in the Throne of God is to inhabit

'Eternlty To relgn there is to be pleased with all thzngs

in Heaven and Earth from everlastlng to everlastlng, as if

“we-had the soverelgn dlsposal of them .72 ‘The - Throne of
,AGod_rs_deflned as, 'The Omnlpreeence therefore, and the
Etérnity of.God»ereiOUr:Throne, wherelh we are tq relgn for
evermere.. His'iﬁfihite'end eterhal Love are the porders of
it'.73v'Traherne's mystical hope_ie ﬁhet.human life will be

.fuifilled aseit-was infendaito4be'by'participation in the
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.life of Qod vhich itself embraces the totality of heaven andi
'earthf‘ The hope is'sustainedfhy the overwhelming eonvictionm
‘lofrthe:essential goodness of.the‘world as an expresslon-ofhn
'lore's creative'activity; whioh~allowsifor-a positive”assessf
‘ment of the possibilities of such‘matters'as self love which
'in other analyses are- often-problematlc |
The theology of love Traherne adopts is thus the control
'for’hls analy51s of the'yorld, w1th its stress on the dlgnlty"
'of man as-a creature, and the importance of our response. -
'Hence'he can write of 'The Supreme Architect and our
Ererlastiné Father;'having made the ﬁorld this most
eglorlous house and magnlflcent Temole of His divinity' Th
and then,of ‘that for infinite reasons_it was best that he
(man) should beAin a~changeab1e estate‘and have power to .
hchoose whatAheAhimself listed: For he may so choose‘asAton
' become one Spirit w1th God Almighty' ,:and ‘BywchoOSiné a . .
:man may be turned and converted into love .75 Such thoughts
relate 40 two of the other~authors considered in thishstudyt
‘Positively they relate to Vanstone, the_link to God as.
‘"artist already haviné been commehted on in the previous
lchapter. At this point the link can be seen in thelrtsharing_
of the oosition.that love demands cholce and therefore-of |
the supreme neeessity to'safeguardrchoioe and freedom;‘ It
should'be obvious hon-Trahernenith his highjreéardAfor the
Amaterial'world oomplements Vanstone;‘vlt is.argaed.thatithis
is.aue.to their.sharing a conmon theology of'love which
makes creation valﬁable, and of their desire to see love,as

a genuine communication'of_being in,which respect- by the
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Creator:for.hisAOWn Efeatioﬁ's‘ihfegrit& isAfundameptalf
Negatively the consedueﬁéésfoff§ﬁ4adpbtion of a different
fheoiogy Qf_iove upon.dreaffbn‘éan Be'égaﬁinedey a éfudy
of Anders Nygren's wofk.  |

Comparisons‘with N&gréﬁfhaQQ_élreadj beentﬁéde; wifh
respect to fhe consequences of. . his théblqu of love upon
the doctrine of'thé Trinityﬁ  1£_has.been argued that the
noﬁ—use of the Triﬁity ;efleéﬁedua théoiogy of love which
did not.stféss reiatioﬁiéndAfhe*heedAfor ihdividﬁal inte;
grity,.wﬁeréas a positive demand_foé the_infegrity of the
creéture is - at the'heart of Véﬁétéﬁé‘and Traherne. The&
bélieve this to be the_cése:beéause_Godfs wo}k woﬁld-be
loét if the creature's.intégriﬁyfw;s“pféjﬁdiced. In their
doctriﬂe,of iove the controi is‘thé‘integrityvof the lover's
self; With Nygren: the cbngequénées of fhe”aéobtion of a
different control-in his theology inlbﬁe‘ppbn-ﬁhe doctrine‘
of creation are évident. In Nygrép's césg'his gbntroi'is_
the Protestant-cbncepfionAof the sovereiéﬁfyiéf God, and-
thé.dogtrines of sin and'fali. Nygrentmakes the natufe of
Agape centre around the cdmmgﬁtiof-Jesus}, 'I éame.hot;té
call the fighteous but sinﬁerS'.76

The ideg of 'sihnef;;_ié fﬁndamental but Nygren
déveiops'iﬁ‘in such a maﬁnef thréﬁgh the notion of fall
| that men cannot havé"the‘indgpéndéﬁﬁ reﬁlity‘Tfahe;ne'and
Vanstone value. ,Nyg?énfs?exééesisiis téilored to fit the.
. argument., Thﬁs he takeg.Mark.2:17 at face value gnd accepts‘
7 |

that 'the righteoﬁs go émpty aﬁay', this though is in
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order to allewAGdd!s soVereignty to dominate. ISince God
;takes the 1n1t1at1ve 1n pourlng his 1ove out on 51nners,
man in hlS rlghteousness may. not play a role in salvatlon
‘The problem here is that Jesus comment wasnqun;c, - the
rlghteous were in fact sinners 1dentical“ﬁo;e§ery one else.
In other words sin as a uniﬁereal_condition,-SO the
necessity for all to be of graee, which can be interpreted
in a very different manner to Nygren's. Nygren presumably
knows of the ironic,naﬁure of Jesus' comment, but his pur-
pose is to destroy the claim of independence that the idea
of righteousness sdggests‘and'to reinforce his opinion of
humans as sinners, who are“entitled to nothing, rather
than as creaturee given'an iﬁdependent dighity.

The theme 1s made clear under Nygren s heading 'Agape
is Creative'. A lengthy quotatlon is worthwhlle to
'illustrdpe'the dlfference;between Nygren~ana the position
of Traherne and,Vanstoﬁe. He writes: . .~

It is not thet God- loves fhat'which is in itself

worthy to be loved, but on the contrary, that

which in itself is wtthout value acquires value

by the. fact that it is the object ‘of God's love.

Agape is the direct opposite of that love which

~is called out: by_the worthiness of 1its object
-and so-may be said to be a recognition of the

value-and. attractiveness of its object The

‘man whom God loves has not any value in himself.

. His.value con51sts 51mply 1n the fact that God

.loves him. ' : : : ' 78
In ene'Sense this‘cguid-be iﬁterprefed»alongsideranetone
to meéﬁ;that the'éreetureeis wholly contingent every moment
upon God the Saviour, his value is a gift, man is not an
>eternal_existent,'he is creature. _However this is not how

" Fygren applies this, and hereih‘is the significance of
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'thet which in itself is witheut'value acquires value ./.
Vanstone could .not heve vritten this becauee'in existing
:the-being‘has'value es eféreatufe. Nygren has the nonien
of[the being's-existing-’nithbut value' as a sinne% and
'nthenibeing gi#en’valne b&-Agape.~ The result is'nhat
Nygren in -not ascribing any value to creation, and opting
inéfeed for & view of the sinner's existence as wholiy
VithOut value %nd'fallen,fneintreduces the probleonf
_ i : . ‘avoids | . _

'duelism;'This.Vanstone/in.his acceptance of the creature's"
‘Value‘ny virtue of his exisning as a creature.

lThus fof Nygren men ie a being with ne independence
'of'righfs, he has no freedom he is simp;y a being for God
.to acf upon,59£ 'Agapensﬁerts.fromlthe conViction of man's
Aewn worthleesnessf ’Wnen-nan:has falien awey from God; he
is wholiy lost,'énd n%Anoevaluelat'all'.79 Nygren's‘con;
ceptiOn of>Creetinn, eineand fall is wnnlly different from
.£he Vanstonien/Trehernian'positien} It”createe a new’
:faualisn in which the_sinner renains in existence, inde4
pendent‘of.GodFs grace and tnus worthless. Man's integrity
is thus destro&ed.end.alsneep and goats mentalify creafed.A
This~position results‘from a refusal to consider any
alternative between his.own view and that of the Greeks
- he opposes which opﬁsffori'the.idea of‘the infinite value
of_nne Human soul'.80 .Taken in.its own‘terns if‘is'agreed
: '_’with Nygren that -the l‘a‘i.:te'r is not a Christian idea pﬁt
then it is certainly not Trahe;ne's or Vanetone's eitner.A‘

They stand,fo; an option regarding'CreatiQn‘which makes

“the independence and integrity of even sinful man of vital
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importanée fp'theiprﬁper fulfillment of God's Creétion.
Men;s_valueiisfwhblly defivea from God as creator, but by
 vyifpﬁé-of.being ié éxistéﬁce,e?en as sinneré they mqst'as
' xoﬁjécté of:ibve désﬁinéd'for'loving.communion with God;
n réfain génuihe fréedbm.of'éhoice. In a cfeation;'to exist’
mﬁst bé‘to be of ?alye;=f0r Nygren to have valueless
n'existenqe.in érea£ioh‘isié conceptual contradiction. zThej
appfeciétg,&é(ﬁjgfeﬁ dbes-nbtrthat the condition of free-
aom‘is»the-éégential Gdd—given'component of humanity:
' :?O Adam . : ;_All qther~things_have~a nature boundea
ZQithin certéin iaﬁsiithgu only art loose from all and
acpgrdigg‘fd tﬁyiOWn council in the hand of which I have
 .§utvthé¢,4mayé% CﬁOOSe-aﬂd-prescribe Qhat nature thou wilt
to:tﬁyéélf ;'.-;:Wé_havé'madé tﬁee'neither heaveﬁlyAnor
:éaéﬁhij; neitﬁérfﬁortal_nor immortal, that being the
thnoure& f@rmér_aﬁa ffamer of thyself,.thou mayst shape
'tﬁysélf:into:yhaﬂ-ngture‘thyéelf.please;t!;8l_
| DuD._Eilliqﬁé-Specifiéélly condemns Nygren for his

 attitude'coné¢fning God's love -and human freedom. He.
céﬁno%»éccept ﬁygrenfsAstress on love's 'uncaused' nature,
J”fhat is fhét it does not reiate t@ the value of the beloved.
 .He‘Vrite$ Qf Njgrenthaf 'love is'méaningless without
,,ééﬁsality.‘Sé: Williams' position is drawn botﬁ fromAan
   apfrééiéti6n'o? the'valﬁgAin‘creation and-from the scienti-

.Zfib:pe£cepti§n_of c;usé and éfféct. He is concerned that
'idve-shoﬁld maintain 4 freedom that is compatible witp a
degree of éaﬁsaiity, so'spontaneity as freshness rather:

than arbitrariness is acceptable alongside ¢ausality. This
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éositién accepts that ﬁan is a éomplek‘cpmposite.cféatufe,
“who is acted upon by external>forceé,!but Who ﬁongtheless
. has én‘innOQative éapacity £b:élter,gifcﬁﬁ;t;ncéé, AFof'
IWilliams_the futﬁreAis.not fi;éd,vman:has ﬁéA;reéte:?f iﬁa
:cbnjunbtion witﬁ‘natUral‘forées'énd tﬁe.SpiriL-Qf ébd;gahd
this returns us to Vanstoﬁe's ideas‘oﬁ ProYideﬂc; which
are to be.sfudiedtﬁresently.

Behind the p'ositive thought of Vanstone, Traherne
and Williaﬁs lies imago de< théologj;- This'is‘an ancient -
traditiqn built aroﬁnd Genesis-i:26-and of pérfiéular-
. importance in ihe Orthodox ﬁraditibnm- Hoyevef-it {si
'explicitly uSed>by both Trahérné and Williamsui-The ideé
'of’being in God's image.ié assdéiétéa-geﬁérélli witﬂ:thevj
ﬁotibn of choicé;. Mén, 1ike»éod; isg¢apafle of free choiqé;
hence its appeafancé in these'authoré:éga.iﬁs.di;févbﬁgi |
ﬁith those who disfrust freedom)“ Tféﬁérne‘ﬁfitegiyhat
vﬁhe-image of .God Was:not seated iﬁ'ihé feafufes'qf‘y;ur
faég»ﬁut in.thé lineaments of your Soul; 'Iﬁ the kﬁbwlédge
éf your Powers,.Inclinations, and Priﬁpiﬁleévthefkﬁdwledgg
-_of yoﬁrseif chiefly coﬁsisteth7.83 Williams-devéfés a
heading to the issue.Bh' He halds_that.the idea of;maﬁ made
inAGOA's'image.is ﬁholly Biblicgliand~gfénts that £ﬁe..
crucial question is what hapﬁens fo thé'imége,inlfgCe-bf,‘
" sin. He'nofes the 6gth01ip ansvér_to thé-qﬁe;tidn.usihg'
the dis%inétign-ofAirenaéusIbetween tsélem‘andAdeﬁ?th:I
within.the‘féxt_df Genesis l.85t Téelém sféhds<£6r'thé imggé?

that is the endowment of men with reason and dominion, their
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likeﬁe$s to Cod in Qéspect of being able to choose, being
rational. Thege“faculties altHough &arped reméin spb—
 stantial1y intact such that natural man cén‘fecééniée-his_
predicament‘a@d chose fo turn to God'ahd'be saved. Démuth
stands fér £he‘similitude, tﬁat is the grapés of faith,A
hope andllove, for in the Féll thesg are held to be lost.:
entirely. This schema forms the ground flah for.the
'datholic poSitﬁﬁn of grace completinglﬂatu;é. Man to be
sgféd.reQui;ed God's act. ‘Thé'independencé he<has,‘cannot
in itself save him, but it can allow him to perceive-his
situation and to choose whether he w1ll accept God's-aid
to redeem him.

Such a bGSifion is cie;rly helpfﬁl'to a theology like
.Vanétoﬁéﬁsfwhich streséés:the.fréedom bf ﬁan while wishiné
to'reiaiﬁ:thetrole bf grace. It also has.itsAapplicétioﬂ
ﬁo‘thélAugﬁétinian/Pelagian EontroVér$y in ;econcilihg'ﬁoth
beieménﬁs; Vhich'should'be remembered iﬁ r¢ading the next
chapter.86 ”As:Williaﬁs‘notes, this pds{tipﬁ was iniﬁical‘
.to‘the-Proieétaht Réformers, the donseéuences of whicﬁ have
already beenAséeﬁ in the remarks conéerningﬁNygfen. Fbr the
-ﬁeformefs,according to Williamsi hof only was the gimilitude
lost but fhelwhole image of God was left in ruins. The
Reformers feafea the Catholic.confidence in- human ;eason and
‘determined fhaf grace ﬁust be éver a1l and so erected what:'
. this ﬁresenﬁ étudy ﬁﬁst regardigs.the false opposition
‘bétweenlérécé and,man;s free'wiil; In their view'ﬁhe'image
of God was the 'original,righteoﬁshgssf with which God had
enaowed‘Adam and this origiﬁal right relatiohéhip has been .

‘lost in its entirety in the Fa11.97 Williams makes the
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infefestiné point thaﬁ both~;yétems lose man's~relétion to
"lovea' Ip“thé.ééﬁhéiic, the lgss of thegsimilitude leads
to the léss bf'tﬁe three theological_virtues inbluding
thét‘qf:ibve. lGrantedﬁthis problem, the Catholic scheme
does'presefve man's.freédoﬁ in-a manne? theAProtestént
does ﬁot.‘ Williams himself dévélops a'new sense for fhe

: imago dei; 'He doces not wish to.régard it éé,a épécial
quality (the néture):but'by his application of process
theology,.thefimago del is.to stand f&r the relation in
which man-is”creéted with his neighbour ﬁefore Ced. It
"is to stress mén'é personal qualities including ;ove, and
-it,thus'référs not to'a static concept ;f.human_nature but
to gAdyngmic perséﬁal view of iife in- which loye-is the key.
Imagbrdei*is the férh ofAcreation for & life fulfilled in
léve;énd sin beéomés the.failure,to realise théilife of
lé?e.88 |

| . Iﬁ,Would be impossible to disgusslPrécéss Theology in
detail here,. but by»quoting Wiliiams‘it is possible to see
how important traditional themes are, even if modified. -
Williéms ﬁhoughts on tﬁe imago-dei together with the
élasSical férmulations of it are of impcrtance for Vanstone's
tHeolqu-of-love,togethér with 1ts stress qﬁ men's freedom.
LikéwiSe éé,will be seeanilliams.étanAS akin to Vanstone
in'hiS'ddctfinénof God.’ Iﬁaeed comparing the two raiées
fhe‘in£éresfing qustion,'és»to what’extentAdbés Vanstone,
Awhb eséhews péftiéular positi§ns, wpite as aAproéess
theologian? A.themé of equal traditional imporfénce to the

imago dei, and which like it has undergone current
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féwritingvand‘is also of iﬁportance to a theol&gy of love,
.is-that‘of Beéfitudet‘ In'this cgéé'it is.Tr;ﬁerne who ﬁgs
.'pfdvided the.iiﬁk betweeﬁ é commitment  to love énAthe part
.ﬂéf-Géd_toﬁards‘ﬁan,Aand man's final end in a life of bliss.
in.Japqueé Méritain, a éatﬁolic autkor, the stfess on

. Beatitude és the life of love has.been examined'fo illumi-
na£é Jesus' saying that:'tbday thou shalt be with me in.
pafadi;e'.'_Witﬁ éuch a rich concept of the after life the
,éféﬁlem bf_regérd and of,sélf centeféd ethics appears, =
'hénce_Marifaiﬁ will.be'exaﬁined in mb?e detail in the

89

‘bhapterAbn 'self love'. Likewise Moltmann (developed

eléewhére)‘shows a renewed“Prqtestant~coﬁmitment “to thé
joyfﬁlness'of ﬁan'sbehd in its reiétion to_God'é glory.go

. Under the»broadzhéading ofACreéiion Ethicg; this.
éhafter has examipéd fhréé headihgs in connectian'with
‘the cfitefio?;tgét_God is-lovg.. Those "headings have been
_the iaéa of Géd«aé'an értistlingcreatioh5'£he prqbiém.éf
“the Fall agd tﬁé'question;of_man's‘énd. The three-are
related sinée theirnfeconéiliation is required if an ordered
Cview éf creation is to be achieved which takes science and
pafticﬁlarly evolﬁtion into éccount. The:iiage of God:as
an artist in Vanstong's porfrait enabled aﬁ identification
to be_maae'between Gdd#s éctivity and = cfegtio#‘wi£h a
degreé of order, that is ﬁot oné'df shee? randomness but
.éhe of sciéntific-causéiity,Ayet a creatioﬁfthat is not to
be deﬁermined eiﬁherAscientifiCaliy or theologicallyi The

imagé of God as artist was also seen to 'be compatible with
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“the idea-of'God asnléve,'iﬁ thét if'aiioﬁg‘th§ lover to
respect the iqﬁégrity of the belcved, God‘ﬁith‘his
creation. Such an évolving image‘aiéﬁ'éiio?éd.tﬂeAhopé of
Beatitude, the thought that the endAbflmaﬁ'i$-hbt'iﬁ ﬁtpef7
disjunction from thié worid's.experiénbe.f

This world is thus of grest consequén;é_for thé
hereafter. This thought was ligkedlto Biblicgﬁ traditiqn“
particuiarly in Paul, to:Vanstbné, andAeSpéciaily fo
‘Traherne's very positive ﬁse of theAwgrld:which heAéeleﬁfafes.
thrcuéhouf the Centuries.. Such aésessmenﬁs.wé?¢'§hdwn to
bé §ery different ffom fBOSe of Prqtesténts;sﬁch-aé'Nygren
ﬁsing a very bessimistic doctrine of sin.' Théréueétion oé
'sin and the Tall has been noted as the méjéfiﬁrobiém‘in:,
considering the creation. It was notéd.észé ﬁrébiém that
.Vaﬁstone d;d not face squarely. _Equally thé,ﬁfgreneéqué'
‘ansﬁer is tofally unsatisfactory, for it";evives.:-fﬁej.‘
problem.of Dualism end is not‘consqnant;wifh the'natu;e.of
‘love and its stfesé ubon the.necgssfty of_free:reséqnéél
Thus an attémpt was madé'to‘begin to deveipp aiﬁotion of
fall consondnt with evolutign whic£ doéé-leaveAman respons-
ible for sin. Ccnsideration. of thé quatibn in ;eiétion to.
the notioﬁ of God as love is thus'seenjtbzbeiimport;nt both
from the mégner of peféeiving'God's cfeafivefadtivity and
‘thus the revelation;gf_his'natﬁre;:a#dlfroﬁ'cdnsidering the
-prbblem tha£ our experience of the cféaﬁioh is ﬁot ail'ﬁe
would want it to be.' Theré is'bothvthe question'of our
wrﬁngdoing and also of the:phyéical ﬁa?ureisf the ‘universe.

' The latter returns us-mgthe'notiqn of the necessity of
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.:soﬁe fofm cf évolution_for tgé,free deveiopmentlof matter
'fof our own human freedﬁm to ex1st Suéh.issﬁes form the
‘imeaﬁ.of‘follow1ng chaptérsi/i;eedom in the nextchapter; and.
'fuﬁthé; c9ns1d°rat;on Of’manﬂs,eqd'in the chapter 'self-
.. . may : : -
love' - wvhat/man expect for h1mself7
By studylng the ontoloélcai guestion of the nature of
relétioﬁ<and being; with thé;thought that-‘God is love',
'posifive éonéequeﬂ;?é'fdr thé_natﬁre of man have been .
-drawﬁf lTﬂeﬁiﬁpoptaﬁée.of'the Trinity in safeguarding.the’.
}neces$ity of'relaticnffor_the fulfillment of being has a
‘v1tal fole to play in éaféguaraing_tﬁe being o¢f men. xUnleés
God lo hlmcelf ”elatlonal_'thé-importaﬁce of relétion for |
mén'canﬁot,be:deaugea ﬁyifhé ﬁhﬁﬁst.-'let as many human-
Aists;gppreéiate,as V¢ saw'in Midgley, rélation is
-fundaméﬁtéi tp human béiﬁg.A These_fwé chapters of ontolegy
~Jay tqe "roundfork for - t 12 fol;owing chapters iﬁ which ‘the
Tr actlca1 conseéﬁen¢esiof~the~Trinita:ian:éod of love are
'A exgmin¢d.V Chiefly,étteﬁtion~mu€t be given to the'provid—
4enﬁiai éctioh_of a God cf loye;seekiﬁg fd respéct Mis
cfééjﬁiés' integrity..sThe'creatures’ in tegrltv is directly

‘Consequential from the nature of love mhlcn demands free

relation and this_reQuires'space”’for its develicpment. So
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CHAPTER THREE'

- FREEDOM, GRACE, AND PROVIDENCE

The object bflthis Qhapfer.will.bé toAéonsider-hou
thesé'three'interelated issues'maylbe poftréyediin.ﬁé;mqﬁy
with the work of‘eérlier-qhapters{-_The:threé are ﬁof.to
beféonsidéred in_iSolafion.-‘ElseWhere iﬁ>this work the.
&iew has'been.develgpedkof'éfGod,>ﬁho in Trinify fofms a
com@uniﬁy of.being_comﬁlété iﬁ itéeif; th%oughl;ové{: Thié‘
G;dlfrbm-the'over%helming:fgilﬁeS§ of ipvgldesires téA‘
lcreate a world and beingsvto.sharéSthié.diQiné:éommuﬁién;
Sinée'ﬁhiS‘Godlis téken'po be,the‘GodtpfAlove aﬁd'it is
,axipmétic:that love can only be offéredeuﬁ df é'freé;
willinghésé to God;'the faculty.qf freeéom is integraiito'
man.i Thus a concept of God built,aréﬁnd'ﬂm‘notion'of iove
and of creation as_outlineé; requifes'éon¢eptioﬂ§ of gfaéé
and prqvidenﬁe which do no#_brejudiée’#ﬁé freedom éf man
held to be vital tO'him."Traditiopallj itiis these two
4concepts_wﬁich bftéh.séeﬁito‘prejﬁdice‘fféédéﬁ:' Likeyise.'
.‘the.claséié;>'ifléoq knows of é&il;,Hé:mﬁsf.ﬁe able #QA
'rembve'it; He-doeé-nbt:ﬁhereforé Hégié h9£"afgument.has
dépended 6n'views.of‘grace and pfoVideﬁée-whicﬁ as;riﬁe

"total' power to God. It will be attempted in what follows
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to show how the cqnéebf Qf.GQd which has been used through—i
out this work bath‘serveé‘tézgﬁgranﬁee:our humén ffeédom,
and alSo in some méééﬁfe £o3jeéoncile:a C6d Qf gfaee to the
continued exisfencé'pf gfiljéha,gufferiné'iﬁ this world.

In oﬁr estimatidnlit is the receﬁf work of ﬁubért
Vansﬂone which shows vefy gieérly‘the‘linksbetweén thé
doctrine.of God‘as loﬁe and the éopéequéhces which follow
for the‘éonceﬁtions;of-thg‘natﬁré_df'menfé freedoﬁ and the -
doctriﬁe; of grace and prb&iaence;- An anaiysié will'£hus
be given of Vanstone's wdfkf;‘Paraliéls‘to his work.in
othér ﬁheoiogians will élso.bé'notéa a; Viil be the corse-
gquent pfoblems, wifhiﬁ_the st%ﬁétgre~of 'Vanstonian'
providence. o | |

Vansfone ﬁreparéé.the-ﬁa§lfor'ﬁis énalysis of'grac§1
and providence by formuiating his.CQﬁceéﬁionAOf God. ”HQJ
creates his piCture'of fhe'de_55VioVe*via an anélégy-from
human io&e.l He regards this as jpétifﬁaﬂie'éince ﬁé -
holds that the word.ioveAQanqot meéniﬁéfully be uéed without
first ap?reéiétihg oui ordinary huﬁah_experiendgtfheréof,
Secondly he uses a via~hegati0a;” That is, he défiﬁes three
'marks' which deny ld#e'iﬂ ﬁhé humén sense énd from this
holds that God m;st-exémﬁiify,the conversé. The first mark
is théf of liﬁitatiqn;2A>Loyé ﬁéverAwitholds itsélf, unless
-there isfgﬁod réaSbn,fér thé éake of.the-belovedk. When men
test love,:théy ¢an gni&'by‘triéls‘eétaﬁlish love's'fa;éity,
its authenticity can ﬁevér-bg 'proven'. A totality of self
.giVing is‘ésSeﬁtial;-by lo§inghthé self makes itself avail-

_'able., . If this can be said of the best of human love, it
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;Shoﬁld'also be said of the divine. Thé'chafacﬂefiéﬁié
éxpressioﬁ of the limitiessness of divine love is iﬁ the
:ﬂbtion_bf Christ's endless~forgiveness. The secéﬁd  .
'ﬁggatiﬁe:mark is that ofcontrol.3 In human 1ové;if the ibyé;
‘ié iﬁlgontrol of the beloved théﬁ lovg‘faiis. Lo&é'ié‘ |
actifif& for the sake of the other and not self aggréqdiée;
Alment.' If the beloved is under the control éf thé lovér;
the bé1oved is no longer other and so:no ldngér helévéq;
:5but'merely an extension of one's oyﬂ égo. Vanstone gi{éé
faS»an example, the SOn‘living at'home.with hig motherAth:
Zhas.got.him 'where he is'. Lofé-is.always distorted“by |
_ﬁésseséiQn'and control that is one sided. Cdnvérsely 
ﬁhére-ﬂhé'beloved is really other, the activity ﬁf lo&éjié
';always précariousl True human love has no dertaiﬁfy'éf'
bdmpletion beéaﬁse true love relies on mutuality andxthefe-
fére iﬁ this_world‘s.setting is precarious and vulnerable.
With.human'beings,-true love is alwayé Qpég to.disappoint-
~mén£;..F§f example, Vanstoné quotes the problemsiof
children's upbfiﬁging. Wanting the children to discover
 f§r themselves is balancéed by the temptation néver f§ -
expose them to any dahger. In Vanstone's eyes éoﬂtrol'of
one pafty by another is very different from ténder_mufuai
COﬁcerﬁ-and is fatal to love, which ought always to bé
marked by &ulnefability and precériousﬁess;
'ilf ShOuld.by nov be clear what sort of influénééA
Vanstbne's pértrayal of these 'marks',ié,going‘tq.have on
the docfrines of freedom, grace and providence. Wiﬁh thé

first mark, that of limitlessness, one can imggine the
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méjority of Christians feeling no unease whétsoevert'
Howe#er_whén thé-sécond mark'ié translated to God, many
'ChfiStiéns”ﬁight fégl that the aoctrine 6f Pnovidence was
;undéf threét, "Is hot_the essencé'of mah's secufity pre—
'ciéel&.fh&f’ﬂé‘is ugder the controi of God? The
'undefstanding'bf'God being in control over his éhildren
has béén fundamenpél to Christian theology, whéther-iﬁ
‘extrémi$ sﬁcﬁ'§hat men are merely machines, or in moré‘
"@odéféfé:'popula¥ist"views that 'God will maké'it come
rigﬂﬁliﬂ the»énd', the view that whatever haﬁpehs was ai;
:really férAthe béét. thélism in a weak form is.very
:jcomfdrtiﬁé; one no longer has to excuse one's failures.
 1Vanét§ﬁé héwévér-ﬁés(virtually.overturned this theology.
_WVirtudllyfis_stréésed, for it is vital to note tﬁat
 Vanstdﬁé Qill display a means by which God remains Lord.
vCértainly.his intention undei'this heading is to.give
tb'huﬁan béings a:remarkably radical fogmsgf-freedomﬂ Thus
’if.whafiis‘Séid'Qf ﬁen under this heading is referred to
.God; it‘would seem that God 'is voluntarilyArelinquishing
.Aaspecﬁs;ofAhis botential control over human beings, to
-whiéh he-mighﬁ:be enfitled by.virtﬁe of his sovereignty.
From thé orthodoﬁ viewpoint,Awhat is most questionable is
:,the éﬁggéstibn-Of God's precariousness énd vuinérability,
as if‘anything fhat'mere-mortals might do ‘could effeét the
”:Almighty God. It is és if it is being suggested that God .
ié hurﬂwhén-meh take no notice of him, angry hg might be
_but.n6£'ﬁﬁrt (irony). What Vanstone suggests must be vefy

:threétening to many but it does seem to be.a‘theology whiéh
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is giving the.ability'te determine the.féte eflthe universe .
inﬁq the_hanae,ef men as a'giffxof;Goq;;}Tﬁie‘would-seem a |
_previdence'mQCh more aceeptaﬁlefﬁejtodeygiscienfificlforid.
view. Parallels are clearlyevisiﬁie'ﬁith‘the evolutionary'
theology of" Tellhard de Chardln by Wthh man's obstlnacy is
.able toflmpair.evolutionary pregress.h' Man's\ecceptance;or 
notAof'leve determines feriTeiihard whether he,reaehes his
Gpd~given end or not.

Thls challenglng’of tradltlonal portrayals is combieted‘
by Vanstone s analys1s of the thlrd mark that of uetachment 5
It must be“;emembered that in the Greek v1ew.of Godewh;ch
Chfistianity has in-large measure.ihﬁeritee, detaehment;
God's self suff1c1eecy and 1nvu1nerab111ty are key features.
of Goa s belng God. In soﬁe forms.pf’moneetle:splnltuellty
too, it hasAbeen aXiomatic ﬁoAstrife foflaeteehmeet; for
'separation unﬁq Ged’froﬁ all atﬁaehmenﬁe tp‘tﬁe:world end
ofher persons. - Iﬁ human terms'Vanstonee@éffraye the
"neéative merk'of detachment'as a.selfrsufficiencyiwhich is:
uneffeeted and unimpaired'by the eﬁe_ﬁhom.itiprefesses ﬁo
love. If love is described as a seif¥givihg it eﬁght;
eecording‘to Vanstone bgive:a-powef»over-Oneseif,to the other.
In lov1ng another we are giving te the other a‘certaln power,
ovef oheself. Detachment for Vanstone ;sA;-  "greatly to be‘
feared~ﬁecause if destfoye Vulherabilify;‘-If'removes the
»power to make the other and/or‘oneself angry, giad serrew—'
ful and Joyful 6 IrOnlcally 1t is the 1dol of the modern
era with 1ts'desirel'tolhave ne tlesﬁ,:where self-sufficieney

.‘ and independence are held up as ideals. Vanstone allows
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détaChmeét_és:hé'ailqwed controi,-only-if it islexerciséd
to fosterfthé dévéldpment of the beloved. Thus avparenf
- may have”tb:bécgmé‘éefééhed frdﬁ é’child in-éraer to ;éé -
it maturé;‘ | | |
In conéfas£ to much'théoiogical wfitihg either én fhe
-doctrine of seiffsufficieﬁcy.or upon spirituality Vanstone
'emphaéizeé attéchmenﬁ and vulqegability between God énd man.
I'He thus raiéeé fhé qﬁestiéﬁ of ﬁan;; contiﬁgénc& - does God
.need us? This.wés;tackléd unaéf:'Trinity ahdARelation'l
.Now Vanétone's_pprtféitfof[Goa; rendered vﬁlnerable_to the
decisions of men, ﬁﬁo haéAendbwed them ﬁith vefy-great
fréedom, and'who wiéhés*fo-be a“partner~with'men in
mﬁtuality and ﬁ§£;c§ntréi,:i5_éccépted and connected t6 the
fhree'doctr{nes:ﬁﬁdéricéﬁéidération. It éan-be_nétéd:however,
that the American'théélogian Donéld.coergen p£g¢idés,a
broadly similarlanalysig<bf'deﬁachﬁént at:thé human leVgl.?
He uées the terms'depehdenée_and independé;ée éhd_ndtes;
how; fToovoften;we identify ‘dependence as é'negative trait
and‘independencé as.a_ﬁositive one'., ~ His i@egl term is -
that of interdependence. -His book, ho%evér,-is an anaiysis
of human‘reiatiQﬁs parficﬁlarly iﬁ ihe realm of celibate
.sPirituélitygané dégs not make a central issue of ;inking5
humén—human ' iaeals bf relation to tﬁe'divine-huméﬁ
;felafion iﬁ V?nstbne}é ﬁanner. _However, iike Vahstone; he
doesvaCCeéﬁ:tﬁe-bropfiety*of.applying én analogy dré&n frdm
hﬁman experiencé to the divine. He does this By ﬁoting |

‘how the church has often used the Song of Solomon as a
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_spiritﬁal7m¢fé§horAQf thé reiationzbetweén Christ. and the
Church. So'Goérgen{is'able to stéte, ﬂﬁvep intérpréted
allegoricaliy;git'ﬁéils'gé.éométhiné about<sexuality in. -
fhat the relétioﬁsﬂiﬁ-bétﬁeeﬁ.the tw¢ 1qveps isiused as.
an appropriate ﬁgy ﬁb'symboliZé the myética1.union'.9.
Even 1n Paul ﬁé.findsAfhe use of human love as a symbol of
o . that is
Christ's love,lof Sekgal_union is“fhus sacramental, / - at.
its beéf'a éién Qf'di;ineAloye.’ For Goeréen the'signifiﬁénce
‘of sexualitf is that:it reveals that we are nét'créated
self-subsistent beiﬁg agaiﬁst all the.tenaencies to stréssn'
. moFadiém wﬁether iﬁ:ﬁéh'ar.mofe d%ngerqu;ly-in God.11l’

If thén ﬁitﬁ Vénsﬁoné, the Validify'pf fhe human
metaphor of'loVéiis aégéptea5 it has been ééeq that_thiéﬂ
portrayal ofAipvévés.yuinerablézﬂattached.and giving s
degree of conﬁrdl to fhe bgl@ved.ﬁill have éonsiéeréblé
effect‘on'freedom, Gfacgténd Proyideﬁce., This s éadé
abundantly clear in théAfollbwi#g(chapter:wﬁere the human
analogy ié‘applied td.Cﬁrist'SSfedeeﬁiné work}. Hg'ﬁséé t#e
catégory‘of Kenosﬁ% not<simﬁ}y as.a'despriptién of héw
Christ-becgme‘maﬁ;Abut'as béing in harmqﬁy yiﬁh the thfee
marks of_the énélégy:of-love. Kenosis becomes a summary
of the whole divihe relation to the created order, 'the
'God:Who is réﬁééied is ‘the very God who 'empties Eimgelf' -
whqse-whéle éﬁd_toﬁgi-abtiviﬁy is tﬁe acti#ity qf_self
émptying? 6?<Kéﬁ0%i5'.l? Gpd bééomes a:REnotic God.  The
objection thét if God émpties himself he becomeés less than
his ful;nésé is ansﬁéredlby retorting fhat his fullness is

_ fulfilled in his very nasture of self giving. Xenosis in
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éﬁriétfié'nbé.just a means .of God bepoﬁing'man.ih order to
redeeﬁ us ;faltecﬁniéal feat - but the natﬁral eﬁpfessiOn”
of Godi;;ﬁéiég'ﬁhé ﬁiil'not'withdid éﬁyﬁhing dffﬂimself‘.
fdf-his*créafureé.'.Kenoéis-fhué effects the néfionﬁ of
graééﬂéﬁdlpfbvidencé'ﬁbt jué£'in'thé divine action in
Chrisf but -in the doctrine‘of création. Creation is the
-resﬁlt 6f Godls kenotic~éétivity as-i; its suéﬁepénce and
its.redeﬁpfion in Chrisf{-

The.;réétioﬁ éf thé'worla'is_thué é totally kenotic
éct on the,pért éf Godiﬁhich must réflect'the thrgé'marks

of love. Thefe_caﬁ-be”no-limit in God?é own self giving.

The whole of .God. is expended in the creative and sustaining = .-

sct gcédfdiﬁg:té'VAﬁstpﬁe: 'Nothing must bg‘witﬁeld from;
the éelf:giViné'ﬁhiCh-is Qreation:'no ungxﬁépﬁéavreserve

of diviﬁe pqwé? or_pétehtiélity: no "gigry_of Coé" or
‘"majestylgf God?f;;B..It‘is‘hot aslif:héfing created man,

a part of thg'éivine nature p?rrieéAbn_gstéfore'uﬁaltered
by'what has happenéd.: God did not héye toAcréape, but
once'embéfked 6n théAcourse, it voﬁld-be again;tAthe nature
of God;_agcordiﬁg to Vanstoﬁe td hold.baék anything of his
being? A11 tﬁiglaétivity of God fakes place in an
éVolﬁtiéﬁary world, and the ekample Vanstone deyelbps is
.the'eVOlﬁtiqnléf gftistic 1:_:;1.1ez:‘d:‘.l)4 The artist who héving
_£h¢>crudéjmétéfiél,;by his ability shapes- it to the desired
ena;}aﬁd,is'ablé if talented to turn miétakes”info‘beauty‘
The power,absolute ana supreme, which Gb@’éiercisés in

creation is that of love. It is therefore a limitless
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" capacity for,self'giviﬁg, ahd not -a naked power, it is
pbWeruto cope*éreétively<ﬁith any situation but it is not
"powerAﬁo-behave afbitrarilyt Cod's nature is loving and
:fherefdre.trustworthy, his power serves love and not vice

versa.

The.kehotic God-Of'love vho creates cannot do-'so by
an assured pfogramme. ~Creation cannot bYe the exercise of
naked power;_rather<it‘is the spending of his own being in
‘ ordér'to create:beings vho cah-freely recspond to communion
with God. For that free response, and to do justice to the
evolving world, the acti?ity of God cannot abuse -the mark
of control. ‘If God controlled men they would no longér be
able to iovefhim freely.'.God'svactivity in creation and
' theréfore providence must be preéafious
- Its preogress, like every progress of love,

must be an argular progress - in which each
step is a precarious step into the unknown;
in which. each triumph contains a new poten-
tial of tragedy, and each tragedy may be
redeemed ‘into a wider triumph. 15

. o . o i.e. .
Thus although the end is in view,/the Kingdom, God's being

':GOd giQesvhim the power to cobe with whatever evolution
faﬁa maﬁ‘s'freedom may present en route without prejudicing
:ffﬁéAcoﬁrse of eithe;.- Vansténe's érgument is that the
rgﬁurgsofu1§Ve,‘even di&ine-love, must demand a’creg}idn
.mucﬁ'aéﬁit is;lthéfe_is‘nqlfall ffom a jrimaeval glory.
' Rgthéffh¢_adhéfés to the fwin'demands.of humanism, that
 thé natural ofdér-is nét to bé miraculously interfered
with, énd'that man‘s independence'is not prejudiced by.God

Instead a powerful portrait of divinity built around the
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concept of love is So'preeented as to require evdlution and
human freedom'fn'order?to‘eonform7to~the experimental-nature
of love. God creates for the end of. voluntary communlon,A,
"creator and creauure, and to thls end God has to work
w1th1n the natural processes

Vanstone 1s-qu1te'blunt‘that because God is loue even
he does not fully know the precise shape of:the.end of
Creation, however;he is capable of-coping with whatever is
produced. A lengthy quotation well illustratés this:

If the creation is the work.of love, then its

shape cannot be predetermined by the Creator,

nor its triumph Toreknown; it is the realisation

of vision, but of vision which 1s discovered

only through its own -realisation:-and faith in

its triumph is_neither.more nor less . than faith .

in the Creator Himself - faith that. He - will not

cease from Hls handlwork nor - abandon the obgect

of His love .The .creation is “safe" not because

it moves by programme towards a’ predetermlned

goal but because the same lov1ng creat1v1ty 1s

ever exer01sed upon it. : o : 16
The influence_of'Vanstone‘s'use of love upon the concept of
'God 1s now seen.to be elearly evident_in Providence. He. -
produces a picture wnich'many Christians would find frankly
’frightening. The ‘precise ehape of the'end of .creation is
simply not known to Gogd, for.the sake of evolution's own
unfettered development ‘and man;s own freedom to reepond
Faith in God by.man, is not falth 1n the certalnty that
God'will<lead‘him to a‘flxed4end5 but that faith in God's.
actlon leads to an’ as yet unknown but hlghly approprlate'
end. Agaln a parallel can,be seen in Teilhard de Chardin's
thought where evolution's final fulfillment depends on.

man's voluntary:coeoperation with God.;T-‘Vanstone has
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pushed the-analog& between'God'ahd artistiC*creatibn very
far-iﬁdeed{f.H?a éiétafe'ﬁillﬂcertainly'bexmore‘readily
;econeilaéle wlthAan e#elatibaarv:warld Vle#, but-for
tradltlonal theologv God has been Qtrlpped of- attrlbutes
normally applled to h1m Such as omnlsc1ence, omnlpotence and
.his.impaSsibility.' | o

| The classic:problem ofiPreﬁidence'isithatApf-innocent
'sufferiné.aﬁd Vanstone effera an explaaatibn;of_this to fit
in ﬁith'his Coheept.qf artiefieiereatieﬁfin love. Agaia it
seems_te fitlin %l-h aa evolutlonary WO l'q view but to'be.
at edds Wifh-earlielgChristian'cbﬁceptau 2Vanstone'ascribes
physical'evil;to What he ﬁefms'the pfeearleuaneserf creation -
wﬁicﬁ-ie in:seienfifie'eyee, the. randomland Caasal elaments,
cfeation:ia‘not;sensitlve,toamaafs w1shee,. Physical evil

is not:for.him due to-mali:ieusneaS‘on‘the part of Crsation, a

'v1ew

/ which Chrlstlans startln:r w1th the G ene51s uexts have
sometimes'veeredltd%8Vavatone emphasizes thau this is no l
radical daalism,but ia_siﬁfly the hature'of creative love.
Sinee that'ﬁhleh is cfeafed_has'eo be 'other', it has te
ee>free-to ae'allowed l?s:e¥n poaaibilities. ‘These carnnot
be,'ferekﬁoﬁn but‘muaf-ﬁefdiscofered; (and) ﬁhatAits
,p0551b171tyvmust be . wOrkedteut" im'the'ereafive process
1uself' ana that the'wor 1né'out nust include tﬁe-correction
'of the step whlch has proved a false step. '19 Genesis even
lw1th God restlng on the seventh day makes creaflon seem
effoftless.'Vanstone-notes this, holdlng that the language
'ﬁsed 'conveys anllmpre5510n of easv control and limited

endeavour,<of resources_held 1n-reserve4and power_unused.'eo
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It is against thﬁs image, popular’in'devétibn,-and for the
sake 6f adceptigg the evidehce.6f”gféat4yéétég¢ andAlbss.in
‘the thsical'préééss that Vanstﬁné:aeVelépé'his;aifernat?ve;
" 'Evil.as evolufionary;falioﬁt*-is tﬁé-fhrésé-uSedify'
Spréxton in his diséuséion of de Ché?di#'s éoncep£io§.of
evil, and it may-aléé sefve tp:deggribe Vanétone[s viéw.gl'
'.This:evil vhich is a ;oﬁseqﬁence of theAph&sicél

- progreSS»does not exist deliberately:és a means foAa |
greéter'good.A All-aldng it is only a"ééssibilify' Eanéé;

quent upon the allowance by God of freedom both to-

matter and people's own development - both are-free-tof
"develop within their own boundaries.. This does make sense
-1f Vanstone's God is sovereign. 'His God is sévereign yeﬁs

has got predésﬁiﬁed evélutioh; so{ﬁafter:ié.freedom fr6m _
the direct»cbntroi of God in the»samé'mahnéf:injwhich“menfs:
own freedom is mbrelﬁbrmaily conceiﬁéd;; fregdom here is |
-ﬁot 'a freée for ailf but a f;eedoﬁ to devéidp‘in ¢onformity
“with its own laws or'volition; under the Sustaining but ﬁot"
diregting providence of God.. Evil fﬁenvis'the‘prébiematicgl
moment unforeseen and pnforeseeaﬁle. _ Véns£dﬁeJcifES the.
speéific exémplé.of Aberfanr23i Cod ﬁereAis fifﬁif;placed

as allowing himéelf to be subjécf to»theAphysical créétion;"
ﬁe wfites»'that, ht_thg momenf-wﬁeﬁ thezméuétain bf:A5érfan
slipped, hsomething wént'Wféngf;‘tﬁé step éf.crééfive}risk
was the sféﬁ 6f,disas£er: thé'cfeative prbqésg'passéd oﬁt
of cantrbl}' ‘Géd is bqrtrayed‘not'as looking-bn from above,

permitting the disaster for {His‘own insQrutable'reasons','
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but as a GOdQTWFO received, ét the foot of the houﬁtain,v
its”éppailiﬁgiimpaét;ﬁ'= | | |
'Vanstoﬁeffité'GdG‘into‘the gatqralistic scen?riou
Natureiiﬁ-néfufé as'séienceASées_it;_and God decided to
risk ifé,beipg.éﬁch’in his creation,secure only iq the
_knowledge that he»has fhé capability to cope. Of the
>élassiévdpétriﬁes bf~omniscience, 6mni§otence, bmﬁfpresence
and fmpassiﬁility,'ohly-omnipotence ana‘omnipresepce are
left. vOmniséience épd.impéssibilify;have cleariy been
-reméved,_albéi£ b; qu's own chqice and for the sake of
the:freedém of ﬁigAcreaturés.as a coﬁs¢éuence of the nature
of léve; -‘MiraEﬁi0ﬁ§' interférencé 1s thus ;émévéd;' The
‘only différén¢¢ ﬁetween'éAChristiaﬁ.ana a non-Christian
judgement of cfeatién is'iﬂ'the'sigﬁificance bf‘t£e pufpose
'thét they atfach.#o the mgterial and not in fﬁéir estima-
tionlof tﬁé physicai:ﬁfobesses. Férl#énsﬁpheﬁthe‘Christian's
diétinctive pbéikiop isito seé‘in_the.sgienﬁific processes
a God at wgrk~uéﬁerihg iﬁ fhrough theée, étvgfeat édst‘ta
Ahiméelf,.é‘Kingaom ih which 1ovefﬁi11 be all in'ail;
?he p¥obi§m:of;£he lack of morél evil‘in this picture
was diébuﬁsed in the previous chaptér. What‘negds_to ﬁe
emphééiiéd hgféfis just ﬁow radical a rewritipg of the -
dbctrine of Godfhas 6ccured in Vanstone's york} .Through"
ﬁisianalyéis of:lové;fthe aoctrine of provideﬁge has béen
rewritteh:to hdrmonise with the natufal sqienceé.‘ The
- nétd?e.of Géd'has been ufterly'changedvfrom the accepted
notionS'of-impassibili;y, omniscience etc.. Instead God

'does not ‘'know' ?ery much about the precise future course



96 o ) - A . 3:1h

'of‘creation;:his'distinotlveness isinot in his jkoowledge'
but in his credti#e.poﬁer-to,love, which can cope with and
redeem whatevefiis_ﬁfeséntea{ :Thls revelatioﬁ'of fhe R
kenotic natufe7of,God‘isvseen:es thesessence of the
Incarnation. lﬁmeoeﬁce“is belng.stressed rather than
‘transcendence. God aS’outside-the‘world has been firmly
pleoed inslde~fhe ereetion,'not as-aﬁcog or component, bﬁﬁ
as lts cfeafor:who,unlike'the.olockmERer,does ﬁo# sitAback
to‘ﬁatch haviné wouoo‘it.up.':God.isAfhe>artist'permanently'
and'tfaumatically involfed ln his-Creation.

‘God 1is so.involveo in.loﬁe for the creetion ahd'thu5~
SO'ooncerned'foreips free;fesponse fhatiin a final radical .
step, Vanstone holds ouﬁAtﬁevﬁosslbility of our frustrdating
God's end; Since cod{is'lofe‘and therefore vulnerable‘ﬁo.A
the response of-the oﬁhef then: | |

the issue. of His loveAESefriu@ph or tragedyV‘

depends upon His creation. There. is given.

to the creation the power to aetermlne the-

love of God as either trlumphant or traglc,
love. This power may be’ called_ 'power of

response': upon.  the response of the crea-
tion the love of God depends for its -triumph
or tragedy. N . : 2h :

Man's freedom is so impoftantifhat the possibility of failure_
due to our noﬁ—resoonse has to be allowed for. - This notion
that men‘can frusffate GOd's pﬁrpose in a,flnal senseAis
-ueterly at'variance<witﬁ prior'Christiap thought. o

Here 1s theology at the limit. On the oneiﬁand VaostoneA
malntalns that God s love can‘cope vith all, ahd.on_tﬁe
other, the posslbility,of cur frustrating God is allowed in
.ordef_fo preserve“our'freedom and to stress our responsibiliity

- there'is an elemeht of  paradox - present. Certainly
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thelsheef existence pfqéin and evil testifies to the
existence of S§méfd§5f;é §r.a ffustrétion-facfpr.A Further,“
sﬁchia view 6f t¥iumphf§r trégedy doés harmpnise with a
..creétion.in.whi¢h §cien£iéfs canhot diségrn an&~certain
purpose - fafher'it.isvouf choice to créate'it in harmony
Qith Goag-. it is not:seif—e§ident hor“will it be miraculously
iﬁposed. |
 ‘.Vanstone'sfwritiﬁg:is receﬁt &_1977; Aiso ﬁithin.the
book he is not very f&rfhcoming on the sources of his
'thpughf. This is deliﬁefafé;.fﬁf‘both within the book and
in co;respondenée, Vanstqhe.makés cléér'ﬁhéf thé'ihspiratibn
forlhis work wds briﬁcipéiiyidéfived from pa%ish iife. The
fest of this chaptef’ﬁhénvﬁill>be,aﬁ'attempt‘fo ﬁ?ovide.-
pérallels and soufqeé qu.fhe devel@pment'of fhis rédiéal.
doctrine of God énd ProViden¢é7:lIt'will be seen;frOm ﬁﬂa£
s variety of tfaditibhs pafaiieis‘éaﬁ Be_draﬁn{A This 1is |
important siﬂce'Vanstoﬁe'himself ssemé Gefy ?eluéﬁant.to.-
join'any particulaf séhooi.  ﬁe éertainly ought:not fo:
be simﬁl&.lébelled.aé:a proceséitheologian-déspiﬁe some
affinities wiﬁh thé£A$cH§olpof:fhought,_ Oﬁe.tgeologién
whom he speé}fic;lly;quotes is Dietrich Bonhoeffer. Already,
in the. autobiogféﬁhical‘Chaptér, he had begﬁ quoted as . |
.being_a‘subétantigi.infi#ence in Vanstone's early miniét;y.‘
The:qﬁotatibnfthat‘ié.ﬁsed.is ffom one of Bénhoeffe?;s
poéﬁs:—.;Chfistians‘énd Pégans}. It is set in.the conﬁéxf
of a diséussion §f thélvulnerability Qf~de, the suffering
 he_v6iuﬁtarily underédes at ﬁhe hands of cfeation.25'

Vanstdne qudtes iny"poof aﬁd scorned, without shelter
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ér bréad,:ﬁhelmed gnder weight-of fhe wicked, fhé wéak and
.':dgadf‘ééeaking gf‘a Godtwh§ is the subject of‘these linesl' .
 }It.must bé,géid”ofJWHat follows about Bonhoeffer, that
-thére}ié £h§ probleﬁ-that all the material‘from the.prison;_'ﬂ
'periqd'isAﬁhat.ﬁight be termed experimental. It was all
wfitten in'é"périod,of great crisis and so ﬁas.never fully
developed. . Thus fhe‘radical doctrine of God that hasibeen
diécovéféd‘iﬁ Bonhoeffer's'wartime writings is.nmot a feature.
5f tﬂe éa}liér Cosf of Discipleship. It is witnessed to in
fbis'lafe%_wdrk only by-tempﬁing snippets.‘
~l)Cﬁrisﬁians and Pagans' is a poemn degigned go stress
gﬁhe‘differengeAbétﬁéen'the geheraili accepteq éoncept of
};de ; the pégan viéw; and what Bonhoeffer sees as the case -
' the Christigﬁ view. The'ironic picture of the poem‘ig that .
men,gb:to‘qodloutlof need, 'Men go to God when they are sore
béstead?; énd,instead find that they are gbing"to a God
4when'héﬁis:sqfe bestead, (aﬁd so) find Hi% poﬁr and
scbrhed‘! The Christian finds as in Vanstone that the
”cfux Qf response ig tov'étand by God in-his hour of griéving'?
‘God.indeéé 'gdes to every man when.sore bestead'. The
éoncept of Goa and‘thus of bro&idence has been changed #o
'..p§r£ray God %uffgring at the hands of his creatures. This
?éuffering Gb@'is~the exact opposite of what,much'theoldgy

 ‘expects bf'God and dccordingly changes‘the concept of

iprovidénce. This is clearly seen in the other classic
Bonhoeffer text on the matter. His comments on the ipcideﬁt
in .the Garden of Gethsemane " start from a line of

Christians and Pagans:
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Chrlstlans stand by God in his hour of’ gr1ev1ng
that is what dlsblngulshes Christians from
pagans. .Jesus asked in Gethsemane, "Could you
‘not watch with me one hour?" That is-a reversal
of what the religious man expects from God. . Man.
"1s summoned to share in God's sufferlngs at the
kands of a CGolless world. L 26
.'Subsequently these sentences have earned the'titlé 'religion-
léess Christianity'. What is evident is that if.ﬂﬁey are
accepted, then the sort of portrayal of providence Vanstone
.adopts will follow. God has for the sake of hié‘creaturéé
abdicated certain of His powers such that He is ‘the sufferer.
As Bonhoeffer notes in the precedding letter, 'Mahﬁé.
religiosity makes him look in his distress to the. power of
tod in the world. God is the deus ex machiﬁq{ VThelBiBle:
directs man to God's powerlessness and sufferiﬁg; oniy.the

, ' “ o . . e A
suffering God can help'.

-To be sure.there will be problems concerning
Bonhoeffer's exegesis of the BEiblical material.  For our
‘purposes though it is sufficient to démoﬁstrate the conse-
'quencés of adopting the language for this chapter s three
doctrines. Clearly a Cod'who °uffers at the hands of a
godless world, wthis not the deus ex mdchinatVill:bperaﬂé.
_a different sort of providence., Que it is suggestedpclose
to that provided by Vanstone.. It is the latfer who,; it
.might be held, provides the developed picture of 'religion-
~less Christianity'-that Bonhoeffer was prevented from
creating. The essence of this thought-is not to turn away
from this world, to seek to find God in another altogether

more secufe world, but to see the world itself with all its
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paiq as fhe étage_éf‘de;s action, to,partibibafé in the
péin.of-théfyo?l@ $s"¢§dfs-pain; The rédiéal.separétion
géhefaily;ﬁSed bétﬁéenAthé Paiﬁ.bf.pérsons;énd the_being
of God mu§fib€ COmpletély over¢oﬁe if eithef‘Bonhqeffer's
of:Vaﬁstonefs'wbrdéiaré fékéhléefiously;  Gdd.haé been
seen as aftractive by many pebplé in ﬁain, asuhélping by
virtﬁe of his not‘sﬁffefing;.Thus;in tﬁe,middlerfvpain,
thé painleésfsérenity of.qu ?ro#idesia‘@blé tb,élutcﬁ.
BonhoefferAand Vénstone dtta@k ﬁréci;él&:tﬁis'serené Géd.
Fer‘thg séme~Germanic tfa@itfén Buber pro&ides a_quota;
tion'cgnce;hing Christ'i#'which-#hé parallél~to Bonhoeffer
and V@nstone:is plaiﬁ. Inff“and,Thou-hé wriﬁeS'of'ftheA
equélityzof’dll lover§ i 1_thSe;lifé ;sAéifcuﬁSéribed-'
by fﬁe lif§ O§,oné 5éiovéd hﬁﬁan being tq'hiﬁ-that is nailed
his iifg loné-tolthé érqgﬁ'éf'ihe‘world; ;dpéble of what'ié
immenée an& b5ld énough t0.risk:i£;Ato-1éve5mant.28 Here
are the sane fhemés of the aominancé of#fhéﬂinterpretative‘
categary of love, the cbnsequépt.stress-not 6n.nakea power
bul on. the inexhaustibiiit&_bf4loveg'and of the sense of
'continuing cfucifixioﬁ';?9‘éeen in,Bonhoéffér and Vanstone.
AAﬁ éven éérlier ééféiiel to Vanstone:takihg into account
theAscieﬁtifié wofld Viewb—bﬁénhoeffer{s 'Man come of age',
is provideéd by John O_inén"‘s‘ wo“} of 1917, Grace and Personality.
Just as Venstone Ey?défidihg‘ﬂié ¢Qﬁcepf_of God arouna that
:_6f ﬁhé“hﬁﬁgn.exéefﬁeﬁdezéf:16fe_§as'en5bledAto revrite thé
 three doctrines,.Oman'foo foilows the'samermefhoa. His
.analysig édes_nqt;specifical;y'fevolve around the nature of

love, -Aratherslhe'conside:s the demand of what he terms
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'mdral‘péfsonality'; Since de'has created persons, he
cannot oéeréte_guéh_a syétem.of,gracé épd providénce as to -
destrojnﬁﬁé cdnditions of freedbm under which'they vere
cfeatéd:to rezlise their'personhood. Oman starts by néting"
hOW-thé fénsion has developedAfrom the Enlightenmehﬁ;whibh.
made man avare Qf his indepeﬁdence,‘éver against the
"religiogé' man's view of an éxtérnal_inféilibiefauthority;
inAthe eyes of many'the-plainest'inferencé,frqm God's nature
and man's need. | |
Qman.proposes'to challenge the whole notion of ;the
.might of omnipoténce directed in an unswervingﬂiine cf
omniécieﬁéef.SO' He holds that {His omﬁipotence is an

assumption based on the mere naked idea of atsolute force

and'iﬁ no way_ccnéérned'withAfhe notion'of God ésAF§thef',31
QmaﬁYS'aEgument is that the notion of God'é crovidence

tied up‘with infallibility and dﬁnipoﬁence hes grévn up
ﬁop.from:méra1~theoldgy but from@{mofé priﬁitive power
theology based on the sovereigﬁty‘of God. Crudgly speaking

thiS'is the notion that since Gcd created.us and is Lord

in térms'of power, He can de facto do’whatsoever He pleases
‘withaut quéstion from us.: This is thé doctrine of Calvin
and of Paul in R;mans,_'Will what 1is moulded say to the
potfér, Mwhy havg you mbulded.ge ﬁhusf"l ﬁaS‘the potter no
‘right ofer thé-dlayAto‘makerut of-the-samé lump one'vés;él
for Béaufy'and another for menial-usg?'32 .Sgéﬁ vriting i§
 'tb.be'utteriy réﬁected. .Hi3£orically speé:ipg the growfh

- of such thought caﬁ be understoéd. God vwas inifially

feared anc treated simply as power, however =zs moral -



_éénsitivity has develbped'it ié very Qiegr thap'the naked
'éié?ciSe bfipoﬁér ié mpfall&,dubiéuéth |

-doncéfniné the mpral'ambiguity-of3shée¥.pbwér both
Véﬁétoné apd Oﬁén us§:re@arkably.similar language.- Vanstone'
foofis~identicalvto Oﬁan in his disavowal of power theélogy
géna its effect on providence. Omaﬁ»wr;tes 'there is little
’,to7§how.tﬁat:éifher trufhior righteduénéss ever cawe by
 4way of.ijfesi$t$ble:miéht';:and,A'Wouid suéh irrésistible
' ﬁight @s w@uld save us'froﬁ all error énd.compel us iﬁto
~fiéEtAh¢ﬁibp fe in accord either with God's persénality'
or'withAoﬁrs?'§3 >Oméﬁ condemns 'All-infallibilities (as
_prééﬁprSing) an idea éf gréce mechanically ir;esiéﬁible.
_Bﬁtj?‘dirécb %brce contfoliing pe?%oﬁs as thingﬁhis no.
?efsénél'relafidn between qufana"manf.3h The }infa]li—
bilit;eé?:bf.dmnipotence, ompisciéﬁée etc. cve more to the .’
v"thouéhélof de.as'powef, deriyéd from‘fhg-goctrine of
éoVereigntyﬁphah from morai'considerationgg'4Likewise
:Vanéténéf§rités that 'the imagefy:of pdpulér devction
‘:suggests é.divine subrémécj_over the'uﬁiVerse}. However
"thé~idea.bf suprgmécy isimore‘afpropriatg to that of a
tyrant - hence the atheistic reactiog such ianguage can
précipitéte. Thus, f;ﬁpremacy is;no£Athe relationsh;p of
tﬁé aftist to the'work of art, n§r offth¢ lover to ?he
> 6bject.of-his>1bve'$35: It isvéreciseiy the'images ofuthe
1ovéf'and of.the artisf éround whicﬁ'Vanstoné_revolves'his
portrait of de, and in the c¢ase cf the lo?er this is ah':

‘image also at.the heart of Christian spirituelity -and is
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a stréna'iﬁ Old.festamenﬁ>propheti0'writing.36 'Vanstone's
.an‘condemnatioﬁHOf}thg iﬁfiuehce}of pbwéf fheqiquiupon 3
the.fhree doctrineé EOuld‘hardiy_ﬁe'mofe éevere:'That God
should be superiof iﬁlevéif.or in any résﬁect; té'an
inferior universe is g-quité illegitimateldedﬁction from
thé doctrine of Qreationf}37

Too mu¢ﬁ<stregé_on manfs cbnséidﬁs rebellibn:against
God stemming_from’an o?ef‘literaiistiq,interprétati@n of
‘Genesis leads theologiaﬁg'to_fdrget_thaf controlling all
_réflection ought to be the’ﬁétioq'éfiﬁhe end for which man -
is creaéed, to share in thg'fglor& of,Gba‘;~‘Jﬂrgén
Moltménn? whose theélégyvaiég:ﬁgﬁds avaylfrom the tﬂought
of God'; naked power,.ﬁovafdé‘th?t Of:a God invdlvea in .
the‘pain of fhis wofldlandjailoying himsélf to be suhjecf'
to the natural forcés, haé'alsQ'¥e;usea the notion of thre
A'glory of\God' as a céhtrollghé faéfdr:in our cbn@eptidd

f ourselves and our purpose in partnership with Goé. 1In

e

Theology and Joy he is at paiﬁs to stress that the end of

FN

m&n is enjoyment of and with God. The joy of play - not

childishness but.chiidlikehéss_ in trust-has to. be recovered.

This is the théughfiof:'whOSOever shall_not receive the
- Kingdom of Heaﬁen[lfkéAa little child sShall no# enter it.'?"
Mplfmann recognises ﬁﬁat'éétegories like:joy_and the o
vglory:of God' héve beéhleclipsed.by powver théélogy._'He
accepts théi the ‘ﬁomihion of'God' is important't; Bibliéal
thought but.holasfﬁhat.iﬁ_is complemented to an equal degree
byfthe {Giory of God!' which is ;God's display.of spléndéur,
his beauty and“his kindne$s or ioveiiness'.hq' In the sare

paragraph prominence is given to love, 'a love which does

39

38
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not ﬁereiy manifest itéelf etﬁically in‘l&vé t6 the-neigh—
A béﬁr.ﬁut-aisé.aeSthetically-iﬁ festive play before G.od",..~
;SPeakihé~Qf‘mahrs_response, which 1is thﬁs not simpli; o
ébédienéé.hl"ﬁnfortunétely the 'onefsided eﬁphasis oﬁ
1tﬁé aominiop éf God in the Western church, especially in
Profesfénfism, has sﬁbjécted Christian.existence to judicial:
;and ﬁoral ca'At,ég_ories'.b'2 Here is a_Cal#inist théologiéh
-whs.hasAséen that paked power is unacceptable to Chriétian. 
‘theoiogj; .He.has seen that a consideratiorn of our end as
‘jdy.gnd ldveAin thé'glory of God is}néce;sary)and as'his.
‘;wi&ef_fheology has shown, this has‘aiﬁerei éhe concepf cf
, God'and‘of his;in§olvemeht in the world. (cff The Cruéifiéa
1g:“Thé whole powsr argument could hérdly be maae simp¢¢r
Itﬁan Vaﬁstoné's own pith& commént that 'Respect on the ?art
ofighiinférior may be diététed by prﬁdencg; but it can K
h;fdly_bé justified by moral sensitivit§. Superiority as
suﬁﬁ confers no mbral.yight to-respect: in particular,
sﬁperiority-of poﬁer confers nosuch right'. 3 Meénwhilg)"
Om§n>having mede clear hi; sfance on the power issué: théﬁ"
'of-iﬁplédable opposition fo any nction that God wighesuto
‘Coﬁtrol méﬁ outéide,their'being as-pérsons; moves on to
déVelﬁpAwhat perscnhood may mean. In so doing he provides.

& discussion on the classic debate between Augustine and:

&7}

Felegius qcncerning the free will of man and: the Providence

of God. Oman is problematical here however. This is
through ’ S
- because /the centuries the two. sides have become so
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pélarised that it_is difficult to_bé certain whether what

is Béing séid‘Bf one parfy vas actﬁally being éaidAB§.fﬁét.‘P
‘party. Pelagius ﬁoes not neceséariiy fulfil -the ¥oié:

Oman gives'him. Oman's argument i; that'graééiofér &li; i;e;‘f
AuguStine's'position, is appfopriate'if it-means that CQd‘v
is ultimately responsible for -all thatAis —'the doctfine
of contingency. He writes }The religious man_alﬁayé has

" ascribed, and found his whole confidence in ascribing,~ail

Ll

things to God'. The good such a man does he is enabled

to do by the grace of God and he should not claim it'for'

himself. By contrast for Oman, 'Pelagianism, instead .of

affording calm trust and patience, causes men to seek
secﬁrity in their own doings'.us

'Referring to what Pelagius actually said,.it should be

noted that he has a concept of all-sﬁstainigg-grage"as a

b6

necessity for salvation at every moﬁent,f' Tt is in this

context of all sustéining grace, (in‘this>paper understood
as creating the gracious possibility of free will) that’

Pelagius asserts 'free will without denying our perpetual

b7

need of the help of God'. That man can exercise the will

‘to good is wholly gift for Pelagius.48

A1l this welshould_
hold is funaamental to the portréyél of grace this.Chapter"
supports.. Where.PelégiﬁsAdoés'become_quesﬁionabié~ié in

his assertion of the pqssibility of menfs'beinéjyithbut'

éin and his denial of any sorfléf-congeniéal evil;hg'ﬁ
' Peiégius ouéht berhaps té be.sépafafed froﬁ'Pelagianism',
and distinctions oﬁght to be made'ﬁithin_his éwn;thought 

between the profitable and'unprofitéble‘elemehts in the
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samé manner as i%'dohé wifh Augustine. What Oman sought
was a'grgce that is o&éf gilltq stress men's éontingénqy,
.buf ih such a manhéf‘és not t§_th}ea£eﬁ ﬁéﬁfs freedomf
Despite the qubtagipﬁs ébo§éQhe4does_nof-SEé,Pélaéius as
préviding this nor dgés’he'think.Aﬁgﬁétineiwholly |
satisfactory. In the ﬁispbr& of’the‘Churph Oman>see§
Cathdliéism aé_a cémprdﬁise ﬁoann'Augﬁétinian church
with Pgiagiaﬁ members;.so' Ip:readihg Oméh one cannot fail
to nqté how the two are dié;ussed.Withopt-reférence.fo
themselvés but in»commenﬁsjabdut}thé‘sﬁbsequent‘party
pésitibnsl | : |

Reéently a uééful_ahﬁ eiréhic:discussion of.what'
Pelagius aﬁd Aggustihe gtoéd fOr'has béén érofided b;
J.R. Lucaé. His sta}ﬁipg-éoinf ié ﬁhe tension within”
Christianity concerning .freedom. <Iﬁ:isﬁfpr'the freeddm of
men in order to stress their m&féltfespéﬁsibilify;fand
aéainét\men's freedom in so farAas itﬁmig££‘§rejudicé‘thé_<
roie of God as solé.and ;uffiqién510aﬁée; Lucasv:esﬁondé
by asserting that mofal.fésponsibiiity nece;sitafes A
éoncept of freedom. With-or'withOUt tﬂe existénqe:of God
a cohncept of fréedomlis'féquired férAmorallaccountability,
and if_the-latte; simplyidoes.not exist, and men‘are deemed
to beH ‘causally>défer@inéd, society would-face-graveA
_pro£lems;"Like‘oﬁan,.ﬁe'n6teéAhow Augustiné and:Pelagiﬁs:
provided the‘prototfﬁexfo; the-iheolégiéal debate. ’Unlike:
Oman and thebmajority'of.Christendom,‘he does not opt to
side,with'éne §r othér“of fhe profagqnists. Raﬁher Luéas'

‘'sees errors in both, and these errors stem from an
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ihadeqﬁéte analysis-of'the'notibn of.céusalify.' Lucas is
in-pra;tiée_éohégrnéd with reéonéiling‘Vanstpne's second
:ﬁégati#e mafk_df'loyé ;4coqtrol, with the.though£ that‘
: éffen'éﬁ6ugh Go&fis~éeén-t§~bé in contfol}jyet men to be
'morél'need to'be freé.l Thué both from the point of love -
Vanstﬁﬁa-and morals‘j'Lucas; man;s freedqm is an essential
EOmpoﬁenivof'his'réigtion to’qug waever,;Vanstone, in
tyiﬁg-thé issué tQ_léve,-isvéble:to make the issue spring
from fﬁe esséntial_character'ofAGod prior'té the demands of

humanity;‘-”

| ,Luqas disfinguiéhés fwb sénses of caﬁse.51 Thére is
;céﬁse',;éé'phé_singleAideai'and"completégéaﬁse' émbraéing
~all}oﬁhérifaqtors;land there is ;cause;'és:the singlé most
:éigﬁifiéaﬁt factor.in‘any'act; Such aldistinctiOn eﬁables_
Lucas to cqmméﬁa Auéustine for giying fhé‘glory fér his
coﬁVérsioﬂAgo“de.'nYet»Pelagigs‘is'right ﬁo'say that if
Augusfine is téken-literally, tﬁe'manho&drof God's children
is dénied}: Lﬁcaé'characterizeS’fhe ﬁwé'aS‘méking, fﬁe one,
of'dba a-thiné;:the other;Abf maﬁ a}thing;sg " Augustine was
.fiéht tb give'£hé credit tb G&d and ﬁot'himéelf, yet he %as
4'ﬁrdné to say he had no involvement in the matteré ﬁhereas
Pélégius-was right to stresé men's fregdoﬁ bﬁ£ wrong to
tufn aufpnémy into autarky. This is éliireiatedbback to the
-  aisfi£¢tions abqut céusalityl _Cauéaiity:iévhighly'complex |

: aﬁd'it is'ﬁnuéual-for one sihgie causé to:be identifiable.
lTo éinfa complete>causal account:of a méral deéision.would

involve many sources, thus of necessity one 'primary' cause
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 is often selected. 'Strike a match Qﬁ ;gndpaper'and’itvwill
“1iight};providedithe‘ahtecédent'éuffipient-céndition is
 fulfilléd —_fhé-presence of oxygen.: A ééléctién of different
' §éuseé is po§éiB1e.wit$out confli¢t but what cannot change"
ié‘the_full_spécification of the minimum antecedent |
,éﬁfficient'cguses evenkif they ﬁay ﬁot all be fully
?identifiaﬁie.. In thevcase‘of a dréwhing, Lucas cites four
'éauseé‘,_all:differént ﬁut réal.SBA | |
When_this i$ translated into the :discussion on
'-Aﬁgﬁstiné'and Pelagius, Augustine i§~séen as ﬁsing 'cause'
ihAfhe.narrqﬁ.sgnée; in attributiﬁg_all diréctly to God.
A”éénsé_oflinevitabiiity éppears inQAﬁgustipe cbngerning
‘efénps{Whiéh is particul;rly e%iﬁeﬁt in the'Qonfessions,ih
it'isveasyjin'retrospect tQAseé"eveﬁts eSpecially in one's
'own.lifé as morébinevitaﬁlelthéﬁlfhey really are, since
onEé:én-éVéﬁt ha; océutéd,.thé bthér‘qptiops.are quickly 
. 'fofgbtten{' This 'is illﬁsbry,:yef-it is‘tﬁé impression to.
_béide;iﬁea‘from reading Auguétihe in-his'stféss on the
initiétive of God;A'Howeﬁer, it might be more accepfable
‘fo,say:that GOd_gi&es:the abilify té exploit to the best

a given situation which. has arisen in the natural cqﬁrse
of events. Thus Augustine seems £o éredit God dirgctly
'”ﬁith the trivial matter of makiﬁg péople'move house
{coincidentailyv in}order fo-bui;d up‘Chfistian fel}oﬁ-
ship.55 Vanstone ana Lucas wéuld:prefer.t§_crédit Géd';
'.fprovidence firstly;with eétablisﬁing a éreatiqn in whi&h
.such.possibiliites'develoﬁ; and secondly, enabiing his
dreaﬁureé to explpit~opportunities, which naturally oééur;

tc the services of God.



1109 R S Co3:27

Tﬁis.ié ﬁdt‘a.concept of.God directing events, bﬁt of
Him providihg:éﬁ‘interprgtgtive,and crééfﬁVe féculty'which
if expléfféd énaﬁlés'fhe:séme‘eﬁént t6 bécéﬁe a matﬂéf of -
grace éf:ﬂo#;> Aﬁ éVén£'§ pegéming a mattef of grace, ité
bécoming.gfaciOUSly significant:for the‘believer cfeéfes
furﬁher oppoftgﬁifies'iﬁ folloying evéntg; each requiring
fufther ffee:actsfof.affirmatibn by the believer. vA;.
pfovidence‘then thétlig firstiy;though indiréctly,consti_
tuted thrdugh‘naéural'ﬁreatéa ﬁrocésses - our contingency,
and.secondly;‘in eé¢h ihdi%idual evem;efaluatively creative.

is made- . . . .

A distinction/between_'hbw' and -'vhy'. Man has little
choice~poﬁbgrning:his éhysicai status ~ the 'how'.A_ﬁerg
| Aug_ustiné wo:u,l_d.- a;c'tiri"b;lte this directly to God, while
Vaﬁstone';hQ‘Lﬁéaé‘ﬁbgld_haVe_God becoming Qolﬁﬁtérily
subject to his éwﬂ created hagural proceséé;,'.cdncefning
what he makes of hiéifhyéicai sfétus'—ﬁthé 'why ', man is
free to choose & wide vafigty‘of-éptioné;;ﬁnAsome'pf;wﬁich.
‘he can éhéose,to a}ign"himéelf to God‘andfin so doing-
:pfécipitaﬁe fﬁrtﬁer gréci9us pqssiblitiesé eacﬁ requiring
individual.éffirmation;56 |
'If ie_théAliﬁk‘befﬁeen the';how' and tﬁe 'why ', or
“the ;onstitufivé gnd evaluati?e which becomes problemafic.
Aﬁéugtine:tufns.fréédom_of choice in%o‘the choicé:toidg
eQil éloné% and'hié¢positive_senée of freedom becomes
liberty,ftﬂat;is ﬁeing'ffeed by God-from sin} 'Fréédoﬁ
‘as the choice to adopt God or not is fundazvnle'nta‘lly depiéd

'becauée,the "Lord did not only say, "Without me you can do
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‘nothing." He added, "You did not choose me; I chose you. " °T

[N

of the'“free":will he adﬁs,~'it' Sf?i?heé}nffée from
rightebusnessﬁ; and theﬁ-if iévﬁaﬁg:orrelge “fféé,frqm:siﬁ,'k
because it.i§ a slave of-righteouénéés."ﬂﬁa :Either waf it
is pracficall& in-bondaéé; To Augﬁstine;wchbicéﬁaﬁa iiberty
Aafe two very difféfent'sames'ofifreedém-and he cares only |
forlthe'latter. He is noticonCefned here 'wftﬁ the moral
issue bfArgsponsibility. The poéthniiéhtenmeni coﬁcern
for the indepéndence of the_indiﬁidualvman is not én'iséue .
for him. However; his disintgreét_herefanﬁ_hié:readf |
acqeptancesdf predestinatidnvcregte mammoth proﬁlems,.

For‘if it 1s correct to see_Aggustiné;ascribing to.
God a very‘direct role in_thelcoﬁétifutivefsénsé; fh?t;is;
that God difééfly orders éﬁd forgordaiﬁs'événﬁég i; i3f
hafi to see anyrrole for'mén’;‘ffeedoﬁ*inAths:évaiﬁative
‘and thus moral sense. 'For fhe.l?ﬁfer.tb bgvffeegsp the
férmgr must te clear from the dircect coﬁtrbi of Godf if
God has fixed aﬁ event so that it_is‘loadgd'forAé éersbn to
make a certain‘decision; nqt only is God threaténigg_menis
freedom.aé choice, he is glso liabié to thé accpsatioﬁ-df
injustice. In_such'é situatiop God may belquéégioned orn
the twin grbuhds of the'abuse_bf.freedom and thé moral
anbﬁaly_of creating some méh_désfined(for'égmnatién;  By
‘contfasi an inner;liﬁk'ié:demonsfrable.bétﬁeeﬁ ﬁhé‘Vahstoﬁiag‘
.analysiSjOf-GQd's'rbié in créafionvsﬁbjgci.t§ th¢'hétﬁral
oraer; and the presérvationlof men's freedbi} Pro%ided

scientific déeterminism is avoided, man's freedom is actually
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_;afeguarded more'by.those theclogies embrabing QQolupion
thaﬁ by phéologiCai @eterminismfdéﬁyihéiié} | |

Lucas' preferénce for allying God téla{senée'of'éauéé
as;oniy 'the'mégf im?ortanf membefzéf thaf sef 6f.éogdi%idns:
~that are éonjointly suf‘fic_ierﬂ'f| is thus‘tg'beApréfeffed;SQ
Evéh here'God ocught not ﬁo be conceivedAas é sépafate'
membér‘vying f6r~a'p150e of influeﬁce émphgst other forces..
This.is the virtue-ofUVanstone's providencé.inAnof.pfesentiqg
vGo& as a sepérate figure;_either besidé,lor-above:and_in |
direct contrbl,of J?atﬁral proceSses.~4RatHer, éod alloV§'
himéelf to be the subject of these processes énd h¢~Make§
hié ﬁrdgress by relying on ﬁhé creaturé's ffée resﬁonse tp”
ng as it pérceiveg‘him within, Vénéténeﬂs ekggésig~§f
love, the notion of its angular prog-esé”éﬁdliﬁé paréllel;3
of the artist, are used to ligk Cod_into'a]éceﬁério i@'yhicg
Gdd himse;f works wiﬁﬂ,poséibilities aﬁd*oétibﬁé,‘a;béiﬁ.:
towards a given'énd'— fhelKingdom., God'é-powér'liés not inm
his pfgcise rlan ovefrgling ratural forces but in his.
ability to.werk out his plans within his o%p‘self¥im§déed
limits of(confcrming to his created nafural order. vangfdhe'é
ideal is thus in éomplete contrast to those who éndeavéur
to_link God's providénce to a'straiéﬁt liné'conceptioh in
vhich God has one fixed route towards his end,véil deviétiohg

: o o l.e. S

‘from which is ;ither impgssib;e,/a strict theplogiﬁal_;
determiﬁism, Qf if'possible_sinfﬁl.f

As Lucas hoids; however,ﬁuch:Augustine may have felt

thet his conversidn to God tcok placé.@t’an appointed timé
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~and was irrestible, nonetheless ' o itjis.essential
that man is able to Séy 'no'to God. <Ahabaféitithat Codnwaé -

searching for him and yet he did not répenf.éo'

Vanstope;
too,in his passages on_tragedy‘regafds it as,an ¢sséntiaLj,'
pompohent of God's natﬁré.of love that. man must have the

61

For Augustine, the mystery is that

ability to say 'no'
| ' 62

despife men's freedom all that occurs is‘ip'God's'plaﬁ.
qu Vanstong,.the'mystery is that fhe p&ééibilify'of a
tragic end to love's enﬁeavour has-to be reckonéd.ﬁithQ
Behind these-diffexences'lieS’two_différént.gstiméfes gf

the mcrality and nature of freeéomf Vanstone seeé'ﬁan'even
in nis fallen state as freé:'indeeé, ﬁié aiéﬁity épd'gréndéuﬁ
~consisté in this‘faéulty-ofAbeinéiaﬁle_td,make God's -

‘endeavour tragic or triumphant by his response. .Augusiine

cénéeives:freedom in_felation'to a'sériogé view of fﬁe;féll.
Ffeedom for him is not’ so much freedoﬁ.gf.bhﬁiée'?s'libefé-‘
tioﬁ ﬁthbd from the death of sin;'-Thu; immédiately after
.his éonversion he pbrtrays his. own free.fiil:as beigg fhe
fofce of.hisArebellion against God and‘thatvall éod:;éské&
V df me was to deny my own will andlaccept yohrs'.63_'F§r'
Adgustinéaman!s free will is ineécapably~ﬁiédﬂué with éﬁn
and rebellion, it cannot be a paftnef,witﬂ Godt _Augu;ﬁinevv*
does not desire to giverifIcrgative.autonomy'in:pértﬁgrship;
.whiéh is Vénsfopeﬂsvidgal..AFreg'Will-in Aﬁgustine'is 
1synoﬁymdus withISinfﬁl revellion, Eﬁf.in'Vansﬁone_iﬁ
'symbéli;eg-theAéfeature's dignity in the.imagomdei.

Lucas like Vanstone_régards it aé fifg1 fﬁat marn is -
'.frée_as.regaraévﬁhe pdwér-of reSp@ﬁSe,aﬁd it:is in manis.

ability to say 'no' that he creates an actual providence
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similar to,Vansféne'é.They start froﬁ different.places;
‘Vahs£6ne's_radi?al-providénce ié pfésented ésfa good thing
invitéelf, conégguént upon his doctriné of love and |
' création.A>Witﬁ'Lucas there is-the suspiéion that his
'Aradical doctriné'is something of a nééesséry‘efil'c§n5e—
Quenf upon men's sayiné'nd. Vanstoﬁe"revels‘in a myriad
Qf'options, wheﬁéas Luces seems to ha?e'somé_symbéthy'fof
Auéusfiﬁe's assOciation of choice with rebellion. -For him,
_choiée becomes. & spmewhatléimplistﬁc éither/or,'— 'It‘ié

alvays possible to say No, as if the only alternative was

P .

"Ves..'b)’l Vanstone's scenario accepts a.world in whiph many
aecisions arelméfally uncertain, in which we just cannot

be sure of defs will. -Lucas seems to associate choice very
ciosely wiﬁh a crisis bf:oBediénce,-és in 'if we are éetérj
minei tqthave“ouf own-way, at . whatever cost, rather fhgn
‘his,:ﬁe'can'.65 By ﬁsing such language;4the'Question is
poééd aé.tp.Vhat:eﬁtent is Lucsas revéaliﬁé‘éApreference for
é"sﬁraightfline' ﬁiew of‘providence ﬁhere’mén's will
4permits?‘ Rarely, though,can the possibilifies_of discerning
Cdd's will be so clear cut as to be linked to simple
obedieﬁce and disobedience. It is not Jjust fhat 'T disobey
You', but the'nexﬁs of relationghips both material and
‘persona; ar*-so:complex as to ﬁake muéh ﬁorai deéision,—
'making’ambiguou§.> Decisions must still. be made, - in
the hopé of %érking through to énswers,and~it is fhié picture
of Godfé.Qorking iﬁ‘an é;ea of cﬁmpiex growth'thét'Vanétbne

portrays so well. . However, Lucas and his commendation of
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Pelagiﬁs_aré fofﬁe épplau§ed for‘safeguarding mén?s
'lresponsibiliff f§f his deéiéions'and thﬁs‘hié moral fgéedom.
Thé questioﬁ,£hén drises; if thé decision 1is mén;s,

has tooAmﬁQh”b;enngaid; Fof?'lf Qé.insist-on the agent's
being in effebtive'contrbl_of his actions, 'then must not he

466

‘aioné bé>desc£i5edﬂas'the cause Vanstone would opt
for ménIS_béing:in éffeétive'cbntrol but'oﬂly'as_the éift
of God wﬁiéh ié-ybiuntéfily héfﬁoniéablé with the will of
God - é‘gracidus:giftﬁtowardsAthe end of man. Lucas reaches
. the éame,ansWef.Bﬁt:vig'furﬁher analyéis pf éaﬁsality. The
agent's‘deéision, althoﬁgh a.néceSSarj'pondition for an_
‘act's peffprﬁép@éifié:ﬁbf.a.sgfficient condition unléés
external circﬁmétancés.are élso_favourable. This.ié ﬁrue
with or wifhaut'GQd; Simély*bécégse a persdﬁ.wills;ah act
doeé not'makefit phyéiéaiiylpoésible in:itgéif.' Similarly
itAmay‘be held ttat-glthough the décisiéﬂﬁis the free act'
of a maﬁ; the ability to péffo:m an act isfthe.fesﬁlt of
God's. grace.  Furfhéfmoré~the ability‘tb take & fres
deciéidn is'also an‘énteceﬁent gift éf God;

: L ‘ in the ‘

So to-say-that an agent has a role / control of his
actions is(ﬁp#lto-say that the 2gent 1is the sole cause.
Lucas notes hdw'l@ﬁguageloversimplifiés reality,qur he hes
“now réacﬁed‘tﬁ¢'§OSi£ion §hereAhe.wi;l~£old that it is %rug”
to.say £hét?bqfh Augﬁstin€ and Ged were responsible for
.Augustinefs conversion.67 God,though,must bear the primary

_responsibility in generating and sustaining the creation,

complete with all.itS'possibilities, including free will
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and'alsé,his rgqunsibility in Susfaining'it.- Belief in
God must necessitete this ascriptioﬁldflpfima;yirespén#i_
bility, even if_it'isithen hela that:Gdd'has'aiséhérged‘-
Qoluntarily the.reséqnsibility fp?fcerﬁéin'fuﬁctions %d
men: ’The_choice is ours, Pelagiﬁé ig figﬁt. Only, it is
not thanks to us.the choice isiours, but thanks to God. 68
The root errcr in the dlscuq51on on freedom and . grace is
believed by Lucas to be the llngu s ié error - in focus%ing

on cne cause az explaining . actipﬁ. It is'the.inébility‘

es

pete

to relate together a variety of causal'béspohsibilit

that creates the problemn.

Lucas provides a phapter speéifically*entitled

=l

'Providence'. In this, more deua¢l emm*ses_o; differences

Co

"

¥

between his own and Vanstone's position e attempts

td reconcile God's providence and.men's'freeﬁdm, encounter-
ing the thought that the latter may f‘i‘ﬁstréie God's plans.’ 70
Thé two authors are at varianée»becausé;With'Lucas the
~problem of .the divergence of the_diviﬁe anﬁ;human'wills is

not inherent in nature's growth as_it is with Vénstone.

-For Lucas, the disparity is a.conséque“ce of ,méﬁs' decisions,
-which 'frustrate.what, so fer as Ve hadAbeen ablée to mahv it
out, had beesn od'% 1ntended plans '71 Grante& that in
certain'situations a man maj,consgioﬁsly.chéose'to frustrate :
vhat he regards as éodFs.wiil;'ip maﬁy situatioﬁs i§ can be
argued agéinst Lucas, thét.it ié iﬁﬁossibie to.identify with
certainty what is God's will; aé.if theré was only one ideal

cption for-every situation. Vanstone's crestive providence
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_Hoeé ﬁbt tie God to,preférriné one route at each‘juncturé,
ut allows—for a cfeatlve varlety in which lumbevs of
.0pti0nszgré ppssib1e; It3b¢comes_necessary to identify
,ﬁitﬁout”any_;éftainty> mbre‘or'léSSvéatisfactory'answers,
 in %hic£ bbd is,creatlvely 1nsp1r_hg the will in a geperaW
@irection rathh_.than on.a”pérticulaf reth. 0d4dly encugh,
Lucaé.seéms to;fall into his own trap. Having warned against
the'déngeré of regaing'the‘inéyitability of providence into
,past évenfé ('W¢ ;éaa:iﬁto‘events a-péttern thaet is not
there'7 ), he thenApostﬁlatss a future proVidénce around

an_ideallfixed'plan, 'my belief that Gcd has a plan fof.me';73-

0')

Noneuhe £8s in his considéfation of how God actually
works Luoas be? mes ‘very similar to Varnstone. Since man can

and -does sayAhc'to God, God allcws himself tc be 'the

victim of évery bloodyminded man'. ‘This is because 'It 1
the corollary of caring, the% one should be vulnerable, and
75

a God who cares infinitély-will be infinitely vulnerable',
.- a striking parallel,rzth Vanstone's language. Thus God

LS

vulnerable and suffers at the herds of men's cwn God —-

given freedom! his is a 'continuing crucifixion;'7 The

coﬁéébffof God is changed in the manner Vauctope s was, 1in

order to éafeguafdvthe freedom of men, &and Lucas heas glso

"~ﬁ§§ tiédAﬁﬁiéfto the nature cf love. Vanstone's God is the
:afti§t Wi£ﬁ'the4creétive ability foiusé the material whiie‘

€ the planner

[™] \

L cacs!

net knowing the precise route, while
- who zllows man to frustrate his plans but always has the

&bility to present a plan for the rew situation. He writes:
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fOne plan may'fadli_buththereiare'a;ways:cthers. :As fast
as.we torpedoehis‘bestjdesiéas}fof us, hé ﬁfoddces dutuefl
his agonlsed reappralsal‘e secoad best. W TT .In.tﬁe sense;
that . Cod allows man uo_affect'als.des1gns and'yet alyays
>has the<ab1l1ty to cope.ﬁithwhateaer we-may de, this is
very.close to Vanstoﬁe. |
Dissatisfaction may be feltiwitﬁ 'best<designfland
Tsecond best','fef wit£ such‘ianguage Lueas:Seems;ia the
ﬁhroeseof thevtension between,oldAand;new_eoaeeﬁfiens:of
providence. He ceftainiyeseemseaware'ef the dangers
inherent in a coneeptien of a fi%ed p;an_fowards-whieh.the.
world 1is necessardly,adaed-:so_he says;JIt:£s~an'e;fo£'£o
Vtalk about God's blueprlnt for the world"78;JSuc£'a'fixed
_%1uepr1nt ‘must be Procrustean . Instead Lueas argaes;.we musﬁ
elther understand b& aeslgn only the barest outllne s ﬁhich

. understand
would aot be affected by any man_s aen—eopperatlon?xor_/ '
'ﬁhat'an infinite God has an dnfinite‘set of-blueprihﬁs;
sa'that whatever situation emefgeslﬂ_;‘, fhere'is a definite
course oanction.that God~§ould~ha§e'ustﬁake'{ This latter
is Lueas"preferenee.Tg ~waever:if-dod‘has aniiﬁfinite set
ofgbiueprints, ef_yhat-is God reallyddénorant? Doesiman's‘

free choice stand for anything?. -

The pdsseséien.qf blueprints. implies that fore-
‘ knoﬁledge-which seems to insulate God from the.traumatic,
'uncertalntles of man s ex1stence, even if it is that God

is unaware untll the last moment whlch ‘plan is in fact
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to bé‘execgted. Lucas has the image of the planner and
Vaﬁstoné the aréi?t. Tt ‘is conténded that_thé:iﬁt#éfii;;
.-ﬁdre éppropriate to the placing bf God within the'hﬁmaﬁ'f
context of uncerﬁainty.' The vélﬁe'ofALuéas iéjfﬁéf he
cleafly wisﬁes men's fréedom fo be safeguafded and he is
prepared for a-cdhseqUeht change in thé“nature of God;, He
does stand againét‘the"cbﬁﬁdﬁ-nétién of provideﬁce (bging)
7:inwlarg¢ meaéure a nopidn of_God's getting his own:

8O

way in spife of our own wishes to- the cpntrary'.
Sproxton in his biogréphy of Teilhard also pfesents.

a éimilar‘tension without apparently noticing it. - He

writes‘of'Teilhafd7hplding that the world is bound for a

destinatiop, it ﬁas‘a beginning and an ‘end. But must thé

‘lattér be fixed in the mznner suggested by Teiihérd's

'foint Omega'?8l' Christians may hope for a ceftain'énd,

but as Vanstone'suégest;;ih his wordé,énAfriuﬁph and'ff;gedy%

our expérience of_the world is suth fhaf'ﬁelief in Géd

‘should not be tféétéd as a quasi-legal guarantee. This

1a£ter sense then seems to be picked up in Sproxtdn's coéf'

clusion thch‘wduld seem very-close to Vanstoneianﬂ fo a

'lesser degféé, Lucas. The trutﬁ i; *that we are évoiutioh»

with its awful_cqnsequences.' Man is now free'.’ Tﬁé Stage

of man's self-consciousness hgs now beén'ﬁeached wvhere we

ﬁa& be saved'neither’by-nétural ipterveﬁtion . ..;_nér

'by.superﬁatufal intervéntion‘fér‘supefnatﬁre is iﬁ'hiﬁ.'82 )

.This suggests Ah immanenf‘preséncé'of God within man,

coupled ﬁith grea£ scope ‘in his freedom of choice to



determioe the triumph'or‘tfaged& of God's‘efeativeAact.

.4The,iﬁﬁojafion that needs to be grasped-is,fhat_God's
‘beingdsoiéfeigq may_become?the measS'by which ﬁan's free-
dom’is g}eated‘snd'nof'the meansAby_Which it is destroyed,
no£Wiﬁhsfaﬂddng.past_perfofmanee.- Nonetheless it was
bundersﬁood b& Oﬁan~over sixﬁy.years ago. He sees God's
vereation of‘the mOral»perSonality”as being the guarantee
of men's ultimate‘freedom_and of their preservation from
being]mereiy pﬁfsicai.ofganisms. Autonomy and Augustin-
ianism are;both problematie'fof Oman. Concefning God's
aufhorityvit'needs to be understood that 'When we insist
that_God'sxﬁoﬁer, belng absolute, can have no llmltatlon,‘
hﬁmao responsihiilty“v &ni shef".83 However, if God is entirely
A h R : _ becomes
divoreed:from morals,‘igan?s will / 'the only element in
'ﬁoral‘decision',?u, then fhe question,is'raiSed, how can
-ﬁan fulfll ‘what ds demandeo o? h1m7- Oman is thus ﬁapov for
conceptlons of God to’ be generated not to fulfll the Dhllo-
sophy of ‘the absolute but to fit the bill of man's need. 85
Man slneed is" for grace, that is, the ablllty to grow in
moral beha&iour .»From the Christian point of view ‘this is

) contlngency

_his e-/ yet he .also- needs freedom to be deemed to be
fmorall§ responsible}..The resolUtion'of this dilemma
>redu1res gface to become llaked-both to power, as‘ablllty,
'and to- the malntenance of man's free w1ll
”Thus-thelseed is’fnot to theorise about fhe operation
bﬁt.to ask ourselves, What is a moral person-

86

of omnlpotence,
and how 1s 1t succouredV' The moral.demand.puts.

'allty,
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the phllosophy of power and of God 5 omnlpotence behind!’ 1ts'

own demands because ‘in God's own nature thls order is
folloWed; Thedsense of this_is_seen as followsii
If instead of.agGod'circnmscribedAon'every‘hand
by considerations of His own dignity, we have One
manifesting His wise care in the most trivial
events and common relationships, a God prlmarlly
concerned with our need and not with His own
schemes or His own honour, - - 87.
Wherein the two latter_issues"will in a new manner beisafe—
gnarded by the former.
Oman then in parallel w1th Vanstone and Lucas seeks
' : " his v1ew.that God's
to tie his conceptlon of the nature of God to /. nature -
" is - one of love. Godfs?relation to us which is of lore'
requires that, 'If grace is' determined byllove, not nerely'
as specions sentiment, but asfthis:practical regard, the
first'queSﬁion cannot be, How‘would'ifiseek-to-display its
dlgnltyV but must be, How would 1t serve 1ts chlldrenV'bS
The pr1n01ple of analogy fyom the need and context of human

experience used by Vanstone.ls adopted by Qman, for since.

'that service takes place updn'earth . our ekperience.upon

Oman's method is thus strlklngly close‘tofuansmone; in thet
by analysis of that love'which_is of God, the discussion is
enabled to cen tre ”pon man s need but’ on 1y bJ pr1c;_refer+
_ence to the.natnre'of'God's'love. This 1s ev1denced in
Oman's comment that:
. If grace, therefore, be the operaticn of lcve, the
essence of which is to have 1is eyes directed away
from its own dignity . . . and towards -the object.

of 1ts care, an inguiry into 1ts nature -must be in
vain which does not start by consrderrné the hnman

',,89

earth alone can be the means of understandlng its cha racter.
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nature.it would éuccour.
8o the.éuéétibn;_'wﬁat is the hature Of.cod's grace?' is
?an§Wefe5'by"what is tﬁe-nature df a moréi pérson?'90

In streSéing the priority ¢f the latter éuestiqn;a 
éiever link is‘eétablished bétween.the'work of God's grace
énd man's moral autohoﬁy. -If, as Ogan holdé,‘theAnature
ﬁf the moral person eﬁbfaces-morélAautonémy, in the.sénsé
of résponsibility, then the grace .which created this moral
per;on clearly sustains and éuccoﬁrs this Qery-moral

autonomy. As with Vanstone and the loving personality, so

Oman and.the moral peréonality, by allowing man's genﬁine
ﬂ;freedom itself.tq be anfexpreséion of grace, overcomes. the-
:disjunctionlbetween grace and freedom. . Man's moral faculfy
*fofidecisﬁéns ié frgely his. as gracioﬁs-éift, while the
ﬁ0wer fo executé decisions is also dﬁe tofthe grace of God. .
A already ' ' )
Ahyvnecessary changes.have / bveen made'tdAthe‘previous
conceptions of God's graéé and omnipotencél"Hence to retﬁrn
.to,AuguStiné and Pelagius,'dman is enabled to condemn Eoth,
because both make a false'divide‘between 'grace as a gift
4ﬁerely given énd on works as humaﬁ_resolves me;ely cgrried
thfough'.gl Oman believes béth to have an impersonal écéoupt 
ot God's providence, thus making gracé ﬁechanical. The |
1personal'accouﬁt that.be ﬁasAgivén,-he holds enabdbles mah
and.G;d'to beéomé'freely consentiﬂg partners,raﬁhér'£han
;eﬁarate agen01és with clearly definéd sphéres‘of opérati@n.
Thus,'Iﬁ a right réiation of-ﬁeréon;, éspecialiy of fafher

and child, the help of the ome does not end where'theveffort ,
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of the other begins'.Q?

'Such a.personal~reiatioﬁ,.as in Vahstoﬁé, has its’
éoﬁssiueﬁces for,théédicy; This.ig:bécauge,the keylfor
:.gracé's frditi&n in this'analysié:ié the free response of
the bélb;ed.':A:'gracious relstion cannot provide the
1flawléss Vorld to bé expected from grace as over;iding
 anisciencnguided by»omgipotencé,'hecause a personal
felafibn can dnly wqu és it .mee‘bs--response‘.9‘3 This
resbdnse dépénd%'on.our'free and genuine perééption of the
'_goddnesé.of God's will., His will is ﬁbt to be Judged by
'itsApbwefg (God is~étrpngérvthan 1, therefore 5bey) but in
ioﬁr'recognifioniof its goodness: 'In. short, we,qanAonly
faécéb£iG§dfs wi1ll as., by insight,-wé discovér it tovbe our
“oﬁh‘ﬂ9u AProyidence for the Béliévér becomesfhot the cdﬁ—
‘v‘icti.o-r.l that éyerything was rea‘l_liy-‘planne'd for the best
aﬁYﬁay; bgt.réther'the.éﬁd innt of faith.A It becomes g
5elief'in the sgpremé'friumph of GoﬁdAaqspife the great
pain;an&:waste of the wérld. YA.true belief in Providepcé
is théfgoal and not~ﬁhelstafting'pqint of religion, a
'éfophetic vicﬂory»bver évii and not a metaphysical optimism
about the balance of good'. Providence 1s not an

: or the provision of .
insurance from pain,/ material bléssangs for the few,
8ut a means of seéing purposé'in the worid despite all.
'indications_to’thé'QOhtrary; It pfoVideé a.tool'for-usiﬁg_
ﬁﬁe exﬁefiénce of-péin. It is the étfeSS»in Oman on- the

personal nature of the queétibn'that Qondifions the outcome.
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This enables man not to

forget. that a personal relation has two sides,

. which require us to find God's world also our

.world’ . .:Q by our own insight and devotion, ‘

.~ and that the ‘essence of.a personal system is

"~ ‘not - to. manutfacture us good, but to help us win
-our freedom 2nd the right use of it together.
In that case God cannot relleve us of our
respon51b111t1es even when' calamltous. Without

it we mlght be the clay angd He the potter but
ve should not be children and He our Father. 96

The_clbseibérallels between Vahsébne'and Oman are
thus_eVidént;_wifh a greét stfgﬁ%bon‘humanufreedom as a
gfff of de,'by whicblGod, fdf?apr'égké iimits.himself.

The key tplail three,fLuéas;'Vansﬁone and Omen, has been:
a‘verSiQn of:théAf£ee will defepcé'of'Cod; in which men's
,ffee:will islﬁééd_tq‘éxplain'tnéAgféat pain and suffering
Eeipériehced,dit béingjfﬁe-ineiitaﬁlé‘concoﬁitanf to geﬁuine
freéddm of ?ésponse;' Héﬁéfef;'this.QOes‘oﬁly deai with
mcra_L évv_il,,i fthe"‘_ﬁrfiéz:%j plz@}'sica1~ ev1__o the world is not
éf{éetedL. Thié'is a genérai wéakneés of presehtations of
thés'arguméﬁf,Afheif uhhappinesg ih accouﬁting'for physical
evil; as-a result'it is.geperéliy ékirtéd oﬁérf Both Lucas
and.Omén ﬁéve'tenaed this way; tb consiaér the issue. just
_frothhe vieWp§iht'df-mén's wrongdoingvand consequent
~suffering. ‘This Ls'perhaps a legacy oi the OlDl¢Cdl por-
Y . the moral. ,

“trayal of the priority of /'ove; the ph?sicgl 'fall' in
-Genésis.  : |
: golden age 1s ‘

He concept of a ./ no longer tenable,- some account
‘has to'be takeniof,évolﬁtion.  In thisiVanstpné proves more
éatisfacfbfy‘aéspite his inapprbpfiate use of Karamaczov
o1 ‘

discussed previously. Indeed he reverses the situation

'and'deéls with phyéical and rot meral evil. He has not
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placéd.man's-ignofance of God jﬁst in relation_£o‘the human
’ré5ponSémbutAin;relafion to the wholé fﬁysical,diﬁénsion. |
bften<thé-implication,seems to Be'that GQd‘kpeV'gxactlf
how he would create.the_world‘aﬂd men, ﬁe fhen implanted
into this physical system free,wlll,aﬁd from thence-the
problems arose. ‘Vansténe goes. one step.furthe; in holding
thaﬁ tﬁelffecise‘course pf the whole of'the‘éreated system
'is a mystery even to de4fhe Creator'ﬁho_giQes.itAthe
energy-£o.méintain it in being. All that is seéure i's that
'Goﬁ 15 wofking.towaras an end through natural p?ocessés,
which though set 1in being by him:are themsel&esAgiven a
genuine iﬁdeﬁendence in dévelopmenf. In this situation the
suﬁreﬁé‘reriod ofHCrisiS'has'been reached, in this tiny
“éra §f hﬁmankind, the era when creat;réé capablé of free
’féépo#sé.to &iv1nity héve rea@hed being.

| " The ﬁeahsvb&'which grace Ean.remain God's action.and
yeﬁ:sﬁill genﬁineiy relate toAméﬁfé_an free ac£'haé'been
shoWn_fo.be>the crucial issué. Certain distinct&ons can be
hoﬁedAcbnberning the differing éresentétlohs of fhe modes
of gface%‘action, An authof whose work in fhis area is of
considerable 1ﬁtefest is'Ger.le'O'ut}{a'.g'd His diSCUSéion
stértg from nofing the stendard dilemma, that it s morally
eésentlal for humans to Be-responsible,pﬁtiﬁow then dén'a
role.er grace'be f&und?- He notés fdur distinctive methﬁds
by which Christiéns have épdéavoured-té.resol§e4this con-
.flict. It may be resolved by.seeing human viftue.as the
instrument of iﬁvadiﬁgigrade,.as infusédAby grace, as_

99

acquired irrespective of grace, and as‘elicitediby grace.



Tﬁe‘first option isAclaSSically betésfanfjand has been
 ﬁell stated in‘ﬁygren“s Agdpe’and Eros. 'Theisﬁécific.object
‘here'is to sfress Go@'s act iﬁ man agaiﬁéﬁ'higA§ﬁn-;ﬂaaerf-

..,Quate sinful anagfallen resoufces. Maﬁ“s:frég #ill»énd
moral autonomy are not wsrth_étreésing fécéus;'Of_the hel§;

less state of man. The theology of the Fallvis”thus an
"influgnce.at work in evaluating Godfs gfaée:éﬂd its role

in mankind. The completely_diffefent vieﬁﬁoinﬁ of;Vapgtone

 for-whomvnothiﬁg could.be.éo abhorrent as ifréSi;tible, |

gracé, likéwige stems from a very different View;oflphe"

Fall}> Nygren's real éfror-is in destroyipgxthié ébilify

 tb respond ‘that Vénstone holas so dear. - The'Cathélic. .

';b'Arcy:also regards this as a'serious error én NyérenIg

ﬁart. 'Using Nygren'§ own Ianguage'he wri%ég; }Cod ﬁsuAgape'

and_ﬁe should naturally expect someone fo‘bé'thé.ﬁéneficiary'

‘of that love andlas beneficiary to respond. But ifﬂfﬁé:'

theoryiis taken litérally (Nygren;s)'theré.is no opé to

fespond . . . 1In tﬁis elimination of Eréébman has been
elimihafea';loo | |

Of the secbpd - infused grace, Outka.ﬁﬁtes its
traditionai identification with Romah'bafhplie théoiog&l

Thus-Outka notes hovw a Roman_Catholié repfesénté?ive like

Gillemann can speak of it'és a sanétifying-gracefwhiéh

elevates the whole man.. To Pfoteétanf_eyé§ such s Outka's

it haé unfavourable connotations with t e éﬁpérnafufal'aﬁd
the mirac¢ulous. Outka associates the third;'achired grace’,

with thé moral 'I ought therefore I can' argument. It
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reflects a universal capability but stresses 6né's own -
efforts, whereas infuéionlstrésses Godié;-'Thé;p;ébleﬁsiof“‘
infusion are that it is ﬁechaniéal and of aéqui?éd,tﬂét'if-
is Pelagian. | | o

The fourth:option, grace'elicited, is provided by
Outka a;nan attémpt.té resolVeAproblems.inhefent in ﬁhé
others.lOlA'It'aftempts fo'preserve a-diétinction,.noted
'af‘other péints iﬁ‘this thesis, between the fréedom'of.thé
will fo respond as.decision and the power to'execufe goqd<"-
deeds as grace. Grace's;_object is to elicit'é'resﬁonsé:
the agenf must actively respond to theAgiff offered.invl"
'deciding-té accept it, rather than passively fgééi&é it.

. , _ , P that

Perhaps another way to express Outka's:point i;_to say/theg
agent actively seeks.in'drdgr'passively:to redéiféfthélgifﬁ3'
andrthis‘is to be preferred for the~elemen£ bf;dialéctic it
suggesté.  Thisvis appropriate té an iésue'whibh'tﬁe_difepf.
applicatioh of languége éannbt resolve;‘in that an élém;nt
of linguistic>fension is inevitable between grace as the
‘entire gift of-God-and man's own free wili and responSibili£§ -
the,iésue of causality already discussed via Lucas. | | 4

Qutks regérds elicitatibn as preserving the genuinehes§ff
of the human response to grace, in order %héﬁinothing fundé_
méntaily nonfhuman.is:introduéed;.which is the suggesﬁidp |
.wichinfusion.' Dﬁstinctions afe.reqﬁired‘béfweén supérT
natﬁrél andbnétural,-aﬁd their relatién tbAhﬁhan nétﬁreij
Thué';nfusedvgréce reflects a cleaf gnderstanding of.ﬁhe

‘boundaries of naturael man and of the esséntial:rblé'bfvthe




 _1-27' : . . 43;)45'

gupérnatufai;in #iinging_him to. fulfillment. 'Eiicitatibn
‘reflects'a-Vié;iiﬁi&high man must find fﬁlfiilment'innphe
natural;f£ﬂ§ﬁgﬁ“hef¢ the n§tﬁréi ﬁéy become so chargeA;as-
to become iﬂ S§?O¥#6hﬁs word, {Sﬁéérnéturéf.loe 'Thé':
.flavour of.Vénsfohe is such thaf'tﬂé ﬁatural is to be
preserved'in fhe §eﬁse of the iptegritonf nétural-p;o;
cessés_and 6f ﬁan'slindepgndeﬁée, yet thés§~beqome thei&éry
.ttools of the-fﬁtﬁre.Kingdom. ’Elicitatibn is‘thus'distinct
in Outka's anaiyéié_from infusioh in that_if requires-man’'s
decision and wiil&;"lf‘différs‘from acquired grace in that
%irtue is évokéd and‘susﬁainea ffom wiﬁhbut and is not
simply seif—éctiyatédfahdﬁ$elf~directed;‘ Thé key to
eiicitatioﬁ:isEtha? fﬁe'agent-decides to'doi&hat iﬁ:hiﬁself
he cannot d;;:thé'pasitioﬁ_beihg-that-a mén can dééidetto
follow God but cannot by_'h_'i'msé_if actually fo_ill,o,w God. The
moral stress oﬁithe fféédém'Of.ﬁan is fhﬁs;on fhe decision.
while the power or abiiityArgsts'with Gdd;

To a dééregfit has fo bé.granted tﬂat it grécé is-real
invédﬁé senée i£ is ir%esiétible. Ceftéinlyiany resistance
thatris possifle-is'due'tb'God}s own éelf;limitatioﬁ as 1in
Vanstone, Eveﬁ éo?.the éface of creation remains irresisfible,
. I had n; choiCe”over-my birth. - Man i; not consulted éve;
whefher helﬁishQS'ﬁb férticipate in thé vgnture of éxi;tence,
-'ﬁé simply ha$;to!- Within this framewo?k, once‘eiistinglhe |
m?y'chobse;£o:reéiét;' Continuéd sustenandé in.lifé is
itseif a gréCe ﬁhiqh has simply to be accepted, unleés,
‘gnCelagain; theAfadical Cod—given freedom of choice is used

in-suicide. Freedom then is‘functioninngithin a fixed




128 | - - ' . 3:k6

physicaljreaim.

| Qutkaké usé-of.eiicitatién is_thus-presented as a
ﬁééfui undersfénaiﬁg of'the operation of grace wﬁidh can
::compléméﬁt1thélﬁi¢tures~éeen in'Vanstoﬁe, Lucas and Omap.
.VFrom’thése.éﬁfhofs_épa from the other sources quoted, it
caﬁ bé seen thafq;'substantial 5ody of opinion has.grown _
 pp'this §6ntufy,¢whidh‘has not been afraid to dévelop a':
new_dbétriné Qf Cdds in ordgr to counter problems felt
jwiﬁﬂ tréditiénal preséntations of Grace and Providence,
and aﬁ the‘séme-time to trj'to p?ovide a proyidence more
éénsénanp &itﬁ;belief in'evolutidnary theory-éhd the
4ééfé#tific:w0r1d view;«>Thé overall outcome is an émphasis
,Qﬂ.mén'§“¥eSponsibili£y.for the end of the world, with or.
' wi£hout God, 'Maﬁ is 1in tﬁe position of exercising great‘
'éowér,féufficient as is only too clear in this age to
‘détermine‘theffatevof:his own kind. With Qod;'man is placed
‘in the pos"i’tiér; of takirg Cod to the lin‘iij;. ‘The‘mystery of
today.ié'ndt.how it is thét all(is really planned by God
' fof the bést,_but to what'extent'will the fridmph and‘
trégedy.themé of Vanstone be taken tolits final end - has
.‘man.really tﬁé aﬁility to say>;fiﬁis‘ to God in a nuclear
 1holo¢éﬁét? .Staniey:Hauérwas in remarks to Durham- students
favé}red tﬁét fhe»cfucifixion was more -tragic than nuclear
 ;érmég¢ddon3'and that it héd'ﬁeen follqﬁed by Resurfectionf
Pérhapg £fué,fﬁuf notﬁiﬁg'ought té be said that lightené
thé léad on'maﬂ in this day. . |

Of the various authors, it is held that it is,Vénstone
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A'-who provides the most thprough_reworking of the doctrine
qu God toireflégt fhe'demdnds of’mgn's.persgnéi autoﬁomf.
3'He dbé;*tﬁis fﬁfough his analysis Qi;Gdd és:lové, and in
j:é bo§k so“radiéal,,iheisurpriéing ahd satisfying éleﬁent
ié the bfiérify:and folé that is accarded to God as
'living.and active. Men afe not émanéipated from God
désﬁitgiall tHe radical thought, fathér genuine created

pértneféhip is achieved. .
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" CHAPTER FOUR

SELF-LOVE

‘I‘One of thé'ﬁostfenigmatic’texts-in fhe gospeié forms
the root of pgrhaps the ging;e.mgstfcontentious issue in
_theological ethics«—-fhé'%élé‘Of Self-cpncerh.A Jeéus%

texts of éelf;deﬁiai_afe;unequivocal;—'lef him deny himself.
and followAme';l- Wﬁeh'Jésﬁé"ééidAin‘ansﬁer tovoﬁe of the
most fundahehtal*queétién put to him concerning his béliéfs;
'Master which is tﬂe g?eat'commandmeﬁf?', étressiné.inAhié
reply, ' Thou shalt love thy'heighbduf as thysélf{; ﬁé
apparently introduced a radiéal:discont;nuity'ihtq his
teachingL2 'Déspite the crities tﬁé two can be réconcilgd.
Indeed it might be héped that Jesus did so,himseif. Here
atteﬁtion éught t?;béldraﬁﬁ toxaﬁother of hié cardiﬁal tex%s;
'If any man would 5eififsf,:he'shall be last of all'.>

Often taken &s a.élaésib text Qf'denial yet it éprings out-
of.sélf—conéern. ‘I£ hg$ é§en received criticism for beihg

a 'spirituai‘inéuran§g §olicy' ; suffer nov.fér joy.later.
Tﬁus while Chfiétigns:portfay théir-religioh as.one'ofAsélf—:
sacrif&ce.and service of others, gquoting the example ‘and -
wordsfof the méster, théir detraétors aiso quoting Jegus

hold that it is = religion for the underdog, promising an
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'Aé‘will bé‘séeh}‘chfiéfians'éfe'by no'm§£ns-consist§nt3
in their'approach to the’géiefof fﬁe<seif;iduéit§ fér?ing |
'QSSeSSments df thé‘NéﬁiTestéﬁenf maferfalF“tSpcﬁ:aSSesé?
ménts‘theﬁselveé_are being é@nf#oliéd‘ﬁy a£t£6rs{ widgr'
preconqeptibns cénce;ning;qther dbcﬁrines? eséecially‘those.
.Qf,thé Creation and of the Fall. A furfher‘influence'an:
Christian reflection has bgeﬂ'the cbnclusiqnsAof'chep-jl
“philosophies, for there are a'mfriad éfAvieWé'ééﬁéerning‘f
self4con6ef% ranging from the Greék éhiloséphefs to the
laté§£ in psychoanalfsis,-such'idea§<as»Masiow's:éélfj
actualising man. Sincé Chrisfién ethics.de§éloped in-
felaﬁiop to.prévailing‘Gfeek ethicé;.éttituaes;*éfud&:ﬁiil
cqmménée-with the intelleCtﬁél“aif.Chrisf!s‘0piniqns entefed.

.Ariéfbtle's‘Eihicsfprésghts‘aféohsistéﬁt'freatise'Qn
friendship, céntrél to whiéﬁ-is'tﬂe»role deself.S_AA friend
is one 'who'desire(s)_the:good of<théfrxffiegds for.the"
friend's sake . . . because ‘each loves{#he otherAfor'Whét‘
‘he is, .and not fof any‘inciaéntél qualityf.é_ Sgbh a
passagé might seem to hafmoniée well_wiih:JéSus"teaqhing;
However it reflects an:eﬁtirély difféféﬂﬁ,}and philosophical;
éettihg'_producing a Vér& different rgsult.ffém the theology
§f the Néw-Testament.'VThig is clear fro@'t5e épﬁtext of.
tﬁe previous éitétiéng_ Tn Arisﬁotle a'ffiend:ié,not to .be
léﬁéd.for'thelbéfsonal'éuélities of his being bﬂp by his’
bosseésion of #he abstr?ct'quality'of fhe Good. Not that

he is but what he is. Aristptle_defines_three kinds of
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‘friendéhip: that of utility,‘the business relgtionship;
that_qf pleasﬁr;, the sensual relatioﬁship;:and perfect_h
friendshi?.bésédﬂon goodness. The perfect friendship vas
£hejs#bject of the:lést quqtation and.iﬁmediételyApfeceedf_
ing it can be read;'fér these peofle each'alike'wish.good
fdr‘tﬂe other qua good' aﬁdnimmediétely following‘it,
'Accofdingly the friendship.of'such men lasts éo long as .
they remain good}.j Despite fhe existenée of altruistic
passaées,(it is cleaf that Aristotle fegards what_is.
actualiy”being shared as an abstract quality‘of goodness,
and the respect for persons by virtue of their individual-
ity is not a goncérh: A gobd-deal of attention is then
 gi?eﬁ_to the rdle of ﬁhe sélf{ The actﬁa1 b0nd between
ghe,fiiendship éf goodness is not described as love, for
"fhé'géod aré friends for each otheris sake, because their
‘bondlis'goodﬁ'ess',8 although-Subseéuehtly' Afistotié does
_noﬁeAthat ‘ffiendsﬁip seems to‘conSist mége in éiving than
.viﬁ receiving éffection'.

- In this affection to the good between friends the
'seif ig fulfilled, FAnd‘in loving a friend they are loving.
their oﬁﬁ good, For Vhén a good man becomes a friend to
__anofherjhe becomes that othgr's.gogd; so each loves his
bﬁh géod, and repays'what‘he_receives,by:ﬁishing %hé goodV_
.of*the.othéf épd giviné him pleasure?,lo and earlier?~(éach.-,_

iﬁdividual_léves what is good for himseifl.ll A long
passage is then given over to the thought thet friends
"reflect our~feeliﬁg;towards ourselves and these arguments

lead to a consideration of the specific problem;-is'self—lgvé
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jﬁstifiéblé?lg:'Seif-loie'is justifiaﬁle and -indeed
fulfilling onlyTin_fhé césé'oflthe_godd.man; who éince he
is properly ordeféa‘t&wardsfhé g0od,wi1i‘>in io?iﬁé ﬁimself"
‘benefit himseifiahq'bthéfé, -Tﬁis“is:fhéAratioﬁglevbehind
the friendéhip of ﬁhe'good; that.fhé shariﬁg of £his qualiﬁy
séen'in each other iélmutuélly a£tracting and-fulfilling.'
There.is muéh-heré7tﬂat seems.commendéﬁle, there is certaiﬂly; 
much.indis?utablg pfa@tic;i wisddm - fo éive is ﬁeﬁtef than
to»feceive. | A | |

It mignt seem as‘if Aristotlé‘s'aréuments could be
S'appiied to the recpﬁciliation.of‘Je;us"own'eﬁigmatic |
'statements. Hoﬁefé;'two fhiggé:milit;te égaiﬁst this:
one in‘ﬁis qoncepfioﬁ[of £hé'highestfcafegory_of bérsonai'
COQmunion béing tgéAabsgrééf néfion bf_the fgoo&' raphef-
“than the personal qﬁalify éf quVé"épmmended in thésﬁewa
Testament; secondly his analygié‘Ofwfhe iaeai of.'magnami—
noﬁs{ man.i3 ﬁe is Aristotle's he;o, the:éood még of
proper friendshif.- This isjthé'maﬁ:who has pfactiéed
himSélf in the aronftbeing_good;> He posseSséé a prqper
self—eétimation of ﬁimself‘founded on hig reél character.
He knows he is qud aﬁa ekpeété-tq be tféated as sucﬁ,
‘which 1s no mére thaﬂ:he'deserves. Hﬁmility is here totally
rpied out; and Aristbﬁle Coﬁdemns 'pusillaniﬁous' man. As
for \mégnaminauéf ﬁgn;ﬁé éah be likened tp fdday's self-
sufficignf man, fﬁli'df seif-contfolAand independencé, fof7
'He is disposed.tO'cohfer_benefits, but is.ashamed to'
accept:theﬁ, becéuge tﬁ;_one is an act of the superior and

1k

the other that of an inferior'.
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Despite_thé abparenf paralléis to ﬁesps"ehigﬁatic
.#ggﬁendétioﬁuof.gélf;iéve} Afigtotle!s self-love is

.rédicaliy différéﬁi BéCauée;it i§:ﬁdt.éonéeiV¢d within the
cafegory_éf‘g}aée;{;ThiS~és ﬁiil 5e256en-i§-fundamehtal |
_té'an_underéfanding of>Jesusf ?béitién;,wﬁereas Aristotle
 speaksA6f.selﬁ*love frdm a po;ition bf'utter self-sufficiency.
This teﬁdency has Eegn nbted by"b¢th'Kfo6k and Vlas‘l';os.15
Kf@ék sigﬁificantly entitles ﬁéf phaptér on Aristotle as
'fSeif¥sufficiéncy fér-iéve‘;';sgé pufsvhiﬁ in a secularist
o utiiitaf;aﬁ traditioﬁ eﬁbracing ﬁumé,'Bentham épd,Mill.
Ali_thfee types of Aristbtéliaﬁ ﬁah, Speculative i.e.
éon#emplatife, Mégﬁénimdus_andﬁthg.Peffécf FriEnd éhare the
‘chmoﬁ pﬁar;cﬁgristié'éf’éeistufficienéy; AMagnénimous man
'jéAfﬁfhéf1eyeé{to§dyfs secular:ménu. de has perfect self-
VGdnﬁroi,:heAKﬁoﬁéAwﬁere h¢;i§.goiﬁg,and 50 is-fitled the .
 Méﬁ:of JhétifiaﬁlefPride.. Kroék'ﬁétesihow Plato and St.
Paul régaré it a.s Virthous to Sufferfinjustice,wﬁile for
Ariététie'itAis s1avish aﬁdApééT'spiritéd.l Aristotelian
seif—guffiqienby éstabiiéhes a f;oye' free frbm-need or
clgim, Which in;Kf6ok'é judgemeﬁﬁ is not the. love either
of.Plato-of-thé‘Neﬁ'Tesiament but is‘é form of pride,.in
ﬁhiéh'you admire.iﬁzihe dtﬁer only Qhat:you'know to be good
in youréélf. :Viastés:géncludéa that iqve in Aristotle is.
npf.lovefférgafﬁeréoh qua perth but is a}mutél’fecognition
ibf‘abstfactiﬁﬁaiitiesu» Itvig-ﬁetween-memtefs.of & soéial
.giite, who cén afford éisintereSted affection for their

}péers; assured that it will be returned by virtue of their
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.étation.lT-
Té turn tonPlatonic love;.Vlastds cannot intgiﬁﬁét-ﬁﬁist
;;asibéihg pérsongl. From the Lystis he notes'that love is -
_received only iﬁ response to thé‘produétion_of a géﬁd?
vbeCome wise . ..7 everyone:will iove'youAnA. .'otherwise
'no one.will love you':18 *He'noteéjthat thefe is.no ;ense}

;6f 'for the other's éaké’, let aiéne the Christian.tfeatﬁent
of fhe ophér,asvan ebsolute end.  The rpot of this view as.
lnoted»in our firsﬁ chapter, is the Platonic beiief that

1ove is not s constitutive category of being itself. Ratner
it is symbolic of a lack, love is essentially need—orientatéd,
~stch that 'if'one were in want of nothing one would feel mno -
-affectioﬁ and he whpifelt no affection‘vould not loyé' 19 |
) This'leaas to the doctrine of the‘Fo?ms byiwhieh all beings’
~seek to approximate vo the ideal forﬁ, aﬁﬁ this in turn.
.produces Plato's vision of ﬁﬂe Good.2o‘_The pfoblém here 1is
:that the ideél Good is'ﬂot ailoviﬁg God ,- ﬁeﬁpe the lack df
‘affe¢tioﬁ and love-in-the ideal which 1s surely the oﬁposité
‘of the New Testament intentions. This,as will be seen 1atef;
:is one of thé main-points in Nygren's major albeit
pfoblemgtic sf#dy,égape and Eros.

| .In the Republic, Vlastos notes how the ideal sociéty is -
held together by‘bbnds of.fraternal'love but ‘poses the' |
quesﬁién as to ﬁhether'this love is a form bf egiigﬁtepea
,self—interest,’tb méintaiﬂAthe sySféﬁ. As Socrates tq1&"
Lysis,"You will’ be loveq only if youAafe useful' the |

doctrine of love in the Lysts fits the Republtc well.
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'Whétever’é mén caﬁ plaimlin the Repﬁblio is tied to what he
does 'and not thét-hé iéu. Vlastos remarks how Popper has
labeiled the‘Répuﬁlié, collect1v1st and polltlcal utlll—.-
tarienism'’ and-that-'Plapo_recogn;séé pnly Qne”ulpimate
standard of jusfibp - tﬁeAintereéﬁ of‘thé sfaté. Morality
is nothing but polifi;al‘hygieheﬁ.gl ‘Although love has a
rolé in'PIéto,iit iévpotififmly weldéd to personal being4
as ﬁhe highést categppy of exispence.ip phe'mapng} pormally'
attrlbuted to Christianity, and this affects self-

: dsplratlon Lhe cudqu,mangas'hoféa in the Symposium is to
lose self—awa:enesé'in:tﬁe viéibnnbf the 'idea'. 2 Vlastos
holds that in'the'Elatonicfdoptripe pf love, the person
itself is not id?edibuflphe iﬁagepéf.the allpembfécing yépi
lifeless 'idea' in_hiﬁ;gs | | s

Two questiops:ariée fpr,Chrispiap teacning in gbnséquence
A‘of this analysis ci (reek tﬁpuépt;p'Fifétly.iﬁAtepﬁs‘of the
final end, what sort of self+fulfillmént;daes Cpfispianify
speak of in conéequenge-of its stress on thé living God and .
.his’grace,'and sépon@ly, hoﬁ_infthe present ié that‘end
achievable? This éeconq.guestion fequifes'én analysis of

the role of'séif;invdived ip fLove youf‘neighbour as your-

self'.  Within Chr: stlaplty two broad trends of response
o There is a
can be identified. = /. negat1ve,_usua¢1y ProtQSUant strana
which'greatly-stréssgs'the Fall -and God's soverelgnty and
grace; this tehdsxto write down séelf-regard. <Yet peculiar
to this tradition-is the great value given to the self in
terms -of private judgément. On the Catholic side, with a

less grave view of the Fall and a developed. natural theology,
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the rélerf thé seif:receives'greater~atténtion, Yet here
'»again; a;t;a&itioQtwithig_a_tradiﬁidn, ihat is~ésceticism,
.apﬁeaf§ ﬁo the'éutsidéfitqiléy:gfeat-sﬁfess ph‘uttervself-
'abnegatioﬁf' Iﬁ'iszfﬂis-lasfftraaition~%i£h'iﬁé:stfess on
“sélf—déprifatiéh}tﬁaf:hég’dften been thé tﬁrget of those
who accuse éhristian%ty of havipg:a rewara—ééﬁﬁéred ethic,
?ut'foﬁnded upoﬁlotﬁer-WOrldly.fruition. |

A@dﬁgét recent Proteétant_aufhors 6né wﬁo hés tackled
the is.sue.'-f'r-om_ vhat might be ‘,:ter.m'ea"ﬁh'e classic Protestant

positicn 'is Anders Nyg'xyeanh "Nygren has .specific headings
bn,Self.aﬁd‘Neighbour love,but'in order fully fo appfeciate
his position therein, his wider positibﬁ needs to be under-

stood. Hié-baéiq'thesié is simpié; that the natural fallen

state of man is well seen in what he terms Greek Eros.

ky

.This,ié:ﬁtte}ly'man :en£e’ed; it sfarts frOm the ipéomplete—
ness.dﬁpmaJ_ahd hi$:c6n$equenf.need to{fﬁlfil himself;
Throughout thé boék_tﬁé 'deadly ri?élryl of Erbs and Agape
éfe stﬁéssed.~'In ﬁis.iﬁfro&uctieg'-he ﬁrites_fﬁat "It is
.g<fact‘béthd contfadicﬁionfthat-ihefidea of Eros and Agape
belohé té'two'diffﬁfent spiri{ual Qoflﬁé’,-;nd that one
_mﬁsﬁ 'begip by eﬁbhéﬁizing their.qomplete‘disparity'.251
,EPOSIis.map'é desire.fof ée1f.fulfillment;and because of
ﬁhis'sfresg'Oﬁ.ééif'i£:i$ hé1d to be wholly‘éfroneous.- No
':agpifétiqns bf;mép-é:é ai;owédAby ﬁygren to 5e.of gny‘saving

ignificance. Kygren contrasts Eros with its fatel stress’

n .

on self concern and its Creék origin with the Christisn
idea -of Agape. ~Their .root difference in Nygren's eyes lies

'in'cauéaliﬁy. Eros is 'causéd', being‘brought about by
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desire and heed seeing value in the object of desire
Agape 1s the very opp051te,—1t 1s repeatedly stressed how
:AgapeAls spontaneous ahd uncaused It has no need.ln |
itself for man's love and is not created by any worthlness
on man's part. That such a God unaffected by man s
fesponse is susp1c1ously s1m11ar to:the Platonlc goes
unnoticed by Nygren.

| That the‘consequences of these views are reflected in
his‘consideration of the nature'of manland thus the role
of self isAclear:A 'Agape 1is the direct oppos1te of that.
love whlch is called out by the worthlness of its obJect'-

- and, 'The man-whom God loves has not any value in himself.
S ._D

<

" His value-consists simply in the fact that God loves him'
:Clearly seif lote wili rot find much scope.here; In the
hayrowest sense'of the doctrine of contingency Nygren may -
'be 5rented to be right but it is clear~thet he is not
thinking along these 1;né§. .Man‘s'value cehAbe seen in two
.Senses., Considered_absolutely as a cresture, or as wve
encounter him existing. de facto.QT In the former sense all
theists would'have.to support Nygren's comments that.man's
vaiue dérives not:from any eternal pre-existence but .
derivetively in being a creature. Thisfthough does not seem
‘to be how Kygren sees'the.issuef For hiﬁ, mants lacking
hany vslue in himselfvis.not‘SO'much 3 conseQuehce'of;his
being a creaturehbut of his'being'effsilen cresture;
'The-argument~cohtinues iu this'smhiguous Vein. of

Ritschl's 'the infinite value of the human soul', Le
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 commept$ that thisAis 'nof a 5asic Ch%istian»idéa at all';28'
 Heré:also'ﬁarhaést éhrases"all who Bearfthe-human form.
afe‘df?mofe'vélﬁe than the vhole ﬁorldﬁ,ié:condemnéd.
,Nygrén'ié alloﬁing oﬁly fﬁd o?tions in tﬁeuestimation of
”manzﬂthe Greek view of his eternal immutable value, and his
owh'that man‘haé_ﬁoiﬁorth in himsglf apart,from the floﬁ
.ofidiviﬁe agape in him, anthhai this ddes;ﬁot_flow in
‘falien'man;k'Indeed»to'become Q‘Chriétian is'to allow this
agape‘into‘ohefS'life. AThére'is though én_eééential‘third
Way'QEiéh ﬁowever dewards & nétural:theblogy. This in
 NJgren S v1ew is hopeiessly téngled up with Greek_Eros.
Thlc natural theology would say:that sincé;méﬁ is & crea-
:_ture of God, even es fallen he 1is sti11 of incompafabie
worth. - The .1n11n1té value of tne-h“ﬁan soul' is

: . i.e.
derlvable Irom two sources, /from-a phllosophy of
1mﬁo:tallfy, whlch he condemns,band from phe-theoidgy of
creatiéﬁ ﬁhiph hé‘nowhefé considersfj .

Since Erbé ié.éll of mgn,'not as éreéted but as fallen
'aﬁd'thus Condéﬁnable, and §gqpe'is all_of doa and the only
‘farﬁ_of ldveHa1iowable3 it car be argued that Nygren
.éfacuates man of his independeht existence.._Commenting on-
 £ﬁe loVé'comiandmént he states that as'thé»Diviﬁe love is.
.ano;dltlonal,so man's self surrender is uﬂcoudltlonal ﬁg
This paves the:way for thé‘argument that‘in respopding to
Gba man aoes not actually respond himseif; rather, he is a
meané~ﬁy which'Goa's.agape flows‘from God to man and.sp

back.to God.30 Once again a peculiar doubleness is manifest.
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.Read one'way Nygré; can make sénse; neighbour'IOVg is held
'.tb spring out Qf_Goa's loﬁe,.there i's. brotherhood only in
E fétherﬁooaw Is this saying that a éonéeﬁt of creation is
‘¢s$eptiélvfroﬁ wﬁich todefi?é‘neighbour lové? Or is he
"saying that only in God's agape, in which man éan have no
independent role of self since he is fallen, cean manulové
' o£hef§? The anéwerfis clear ih:comments such as, 'nafural
éffectiqn is not 1q§e at all in thé deepér sense but énly
a form of self-love'. So self iove is utterlyAto be con-
_démned in Nygren's eyes. Neighbour love>is only Christian
"‘sé long'aé if:is united with‘Qod's agape. This seems an
'“éXclusivist poéitioﬁ stemming from a rgdidai‘view of the
wOrthiéssness of'mah‘s acfivifies outsi@e'the’cleaf

\
-2

boundéries of God's acti&itieé.
»ﬁoubth that might.bé‘héa as to whether Nygren ias any
“cdnéépfion.of a'third option #etween his upderstandiné'pf
,aga?; aﬁd'the Greek‘viveof'eros are di§pélled in his
cdmﬁents on Jesus':advoéafing‘{as ﬁhyéelf'. For such a
méjor text if,is reﬁarkable how'Nygreﬁ sees it to dispatch-
the interprefatién of_this ver;e in two paragraphs. Therev
is no consideration of other viewpdin£$ beyond_ﬁis saying,
'Perhaps it neéd not be sgidAthét this idea qf selfflovg
i's alien to the New Testament . . . and if there had.not
béen a‘desire-én ofhef‘érogpdé'tq ihciude self-love among -
the éthical deﬁaﬁas'of Chriétianity,Aphere woula be no
motive for seeking té find it in the New Testaménﬁ copmand?

ment'. Nygren writes that 'Self-love is man's natural
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coﬁdition;_it is also the basis of fﬁe'pervefsiOn oflﬁis
wiil'to evil'.3é Eéw passages cbuld better illu;ﬁ%aﬁé fh¢ 
;préjuaic§s of the author, who will:not conéide} aﬁ§‘o£her'»
A jie§-of self-love be&ond the condemnation of iﬁ 5eipg:tﬁé,
fpaﬁsé_of the Fall. This need not follow at ali; since
."mén's,creation ﬁight well embréce‘a roleAforlself-lofe:as
:ng—given, whicﬁ man in the freédoﬁ of hislwili'chosg to

‘abuse. To present self-love as irretrievablyisinful and

‘thus the cause of his downfall is to be blinkered.-:Seifish~

‘“ness and sélf léve in many philosophical treatises.hgvé 
been two<entireiy different.mattérs: Nygren is ﬁot
iﬁtéfeéted in the possibilities of such distinctibhs aédf 
S0 giveé_scénty treatment to the phrase fas tﬁyseif';r It
is givén.only the minimum interpretétion; thatfét.iéasf.és
a»stértiné éqint'love others as much as yourself, and from
.that;go on to overcomé self-lofe. The words‘of Jesus aré
fnot'téken as.définitive ?ut as é crude fhétorical maxim
for’Chriétian'behaviour. 

It is-no surprise that Nygren uéesvhis'seétion:on
Paul to .reinforce hié,stand. Accordingly, ?man'é'self‘.
lgiving to God'.,;A. is no more than a resbonéei. . . if is
'but a réfiection of God's own love. It lacks»ail{thé
eéseﬁtial marks of Agape, it ;sAth spéptaneopé dr'créétije.
The ﬁossibiiity which would still preserve the épveféigpty
6f Gdd.and the cohtiﬁgency of man that”God créatésAman aé
a contingent equal is not considered. Yet'an’Anglicgg

theologian like William Temple could write, 'in so far as

133
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Godvénd man are:spiritUal they ére of one kiﬁd.q ; .
:(likeWiée of»tﬂéir rafionality) .. . But in so fér as}de :
.H§reafe$, redeems ana sanctifieé while man is‘cfééée&,u_  .
redeémed_aﬁd sanctifiédgthey are of two kinds:: Cod‘is ﬁ6t
':c?éétufe, man is not creatorF.jh This ié not fdf Nygren,
.whé.éﬁéting Paul, 'I live and yet no lopger I but Chriéti
livéthuin me',35‘ is enabled to write of ﬁeighﬁoﬁr‘iove~
‘thaﬁ_'it.is nét really man but God_#ho ié the gubjeét'of;
this ldve';36 Further 'he has anhing of his own toigEVe,
the love which he shéws his neighboﬁr is Goé's Agapé.in v:
‘him'.37 Nygfen's'doctrine of‘agape i's ﬁsed in'the‘¢ase éf-
.:neighbéur love to  evacuate all content from fhe‘;elf, ;'7"
 :fepiaéiﬁg it by God's agape. As for‘éelf—love,ﬁhaffig |
. beyond the pale'as the cause of the ?ervefsion {ﬁ pheififét
:placeL He,épécifically remarks on the attempt to éistﬁnéuish-"
a right and wrong self—iove, that it was erroneous to find”i |
. it in the Gospels,-and it is alien fo Paui‘top, the only
'sélf-IOQe there is, is thé root of all sin.38
The finéllaftack on any role for self-love is delivgréd
in his summary_chapterL. Once again only one'possible mean-
ihg for eros ;nd_sélf—love can be considered,'tﬂat wﬁich' .
condemns it. The notion that self-love may’have_a_fblé as
'-é feéﬁure properly pértaining to the creéture, a'GOé—giVeh'
éelf-cbﬁcern for God's sake (rémember‘neé@‘aﬁd'Gd€ i@" -
'chéptef 1), élbeit'whiéh may be abused, is impoésiblé in .
vthe'face of such strong judgement as, 'But agape has no.

place for self-love. Christianity does not recognise self-
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loyé as Chrisﬁian;‘ It recognises léve-to God and love to
gﬁe’é-ﬁéighbqﬁf,'bgt self;love is the great enemy which
.mﬁéf éé]p&ércdme.: Sélf¥lové separates man frovaod'.39:
'A@ﬁéd‘td tﬁis ié a définition of neighbour—iove as -
'inexplicable, ﬁﬁiéSSlthis love is Agape and is not really
. a_human love at-all, buﬁ God's own Aéape operating fn
“man'}ﬁo' The bhafgé must Bé‘made that Nygren's theoldgy
»is-not oply'an u£ter éondemnatiop of all forms of self--,
.concérn and‘fhﬁS'éelf;fulfilhment, but it also evacuates
ény indeﬁgndencé éf being from ﬁanq |

Sfroﬁg langﬁagé may seem to have'been used in.fhis
: aéséééméﬁﬁ of Nygrgn'bu£ thié is only in consequence of his
' own]ap§r¢édh; .Hg.makes ﬁo:aﬁtempf at reconciliation in his
Hﬂanal&;i;*of theﬂideas‘of Eros and.Agape. Possible distinc-
 ;£i6n$vthét_coﬁld be made Between the Greek philosophical
4‘vieﬁ which:may.fitihis,portrait,and Chfistian reflectiops
-ﬁpon it;are nofacoﬁsidered,:-lndeed.sucH distinctions are

élluded to as being of-ﬁd value whatsoever,hl

' Distinctions
-BetVeénfseif réga;d, selfishneés, self—centrednéss'and |
_éeif—fuifilﬁment are ignored,~all are lpmpéd together.,
iNygfen's scheme.céh héVe~no role whétséever for self-love
and Self-fﬁifil§ﬁent_énd:leafes man's existence-as'an o
jiindeéega;nt beihg éfeaﬁed by God sériously-prejudi¢ed;
f;AgépéfIQVQ to'Géd lacks ehtirélyvthe egocgntric note and
is identical with the cbmpie£e'abandonment of self. And
there ié oﬁe form of love. for which Agape ﬂas no place -

L3

séif—love.?hem Nygren claims objectivity for his studyz
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but the reverse is the caée. Whét could 5etter:illﬁstréte
‘tﬂe role of présubﬁqsipﬁpgs'infhié Sfud?Aéhaﬁ:the aésér— 
tion‘thaf'agape ;stafts ﬁr5m tﬁe Coﬁ?icﬁioﬁibf mén‘s owﬁ;
‘worfhléssﬁess. ,Whén.manfhas:féiiéniawéj from.God hé is
whblly'lost and of no vaiue at all-';'hh

Another famous'PrétestantAtfeatise on the ﬁcpiq-of
‘sélf;love is that.providéd by Sdren Kierkégaard; Héré ﬁhe 
lauthdr is at pains to take seribﬁsly'phe_'as youfselfj-aﬁd.
to provide a role for éelf;léve; _Cdndemnafiénfiswgeééfved
fér péetic‘or spontaneous'ipve; (éh oda ¢ontrast witﬁ
‘Nygren's advocaéy " of sPonténeity)f Love fﬁaf isrvoiunﬁary
' ' 45 ‘

in humans is not necessarily eternal. - This is because -

lofg_founded on p?rfiéglgr rélationships i;'éXﬁoéed.td the
whims;ﬂ‘temperaﬁeﬁt. Lé#é§ 6f‘partiélityf;aﬁ quick1y,becohe
hate: alone of all~ib#¢é:¢nlylthe:dﬁffiﬁf ﬁeighbouf love.is
freé from fhe dangers §f paftiéli%y‘ﬁy;vi?tﬁe of its'ﬁni-
versai.and commandable charaétér;. UniiRe Nygren, aifhoﬁgh;
self—love is condemned by Kiérkégaard @s leadiné ﬁo
partiality anad beiﬂg the root of'parﬁicu;ar'felétioné, it

is not implacably'dpposed.to God's»iqvg:4'rafher.a
ﬁransformation has'fojbe,éffectéd; Aédbraing-to Kierkegaafd,i
the genius cf 'as yoﬁrself‘ is thét fhe c¢mmand”'§renéhes
.open the lock of:seif—love‘;hé::Jésu;uis_ééeﬁras noﬁ'taikipg
of an ideal;}f@r‘self;loﬁe is aé with;ﬁyérép_fundamenfally
‘flawed. Instead Jésﬁésthe pfagmaﬁist kndws-the enofmity of
‘self-love within.people and in.fhis saying eﬁdeavours‘ﬁo

turn this resource outwards. 'As yourself' is es clever as

H
i
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thé Golden'ﬁule, for By the-addition of these two gords
'escapé frgm ﬂeiéhbqﬁrelove‘is-made impbséible. 3Seif—love
is totallj:eipoéed-aﬂd left nothing for itéelf.'.
Kiérkegaafd thus sfrdngly condemns self-love as
practiéed,nfor being divisive aﬁd leading to.partiality in
Ithe love of others. The '‘as youfSelf"reverses this effect
. and turnsvgélfishness inescapabiy'intC‘neiéhBQur—léve. He
fdoeS'though allow thaf the 'as yourself' is tezking into
account a broper form of éelf—love. The déﬁmandAof
Matfhew é2i39'is alsb_saying 'You sheall léve yourself the
right way'.h7 Kierkegzaard belie#es that Christi;nity
vteaches p;bper'self—love.and this. makes éossibleAproper
l;neighbdu;%love, fdf-ultimately fhe-two aré_oneAand the same.
A rolé fpr seifPlovébis being prbvided in a manﬂef #ery
.;diffefént from Nygfen. The point is developed-further under
fﬁe h;adihg"foﬁ shall love your rieighbéur'.h8 Thefe
'distinétions'ofﬁpreferehce - the'péétié-&6§e'which ig,é
form 6f-selfflove'mﬁs£ be remoVea.' Kowever this is certainly
:nof to cease loving either the beloved or oneself. Instead

it is to turn the wrong form of self-love and love for the

beloved inte the right form. This itz a warning agzinst
self-abandonment and atnegation. To cease loving the beloved

WouldAEe fo_turn the 'wofd peighbouf info the greatest fraud
ever disc$vered}.u9. If‘Kiérkegaard does "do ﬁ disserv?ce'
té pérfial»lévgs'in the suffemacy he accords to neighbour
ié?e; Ze has stili given them §ome rqle;as'a gepﬁiﬁe 1ovéfso
As a contrast té:theselPrdteétant'positioné;:three _

exponents of the classic Catholic position may be cited,
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.ﬁamely'Geach, H&ring aﬁd Mortimer. .The latter»is an Aﬁglo--
Abat“ollc, whose analy81s of lo%e qtarts from fﬁe poeltlon |
vthat all love has two 51des to 1t a selflsh and a selfless
:element.SlA People are loved for the pleasure lov1ng apother
.Jgiﬁes; and for the qualltles in the other whlch call forth
oﬁr ;bvé. ThﬁS'God_is loved both because in loving him we
:fied}our o&n Heppihess and because his own;eharacter of
_beffect.éoodneSs deﬁends our lovef The cohtrasf to Nygren
is immense,'fhe sterfing.pointeAare poles.epart. The
poftrait MQrtimer'has given of the tweo elements of lofe,
:weulcliﬁmediefeli eafn from Nygree the condemnation that
‘this islé%OS;:man'suown_self—seeking founded on the
coﬁvieﬁién of hislown‘inalienable worth;

Alttceel&‘ﬁe arvued the gl that MOTtlmE”'Q convietions
's£em from 2. theolegy oP freatlon 1n wnleh man although falien
is still the ﬂreature of Ged Tﬁe nnaller btle _eorth man has,
is not derived-fromAtheestructﬁre of»the,seul as in the
bGreek view3 fetﬁéf*it is gi%en to him by virtue;of'his Teing
la cfeature.. This is the "i@ageiof_éod? which though obscured
-ie‘still preseht.' Man is.nqt:'wholly lest end of nc valee
lmt all' 52 slﬁce he ie:God's creature.” God hes'a role for
-hlm in relation to-ﬁis creation and thes e p}oper estimate
eofihisio#h role in God's ofder is esseefial for his proper
.ﬁﬁncfioelng inithet;order;"lf love is the prope; felatien
.‘5et;een Ced and his creatures, there eaehotxbe eradicated
‘either a proper self love desiring enjojment and possession,
or a?eelfless love desiring the good and happinese of‘the

beloved.- Within'God these two elements are to be fourd
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‘because God is“nof monaa‘bﬁt:Triﬁity. - The probiem with
Nygren's agape is thaf_it‘i?xugidireétiOQal,.theré is;pq
lifelwithiﬁ God, for fﬁe.Trihity is-§bseﬁt. _As.seeq in
our first chapter, with.pﬂeﬁTrini£&»présén# bdth tyﬁes ;f
love; the selfless znd thé'seif;regarding,can bé.conéeived
of &ithin'God and so within man:'. |
The fheology df.self;1oVe,mugﬁ bé_séen:és qontrollédf
by the theology of creation éhd QfAthe.Féll,_ Behind this
the influence of the Trinity ééﬁ.be detected, relation |
within God'relates to felation~iniﬁaﬁ;' ifAdod can have-a
self—régarding-elementf(neea) thrpﬁgh tﬁe'Trinity, tﬁen
so can man. .The notion of.i§v§s.béiﬁg_ééusgd, 50 iniﬁical
to Nygren's upcauséd agape bécéuéefbf_ité”cdhnotations‘of.
eros, 1is acceptablé to Morfiﬁer.bécéusé the:notion of |
gausality, in terms of vaiue calling_féréh lévelis inherent .-
in the Trinity and thus'acceffable.iﬁ fhé ?Téated'order{
God has not created mén'ip ordér'to svaﬁp1nis'God4given |
_independence in a flow ofAdivihe agqbé:»'Aécording to
Mortimér thé'seifishvelement‘iﬁ man's ié%e qf God ié'fhe
‘true enlightened self;love ;‘in him.aldﬁe is peace éndv
happiness, eternal life. :This end is ccentingent upon Ged,
it is not the iﬁmortality’bf GreékAeros'which Nygren may
~rightly‘c§hdemn but with which'héAsﬁould not latel all.
: dtherAChfiétian atteﬁpfs:£q aéééss self410ve;' Mortiﬁér
firmly says that.éll.men:by héture'ﬁust'desire their own
-good and happines§,53' Spgh éelfﬁconcern is not the product-

of .the Fall which msyv, however, abuse and warp it. Rather
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" it.is both the de facto state of affairs and the édnstitué“
‘tive duty‘bf tﬁé.créature; the basis of self—pfeservafioﬁ.n
It:iéjnot sélf—éoncern“tﬁat is'ét fault But the mé§n§ $y.
'whiéhﬂman‘prdsécutes'that'éhd. Whéh man ceases té-iegafd
VSeiffdonéerh in relation to his end as a'crééture of:Cod;
.but.fegéras'SEIf—concérn as carte blanche for selfishneés?”
than helié“fallen. Mén shouid know that‘his oﬁn bést .
_  ihtéréstAis in recognising his Cféétﬁréhﬁod aﬁd thﬁs'.
'éépendence‘ﬁpoﬁ ﬁis Creator, —.self4lp§é'is fatal only whéﬁ:
.tiéd'ﬁo a.concept Qf man;s own indépendence.
The_sélf_regarding element iﬁ'lové'oﬁght to be‘ﬁhé 
 Goa_givén'faéulty of éppreciating our sitatus as cfeatuyeg
andvéo fof?Mértimér the selfless element iﬁ ma@‘s love 6f
:géd.is the will to éerve God, placing him‘and his wiilt‘
;abbvé everything élse;sh As creatures there can be &
fbrdfervrolg for self-love bécause God ‘the creator -wishes
“to.'give good things’to them that ask-him{.ss This can
| bé doné‘only when tied to the feturn element of seifless‘
love in'obediencé foﬁards the Creator. The distinction 
tﬂét Nygreﬁ would not consider is vital. The flaw is ﬁbtu
iﬁheréﬁt'in self—ioVe‘bﬁf is inherent in selfishnéss%qr»
Self;ﬁili,.the desire to take decisions_without referenée
. t§'tﬁe Cféator, this is ﬁhat perverté-self-lbvef Mortimer
-Shdws-hishéwaréneés'of the problem‘by,stréssing‘fhe féle-éf
freé #iil.A Ffeelwill is a.gift of God but it 1is fréenwiil
'fatﬁer thgn'self—love which predicates the pdssibility of . '

56

éelfishness and thus sin.
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Hgfihgfé_cdnsideration'of the subjecf occurs in his
'monumentglf;orkid; mbraljtheoloéy;STi It has been suggested
fhéﬂbthe éhéélogy'dfsCreéﬁioﬁ énd-ofnTriniﬁy Qontr§ls the
'Cathdlig’vie?péint{while'fheleqtesténf_boéi%ion.is con-
tfolléd'ﬁy é”cerfaiﬁ fﬁeblogy of fhe'faii‘and sin. Hiring

‘illustrates this in his early stress on the role of the

3
e

rinity. He has.a heading entitied 'Participation in the

. . A ’ 8 o - . ' ’ : :
Trlune'love_of'God',S andé herein may be read that 'Toc be
in Christ and in the covensant of his love with the Church
means to b€ incorporate in the l1ife of the Triune God.

Only in Christ do we have access to the mystery of the life

+3

r

+J

and love of the Holy' nity!'. AQuiékiy following on is,

'every kind cf love is an inclination toward. some good

o’

3O SR ‘ 5 Ca . .
aseq on~COnsc1ousnessvofjvalue‘.’g‘ This 1s utterly &t ocads

with Nygren's thought.  This i

P

because with Nygren agape

m

findﬁ’poﬁeiprgsgioﬁ within:the 1ife‘¢f.Gad, it is wﬁolly
oufward—going“yétfﬂof stimuléted 5y ygl@e; _It is a most
odd.conceptiQn ﬁith»nb role for'Self—fégard and none for
the value of_itﬁ.oﬁjégt,.sWitﬁ Haring the practical differ-
ehée Qf his'Tfi@itarian éommitmeht i§ clear. Love within
-the Tfinity,iéldaiigd»out by virtue of tﬁe value of éach

o eaéh, énd so Io&e as résponsg to vealue 1s not a priori
',aliéﬁ to(thenbéing‘éf_G§daiﬁ the*ménnef suggested by Nygren.
'anséqﬁentlifévcéﬁpietgly iiffereﬁt ?ictﬁrerf nen's
. félation-tQ G§d ;na_deh§s own self-understanding is
provideé'by-Hﬁfing'in.comparison with Nygren. Hiring

advocates as a motive, the highest form of evdaemonism,
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- 'Once man realises that only God can make him happy . .

then he alfeadj'hag’tfﬁé'léfé';6oj§ﬁd;' te fperfeét form
: df 15v¢ isAthellove-éf;friéhdéhiﬁfJél‘.ﬁygreﬁ and |
.Kiefkégaard §o;l& ha#é cgnde%ﬁed‘sughiﬁalk aé béiﬁg of1;
erds:or prefererntial love. Hafihg, however; is_atAbéins'to
distinguish his'pgsition f?om that of the Piatonists;
'Supernaturalvhope is that'undreamed of fplfﬁlgment.of-phe
Greek PlatonicAerosi}‘. 1‘which.knpws.ﬁp resf unﬁiiiitAhés
ascended to the diﬁine; ‘And yéﬂ superﬁatu%al'ﬂoﬁé is |

_essentially distinct'frpm the Creek‘éPOs for it does not

spring from man himself but from the gracious and unmerited
bounty and condescension .of God who‘'awakens . . : a hope', -

 The'inclinati§né fiﬁhin*ﬁan'toWafd a dijijé end,. which

Nygren labelé:as a‘Sélf:éSnéern>élienftp'£he will,of'Qod,

are in Hiring thé‘g?géioué_gif£~df‘de>imp§11ing:man‘to
himself. In the ligﬂt‘of duf*fifsﬁ.cﬂéﬁte;fs comméﬂ£s on
neéd'and God; ﬁhe harmony'betéeen'Trinify; love‘énd:sglf
fcondern ought now to bé-évident.~

‘Sélf—conCefn? a Pproper éstiﬁétiQn 6fsqﬁe's rq;e,within

God's world aﬁdvnpt selfishnes;;.qaﬁ énd 6ught to be a érace.
Supernatural hdﬁe; the hope“of seifTaﬁd corporate fulfiiément
in the diviné,(iélnét Wthe’f}ighé of:mere.méh;;“while it‘:
invélfes an_image’of de'toﬁally;éiffé?éﬁ£‘from that'bf fhe
Greeksf¢634 The.eéséﬁtial differgﬁéé:befyeen the Greek and
Chfistian Géd igAfﬁat:thé CreekiGoé'cénhot 1ove;-ﬂe»is an
- abstract'epd; while:the Christian God is an éétivé and

loving God as’is great1y;st?essed-by.Hﬁring. Nygren
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possessed the ‘same dlstlnctlon, but whlle he de?lned the
Greek God as belng at the root oi all tbeologles hav1ng a
role for self, andﬁthe,ChriStian God as being totally

agapeistic end cppcsed to self-cohcern, H&ring's concept of

the Living Gcd is of one who out of love implants in mar
g pia;

the desire for himself. This is because it is proper .to
him as & creature,vhereas in Greek eros, thé desire was
- born out of frust wtlon w1+n earthlj incompleticdn. Properly

en desire for Ged rejoices in its

m

"speaking, the Christ
earthiness, '+ its creatureliness, whereas tc the Greek this
was repugrant. Hering's conclusions are opposed to those

of Nygren, yet his'system like Nygren's ig all of grace,

(78

'witkout any: merit on our part'. .Since 1t 3z a2il of

grace,sc it cah &llow our genuine freedcm and ‘a role for

f c¢oncern as proper to the creature.. Eszre are two

theoldgiansg who achieve diametr'cally opgosi'e results

-

"from the same premise, that all is of grace. Very different .

concepts of grace's opefation in the worlid, cf creation, of

the Fall, ani ultimetely of the naturse of beingAWifhin God,

62}

are.fespon ivle for this divergence,not'allegiapce or
otherwise tc the Greek ?1a£onists!_

In ébmplete vafiance to Nygr;n, HﬁringAhas‘a;sgrted
trhat God is_fhé:prbper quect of man'é own love, becguée he

wag created to this end: 'The virtue of love also has God

for its object. We =zre privileged to love God h mself' >
Emil PBrunner is specifically conde d and thus implicitly

Nygren, for contending ‘that God himself accepis no love
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Lfrom us becauSe‘he has no;need of Our‘ine-‘66{'While God
fﬁay_noﬁ'dééeqd Qn our_léve:in ordér.tg exist, that does ﬁot
 ﬁéan'fhaf he @oes»not wvant or will not gdcépt'ouf love, - -
'égéin,‘avdisti#ciion'Nfé?en failé £0'recogﬁise. Iﬁ'HHringfs
}wofis,‘fthe true:God has no need of cur love but he-wiils

67

' £o b¢ ioved Ly . us'. It could béAcontended thet it is
.Tfinitarian fheo;ogy thaf énables‘this:distinction to be
-made wiﬁﬁ its.ﬁortrayal of;love'overfiowing frqm‘the fullnesé
bf,life‘within-the‘Trinity, a'love that -does not depénd
 be délig3ts in giving and accepting. = Without fhe Trinity

it'ié'hafd to;sééAréciprOCity within divine lbve. Kygrer's
.Apérfféiﬁ1cerpainly has no fole for it for him all"érue lofe;
 Go@;s,1de,‘ié one-way‘agabeistiéilo§e. WithA@he Trinity;
‘wiiﬁout prejﬁdiéing‘man's own céﬁtingency and éod's
Sovérgigﬁty, sinpé there is reci?fﬁéjty'wiﬁhi: the Godhead,
Godjé désifé Tor man'sArésponSe'can be”;eep as being e
Teature by'grace'of qu's_felationutb’mén.  By God's own
fréé chdicé it can be Lheld thaf,éod's-lové will need to be
reciprod;ted by menAf6r ité fulfillment, not-because it is
ﬂécessg?fly S0 but ﬁecaﬁse he has chosen it to be so. " This
is esSsential groundvork for a prbper estimation of sé;f—
loje‘in:a creature Qf-GOd.

Thus when Hdring moves froﬁ fhe.ontolpgical content'

-ofAlove ﬁo_the‘practical confeﬁt ¢f heighbbur love, he
starts és a'consequende'§f‘the freééeding oﬁtology, by
 s£ressingAthé,finnér unity of Divine love; love'of self,:

love of neighbour'.68 Through the theology of the1Trinity
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and of Creatidn the"thrée 16V¢éfa:e'all.essentialiy inter-
_re;éted in the divine plan. . Fof,~Nyérén thé~on1y love of
aﬁy validity‘would have been fhé-i;tfér; ;nd thét'WOﬁld not
be ah_independent.iove of méh‘butAGodJé'qupéAactfie:in man.’
Whereas we a?éue that Cod's sévé;eégngyAmustAbé so construed
"as not to prejudice the ihdependehcg“qf_his own creature,
Nygren does so-préjudicé:man; whe}eés:ﬁgring does‘ﬁgt. For.
H8ring the 'I'of a:persdn'gignifiesié subsisfeﬁt beiné
spiritually(coqsbibus of self. fhisﬂ}i' is_only.ﬁeéningful
'wifh 'Thou' and td fail to.perceifgntﬁe:fihou’-is té be
‘defective in love and to fail toxfina 6ur'pwh'e§sential 
.éersonhood. . 'I' have my beiﬂg'only beéaﬁserf,andlinlcon—
junction with,the 'thou': of ﬁj néigﬁhégrfaﬁa in_Chriétian
terms with tﬁe:'Thdu‘ of.God.'jSQif;fuifiiiﬁéht'ofAfI' is
Athug found in a ﬁroper attentién'to }Tﬁéu‘,u éelfiéhﬁess
will never fulfill 'I'. So the eSsentiallaigﬁin¢tioﬁ-betweén.
proper and imprbpér seif-lovg which Nygienicondemns, i$
found to.be.essential: 'Only'if theré is thé‘mdvément of
love'froﬁ‘the I to the thou which £§kes fhe thou as seriousiy
as the-I itself are both firmly.fixedyip themsélves';69 |
Hiring nptés the conneétibp béfﬁeén'éeif-fulfiliﬁent
and creatipnu As'creaturés whpse fothof bging, even as
failgn creatures, is ofieptated té God,:'We are real;y i,
only ourselvéé fully when—ﬁélfaée.thé thou of Godf.70 Is-
this.then the sense of 'as yoﬁréélfF iﬁténded'by'Jesus? T4
will never be pbssiﬁle'to judge the mind pf Jesus but there

are these two choices: that Jesus'méant as Nygren or
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Kierkeggard hold, that 'as yéurself' was élclever gaﬁbit in
exﬁoSing the maséue of self-love, or thét.Jésus in‘ihis
phrééevWaé'organicalli 1iﬂking,thé three loVeéfiEVQné
 _énti£y,4 love of God, of self, and of neighhaur;beiﬁg,fﬁnda4.
 'mentai to the created‘harmdny. HEring opts fgruﬂﬁe fﬁréefold
 5tié in which love of God is the guarantee of the ordering
of_sélf and neighbour love. .The re1éti6n to God ié‘f§ali§ed
 ‘dn earth by the relation. to our neiéhboﬁf. .Héring:noéés
Jéhn's exhortation, 'How can he‘;ho does no£ iové?his
5rother wvhom he sees, love God whom he ddes not see?'?l
Gda has created these loves and without him they &iii'ﬁé_ B
'fruitléss; He is love's centre, so 'love of‘sélfiana love
bf‘ﬁeighbpur caﬁnot reachvthe depth essential f&f preéefvé?'
tioﬁ'ana fulfiliament unless both éeek and finﬁ.ig de-théir
origin and'centre".72 Or quoting Augustine,Afogly thdée who. .
love theméélves_fof God's sake love thémselves as they .
'shéuld‘:73' .
"With a positive concept of divine'creétion it is thus-
éntirely possible for the Christian.to.have a'liVély_and
_éenuine role for self-love free pf the sinful ele%enﬁ.of
.selfishnesé;,while'sfill being a genuineAfbrm.of Self;
4c§ncern in a ﬁanner nonjexistent in Nygrén. M#gfis<a
-creature of God created fo_glorify'God and to sery¢:ﬁis-
néighbour.a Unto this end he is coustitu£éd‘and ip-ﬁhis he
lcan~fulfilf him;elf’and his aspirations be&oﬁdiali thé 
dreams of pleasure-that selfishqesé can proqpt. AIndeed

such are the rewards promised by -Jesus for his followers
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.that‘the‘accusatién caﬁ'be'@adé théf ieéqu ethic is reward

or self;centred; a éha;ge that w111 b§ égswéred presently.
The ﬁropgr form of self;lovéiéan;eqhénffﬁpbniﬁheAécfion

of God's grace Hﬂring;calls.theHSpperhatﬁjdl io§é~qf ééif'

and neighbour. in his.judéement'iﬁ»tranSCendé in Qalue

natural or human love,vyet to be'effiqapioﬁs and-fruitful

it must be rooted in ﬁaturai;lové.3 Rightly ordered na£ural

love is itself a-prodﬁct of God's, gfaée; as:an.inﬁirebf |

conéequence of cregfion.f Natural loveiis'our'own léve'bver

which ﬁén have the pofer of abuse, solwheﬁfﬁan'abﬁséé natural

love in selfisﬁhess-thié is a'falsg éelffabandoﬁﬁenf.

Considering‘sin,‘it mﬁy be said'thépjfall %iﬁ'flgws.frém é

. 'disordered séeking'of sélf,'a self—seéking;Which is,ﬁot

oben to charity',Th Félse éelf—ld%é:isAfo} ﬁgfihg the .

.great eﬁemy of love for Géd_which émﬁracés propér'ﬁeif;

love, SO égain tue distinction Nygren will nafiﬁaké‘ié

. here held to be vital. o :

'Accordingiy.when consideriﬁé duty,'Harlthﬁqldé that
fhé firs£ dufy of proper'sélf;love as ﬁfcreaﬁuré~bf Goa 1s
ﬁo curb our native egoism, this conéérn.for_rampantv
' 15

selfiéhneSS~that‘is a consequence of the Fall. Under

the heading of 'The Standard Jasyyouréélf”f376 Héring
emphasizeg the latter clause which'thé ;§éripture splendidl&
" illustrates'. ([ ‘Neigthur.lovéfisAﬁo bé'aé mﬁch'g part of
my pfopef nafure as self—lng'forfnéitﬁer is'selfishslove.
Rather Chfistian self-love is Jthe'holy_lqve of self in.God'
and not theA'naturally-ﬁéblé loverf seiff - the Greek

8 . . o . . . .
view.7 This is 'a love -of self which 1s a~part1c1patlop
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in Christ's own love fOr'us';79 It is the prlorlty of God
or Chrlst S love that can give a proper meanlng for self—_
iove and nelghbour love. Wlthout thls Chr1stocentr1c1ty,
self-love may earn the condemnatlon Nygren~giyes it. Haring
and Nygren both stress Christocentriort&;dooe-of them is
enabled bylthis to6 remove meaning from-men'eé an ihdividuel
and eo of concern for himself:i The'otﬂer uses this |
Christocentricity to acﬁieve-a oonoept o?:self and'neigﬁ-
bour love by which both.are preserved and'etressed as' |
1neceSsary for the healtﬂ of one.another;._The:theolog&'of
ereation and of its end i's decisive in”freeihg seif—love,
,either.from'the aceusations Nygreh<jﬁstifiaolyimekes of
“Greek thought, or from his conseqdeﬁt eoooept“of“agopekby
which man;s own individual integritf'is:negatedr. |

The third author cited in our 'Cetholrc;-analysis.wes
Geach.§O His analysis of the role of self—love;fiows out
of his}analysis of, and the ﬁeceseity fqu‘Trinitarian
theology. Hie work 1s therefore most appropriate"to'our
heeding on that subject. Suffice it to;eay thet through
the Trinity, Geach holds that self- regard and self-giving
w1th1n the being of God create a perfect harmony.' God
loves men and men love God- not for their 1od;V1duelity

to be destroyed but for it to be fulfllled "and as creatures

1t must be that thelr creator fulfllls them. God's Jealousy,
adoptlng an 01d Testament theme, 1s;for.hls creatures "sake,
he is jealous for us as his creatures for our own best

interest. The paradoxicai viewpoint is meintained that
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God's jeglousy is a neceéséry'factér in making'@en free.
. God wants men to love him both for hiénsaké.andﬂtheir,own.
:For'his sake'becaﬁse he'is.thé creator.and s{h§e:hé‘is |
 himéelf love, he is fo be loved not td"satiSfy ﬁim;'bﬁﬁA
"for goodness' sake. Fdf our Sake; seif;iQQé:is épﬁropridté
Abecaﬁse men are God's creatufes and thus he wishes good
~.things for them. Geach goeé'so éaf:as fojméinfain that
uﬁselfishness is not only not a virtﬁe ascfiﬁable:to Géd,
it is'just not a virtue.8l"This is becéuée iﬁ“ifself
unselfishness or selfishnéss'is not fhe moral’critérion;ﬂ
for ihsfance,.certainAunselfish actiong,may'be highly ;
immoral, such aslbravery in battle for'an:immorai dauée.
'1Likewise éertain_sélf—regarding actioné ma&'ﬁé:hiéhij“‘
virtuous; such as the-aéquisitiqn‘ﬁf knoﬁleége}A'If'ié'thé
end_thét is being sought in being self—c&néérnéd 6f qnsélfish
that détermines the morality of thé stance.iASt. Paul is. |
»clear that one can lack charity eﬁen if;oné gave_ail one's
'EOOQS to feed the poor and offeréd one;é body:to be,burnt;
The. conclusion must be thatundiscriminatiﬁg‘idve or'attéph-
ment, to others or a cause, is not chérityl  Lovg;fo be |
Paul's éharis, mﬁst be towérds the right:causés, ané for_
Paul'that-is to be tied to the love of Goq[_*

Numerous theologians have endeavoured to charf‘the
,Qarying strands of.Qpinién_cpncerﬁing self%lbve: " One such
“is Gehe Outka.83 He characterises four}gegerél rééponse;
to the 1issue: Self-love aswholiy nefarious; Self-love as

normal, reasonable and prudenfj,Seif-lové as jﬁstified
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;derivétively; Self—lo&e as a definiﬂe bﬁligétion. Signifi- -
captly a geherai move thropghout theAspécﬁrﬁﬁ is seen f;om
-Protestanf to Catholic authors fespééﬂiﬁeiy;_ C§néefniﬁg
‘the first'pdsition of self-love as-ﬁhoilyAneféiioﬁs;‘Oqtké'
identifies numerous associétiohs with #hiS viewpoint.' It
is generally linked as in Reinhold Niebuﬁr,;wifh a sfrong .
view of sin ‘such that'seif—lové,pride:aﬁd-sin;aré-identiF.
fied. This negative viewjof sélf—loye'is:also £ypica11y
iinked to a view of acqﬁisitiveness. Thatﬂig; this:typé.of
sélffldve is such that in relation to all'othéré the
individual's predoﬁinanf aim is private éatisféctioﬂ( 6utka-
notes that_Nygren opts fdf such a view'qf'selfflbvéiin Vhiéh
thié private acquisitiveness effectiﬁély'goéefné'all the .-
actioﬁs of man.Bh Outka céndemﬁs thi;'viéwbbithaﬁd.
méiﬁtainsvthat Nygren's portrayal of mea as EpéycholdgicélA
egoists‘~is ihaccurate. Nygren's major mistakefig fﬁis.
anaiysiS‘is to hold that such self—love;ié‘the sblevépring.of-
behaviour for ail. AThis destroys huﬁaﬁ frgedom:for“it .
alioﬁs-no other stimuli for action asideAffom an's direct
~agape. Had Nygren said that such éélf—iove is.a'basic
trend'inﬁman then the possibility-of'ffee eonvéréioﬁ and a
genuine reversal of this trend, réspéctiné manfs integrityA
would have been possibie - thié is a qﬁeétio?‘of'the,
operation of grace. . | | -

| As Outké notes, Nygren:cah only;ha;e'£w§ world views
utterly obpoéed to one another; erosfagaihst agape, whereas
Oufka makes the_essentjal dis§ihction whicﬁ has uﬂderlain

much of this chapter's earlier discussion on the conseguences

)
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of the doctrinme of creation. -Thaf is,tﬁe distiﬁétion
 Eetwe¢n_a natural human life.apart from God‘s éusﬁéihing
'igrabé, which is Nygren!s position, and fﬁeiaétﬁal humaﬁ~  f‘
lifeAwhere Cod is élways_inescépably acti%e:and;sdéfainihgi,
 Viewpoints such as Nygren's may be held to be in danger of
‘advocating é radical dualiém between man and Qod;A-butka
ﬁ§tes the point by using a Quotatiop:from Méciagan{; |

' 'There may be a concept of "natural man" that féfgré to

no actual individual, but only to a purely hypoﬁhé#ipal
.being, that is ﬁo say, to man as he would be wére;it‘nbt .

for the grace of God, but as in fact he never is, since

86 -

this i's God's world, .which he.has not abéhdénédf.
Thé:fprtrayal of 'self-love as ﬁormal; reésOnébié.and
prudentﬂ is moving into the centre of the éﬁgcfrgm;: Heré
Self4love is neither virtuous nor evil, rather it ‘is thé :
state in which man the cfeature preseﬁtly‘finaé'himsélff'
‘It is the deéire for:self_pfeservation thét has ﬁreServed
‘the séeciesvwhile at the same time beiné able to cause
consiaerable hurt witﬁin the épecieé;\ Ifsldanéérs are
more towards parfow—mindednéss'than incérrigible sélf?sh¥'
- ness. Oufké:takes'as an_ exponent of ﬁhis Qiew Pagi Ramééyv
Self4love is taken in this instance as the'ﬁafédigm~for the
meaning 6f othef—regard._ P. He says -"'How;éxéétly.
o yéu iove yourseif? Answeéer ‘this quéstiop;andjyou‘vill
kn&w.how a Cﬂristiah should love his ﬁeigﬂboﬁr;. ItAis
.assﬁmed that éne Ean love oneself p?opérly-és Codiintends

and not as de:facto.occurs VrohglyJ The essence of this
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po;itidnlis thatlself—love.may“reasopabiy be uqiversalised,
f§§ a%-men]rightly value tﬁeir own interests,so men must
w;Vélué:ot@efsi':SéifFlo§e:i§,ﬁot'wfqng ﬁro&ided'othe£s are
 va1uéd:eq#ally; Tﬁis is Qer& differeht from saying,'H&w
ﬁuch I.féiﬁé'mysélf,‘I mu§t-déstro&‘that valuation, negafé
,myseif anaAtufn mysélf entiféiy to others'. - Outka appre-
ciateéiéhatla distinétipn between_é wrong and a right self-
llove,ié'unaﬁoidable{ ‘Thé:wfbng sort of self-seeking is
seiffdeféating ﬁecaﬁgé the self.is never rich in isolation,
fth¢ briﬁeipié of réiafion being fundamental ‘to true
individﬁélity,',Whereas éélf—gi?ing prodﬁces_seif—enhancement
and fulfillmenﬂ, andiﬁhis‘bould‘be‘said from both a
Chrisﬁiaﬁ:andih@maﬁiéfuviéﬁpoiht;f
»Tﬁe third Positibn’iéthat of.self-lové as justified

dériyé%ivéiyi88  In fhis; deliberate concern for the
fagent;sfown welfafé ié_permissible so loﬁg as.this can be
 defiVed ffom bthéf regérd; The';cripturglﬂwarrant for

this woﬁid:be providea by é-parébie.likeAthat concerning
tﬁe ﬂé;éﬁts.g9, Thé impiicatiqn is “that there is the
_obligation to:de§elop'ohéfs Qwﬂ abilities for the. sake of
chefs;“ Numerous pfactical e*amples‘are éiven of fhis, for
:.instancé; an ageqt_shouid stand‘up for his 6wn and others'
.huméh riéﬁté'Vheﬁ by“neglepting'to do so, others are |
'éhcbufégédlté:furthgf their‘owniqofruption. An aéent shoﬁiq
fuftﬁé;:aséért himseif.when the right% of those close to him
afe'££ré;téned e;g. thé_family}9o Finally, an ageﬁt should

'COnsider_himself in order not to burden others by creating




needless problems. - Simohe‘Weil iﬁ hér own condern fdr ofhers
.Becéme_so extremé~iﬁbﬁer ggcétiéai éragpiceé-fhat,shé'ﬁasnf
a bﬁrden tbrthosé arouhd<ﬁ§fg A:happ& aﬁd;cﬁéérfﬁlxpersgnl :
t'full'of his'oﬁn joféide-vi?re_ié,% bléséiﬁéfand libefaﬁionA.
to others. Préper self—lové inAthis-aﬁalysis has a praéﬁéficﬂ_
role to'biay in harmdny»ﬁith otﬁer.love; The two:loves
 are‘inEeparable becéuse néighbour love hililyish:fh§ 
heighbour’s own good which-&il;.iﬂcluae‘a~gorre¢t éstiméte
of his own sélf. - |

J Thé final pdsipion.is’ﬁhat-of sé1f¥ioye as a{defiﬁiﬁe
obligation. The two authors giteq_ here by Outka are -both
Roman Catholiéé, D'Afcy>éhd'thann.91 _Asiairéady nptéd,"g
D'Ardyﬂs own standﬁpiht.isgonelof.déiiberate_dpbbsition'po.
Nygrén's~viewpoin£; D'Aréy'EﬁaféctériéeSlefOs és active
selfrregérding.lo&e,Aand agdpe ésipéséi&e“seif—égqrificing
love;‘.In the faghion of'Ceach he féga}déAﬁéiﬁherleros or -
agape, éelf—love orAself—sacrifiée;.as éhésﬁ? Ain them;elvgs,
.He beiieves both.are corruptibleAand both.have a pfépef'
. ideal founded in God.by whiéh‘they'maylbecome.cﬁmﬁatible.‘,
Both takén to excesé»give rpughiy th¢ samé'dangers:~
'Sélfishness is only a yicejif it.ﬁéansiah ﬁpdué regdrd;
unselfishness is ohl?.é Virtué if iﬁzié couhtered“by’Seif_
_réspect.  Th§ two loves therefoféis@ féf.fréﬁﬂbéing
’oppositesAappeaf to ﬁeqﬁiré the pfeséncé:ofAéagh other';92
‘Fféﬁ thié point'of viéw.it is hot-spfpriéiﬁg that‘D'Afc&
i§ véryvcriticél éf-Nyéren. Particularly criticised is
,ﬁygfeﬁ's identificationiof Grgék”efos withiall'oﬁﬁer;non-

agapeistic forms of life.' Not only 1is there this confusion .
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ovgr‘thelbouqda‘df eros but he is also critidaljof Nygren's
‘use of the'céncépﬁ of God's sovereignty. D;Ayéy is &grried
Atﬁat*ﬁyéren evacuates man's indepéndent reéiity ahd”tﬁét':'
 Nygf¢n“has not.given é com@pt of éovereignty'sﬁch-thét:man's
 re1ative‘self—dependence aﬁd freewill,’themsel%es the de-'
givén‘creative_product of love, are pre§erved.93_‘Nygfen
"prejﬁdices man's independence in his coﬁéept of.Gpd?s éll-'
_.éoVereign agape. D'Arcy is moved to criticiée'thiészor
'if all agape in ﬁan is the divine nature<itself,'hoﬁ.can‘ .
“ﬁan escape‘being wholly divine or else radiéallyAsepérﬁﬁe:'?hA
Either Way man as an indepeﬂdéntvcreature cééses to'éxi§£~.
and,With fh¢~la££er Nygren séems to cregte a-padical du;iisﬁ;
'Qutkaié analysis thus conveniently:;hows;how:diffgring_
assgssments of self-love are derived from diffeningAchurch—
manships‘with tﬂeir‘yarying beliefs conCerning‘the néture{i

of éreation? sin and grace. He also charts the poésibilities

in-analysing seif—love positively, from a pragmatic view-
ééint to that of a theological virtué.alonghﬁp Sélf—gifing.
Geach's own, and Outka's expiicit{use of D’Arcyfs ’separatioﬁ'
of the issue of gelf'or other lbve from the fiﬁai:ideéi is L
‘very helpful."Nygren makeg agape'the final idéalAand eros
tﬁe_Ultimate enemy. Conséquenﬁly'iﬁ not'usiﬁg £ﬁe prihpéplé
of'reiaﬁioq which‘aemands both loves, he'destroys-mén,and
;edﬁ@és‘God to a‘moﬁad. Geach; Oﬁtka, D{Aréy:ahdzimpliqitly 

Hiring by their harmony of the two loves resolve this
tendency.
A similar analysis, though in a more psychblogical vein,

is provided by D. D. Williams,gs ‘He starts by noting thé,
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as'God's.aéent wss‘charged to subdue:énd‘govern.the ﬁorld.g8
:Hls creat1v1ty is- God glven, God hasAhanded ove% certaln of
ohls so&eresgn powers~to msn asfhls 1ntendeo-agent' albelt
-under'd1v1ne Judgemeot so st dsfeats God's own purpose when
man's own oreatlv;ty'ls denlgrsted. |

'Williams takes Erioh:Fromm ss an EXampis of those who
have reacfed againsf fhis 'self¥oenjing} strand iﬁ Christianity.
HlS phllosophlcal ba51s is. that of psychologlcal self—,
reallsatlon. Agalqst thls Fromm sees’ Chrlstlan faith as
_festréin&ng'freedom and:fopressing produotive love. He
rails against_the-Profestant.ﬁéformsrs;'{Lothefs'relation to
‘God.was-ooé of comolete submission\.gga Whoress in complete
contrast Nygren was. “able to wflts that ‘Luther defa?ts from
the tradlolonal idea whlch.dlscovers a commandmenu of self-
love in'ﬁbe commandment.of love;to'ooéfs neighboors, that he
finds tﬁis 1aftor-ﬁosoontaén s di}ect~orosibition of every
kind of self—lofeﬁ.lgo -Inwfeséonsé to thé:o¥iticisms of
.Fromm and Csmos,>Wi1liaﬁs.presents~s'ps&choloéioal analysis,
ofvthevchrisfian §iew:of sélfol | |

This is seen clearly in his-view of the'ideal: CTALY
thé'human loVes,Asex, ooﬁradeship, bumanltarlan and rellglous
vlove of the good and beautlful belopg 1n the fulfllled self.
They w1ll be transformed in sell—g1v1ng yet_they mustAllye
for they constltute personal>11fe .lgl -Nygren sfarted from
the>orssuppositlon of a certaln naturs of God Viz . hlS concept
~of agape, to which mankind and eros werstallored~to fit and
so'iostithsir eXistence.::Williams starts from the opposite

\

end .with a concept of mén,gwhich~a;though it may be
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'fuifillea'.or"trahéformed';,éanno£ radically be altered.
t]Th¢ 1§vés:bf méﬁ'known in fhislpreséntvstéte have toibe.
3 fretaiﬁéd,'é#éh]thatjiﬁ'is the;;ohcebtAéf»God whichbwill need
.alfefing faﬁﬂérAthaﬁ the hdncebtjof manij.This ma& soﬁnd
faﬁicai;;*bu£ i>‘£w6~justificéfipﬁé:fdr this can be given.
Théfe is thevarguﬁeht'by‘analogyg-£hat»our prior'éxperience
of lee.is.humén,and]fhat;to speak'9f=the divine-without
 refereh¢e't6 the‘hﬁman‘ié‘ﬁb'sﬁeék~ﬁonseﬁse. Secondly,
éihée Godjhimsélf Eféatgd'fﬁis nature‘and.ifs loves, his
'Qwﬁ actions pponAus will .be iﬁ harmony with our hatﬁre, not
éut of.necessity-bﬁt'ésAdelibéfate poiicy. 'ThiS'returns
-,bﬁe to.the naﬁﬁre of’thé-Féll‘énd Creation.argument, and

it also holds out .the possibility of a considerable change

in bur>undsrétandingvof'God,~_A recent illustration of this
‘»Stahde-Which’has“beén illustréted at great length is
4,Vanstone's'wak;  Traherne'tod, at a much_earlier-date, was

happy to see the natural loves of possession as the material
g 102 '

for transformafion‘into'féliciﬁy,A
Williamé.for-hig'part_is employing the>saﬁé scheme and
'has~a thééi§ tﬁat twé.aspecté-éf the human lovgs.prepare men
' for God'é‘égépé. Hﬁman loves 'hafe_the péwef to_dpen up the
.self,and tb shd#lthe reQuirement:for self-giving', and 'they
reaéh.fhé_limité 6ffée1f—fﬁlfillmehﬁAand so can acknowledge
.that_ﬁﬁiy:éfiovéjwhich transcendé thefhﬁman ioyes can fulfill
the;ééifJ;lQB-:wiiiiéﬁé is‘maihtaiﬁing,'as Géach and b'Arcy
héld ffoﬁ différent tfadiﬁions; thét the human loves can be

'good'of bad, ‘unlike NYgren whose position he specifically
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‘éondeﬁhs. Hﬁﬁan’love is nbt'wholly to be despﬁsed - the
‘;oathéd‘distinﬁtion between proper and faise éelf love is --
uséd{;oui Thﬁs Williaﬁs 'spécifically fejects\; .. (thét)
'! anpe is a complete contradiction of h'uman’love'.l'05
,Hié psychological insights coupled with‘his stafting w;£ﬁ
man is clearly seen'in his treatmént of the Fall.'AConéerning
it, heﬂwriteé that 'men's Toves have ﬂhé'ability to go
Awrongfand'so need the redeeming ipfluence of agape'.106
From the stateméht that.every self caﬁifind.iﬁtegrity only
in chanéé and by risking relationshi?s with otheré, he notes
thét this inheren£ risk frightens men. 'Ps&éholoéical
blocking', where men do not‘take the risk of change and
refuéé to use ﬁheir capabilities to the full is for Williams
vatﬁﬁéh more subtle vieQ of.sin tﬁan man conécidu;ly at the
ceﬁﬁré:of his évery.wroﬁg a;t.lo7 |
‘The tfayerse across thg ﬁpectrum.of views has now
reachea'ifs,fuilest extent: Cathoiic an@~?rotestant,
.Coﬁservative and Radical hafe,been éxamined._~Iﬂ Williams,
man is to the fore to such an extent that if aﬁyone is
, prejﬁdiced it is God, vhereas in Nygren it was the other
way arbund. In all_the:various'aufhors, the consequences of-
cregtion theology and.of béliefs cbncerning'tﬁe Fall have .
béen shown fo be diréctly-rélatéd fo-théir portrayal of
thé role of"seif—fulfilimenflin ﬁan...Deépite the'critiéiéﬁ
,m@gé‘of it, the value of the distinction‘bétﬁegn falée-and
proper-seif—lave has been’ seen in a vefy-widé Variety of

authors ranging from Geach-tOZWilliams, whose churchmanship:
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is very different. It is contended that thls distinction
:was 1ntended by Jesus in hlS pronouncement 'as thyself';
He perceived that his Father's creation intended.in its

’ “eventual harmony to 1nclude the happiness of all derived
from the Father who intends to give good things to hlS

' children. Recourse is thus made to one-of the 1n1t1al
objections’to the sayings of Jesus, that the talk of self-
deniai.is in fdtt self-centred. This is the idea that.
‘sacrifice is for the sake of. eternal regard: chastise
yourself now.on earth and you will find eternal bliss. Is
selfish-prudence thus the ethic of the gospel?

It cannot be disputed that there are two strands, at
4-£he leaef péradoxicel,in.the Gospel. - There are the classic
ﬁexts of self denialgl'if“any man would follow me let him

108 N ' _

deny himself' - Yet even amongst these texts-the element
'of self fu!fil»ment is present ‘Each Beatitude receives
;itsysanction 1n'a promise.. Mark writes *that 'if any one
e 3 _ o ‘ R 109

would be first he must be last ‘and servant of.all'. A
little Iateeresus having exhorted his followers to leave
all for fhe gospel'promises-they 'shall receive a hundred-

110 ‘ L : )
fold'. " Jesus tells the 'rich ruler' what he must do to
: . o111 _ .

'have treasure in heaven'. Does this mean that all the
stress by Jesus on obedience and self—forgetfulness before
God and love of fhe neighbour has lost its validity? .Kenneth

Kirk in a 31gn1f1cant con51aeration of this issue concluded

that this paradoxical m1xture»of themes was a. dellberate

act of.Jesus.112 The basis of Kirk‘eianswer to the problem
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is to employ thé same distinetien used by Geach.and otﬁers,
. that self forgetfulwness llke selflshness, foreits own sake
is wrong. Self forgetfulwness 1s never ahn end in 1tse1f
but can only be a<servant.t0'an end 1n thls.case the
destabllshment of the Klngdom of God Klrk notes that

. Baron Von ﬁgel p01nted out that Jesus promlsed reward
never‘for revard's sake‘ornasAa paymentjfor‘selfJfo:getfulness.
Reward is simply:net linkeéd to selfecentredAeeQUisitdon,llS'
Ratner reward 1is onlyAnresented.in nespnnsedtn:another
metive, that of obediende no God;and Chfist; Thns in a
text with beth the>eiemen£.of-self—sacfifice and.reward
present one~reeds,,.whoever loses hls life ?or my sake and

.x.l—! ’ :
The key,provlso has been

the Gosnell"will.save it
added, ‘for my sake and thcAGospel' ‘~ ,Fidelitfdto‘Christ
n.for tne sake Qr'who he 15, “the’ motive foredhristian
'Arenuncidtion. -Tnngive npljoys now for jp&s in'eternity is
‘ndt the motive for renunciétdondend.woulﬁtne-te'fqrfeit.the
reward. | | |
It onght to,Be'sfressed'thet:self;fprgetfulness end
sel; concern must neﬁ be presentedfas ends 1n themselves.
Taken alone'fhey'ane'amoral-esiGeaCh noted; it is the ends
they serve than gi&e_tnem valae. iﬁ thi5~éase #he erd is
the realisasion df creaﬁufenood'wnieneis the'realisation'of
the'Kingdem_of'Ged in}fideiiﬁ&?no him._ For this end's |
'fruitien; rolesffor both seiffferéetfnlness end self eoncern'
afe needed.'-Thus the‘rewafd'notif}in the'Gospels is not to

be assessed on the human scale of return for services
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rendered. The4parables of the prodigal sop:and'of tﬁe
labéufers'in £h;‘vineyard téaéh fﬁét?fewg£diig»n6t'
lquantitafive;l;S The principle of fh§ labbﬁreriéﬂﬁayMént
was not pay in’exaét proquﬁi&ﬁ'to wbrk:déné; r?tﬁgf'mo?é
was:given than was-egpeéted, which inciﬁed ghé:disfléésufe~
of.theione'group whé expected paymént'for-sérviqes reﬁdefed3—
Athe'laboﬁfers'whqvin fact recéivéd_full(and fair payﬁent S
for their éervices and yet were dispiéasgd-#ith the.charity'
of theif master. T@e éssence'df fhe reward ﬁotif is hq£.
prudenﬁebut g:ace; QverwhelmingAgift‘beyoﬁa expeciétion.
That gll sinners are blessed out of'a;l ﬁropqrtion fo
lfheir deg?rts_is the essence of Jeéus;'forgiﬁenesslg“We"
"are all unprofitable servants'{li6 L
: : . : : and _
Kirk's reasoning is that reward isfgrace,/ii-igia
- introduced not té’attract ﬁanis{prﬁdehceAbﬁi és{fhe‘
ineséapable conééquenée of.the Kihédém‘s ?rui%ibn;'.lt'
cannot be-earned,:itAis simply giﬁen as %ﬁe ineséapable
"cohéequence of ~the obedience thch allows God to éstablish
his Kingdom. At the same time, it éécléreS’ﬁhét‘ihé.se;T—j
forgetfulness and self—love'comﬁended_by thesé-tgifé are
not ends in(themselves but raﬂhe% artharmbniQﬁglyjlinked
in the attainmént of the Kingdom. In the rationale behind
' ‘a’ , _ the themes of .. - SR
this,/retprn is necessary tq/creation and4Go§'s:soyeréigntyf
AS~H§fing'saw, self}love and neighbdur,lové~¢an dﬁly:be
_helditogetﬁéf and find fruition; in 1o§¢ $f G§a; fTﬁg love.
of de must bé ?rior to all things and on;y frbm this can

flow a proper sense of the.other two loves because it is in
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God's pléh for ‘this to be sp.f Sinqe tﬁé Creation énd_the‘
1 Kingdoﬁ‘are intehded to be g&oé and God given, the\sdy
4proﬁised in return for obedieqce is noﬁ a commercial<bargéin;'
‘but the gift of one who wishes the véry best for hié
‘creatures. Hé can obtain this-end'only by éur ofn free
ZCO—operation, since Godvdesirgs meﬁ and not automatons, and
 this is the esseﬁce of gracious iofe. |

Flewiﬁigks up the same two points in his study of New.
Téétament-ethics, that Jesus transforms reward with his
conception Qf God's gracious dealings with ﬁap, and the
~conception that gervice.of God 1is dﬁty, performed out of =
.‘love that ;annot'be.assgséed in termslpf work or earpingi.llT
fince it might still be asked why Jes{;s' used what is: to
our eyes.an ambiguoﬁs terms, Fiewlexplaing:how natural it
was for Jesus to adobt gts use. It wés a subtle'play bn |
Jéﬁish_uée as in the>parablé‘of'the.1abquférs. The tradi-
£ionalAJewish scheme ﬁas that of God pgniéﬁing sin and
_reﬁarding merit. Reward in thevJewishAsense possessed a
v:religious use with which Christiéns‘todéy no longer identify
4because,it has .acquired connbtati&ns_of recompénse for’
service. The pfoblemifor the Jews was that this had alréady'
:happéned to the term in its links with 'Wo%ks‘ and the "law'.,
'JésuSJ-uée repreéeqté én éttacﬁAon this treha’énd~aﬂ

erdeavour to return it to the use ‘of the gift bf‘love.;lgA
New Testamént.SCholars show that for Jesus the use of
'reward' and a role for. 'self' are = direct product of his'

beliefs concerning the end of man, what is cgiied,Beatitude;
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' Maritain;'a Romah'Catholic;bconsideré this matter in his
ﬁfegﬁise on’mpp%ls; He'éfarts ﬁis aiscussiénfby notinglthe
téxt, '"Today tﬁpﬁ éhélt be with me in ?aradise'.ll9 Bgiﬁg
-_wfth Christ iniﬁhe Kingdom is the ebsolute end o6f man in
 whi&h'the three.ioves of God,‘seif aﬁd neighbour ﬁeet; Fér.
‘Mariﬁain this.ié because this. is the statement of lovers

and not the appﬁéhension of the Platoﬁié~ideaﬁof.fhe Suﬁreme
‘§alué;'good. The habpinesé here is not'simple.plgasure and
he:iinks Beatitﬁde.and Paul's Saying, that~;Eye-hath not
‘seen.. .:.'.;QOI.Maritainfs.words can he taken:as a philo-
4sophical pomméntary upon the biblical ﬁse of 'reward;t
'attached to grace used by Kirk and Flew. _Thué he emphasises
the éame pdiht:concerniﬁg motive as fhey did. The motive
fér'Begtitﬁde.or réward ig not-a selfish desi;e of thé séme
for éneéelf,*buﬁ firsﬁly the desire to obey God. Mafitain
piaCes God firét; _ 'thgn Our own concerns afe relevant Bgt
oniy aéAhis'greatﬁ;esu‘ He'does this by;digﬁiuguishing
‘ betwéen;mah“s absolute ultimate endf—-GOd,lénd his subjective
:ﬁlti@ate_end - man's own end, the visioﬁ of ‘God. From the
pfiority'of'Godjflows a pfopér role for man's self-love as

a crea£ure'of God; Marifain expiicitly aims.to overcome

‘the egocentriéit& of Aristotelian eudaemonism, in that ﬁan's
absolute éﬂd; élthough fulfilling foﬁvmaﬁ? ié absolutely and .
' personéliy othér. Héfé is th-Nygren»has_gcne éo wrong,
in:refﬁsiﬁg tb alioy that while.Greek eros could ﬁoﬁ'fespond
to a lifing God as. an énd and an"dfher',(Chfistian
reflection on- self-love méygiwhile nbt.hecessarily, ~ so

respond. In this case it is the living 'Other' who Gefines
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-énd éfegtes the poésibility of man's an_eﬁﬁ.
-fhé'varigtiés'offself—lové"are‘nearl& as variéd’as
.i.£hé.fafiétieé of 'love' itéelf; .ﬁespitevﬁﬁis'variety‘it does
Zprbye:pps;ibie tp éém@épt'gn terfaiﬂ factors iﬂherent in 3‘
' thé.Christian‘pbéitibn as porfrayed in thenéuthors
cdnsidefed.-lNotwithstanding the status of his study, it
ﬁwiil fi;st‘be'said‘£hat the major work of Nygren on this
Aéubject doesinbt cohtfibute t§ én ﬁnderstanding of the
proﬁ_l‘e"m. On ;the basis of this ‘ét-udj,r it would appeaf to
P05$¢S§Q£WQ majéf‘flaws. The;identificgtioh of Greek eros
with'ali4Chriétién.attempté to,juétify self-love)which
Nygren ?e?udiateé,dées»not hold. Two of-tbegagthors
cdﬁéidéfed,ﬂﬁéfiﬁé.ana Maritain; who have 'a high viéw_of
>'seif;idVé; aeiiﬁefately noted thatAtﬁéif work stemméd.froﬁ
'ahe theéidgy~of gfaée and was rgaéc“lly different from
Gréek.expééféﬁionéﬁ' Tﬁis éx?osés the secdné.of‘Nygren‘s
errors. . Ee ddes,not appreciafé thét théTVérying.Chfistian
'stra;dson seif—lévé,do not stem}from allégianperr~dtherwise
 toi%he.Qr§ekabut to differiﬁg undgrétandings.of basic
&bctrines like»thé Trinit&, Creation, Fall'and Grace. The
:[gopéequénées”of_this_%ériety have been clearly seen in the
_diffefénce between the 'Catholic' and 'Protestant'
'présenfaﬁions, A positife‘view ofcrea%ion:as involving 3
:@an?é’oﬁﬁ end ‘and a-less négative‘view of-fhe conséquenpés
6f-£he Fail haﬁe'generall&.enabled the éathﬁiic_position
'-to'develop a role for self love. Thi§ use of éréation is a
»featﬁfé that caﬁnot possibly be derived frém Greek philqsophy,

which lacks the notion of God's creating the world good. 1In’
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.fagﬂ Nygren an@athe Greeks share a positioﬁ éf distrust for
the created ofder!

Thé conpéét of Beatituae,vfersopal and'liVély communiqn
in the 1life of Cod,is also alieh to the Greék view of abétract
conﬁemp}ation.) Yet this is e majo£ element in thé analysi§
‘of self—love-giﬁén by HEring and Maritéin.' TheIAifférénces
Abetﬁeen Christian Béatitgée.and the Greek Elatonic viey
‘aré'seén in the manner by which the Christian presentation
is.tiedEto the New Testaﬁent theme of reward. This thenme,
held up by its detractors as selfish, has béen shown to be
Aa major New Teétament themé-Which links the £hree loves of
fGod; self-aﬁdfneighbour”in azlivingiwhole - witnessed to Dby
Kirk?xFleﬁ=andtMaritain; ‘Nygren nay well-be‘correct-ﬁith.
his;anélyéiéﬂof Greek thought but he-is wrong to taonther
'étrgndérof thistendom with the samé brush.

'Tﬁe;diétinction'between proper and-félse self-love
whiéh Nygfen adémantly'fefused to aliow'héé glso been shown
1.to be vital from a varfety of viewpoints. ‘Mortimer, Geach,
_Kirk and Williﬁms all perceive that selfishness is not equsl
to self-love. Lingﬁisfiéally ﬁhis study has shown that for
a largé and Qariéd element of Christendoxn, it'i; ezsential
to distiﬁgﬁishibetween the neéativé forces of selfishness
‘and sélf—centfednessnahd wha£ may be the positive Tforces of
sélffiové,'sﬁch‘és self—fulfiliﬁent and sélf—concerﬂ, whether
out of goncérn for our end as God's creatures - nginé énd
D'Aféy;'or out of a.posifivé psychological'assessment‘of

_these drives - Williams. The overwhelming conclusion to- .
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:fhis §tudy must.be-to note the’fﬁtility éf trying to
'ﬁﬂaefstand‘selfllove in a'Chfistién'senée,.in isolation
L}réﬁ_&tﬁef dobtfin;l conéiaérétions. .Aii the authors
‘foering é bogiffv§ ass¢ssm§n£ of‘self{love; offer that only
£aviqg previéﬁsly'asserted.that self—iové can never be an
 end_in’itsélf. . Geach ana Kirkvemphasized how drives like
:selfjloVe and seif—givingAin.themselvés‘ﬁp nét contain
'ﬁ§ra1:valﬁe; but'oniy acQui}eftﬁat.in relation to the ends
fhé& serVe? Chfﬁétian self—io%e is a péSitive vaiue
'foéring.etérﬁai bliss to the individual; teilling him his,
“lhaépiness'is important,'ﬁut_oniy.in relation to the
"happinéss-of othérs,_with all'men seen §§;the creatures of
 C5aiﬁho g& ﬁis.gfaée alone ha's the ébilﬁty to bfing,about

‘this Kingcom.
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CHAFTER TFIVE"

LOVE - AS COMMANDMENT

‘fprzbhriﬁtiané it'ma& be‘diffiéult to appreciate jﬁst
how disﬁinétive-and‘peculiar Jeéus' Love CommanAﬁent is.
,Certaiﬁi&'fheréfaré nonfChristiéps Whg woﬁld érgue that it
',ié a .contradiction iﬂ‘termé, " This is in part because there
| gfélﬁaﬁy-;hésé”éénéépticn of love ' is one-doﬁihatéd by’
emotiohalism and irrationality. Those‘whb.éfress_lové as
spoﬁtanépﬁé'and ﬁncéuéea.including-éﬁch:Chﬁiétians'as'
4Nygrep,or altérﬁétiyeiylthose‘whotréduge it'to_mereAcausal
attractiqn;for example,Sténdhal;?only réinforcé fhié idea.
‘Karl Popper's Book}The Open SOCiefy and if% Eﬁemies is an
eXampie ofIWhatifollows when'the sense of love as command-
mentfgénpof.be_reéogniséd. ;Iﬁfa éhééter:significantly
éntitled_;Thé Revolt against Reason‘, Pqppervstates, 'But
‘i'hqid fhat he Whé teacheé that ﬁot reason -but love should
vrule'openéjthe-way for ﬁhoée'who rule Byfhate’. Fbr Popper
‘lOVé-isﬁopﬁoSed_to reason and'is simpiy én emoﬁion, thus,
jkné e@btidn;not_éfen love cén:replace ru1é3of'institution
:controlled by reason'.2 Granted ifs'identifiéation of love
'With~eﬁ6£ionélism and»irfationality, Popper's conclusion

clearly follows. .One can see why Popper is unable to mzke
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-sense'of.thg.copﬁéndment'to lo&e,'
Whether thé,Love Comﬁandment is ‘seern as irrational or
‘,nﬁﬁ dgpends Qn_how love 1is undersﬁood.. Arguably for those
who canﬁot'ﬂe1ie?e in God itlis very-diffiéuit to avoid
’Popper'sAnegaeive gssessﬁent qf love's normétive role.
Likewisé Greek Philosophy; thgt other great'intelle;tual.
'.ihhefitence_of:Wéstérn socliety butside Christianity, would
_héve found‘the'Loyé Comﬁandmeﬁt unintelligible in its
'Christién formulation. Love for Plato and Aristotle was
_cef?ainly not despised but it was not normative in itself.
For-insténce iové'is hardly é normati&e principle of Plato's
JFépubZic; " As Nygfen argues;'fhé Greeklerbé.is-desi¥é'for
. gbméfﬁing else; it.is not a -complete eﬁtity in-itself; For
.the érééks love ﬁas desif§~fof happiness, ‘eudaemonism'.
 Tﬁe objecf of_thisfdeéiré;'in‘so far as conceived 6f_as God}
.wésAiﬁpassibleAaﬁd imﬁuﬁab;e. Godvcduid not love,'tha# is.,
vdesire anything. Mén only-loved'béééusg they were inéompléte
.and‘héﬁCe desired SOmefhihg fbf théir'completion.  Lo#é was
hét the higﬁeéf category of'exﬁétence.for ﬁhe Greeks.

It was the jewish'concepfiqn of a loving God remote
from emotionalismfthat pfepared_thé gfound fo? Jesus' comménd,
and made itAiﬁtelligible.J Indéed Jesus' answer to the
duestion”.‘What'is thevgrééteét‘comgandménti' was.a.coupling
(probaﬁly unique) éf-Deuteioﬁomy_655 and Leviticus 19:18.-
V. f. Furnish éoﬁcluded:aftér a critical study réspecting
the integrify of the differing Ne& Testament traditions,.

that the Love Commandmént was both ‘genuine to Jesus and



T 530

-cen#ral to his message and mission.S Tt was a fofmulétibnf:-.
ﬁhéflgfew'oﬁt of his Jewish uébringing. -The Golden'Rﬁie?iﬁ.
its: negatlve form was certalnly known to Judaism, that 1s,'.:,
L’Do nét do uﬁ?o others as you would not have done unto
yoursglf‘; Christ's unique contribution was to give commands
ﬁto_love a éghtral place in His Gospel. AFurnishAnotes_hoﬁ |
.the e§angelists alter the force of the command,.ﬁhile yet.7
‘;feﬁaining its céntrélity. For instance;.Matthew séés‘the:-i
‘Love.Commandmentlas the key to the meénihg of the yholé of
thé'ldw, ;nd as the essential content of the righteousnesé
‘of'Jésus‘lfollowers. By contrast, Luke.sets the Chrlstlan
Lové Commandment agalnst the Greek ethic of rec1prOC1ty
‘.Bqth tie fhé'commandment into the call to:repentance‘and
-:aiécipleship, wheéreas John throughout his gospel and |
.pariicularly at lSQSh,}'A ﬁew cqmmandment I gi&e unto you.."',
 $ho§s ﬁhe_ﬁew éommandment to be the‘prime~motivating force.
:éf jeéusf_miésion. wi£h_John,'the priprity'of thé Father's
Aléve towards.the’Son'is constantly‘stressedn‘ New

festamenf studies show that it is impossible to treat Jegus'
loyé ethic uniformlj, but that it is ﬁndeniably.céntrai to |
His gospei. .

. The'central significance oflthe-Néw>Testam¢nt commendgf
' tion of lbve'is thét it 1is formulatéa in a command to loyél
It ié noticeable that Nygrén,despite having a heading ‘Thé
.qoﬁmandment of love 1in its Christian me&nihg‘suseswthis
séétion to evacuate all meaning from command. Man &s an
independent agent ceases to eiiét. What‘is pbmmanded ig that

Gdd'é qQape; spontanedus and uncaused, ‘'should flow‘through‘
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man,as;é:mere véssel}--As’divine>lq§é i%:upcdpditional so.
_mén's seif—surrendef is ﬁncéhditidnai; wifﬂ,Nygfén fhg
Love Commandment is not a comﬁénd tofmeﬁ{bufljust:éAmeﬁng»
ofxreleasihgjthe'flbﬁ of Gdd‘é dgdpé:5- A aifférént,approgch':
may .be seen iﬁ Flétcherﬂs Situation Ethics,6 Here the ﬁove
Cbmmandment is taken és a'distillation.of.the'essenﬁialv:
eésence of the law. It becéﬁeé the'criteriop by #hich_%l;J
forms QfAlegaliém must be jpaged.i‘Quitg-aéidé‘ffbﬁ whéthéf:
love can be éommanded énd wﬁethgr the:Newaéstamént account.
is conéistent, theologians theméelvesAfroducé.quitg‘divergeﬁt.
accounts éf the - Love commandmeﬂt,_

,FurnishYs énalyéis mékeé fhé'pdinfaggaiﬁst'thoﬁe.ﬁhagle“
%o seé t£é ;ogiclof Cémmandiﬁgilové; fhat:it_ié prépiselyA
becéuée love is commaﬁded, n6t from‘£hé néﬁuf?ljaffectioﬁs
of the lo?ér or by the natufgiiattfécﬁiveﬁeésfof-thg-bélovéd;'
but from an eXterior'sourcé,that if,cahAbétcémmanded.
Commanding love makes sense only .when loVeAis.hgld to bg'
the fundamegtal universal principie of béiné‘F_VGQd is
love.'Y Furnish makes the point (whethér in'éonséious
opposition to Nygren Qr~ndt)'thatAloveiéaﬁ §e-commanded_
précisély because Christién-léve is nct spént&?eous and
>uﬁcaused, which islNygren'é ideal of lb;e,”;na,iféhically:
. that of many:modgrhs;: Christian loyé é;dﬁnaed in thé naﬁure

of God is regﬁiér, reliabie-and steadfeast —'God'é-naturé-is
to be truéted. Furnicsh Quotes as examples of theologians
who'haVé'set out to advocate_the_Lo?eCommandment; Kant and’

‘Kierkegaérd. - Of Kant's_discﬁssidn of the 'great command-

mént‘he remarksfthat5ﬁan£ at least~kpew that_the Ngw
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Tesfameﬁt Love»éoﬁmandment wés not depeﬁdent‘ﬁﬁoﬁLarqﬁS§d'
feélihgs.8: This lové that.éaﬁ bé.commaﬁded‘Kaﬁgidalléd.
|'Prza;cti.cal'.Lovle"and it’was'to’be aistingdiéhed.fgom'filiali
pr‘méritél love Which ére derived from the affedﬁidﬂé.
Kierkégaard‘discusses the éugjecf at lenéth in his
book Worké Of Love'pfingipaliy in the sgcbnd bhapte; entitlea.
'You shall love'. Kierkegaard deals with -the two:bhief ‘ |
issues raised by Maffhew 22:39,-of‘which here'only.thé
..questiqn of commandﬁent interés%; us, the other issue Being
the quesﬁién of self—love;1 That man shOuid-loveAuﬁdér the
"thou shalt' of efernity i; paradoxical,(in the-mahﬁgr of'
- the prayér 'wvhose service ig perfect fregdom'ﬁ.‘_ﬁiérkeggéfd
preéent; the appayant contrédictionAthaf‘love ié;duty;'ﬂut |
thié analysis far from béing éontradictbry_descriﬁes tﬁe‘
nature of eternal love. Sinée love is on thiS:Vi3W'
éonstitutiye'bf ﬁhe universe apd is not-jﬁgt an aspect-of
 human charéctef'it can theféfOre be commanaed. He urges.
Christians not to see it as .an amazing injunctidn} .?or
ﬁhe Fagan it may be a stunning 1idea lacking pérallé;, but
for the Christiaﬁ love 15 commanded and noﬁjieft fo'the
whims of passion. Inaeed 56 strong 1is Kiefkeéaard's
poftrayal>of iové &as commandment over the éri&afe leeé,
that it may -be felt.he does the lautez éﬁ injustice.~ He.
tells his readers that the love that is voluntary 1~'Qark1na
is not'ﬁecessarll§ eternal: 'Only when it is a duty to lové,
‘only then ié love_eternali&:secgref aﬁd 'securitonf tHe'
'eternél«cast$ out éll,gnxiefy!,gl'Whereas spontanebﬁs love’

canxbe tested for its :validity, this is .impossible with
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eterﬁ#l love, indeed it is an:insu1t to test io§¢ thét ié‘
of God. Since God's 1ové;is.9£é%nal; it}is necéssary-both-
~for him and his creaturé§ tQ:1§§e;A'It-ié-thereere'
éﬁtirely'appropriate for”fhiSfl@fé to be Ebmmaﬁ@éd fér it
isrsimplyvcommanding men £§ con?o;ﬁ_to”their eternal
character. Léve that seeks a‘teét.iS'unceftéiﬁ love, and
this spontanepus lo;e can‘equélly:?eli iﬁrn'inpo hate andﬁ
jealousy.lof'Poéitively’;péaking;Kierkegaardxdoes'allow fd?'
the poésibility of its being-tﬁfned infq_eternél love.
Subsequently he re;ffirmé_fﬁé'pa}addi,,'ogly when it
is a duf& to -love, onlj thénAisAldfe.ﬁade eternélly f;eé
iﬁ bleséed independence'ﬂ;l"}It.mdi"ié:ﬁﬁcdnscioué, but'ip
seems as if Kiérkegaard-ig‘echoiﬁg fhe<rétioﬁale of mbﬁastic
spirituality in his_portrayél of {You éhgllﬁ'ég'liBerating~“ 
" in that it attaches one to ail aﬁd 99£ £0 papticﬁlar, :
objecfs.A:Iﬁ.the monastic_paréiiel Qneiﬁsuf£ee by.beiﬁgf 
availéble‘foAall:"it-is_the bringiég 9£ iéﬁr poﬁéntial qu o
‘love into tﬂe ngﬁ‘and unlimitéa frUitfuiéesé'df the Kingdém'.lz

A connection may also be seen to Romans 6:15ff of man being

& slave of'one of'twq masfefs;'beihg*the élave of the'lofing
God, he must obey his—manéris command to love. Kie;kegaard_
furthér'dévéiopé-the-conifégﬁ bepﬁeen e?ernai and spontaneous
‘lpve by ‘holding thatlejefﬂal:l§fé,-thatiis God'é_lovg,'is
.ndt:dependéﬁé. it'ﬁeedéindthing-and is thqréfore ffee love,.
_whéreas éo—called‘spontaﬁeoﬁé gnd.ﬁuman-love depends-upén.‘
the reéponge-of the-ofhé;,‘it_nééas t#e othér to'aégnowledgé
'itf"Etefnal’lOvé‘hés no dépeﬁéeﬁée on being loved but
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,WiShéé to iove others;' In the light of onr-own earlier:
.cnenters we wéﬁid want to add wvhat Kierkegaard does hoﬁ;A'
ithatdie; from this stems the. divine creat1v1ty, lofe<fiowing3
' out of the plenitude of love w1th1n the Godhead. It Qonld;
_also be.deelrable to introduce the Trlnltyoin order to
iavoid monedienland give'a role to reiaﬂion and»need,.elementee

’characteristio of love in our analysis, within'the Godhead;

For Kierkegaard love seen as duty is. freed from:the

idespalr consequent upon the need -to choose a particular

obJectIOf_love and to.be reciprocated by that particular
| ©13 |

~which is the lot of spontaneous love. The‘command‘Burne'

ont vhat is.unsound in love, that is, whatever is not eternal..

'iendinotitherefore‘offuniversal value. Kierkegaard s study

reyolves'around the three words 'You', 'Shall!,and

‘Neighbourf.' In his analysis of the latter he demonstrates
thet-wnile'it,is never an obligation to-find the beloVed, it

is an obligation to love the neighbour -‘this is the.

‘ethical task which is the origin of all tasks. The point

at issue is that 'erotic loves arelpreferential and the -

S I L S
passion of preference', while Christian love 1s self-

renunciation. Love as commandment is to be justified from -

"twoiaepects;.Firetly, ontologlcally,if love is the-
__constitutiVe category of the universe, 1t can_ be commanded

.4as the means by which men fulflll their proper nature.o

~

Secondly, if this is so, 1t must - if 1ts~un1versal characten

is to beneeen,‘be reflected pre-eminently in.nnivereali

neiéhbour.love rather than private;preferentiai.affective~

Y
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1ove.ﬂiThe hove~Commandment commands‘neighbonrly.love_and‘
does:notheommandjpreferential-lore:though this is not rnled
Vout; rndeed John.presents the relatlonshlp.of Jesus to the -
'beloved d1sc1ple.15l'e:'A | |

The danger of the language of unlversal love is that
the love command_ceases to~have any appeal to'particular
persons,' Rather>it canﬁbecome either[aVvague'ideal or
| perhape‘worae,'he taken-ae‘the'jﬁetification for a.very
>impersonal :doféooding‘:in mhich'therbject is to .suppress .
the emotions..dfurndeh in his brblioalAanalysis, sets out
-to counter thls by statlng that thus to be commanded is to
“beﬁaddreeSed as_an 1nd1v1dual _ The parable of. the Good‘
Samaritan (Luke 10:25- 37) whlch may be compared to
Matthew 22 3h ho and granted to be a Lukan constructlon,
'1s there to glve an - example of the real concrete p0351b111t1es
for»love s act;on._’The stress-upon 'Go and do thou ) |
',likeﬁisedrie becauaé the neighhonr:isethe next‘person in
need to‘be encountered.‘ The varions differences in the
anener'to the‘queetion; dwhich'is the-greatest commandment?'.
are there'bécanse.thé‘Lukan_redaction stressed the link to
'thé parahle Wheredn>the“wholejcompler ie‘hortatory. ‘Thgt
-is<toiaay thatithe_etoryjie:eo‘arranged that,the one who
:éivee the>anewer-ie-himeeifﬁexhorted to,gofand~do as the
'Samarltan d1d | |

The punch of the.Lukan story lies not in the formula—
tdon of the commandment as 1n Matthew, where Jesus ;e

with

probably to be understood as the New Moses, but / Luke's

etheme of Jesus;hav1ng-to-urge,the Lawyer ‘to do.what he



183 - S S s:g

acknowledges to be rlght, dn contrast‘to the Samarltan wno
'51mply acts where the need is- w1thout worrylng over whom
he'1s helplng. Thus the.Lawyer‘s acpna1~que§tlon,"And'
juet<vho-is-mv:neiéhboun?'»ds.neVen aeﬁuallv:anSVered. It
is not ohevobject of nefty;vhon-Lnke makég-tne‘centfe 6f the:
discussdon buf tne‘suoject, theidoer’who is fhé~fo¢us of
fheedebate. Thus the confessioniJesns}extracts is 'The
'fone who performed an act'of Mevcy 16 The streésiieffnns'
_lald on the hearer, and h1s dutles to all ﬁb% on:an.
erudlte definition of who the nelghbour 1s.

There 1s'hovever,~the contnasting_danger.of,usingfthe
Love Commandmenf to avoid‘the inepiredifvpe;of aotion'nne'
.Parabie'of the Good éamanitan visnee.fo enoonfageeand phds
,neede illustrafion. itddefa-fendenoy;noticeable in:Cathoiic
casulstry domlnated by ratlonallst demands, that love ought
to conform to a certa;n‘ldeal ofureason,'such that thef
v‘emotione_have no_role. An exampie of tHlS tenaency,.albeit
nov not'eo much in vogne, is the Anglo Cathollc
R. C. Mortimer's book, The EZements of MoraZ TheoZogy, in a
chapter entitled 'Love . Mortlmer-ou#llnes St; Thomae
;thnee degreeslof iove:Afirst;v;;ioveito avoid sinoand
opoositionrto_tne:villfof God, that:is.to.resiefAtemntafion;'
secondly; to increase love bv:seekiné.ont'iove;‘andtthifdly;.

”there 1s only one obJect of thls love, to cleave to- God and

' '3to enJoy h1m. So IOVe beglns by turnlng from the world and

'-self 1ncreases by draw1ng men "to God and is perfected by

flnd1ng and»restlng 1n God 17
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Aquinég' portfayal doés-show ju;t how ideals of what.
‘lové ié have'bhéﬁge&.. Vér&Tfew cqnteﬁpdrary.ﬁhilosophéré:4
. ) ' 4 .

would feel able to .-fécdmﬁeﬁd hié analysis. Yet frdm__
-the Chrlstlan v1ewp01nt it is to be commended, in‘iinking
love not just to the prlvate emOtional‘life but to £he
oﬁtoloéical sfrucfure of the world. It is this approach
that is fundamentai to maklng sense of 1ove as commandment.
But isfthis‘to erect an uttgr divide between love as an
expliéative categéry'of the univérsé and its fole‘in the
embtions? lAlthéugh'Kiéfkegéard was at pains to ;tress the
.:pfiority of loVé‘as willing the neighboﬁr's good, he_doés
at least grant that affeétive'léve.canlbe‘harmoﬁised witﬁ
neighﬁbur lp&é._iHe argueg”that one haé to remove all |
.disﬁincpion§ Qf.preférenceiin order to love the neighbpuf,
but.thét,thié iS brecisély not to cease lqving the beléved~
But:tq'inblude ail'in fhe_same categoryldf‘lové as the
belovéd.l8 ,Tﬁis'has to be done, or else*éﬁgre:arisés the
véry pfoblém:of-heighbbur'iove being<no'16vé}- Kierkegaard's
nbdgey isythe-language‘oflpreference: the poetig love which
.is é love bf_frieﬁdship lackiné any ethical content, but
having overcome thié,'he'is prepéféd to. allow human varmth -
‘ih'love a.place;- | |

| Mortiméf;.h5wever, having cﬁnclﬁded from Aquinas that
 Cﬁristiah iove_is_not éﬁ.much iﬁténSity of feeling dbut
fdthér a.judgeﬁéﬁt éf vdlue, tranéiated-into'action;nﬁﬁd
that belng told to love God is a questlon of adoptlng the

. Wlll to put him utterly flrst ‘then goes on to drive a
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vedge betWeeh léiing gs will anq lovihg aslemotioh. Tﬂis
s despi£é:£hé;féét thét Aquinés:himself avoided fhis;pitfall;
He wrotejthat Yl6véAis:thé éou:ce of all the émqtionsf; aﬁd |
goes as farids,tdlséy tﬁat ﬁj;y.aﬁdAd§liéht are iﬁ Gdd_. . .
Therefore iﬁ'God thére is love'.20..Yet Mortimer, instead of
choosingvtg put one before ﬁhéuqiher, to regard will as more
reliéble thén_fééliﬁg while not disparagingﬁfeeling'as::
valueless; 0pp§s€s'the't§§. .He is 1led this;way By hisl
stress-on ratioﬁaiity agéipst;wﬁich'emdtion is ﬁhe force of
chaos, Hence»ﬁeiéﬁﬁdﬁf_lofe“is described by Mortimer as
'love fo?:him as a_quional greatﬁré'.?l ‘Against thé
wholeness>9f“ﬁan;_ﬂig faﬁionality,'his emotions, his.bbdy',
“and ﬁis spirit;=§n¢ faculﬁy-ai6ne is siﬁglea out.
Significantly'a catégory-like:jdy has noﬁhere;beé# di§¢ussed‘
~and the proﬁlem-ié reiﬁf§rced by Mbrtimer'sfdisduééigp'of
Jesus' cammeﬁtéAdn lo&e.§f>éﬁemies,22

He-é}gtes théf‘{t;%s 'ﬁléér this h;$ qéthing.td do
eéSentially wifﬁ anyjfeeling bf'liking or éffeétidn tdfardé
theﬁ‘. 'Thisnfipe of‘sfatément must evécuaté gll meahiﬁg
from the wqfdAibvé;' It_ééds Weigﬁt to tﬁose whé Objéct
that.Christiaﬁilove is just a self-righteous mqraiism.
Mortimer wQﬁia.ho}dAtpat:the éffeétions'haYe no inyol?ement'
_becauée yha# is”démanded is simpiy yélling the besf fdr’then
éthef; iﬁ;this-baséfgn enémy;‘ As haélbeen érgued éﬁ fimes,
it“may weil be'séstAfor &our énemy's‘sdui if yquAﬁufh him.
at theistéké.  The conception.of love alloﬁed.here is

= purely intellectﬁal. ”NOV it is not desirable to dispense .

e 4
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" with the reasonable element of man; on the'chtfary,lacking

it love wduld<be'formless'undisciplined:passioh;_but,feason

ﬁhds_to'operate‘with love without being;equated”with'it,f'

¢

"his image and capable of enjoying him'."

‘There has to be as an ideal, a role for the. affections téu
'play in the Christian conception of love;”or elseAthere is
'an_identification of love and reason in the ideal. This

“would create a purely cerébral God.and Heéveﬁh

.Mértimer makes no distinction between an enemy
possessing éertain traits-énd‘having4the potential for them.
The same may be said of the believer.. Hence it&ﬁighf'be-

salid that i1f an enemy is loved ih'accordance'with-Jesus'

~'deménds, one will, agreeing with Mortimer,wishvhim the:best

" for his own sake. Alongside Mortimer it;is-éléo'acceptédﬁ .

that attraction and friendliness may not~d¢~factolbe felt
towards him and vice versa. However, against Mdrtimer,_the.-

hope should(be allowed of the potential for mutual- attrac-

“tion and friendship, if it is Christian love that'is being 

offered. The accent then is on future potential,sinceiés
Aquinas ssid with reference to the love ofAénemies, ‘théy
are loved inasmuch as they are creatures..OfiGod;'made to

23 Particular affec—

tions or preferential love ‘are not being"téiked of here.

Rather if Christian love»invo;ves,the whole mah; it nust

‘have a role for the affections, not just_afce?ebral content.

If so, then this ideal will involve neighbour love and so

‘too enemy -love. A distinction is‘thus'éssentiﬁl'between-

'tﬁeVposéessidn‘of.affection;1which may ‘not be exercised at

-a given moment, and the potentiél for affectioq, énd'
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friendéhip'as_an iééal Wﬁichkmust-be pfesént in every
Chrlstlan relatlonéhlp and whlch is nét present 1n
‘Mortlmer é analys1s. ‘It could be said that the approach to-
thls 1ssue reflects the manner of heavenly communion anti-
‘cipated'by the.subject. Another-distinétion Mértimer might
have made wéuld have been between loﬁe'being,g§verned.by
'emotibnglism, whic@;is agreed to be uhdésirabie,-aﬂd'iove
being‘sépafate from émdtion.‘ Mortimer seems to hold that
) _for loVé not to be'ggverned.ﬁy embtiénalism, if has:to be
sééaréted f?om.emotion and closely identified with our
'?afional faéulties. - It may,however, be héld that the fofﬁer
doés,not necessitaﬁe the latter. |
Iﬁ’order'to.beliefe iﬁ<a‘God concefned‘for the whole
ﬁan as crgatéd.and ndf justfﬁheArétionéiity belovgd of ;oﬁe;
then itiﬁgst be-c&ﬁcluded tﬁat ouf enemies and £hus éll'meni”
hévé_thé'potentialito'bé lovable because they are God's
 l,creatﬁfes;  Hehqe thére must always be ﬁhéaépeﬁ.possibility.
for afféctiOnate varmth being offered‘ﬁyAtﬁé Chfistian if-
Christianiﬁy'is tojavoid giving cause to‘ité detracﬁors.
1An.author'wh§'is alive to the dangers of téb veak a
presentation df neighbour'lové, simﬁly.as genefal concern,
and -aware that cbmméndipg_iove is 5oth problematic épd
éﬁused is.D.‘Z:~fhillips..vHe has-the'aégumﬁtioh-thét-it is
&éfy.diffiCﬁit,to definé 1ove.2% There are,‘at least in
peoples mlndszhﬁ very wide varlety of. 'loves' of whiéh'fhe'
.Christian nelghbour lbve‘command 15 one in partlcular. The
loglcal contradlctlon potentlally 1nvolved in the Love

g‘Commandment is. best 1llustrated by asklng whether it is.
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posslble‘toshave a-duty to love? For Kant dnty is the
highest motlve but 1t makes -no ‘sense to say that a couple
fall in’ love out of duty To say that nelghbour love is - a-
duty mlght not be to love at all Nelghbour love to be
dntelllglble needs to be separated form other loves ‘and if
it is a duty,'that needs explanatlon. Indeed Christians
‘do Justlfy the duty of’ nelghbour love,- though not 1n terms
of duty, but as a consequence of thelr world view, - Men ‘are
members of the_creatlon of the God of love and thns'duty
has.to be seen.in:termsfof;God and not:merely in itself.
Neighhour:love_as'a ¢ommand cannot be'understood
~ without God; its rationale ls not self'evident,‘hence its
connectlon by Jesus to-the flrst commandment 'lt eannot beh_
concelved of w1thout the conmand to love God or else the
logical.problem'nentioned'is‘ereated Of the many Sther
loves, they all depend on the partlcularlty of the- relatlon—
ship, e. g w1fe,pfr1ends, and pets. However Chrlstlanlty A'
_'commands that all. men be loved because of the common
‘feature'that~all nen share, namely that they are all the
children of God. 25. The theology of creatlon is here acting
es the ba51s of Chrlstlan nelghbour love. Nelghbour and.
particnlar_love'act at different levels, yet each is-love
4undersfobd'aspa»warm concern and attachment. nPersonal love
values.thishperson such thatlthe loSs thereof prodnces |
- despair, vhereaslneighbonrilove valnes:befﬁg.-‘Both.are
essential yet different, if there is to-be'a'halanced viewA
.‘of love}_freefotthe'despair‘of'isolation that .we shall
;note'in Dostoyevsky;.‘Itfis'the same point Kierkegaard made,
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in saylng that, - 'the neighbour is your ecual the neighbour:
is not your beloved for whom you have a pa551onate
partlallty ) and, 'heAls your nelghbour through‘equality.

with you before_-G'od'.26

Likewiseiqeene.notAonly‘coﬁmandea
neighbour love, he conmended particuler reletions,_'and |
the two shall become one flesh, 'so-_th'et_:“.they are no more
two but one'.27 | “ |
Phillips ie alsobat pains o fecoénise the'strength of
objections to neighbonr love. He quotes‘Cemue on- Scheler,
}Humanity is loved in general, in ordef“fobenoid.loving.
anybody in particular‘.28 He commende Kenﬁfs_aseesSment of
unen not 'mefely as means' but in evehy case 'ae‘ende'in -
themselves'. 29 PhllllpS holds that. to obtaln an 1nter—
'pretatlon of Chrlstlan nelghbour love almed at thls end
Vanﬁ free of the objections mentioned,hmuch thatjhasvpreviously.'
‘passed for neighbour love has to be disgeneeo nibh._ His
.basis for this judgementAis to ergue that if men aféi
neighbours through equality with Chrié-‘b- then this has not
been very ev1dent in the relatlonshlp between the bellever
and the'non—bellever. In his. con51derat10n though he does
not dlstlngulsh between the performance of the church and the .
teach;ng of Jesus,c'If the church can be shown to be falllng
-in:its devotion to Jesus'.teechlng,‘then.1t‘1s not Just a
new intefphetation.bhat is,requiredibnt‘a reburn to the
words~of“the Lord. To eay.fhis is,eimple, but the problem
' isbone of'great'antiquity,~fAlonéside‘thehradical statements.

and actions necorded by the Synoptics, in the later work of
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John, the eéxclusivist element appears in the translation of
' neighbour love into love of the brethren. -

It should have been clear througﬁqu£ thé-argument‘that '-

it is the different cdnceptidns'of love, by which péépié

énalyse thé LoVe.Commandment:that produce the'differing
éssessmenté of it. Thé clasé-of objection séen bfought-
;gginst‘it today that ha#e'just'bégﬁ.discﬁssed would,ndt
4have.made ahy.sénée to the Jew listening to Jesus, b}ought
ﬁpzwith a very differeht world ﬁicturé. First; associa4
ﬁions madevwith love in today's'society might safely be
Asaid to be roﬁan?ic lo%e, whereas in Jéwish society'tﬁey
: . .with o ' _ : .
would have been / God the Father, for theirs jas a theocracy.
fThus.a méjor element.ﬁOW'tO'be discus;ed, is" the linkfbét&eep‘
flové as céﬁmandment and the-cqncéptioﬁ'éf Qod's'sovéréignty  .”““
known fo the Jews andgpresenfed by Jegus. ” -

Furnish in his bgbk strgéses the lihk,as does

7. W. Manson in Ethics{aﬁd the GospéZ.~‘F;fnish in his
4donclUSibﬁ, having shoﬁn"how-significant.fér the commeﬁdation
of love is that it is conmanded, then shows how the rationale
éf that commaﬁd lies in its beiné the sovereign command of

a éoferéign lord;' The notion of the Kingdom of God botﬁ inA
>‘Jésusf and the Jew's use is‘fundamentai'here. Sin9e~thé'

1Jews.saw,themseives'as_a cqmmﬁnity,‘creafed;_sustaingd and
'ruiediﬁj God,,ﬁﬁé'notién of God's COmmapding:loyg.maée _
reédy Sense. \Thﬁé love of God an§:6f>neiéhbquf is éommandéd.
in the'Oid Testamenfnand Jesué'himsélf-cﬁn makeAit the

_centrepoint of his ethic. Since he sees himself as.God's
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earthly agent,:for him.to issue the command to iove is
'straightforwardﬁ‘ It does not 1nvolve h1m in the philo-
,sophlcal problems of commandlng love that are encountered
-,tod&Y7'_Th¢ problem for Jesus and the Jews w1tnessed by
.the varYing New Testament treatments ofhthe‘issne is the
relation between'Jesus"pronouncements and the Jewish_law.
L It*is hecause'the'sovereignty of God is presupposed that .
:»love'for neighhonr>is\tied'to love of God in the New
Testament. In this presentation the'hrotherhood-of man is
'.not self—evident‘but'follows on from the Fatherhood and
thuS’rule‘of God.- It is God's sovereiénty that gives
cohesion to'theIWhole<system, hence Paul's stress on God's
love in the~redeeming death of'Christ and in.his identifica-
“tion_of love as the gift of‘the_Spirit:3o .iikewise John's
: stress on love as”the.eschatologioal-power.of nnion between
Fatherland'Son.31. | .

hiust as theAcontemporary-worldhrieq is unfamiliar nith
the_theme of Goa‘s sovereignty,.it-is also:unfamiiiar with
the‘related‘New:Testament.theme of ‘mankind's bondage;
1Granted the-particulariy Pauline preocoupation with this
_theme;32 nonetheless it is the rationale behind such remarks
of Jesus aS'?no-one can be the servant of tﬁo masters'.33
Man in the'hiblioal piél&ié is free only in respect of
choosingiﬁhich master he‘shali serre; freedom-in-the ﬁew
Testament 1s more & matter of llberatlon from sin, than

freedom to do all. ‘

the present stress on 1ts nature as [/ . .. If man does

choose God, that soverelgn may w1thout contradlctlon command

love as be;ng the style .of life requlred to_Serve,hlm,..Thus__
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if is'the'natﬁre-of fhe‘King that.is determinative. Hence
K Msnson;in~his study makes much of the Semitic idea»of kKing-
'fShip;:ineyhich”ﬁhelstress lies noifso_muebvon.thevidea of
.the.kiogdomfasfe.physical:fealm,:bﬁf'more»upon allegiance
to the Klng .as azﬁefson‘and the.ooosequeno character
necessary to w1n such- an alleglance.3 : Jesus is the
.-Chrlstlan's klné -and thls 1s bullt upon. the 01d Testament
 background to klngshlp The'quallty'of the Christian
‘ethic 1s'der1ved from the-ooeswho is himself its inter-
.preter and exeﬁpllfler. If is becéuse of the:loving nature
of the Chrlstlan klng that the moral problem of God'
‘soverelgn.power{ralsegyby Vanstone,as discussed earlier by
Hodrselves,is:ovefoomei:, | | |
.:It'ﬁesAoeen seenfthen,ﬁow’£oe.contest io which it is
Jundefstood3Aiﬁs-oﬁng of thaﬁ:of:aoother.era,‘renders the
sLoVe_COmmapdoeﬁt inteliiéible'orfuninte}ligible; Furnish
hasfprovioed aogood exaopie of the ?rotéstéot recovery of
:theslove'etﬁic:ouilt around ﬁew Testameof'sfudy; In Roman
 Catholic_mofel fheology,a.reviﬁal of interest has also
ooouredg This'may be.seen in such a fextbook as Hiring's
The Law. Of Chrtst He'has-a heading;under &hich-he notes
othat Kant and Scheler whlle startlng from totally dlfferent
‘preﬁlses reach the same conclus1on that love cannot be the

’obJect of & mere~preeept.35 Accordlng to HHrlng, for Kant

o love,belongs'fo the_'p&tholngcal‘order’; it is not & moral

.buf & sensual eppetite, wheress with'Scheler, one either-
‘does or does not . possess 1t - it is simply futile to

prescrlbe it, you must love being‘nonsense. This revegls
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how both of- these authors have allowed thelr own uorld view
to affect thelr Judgement of the very dlfferent blbllcal
'world_v1ew.~ Scheler cannot accept the commandment at all
whilevhant'restrlcts 1t. Although not noted by Hﬂrlng, Kant
accepts the commandment. The problem<is that he terms it
h'fracﬁiéal love' and separateS'lt fromAthe emotions, and it -
ithhis'latter that Haring'questions. .Kant's_posltion'is
that practical or neighbour loveais.commandahle,'but that
this is very dlfferent from the 1mposs1b111ty of prescrlblng
affectionate feellng Certalnly the latter is so but need
it then follow that the des1rab111ty of 1nvolv1ng the'

36

t,affectlons is then denled?
H§r1ng regards the New Testament precept as meanlngful"
fbecause‘of men_s God—glven abllltypand duty to,loye,- Belng
a Catholic,-he1is able to use Natural lheolog&.to construct'
a-creation ethic or world viewhin uhichAthe.ahility and
duty'to'loVe are intelligihle. On this$analysis love:ought
‘not firstly'to.be understood asrsentlmentalAand]affectivetr.
All are agreed this sort OT“love cannot he prescribed; rather
love is’universally-personal before-it:is preferentially'so.
ThlS 1s because on this world v1ew, love ls theAground of
all being in God who 1is hlmself_a community of.persons.in
love. Harlng glves four consequences follow1ng on. from
encounterlng the4;ove:Commandment.‘A; It 1s 1ntended to‘
.removedall obstacles betueen_men and_God's‘love. ,Slnce'
:only'lore thatAis recognised‘elicits response, there-is
'need for devotlon and medltatdon upon God's 1ove for us. .

]?The Love Commandment 1s thus woven 1nto the f&brlc of -

Y ._A'
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woréhip. .Wifhouf the sustenanqe‘of,worship it. ceases tb.bga
'éhiiViné_fofm in the ﬁanner inténdedf That i§;uéihcéAitLi$:
a command to léve God and neighﬁbﬁr,‘the'fi£St fel%éidn |
which sﬁstains;tﬁe secqnd'has itself fo’beinbﬁfished;t.
Thirdly,the ﬁrecept»bf lofe demandsfa ffee gubmissidﬁ 6f

~ the will; which as & creature, creafea in‘God‘s_iﬁage, man
is free to do. 'Thiétié.éfrecurrénce of the bondage to the
world or God fhéﬁe: and fourthly the precept demandsiioving'
aéts. | B | .‘ .

'.‘In a later section of the book, love towards enemies -

38

‘as neighbours is given prominégt attention.” :,In his
'judgemént it is the aéid test of the attitude-to-one?§~
‘ﬁeighbour, does -love for'them spring oﬁt ofldiViﬁé iQQéf
dod's awn 19§e for man is notxjﬁét.the iove:df friéﬁdship; .
'although it is that - -'I havé‘éaiiéd ypuAffiends',39;but'

.it was alsoAlové-for'mankind aéiéﬁ enémymv'God himééif
exemplifies enem&:léve.go The objectivs 6f'theAdivine

'iové of ehemiés'ié‘the'destrugtiqn of the enmity. "God

" desires to make ffiends'qut of gnémies and this likéﬁisé
must.be the aim for Chrisﬁians; in marked contraét to
'Mortimerié‘stand,~ Eﬁemy love is directed &tAhimithAj
becauselhe is -an enemy buf fof fhe sake of his“pétenﬁial;A

as a cfeature.créatedifpf COmmpniénlwith God.: Deépit§ thiéu
'positiveAStance, there is:one qommegt éf Hﬂfﬁng'é élq;miggl&’
reminiséént o% the 'old Céthﬁiicisﬁ';-ﬁhich éouidfpotentiéiiy‘=.
‘justify ﬁanj of the aécuéatiops~£hat aie 1ab¢11§d_ggainét -
.tﬁé:commandmen£'t6 ibvg thé;ﬁéighbour,‘ Hé.stateé:thgt_i' 

..'the Damned .have eternally.shut themselves .off from the
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cé@ﬁunity_of fellowship in the divine4lo§¢. Hence fhey can
'ﬁo;idhger be th;:objeét of quf_ChriStiap néiéhb@ﬁf love!
 fheY;haVe uttéri& ééaséd t§ be our neiébﬁoﬁ%'ﬁul' Coupled
lyifh hi§ high“;iéw;df cﬁuréh struétufeifhis is a recipe.for
a daﬁgeroué faftiéanghiﬁf | |
”i:The'eﬁinent moralisf Bisﬁop Butler éddressed himself

ltq the Lové Commahdment in two of hislse;xh'l_'nons.l‘l2 Butler's
 §énorirefléCts thé growihg rafionalism of the era. He -
fééérds_iove qf:tﬁe néighbou} as-being;ohezyith cﬁarity'of
héneVQléncé;' It is an affection-to tﬁe good and hépéiness
x.of.one'S-féilaﬁs,"It_bécomés é universalisable and there-
f ere1é§n?tiQnaBle diéposition-because Géd'is our end-wﬁo‘
'ﬂdesifés this hébpiﬁess. .Sinéé the hﬁm?n race ié;so
.,'eﬁérﬁéﬁs thére'isrthié daﬁger_?hatiﬁniversél~lovefis just
8 phréséﬂ".fhenépmmand, though, §as t6tl6ve a éerson intthe
Jfbrm QfA@y-neighbour - fhﬁs'Bufier empﬁasizeé a very close
inferpfetgtiqﬁAof,neighboufAgméﬁgst ﬁhb&e:%hom'we know.

' The.prdbiém'ﬁifh-this exégesis of the»LOVefCommanament is
:fhat i£ ldék$ bite. Hé ¢omménd$‘meeknesss~tempérance and
-'conside;atiOn éf otheré,‘his good'maﬁ is;a Parson Wooaford,

Zﬁ geﬁeroqé-open heérﬁed man in a well—ordefed society.
'g This,conception'§f neighbour gooa'as it.ié, would be
'.st;ésééd by crisis., It.dées'not.imﬁéi 6ne towards social.
ééhcéfg at'injusticé, ih:the manner man&.ﬁaveuréacted.to‘
.fthe coﬁmandmegﬁ.; | |
.'Ourhana;fsis thus far haslﬁéen éfound ﬂhg actqal.love'
'cbmmandmént’ fhe éhilbsbpﬁibhi'pecu}iarity concgrning ﬁhe

-command nature of-Jesus!‘sayingguthe'conﬁgctioh between the. -
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tﬁngréat épﬁmé#dme#té,Aand.thé debate concerning fhé rolg‘
vof'emotion and';easqﬁ ih‘phis-cgmmandﬁeht. ;It is instruc:
'tive to tuf#.fo‘literéryAéxémplés;it5 £wo autho;s vho hafe,
pérceiyed thé_ﬂéééssif&>andlexistéﬁéélof fhe:univergal'1§§e
spéken of by thé New Testameﬁt comméﬁdﬁénﬁ, firstly in a
.poem Qf W. H, Audgnfé-&ritten dn‘tpe eve of Wofld War“Two;h3
Tﬁe keyilinesléré fForfthé’eerr:Bred in'theibone_of each - .
wéman and éach.maﬁléravés yhé% it'cﬁnnot Héve;fhpt‘univeréal
, iqve but té be lovéa:élqne}, and in'fhe>1asf:3ﬁt one'staniaﬁ_
tﬁe blunt cdmment;.(We"muéi iéVe.one another.or die'. _Auden
hés.seen what thé-Love Cqmmandméﬁt_is fduhded-ﬁpon, thaf
where partieﬁlérfiove iéipgﬁffirst,'dissolﬁtion.must follow’
on the lines ghowﬁ'in1Séftre's bdﬁk Intimacy of Anais.ﬁiﬁ's
4 spy in. the house of .Zlo'-v'e,_ . | |

In the latter, Sabinaﬁ“the ééntretfigure,étrﬁgglésﬁto
make her affairS'%uifilliﬁg;ahd'iﬁcrgaéihél&'findé‘the .
4convérse._'At_first-éhé.is'héppy-tﬂat'hériafféirs-'freé.ﬁer':
'She opened héf’eygs  t6 éoﬁtéﬁplﬁtgAthe pigrcing qu:of~
hér iibéréﬁion; shé:was,freé'g,. . tQ eﬁjoy‘wifhout love . .
That was‘%he méahing of'f?eédbﬁ. Free pf aftachmeﬁt,l -
dependency.and th§.capécity-for'pain'fyh‘ This brings her
. no joy and thisﬁf?éedom_is np ffeeaom~iq the sense‘deveippéa
.athrougﬁout.thié fhesié;}:Xeﬁ;ironicallyig(rgmembering
'eariier;chafﬁefé) fhéiqreek,PiQtnré Qf Gpdnﬁhigh'héé bgen'
greatly éfitiéiséd'woul& sur¢ly-ﬁa;m tp-thé éuotaiidnlaﬁove,'
here'béigg‘iﬂsfanéed‘gs thefincafhatign’of loveléééAfréedom.-
T-Certainiy.Saﬁipaffiﬁds it 56,'she,fipds fhat_'shé héd lost
;heréelf somthere:alongﬂtﬁé fréntie:;between her invéﬁtions,
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her'fantasiés'and-hgf ﬁfue'Self-. .. she had~wélkédAinto
pure cha6s5th5QFF;ﬁ§ily;éhe isffdrced té'recdgnise’thét she
doeé neea l;§é; aﬁdifhat”éiicher:éfféifs do-ié‘toAcbﬂtriBute
to4é ffﬁitleéégAisintegfﬁtiéh;oﬁ.§élf. She is*shq#n:tpaf
iqve‘must in#blﬁé'tﬁg aécepf?éée.of.all tﬁe"faééé' of the
whole ?efséh.h6 Péerhaps Nin migthnqt écgept'tﬁé'thesis
that particular lng'can bnly'fihd;order invan gcééptance
‘of universai-Ldve, but;sheAwell:shéws~ﬁﬁefdonéeéuénces'of
'its'non—aéqeptandé.A if.lofe is‘méfelyfatféchment between
iﬁdiviauaigg_it_canlpiay ﬁoirolé in theAefhiéS»of spciety:
which.isfbfeéisély thé;positién.of P0pper:ci;édqeariier.
'Auden commends:uhiveféﬁlvlpvé'as3a*nece§$aryA?riority before
partipulaf{lbvé énd'tﬁié;iﬁ fﬁrhgrefléﬁﬁéza ;Qfld-jigﬁ'in
ﬁhich:love‘i; ti¢df£qlfhejunivéfsé}s grougd;pf being.
Thgfothé£'gufhéf ﬁhqéé'davgcatiop of~brbﬁherly’loveAi§
to be studié‘d:'is.‘Db’.stqyevsk-y in thé_Bro‘théiﬁs-f']'{ara-maz‘ov. The
dominant tﬁeme of-ﬁhe"cﬂaﬁfér ?Thé‘Rﬁséiaﬁ'Mbhk! repeated
twice ﬁearl& word for ﬁofd‘is.ﬁhaf 'Yéu'muét feélise.fhat

L7

everyone iS fé%liy respohsibie for everyone and everything.'

4

The>éu£ﬁgw de&éteSZSevefai,pages to shoving hoW competition
in sociétj:and;cpncerh‘fbfAimage dégrade-a‘man,'FAnd really
whét.hgd i doﬁe.td,desefvé'théﬁ'anothérMman, a:man-like,mé
. créateé in}G§d'§uimaéé'éhqﬁld.ﬁéif‘;ﬁ.mef,hB‘vin'this.
'adfogétion'6f pro£hérl&;ibvg gé’fgépéniéesithe-neégﬁéityAr'
‘iférﬁa.Epifitualftréhéfdr@a%idﬁ; iSdiéhéé‘iéiimpdfent:fb-
pnderfdkéaéﬁch';;work5é§eﬁnif:if Qight_dgmopstraté<thé
‘_adﬁanﬁﬁgeé;ethigs:féeéted ;sj§aﬁumanity lacks strength.

- ,Dosfdyevskyﬁésseéses the~éitu§tiod'of his fellows: ‘'For
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'today ever&one 1s stlll strrv1ng to keep his 1nd1v1dual1ty
as far apart ,_Zl. (he) l<. still wishes to experlence
tnebfnllness of:llfe_ln_hlmself alone'rh?f.This"leads to
ethe.fullness‘of-eelf—destructidn for inetead‘of'fnll self-‘
Orealisation.they-relapse intO‘oonplete iSOlation'.5o |
Whererer unlversal love does not precede partlcular love —
not to the latter s destructlon, but for the latter s proper
'orientation; then, 'in our:age;allamen are separated into.
eelfecontained-units, everyone erawls into his onn nole,
ereryone'separates'himselfAfrom his neighbour'.51 And,

'For he is used to relylng on himself alone and has .
separated himself as a self—COntained unit'. 52‘

In thls novel Dostoyevsky has glven great weight. to
empha5121ng nelghbour love as a nece551ty agalnst contemporary
trende to 1nd1v1duallsn. -These make love unintelligible and
.thergfore.not commandable outside pri&ate'relations or eren
withln'tneﬁ!',Yet in the marriage contratt one chooses -
freely tobaoeept an obligatdon to love-oneie.spouse. Earlier,
‘.the_New_Testament's preeentation of freedom was shown &s a
'choice of'maetere and Dostoyersky‘notes thistoo.53 He
characterises the norld{e view ot'freedom as freedom to nave
and not to,serre,;it seeks to give the freest'poseible
expression:toldeeireArather than to'self—control.and
'.temperance; ‘So.he states that 'It.is n0'wonder that instead:
of éainingAfreedom.tney'have fallen'into slavery ahd;lnstead‘
of serv1ng the cause of brotherly love : fl. eink into:

_separatlon and :Lsolatlon»'A.'Sl‘l -That, he thlnks that w1thout

'“the'divine*sanction‘offlove.thls collapse~13‘1nev1tab1e is -



"clear: 'And'why they are rignt‘aocording tovtheir view for
1f you have no God then why worry about - crlme"'55 |

By contrast Rlchard Roblnson 1n An Athezst s VaZues
' Eives an athelstlc attempt tojassees the.ChrlstIan_éommenda—
tion of‘love7§6 _This isteonoernedlnot'ﬁitn debnnking per se
_but is an endeavour to achieverastpositive an assessment of
value as one can from an atneistic standpoint;' In his
ana1y31s love is 51gn1f1capt1y.placed after the unlversal
values of 'truth' and 'reason' rlMuch of what he says mlght
be commended. Love the v1rtue is- to -be. the rlght haoltual
conduot of love the emotion._ He allows'that historically
the New-Testament is responsible for~elevating love into
a morai virtue; It-is-charaeterieed negatirely.as the
withering of hate,"lovefyonr enemree;;.and:positively'as
the creation.of pleasant amiable eonverse betmeen friends}
He makes_much-of 'Greater loVe hath:noiman_;". .; and~dts
relation to'friendship. What he,leaves‘mﬁen is the |
commendation of,nleasant'friendship*as}a<good thing, Whlch
it is, but he goes no further;' There is’ no manner "in whlch.
'love is universal nemther ‘is..it, tne key to morals,dand the
Love Commandment is 51mply not mentloned It a lov1ng
force beyond'men cannot_be.apoken_of; then tnis commendation
of love as amiability ie as‘farjasioan be got.A_Lore'as
'commandment dependszupon loveﬂnaVing an-ontologicai'reality~
V greater than juat<individual.friendehip..-
ferhaps tne overiding cOnclusion of this study:is'thaf‘

'the Love Commandment does only make sense to the converted

One s, ontology or world view controls whether one can
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understand its~rationale or ﬁof..-InAorder‘to make;it
iﬁtelligibie,'tﬁe aésumption éf a varietyuéf:fdyméwof.lQVef
'haé”tb.be‘made? of which passiohate partiéuia%‘lofé?is~jusf
'dne;‘énd not necessérily the most importaﬁfzgnét-‘Mégt
,iméortant is the need to hold that love is dfcqﬁsfitﬁtiveA
element of tﬁe universe and‘God. The'Love_Comgandﬁeht is
.thﬁsvderivative, it certainly is 4fs§'in thexNew'Teéﬁameht,
vhere it is the second gommandmest after the-figsf?.iThe
coﬁﬁandment‘s intelligibility comes>fr6m the beliéfs it.
p:esuppbses concerning qu-anq.of'hisAsovéreignty-oﬁéf'ﬁig
creation.. This also showg how d{fficuit it is to aqaljée
‘Ait in its own terms: it feéuirés study of.fﬂé.ﬁﬁeqldg}}&ﬂﬁ:
éréafionvénd a philosophicallstudy of the tjpes}ofAio%é,":
Briéfly ;peakiﬁg this latteriinvolves.us in.fne'rqlele

' rélation_within‘thg being of man_and God, and hence stu@j;'
of the Trinity. It may well be this latter that is the .
ultimate éafiohale beﬂind_the sense of t%;_que Cémmandment =

‘but that is to be returned to where this work stafted;:
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116. iLuke,'l?:lO.;  |

117:- R. Néwton Flew, Jesus qﬁd.His Way, p;~63,
118, Ibid., vp. 59-61. |

119. .JaCQues;Maritain, Moral Philosophy, p. YSff; and
Luke, 23:43. » _
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CHAPTER FIVE - LOVE AS COMMANDMENT

1. Stendhal, De L'amour, dlscussed by Shirleéy Robln Letw1n,
: _'Romantlc Love and Christianity', Philosophy, April 1977,
- pp. 131- 145, A ST

- DR Karl Popper, The Open Soczety and its Enemzes;
 .Vol. 2, p. 236. ,
“‘3 i V. P Furnlsh The Lo?e Command in the.New'TeStameﬁt,
P. l9hff : ’ o : '
’.u, | John 15:9 and 17:26.
5. Njgren, p. 65.
6. JOSeph Fletcher, Sitﬁatioﬁ Ethics; Ch. h,"Love:is
the only norm' 4 R
. 1 Jonn b:8.
8i«u~ Fﬁrpish;'Conciusion,‘Seciion IA.
9. :_ Séfén.Kierkegaard, Worke cf Lovq; p- {7.
10. | Ibid., p. 99. |
11. .Ibid b. 5.
~l12' Brakkensteln Communlty, Rule for a new brother,‘f. 17.

The 1link between cellbac3 and . Klerkegaard ‘on neighbour love
is not 1napnropr1ate since religious percelve the value of

-cellbacy in relation to neighbour love: 'it is acceptable"
only in order to give oneself more fully to one's: nelghbour'.
(from The Rule of Taize, 81) ‘ .

- 13. AKierkegaard,'p. S5k,

1k, Ibid., p. 65.

15. - John '19:26 and 20:2.

16... Luke 10:37.
17f . R. C. Mortiﬁer, D. léé.
ti8.' ‘ Kiérkeéaara,>p..73l
19.  Tbid., p. 64:

''20. - Aquinas, Summa i:91din:MaryATf Clark (ed ), An Aaﬁznas

1Reader, p. 274, T STl
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21. i -Mqrtimef, p.A139;

22. . Ibid., "l 1k0.

23v "Aquinsas, On the Perfectzon of Rengzous4sze,- h.nlﬂg
clted in An Aquznas Reader, p. 286. :
2k . . . D;'ZL Ph;lllps,lFalth and Philbsophical Enquiry;A

Ch. 12,.'0n.th§}Christian Concept_of.lovef, p. 233ff.

25. ‘vPhillips,-p.,SO, -

27. Mark 10;6.

. 28. Phillibs, p. 240, cgtlng Albert,Cémus, Thé RébeZ,‘

Peregrine ed., p. 24:

29. Phillips, p. 240, citing Immanuel Kant, Fundamental
Prznczples of the Metaphys%cs of Ethzcs, Abbott trans. '
1959 ea., p. 52. . ,

30. Ephe51ans 2:4-5 and Galatlans 5:22..

31 "John’ 15: lO 10.7, 3:35. s

32{' :'Romaps 6:1577.

33. ‘ -Matthew 16:24., The follow1ng cémménts are ﬁéde .”"

without .prejudice to my own stand concerning the- 1mportance-
of ch01ce at 3: 28ff. Here T am simply trylng to p01nt out
what I see &s the Biblical portralt A

3. T, W . Manson, Ethzcs and the. GospeZ p.A2lff.

35. Bernard Hiring, The Law of.Christ, Vol. 2; p7.98t
.'36. Immanuel Kant Metaphysics of:thics;‘Semplé’fféhéu,
pp. 9 and 293. 4 , . . _ .

37.' _Hdring, p._99ff.

38, fbid.,volﬂ 2,'Bk.'2,;p.'36h;
. ,39} '.thﬁ_lsz;s,f  t
B ﬁo, Romans 5:8ff.

-hi, Am.HHring, p.}361,

‘42.  Joseph Butler, Fifteen Sermons, Nos. 11 and 12.
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L3, 'September First 1939', in W. H. Auden: Selected

.. Pdems, ed. Edward Mendelson. Significantly for his support
- of universal love in this poem, Auden is also responsible

~for a selection and introduction to the work of Kierkegaard,
viz. Kierkegaard Selections, 'Introduction' by W. H. Auden. -

4. Ana¥s Nin, 4 Spy in the House of ﬁdpeg p.. L5,
”'u5. »IEid;; D. 98}'; - ' o
':46,' ﬁ I5id;,‘p.-12l.
fh?.‘ ‘Fyddor Dostoyevsky, The”éfotﬁers karamazov; Peﬁéuin ed.,

. Book One, pp. 339 and 356.
u8.  - Ibid., p. 350. “
49/50. Ibid., p. 356.
51/52. Ibid., p.:357;°-
53/5&.’ibid., p.. 369.
55, Ibiq,;5p;‘371.

56. ) BicHard RobiﬁSOn, An Atheist's VaZueé,Vp. 105ff.
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