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ROBERT M. GRANT
RANDOLPH, NEW HAMPSHIRE

03593 July 27’ 196:\

Dear Professor Anderson,

I am sorry for the continuing delay in regard to
the Anglican Theological Review, but we have lost first
an editor then a press, so we are getting farther and
farther behind. I therefore think it best to return
your paper to you, since it is most uncertain when, if
ever, we would publish it.

Sincerely yours,

A i :
R (.‘\/ Vi, Graab
Robert M. Grant

Editor, ATR






Christian Spirituality
A Reinterpretation--for our time

It should go without saying that Christian spirituality is an object of
perennial concern in every Christian--except as he might permit himself to be
diverted by the little phrase "...for our time." Yet attention to times and
seasons is not of itself a hindrance to the practice of Christian spiritu-
ality--unless one permitted himself also to stop praying without ceasing.

It is precisely in observing the relation between prayer and '"the times"
that the battlefield of spirit seems spread out indefinitely; and the attendant
dizziness recalls us to the sober reflection that we ought not try to go beyond
where we have not yet begun. We recur then to the essential title of our
topic--Christian Spirituality--and try to face squarely what many thinkers
seem to boggle at, namely, the nature of spirituality. In devotional discourse

"spirituality'" continues

no term is so promiscuously employed, yet the word
to command at least emotional respect, if not intellectual concern. In our
time one can pronounce grandiloquently that God is dead, but how shall he
declare that spirituality is dead also?

For those Christians who stubbornly persist in the notion that praying
without ceasing is prayer toward an absolute object of devotion, it is a
matter of great moment that some among their brothers should pronounce that
object '"dead"; for, if these coroners are not misled, it would be strange to

go on praying without ceasing to what had long since ceased authentically to

be.






But we must not pause overlong with the more dramatic, the more timely
debates, lest in our concern for the times we should grotesquely fail to ad-
vance with them. Yet, having paused we might not regret rechecking and perhaps
reestablishing our bearings.

The great thinkers who have been our teachers warn us that when taking
thought it is no small feat to begin at the beginning. And, as if this were
not ample caution, they remind us in concert with Aristotle, that knowledge
brings no benefit to the morally weak. We are thus introduced to the hiatus
between theory and practice, and the implied warning that we ought not to
collapse theory into practice, nor practice into theory.

With no conjunction of words is it easier to perform a like collapse than

with the words Christian and spirituality; for Christendom's piety commonly holds

that if it is Christian it is spiritual, and if it is spiritual it is Christian.
But there parades also among us a marvelous inversion of this collapse, which
holds that if it is Christian, it will become secular, and if it becomes
secular (among us) it was once Christian. It would be churlish to overlook
the dialectical shrewdness that contrived this prodigy; yet even a less nimble
intellect unable to walk the high wire of dialectic early sees that those who
contrive the first collapse seek only to preserve their souls against the flesh
and the devil and have no words for the times--nor any times. And as for the
second collapse, that ingenious inversion of the first, though indeed issuing
from a mouth speaking great things, how shall it hide that it has long since
thrown away its soul to the present age?

The first collapse counts the world well lost, while the second has nothing

of heaven to lose. Such are the paths that lead beyond where neither company
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bf travellers shows the stomach to start over. Yet, a concern for spirituality
faces even a third alternative--a double-minded hesitation between the world
and God where, so far from trying to go beyond where it has not yet begun, is
wanting in the courage to begin at all. Irony itself appears more often
seductive than the object which it bears on. Who has not tarried so long with
it as to avoid tempting himself into the position that the Gospel is, after all,
a paradox? Whereupon with intellect freshly titilated he must by all means
suspend both personal piety and duty toward neighbor until he gets clearer,
paradoxically, on the paradox. So much for the third alternative and, for
that matter any and all alternatives. Let us rather try to begin at the be-
ginning and do that by distinguishing, first, the beginning.

A genuine and Christian concern for Christian spirituality must see that
its object is twofold: 1) spirituality as such and 2) spirituality distinguished
by its Christian character. Spirituality, as a quality of the devoted life, is
shared in by all sorts and conditions of men, Christian and non-Christian,
regardless of culture. Their devotion is qualified by a certain response to
the fact of human finitude accepted as the case. It is not practiced in response
to a mere awareness of this fact. Thus it is free of subjectivism or any debased
experimentalism. Such men and women face human ﬁature's radical limit as being
simply the case and not a matter for explanation or manipulation. These persons
are not seduced into pride of intellect by following theories of human nature or
history which obscure, explain away or deny the case. Nor are they wasting
energies on magical or technical efforts to alter the case.
They face the case and consent to it. And this consent is the first and

basically spiritual act in the life of man. That comparatively few effect it






is attested by the classic Scriptures of all great cultures in that these
documents exhort to an end no majority of men pursues singlemindedly, let

alone reaches. It is in no sense a mere consent to death. That requires
resignation only. This devotional consent requires faith, a divine energy;

for the act of belief which this consent constitutes, is no matter of choice in
a reasonable context which any reasonable person of good will might 'try on for
size'. Hypotheses, theories, options have nothing to do with it. What is it
then? It is consent to the non-relative primordial relation between finite
being and the Infinite; and, in particular, to the non-relative primordial
relation between man and God. Either this non-relative relation is the case

or all differentiations and distinctions are without a stable reference and so
illusory; and, if illusory, so is any observation that would pronounce them so.

This creaturely limit occasions for man the possibility of a primordial
offense. Without the occasion for this first offense, the second occasion for
offense, namely, the cross, is without ontological significance. This is a
crucial matter for the Christian to observe, for unless the cross has ontologi-
cal significance it reduces to a vulgar sentimentality from which no amount
of moral, personal or collective heroics can save it. For man, the primordial
ontological occasion for offense is irreducible since it turns upon the case
and not on theory.

Either one takes offense at this non-relative primordial relation between
himself and God, or in faith he consents to it. That one can deceive himself
into believing he has made this consent--when in fact he has not even faced
the possibility of the offense--is nowhere more apparent than in the history

of philosophy. And where better to look than toward the pious crowd over






against Socrates? In accusing him of impiety they fancied themselves fit

judges of man's relation to the Ultimate. But he, anticipating the craven
premium they placed upon life, remarks that one should not reckon the chances of
life or death but only whether he performs right-action; that fear of death shows
only that we think we know what we do not know; that wherever a man's station is,
there ought he to remain without shrinking in fear from what he does not know

to be good or evil.

Still more poignantly related to 'our times' is his attitude toward the
divine oracle. He brings no systematic skepticism toward it, but humbly goes
about trying to prove it irrefutable. He never tries to turn the non-relative
relation between himself and the divine into a matter for reflection by musing
to himself, 'but might it not also be the case that...?' He knows the case is
not a problem. The problem lies in his relation to it. Any question as to the
case is after the fact of the case; and so, in effect, like any man concerned
for wisdom he says in faith, "Indeed, it is primordially the case that...now
how ought I to order myself to it accordingly?"

Every man, insofar as he matures adequately, must confront this self-
inquiry, and the history of thought is replete with ingenious ways to evade the
encounter. Such ways are perennial attempts to turn the case into a problem.
But the case is an ontological mystery, not a puzzle. The adequate and finitely
human relation to authentic mystery is obedience to revelation as Socrates'
life attests: "I will be persuaded by the divine rather than you and will not
give up philosophy and exhorting you to give your first and greatest care to

the improvement of your souls." A life of such obedience includes the act of
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prayer. That Socrates was a man of prayer is ghown in the Phaedrus where he
prays "that the inner and the outer man be one'". This prayer is Socrates'
confession of his finitude and all theoretical inquiry toward the immortality

of the soul is quite beside the point here because he is praying not for his

soul but for himself, himself the man in all inner and outer respects——-somehow
divided yet not on that account caught in anxious despair. He is a praying man
asking in faith that he might so order himself to his radical limit, that in the
power of the divine he might always be completing himself. He does not pray

that his finitude be removed, but that his relation to it be made sound and
functional. And, essentially, for more grace and favor than that no man can

ask while yet in faith--though he might extend the list of petitions indefinitely
if he prayed in anxious and envious despair. Or, perhaps in a weary resignation,
he could succeed in altogether giving over prayer by collapsing himself into his
finitude, whereupon having finally succeeded in losing himself in the world he
vainly imagines he has gained the world itself. But the world is not so easily
mocked and knows him for the fraud he is, since it, too, despairs that it must
also pass away.

At this point we are in danger of going beyond where we obligated ourselves
fo begin. For nowhere so much as in praying is a man likely to seduce himself
out of eternity. Perhaps he despairingly prays for faith. But that cannot
help him because it is in faith that he must pray to be kept from despairing.
Faith is always available to him. He has only to comsent to receive it. Yet
he is unable to do this while he remains in envious relation to his radical
limit or identifies himself with that limit. If one is effectively to pray

'help thou mine unbelief' he must sincerely precede the request with the con-
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fession 'Lord, I believe.' (Mark 9:24). If, enviously rejecting his ontological
limit, he goes on to turn such an act of belief upon himself he must from there
proceed fantastically to play God. Yet, if in weary resignation he collapses
himself into his finitude--thus identifying himself with the case--the occasion
for belief is swallowed up in spiritual suicide. 1In neither case will he comnsent
to the non-relative primordial relation between himself and the Unconditioned.

It is no small matter continually to bear humbly in mind that since one is
not omniscient, he cannot know in advance what action is best, but only, in faith,
what is better; that since he is not omnipotent he cannot force even his better
action to prevail; that nevertheless he must act-—even in seeking not to act--
yet for every action there is a corresponding consequence that cannot be annulled
by any manner of foresight or hindsight, good intentions or remorse. The worm
of desire to overcome such radical limits is not eradicated by bearing these
limits in mind--as though by taking adequate thought one could constrain both
will and feeling. It is no wonder then that mature men soberly, humbly and
discerningly undertake to learn to pray, praying with their first prayer,

"Lord, teach us how to pray, for we know not what we should pray for as we
ought." (Luke 11:1; Rom. 8:26)

It is one thing to pray out of a desire to learn; such praying presupposes
a capacity to grow in knowledge. It is quite another thing to pray out of a
recognition of our total ignorance of what is necessary to proper prayer.

Once again we are brought back to the beginning; for here we are confessing
our want of the one starting point needful--than without which we are unable
adequately to begin to pray at all. Here we are not confessing that we should

like to improve on what we already have. On the contrary, we are here con-






fessing that we do not have the very thing required for our making any
improvement whatsoever, knowing neither what to ask for nor how to ask for it.
The first petition of the model prayer we call the Lord's Prayer asks
not that our world order be changed into heaven or utopia but rather that
heaven's order should direct our own. 'Thy kingdom come' is not 'may our world
fully develop its latent promise.' The first petition implies obedience to
heaven's rule rather than a consummation of our own rule. Clearly, first
the fruit of obedience is prayed for in the supplication 'Thy kingdom come'
as the power to obey is prayed for in the second petition, 'Thy will be done
on earth as it is in heaven', (for the divine will cannot be actualized
normatively in our lives if we will not consent to it). This inversion of the
genetic order that ordimarily proceeds from possibility to actuality is
profoundly significant. It means that we pray first for the negation of the
possibility to disobey the divine rule. We pray that a potentiality in us
be negated rather than realized; and, furthermore, we pray this first. We
pray this first because ordinary development from possibility to actuality is
precisely not the first concern of spirituality. The essential concern of
spirituality is an actuality, a gift of God, but which we must maintain our-
selves available to in order that it might continually empower us to obey

what for want of that actuality we could not obey, i.e., the will of God.

Thus it is not the case that if we exercise our potential for obeying the

will of God then the kingdom of heaven will come. Rather, it is the case
that the kingdom of heaven 'must come', i.e., be a present and abiding

actuality for us, if the will of God is to be done at all.
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This relation to the will of God is not usually put forward for what it

is. The relation is absolute and not relative to our potentiality. Further,

the stability of this relation is not grounded in our possibility but in the
divine actuality. It is not a matter of 'if we will....' It is simply a
matter of 'we must....' Precisely here is the occasion for the ontological
offence--not because God is greater than man. (After all, that might turn
out to be just a matter of degree). The occasion for offense is none other
than that man is not God.

That man is not God indicates that man must undergo the divine actuality
in obedience and patience. It must be undergone in obedience because the non-
relative primordial relation between man and God entails man's finitude, that
he is this particular and unique man and not another; which is to say that
he bears within him an internal necessity which is not of his own contriving.
And he is accountable to this necessity. The divine actuality must be under-
gone patiently because our inmer necessity, our uniqueness, requires to be
expressed adequately. Yet this uniqueness, though primordially given to us

in advance, is never exhaustively disclosed to us during our lifetime. Since

one is unable for himself to disclose adequately his uniqueness to himself he
must wait upon the divine to disclose it to him as it wills. This waiting on
the divine characterized Socrates——-as is evidenced in his claim that his
internal voice never told him what to do but only what not to do. He was
continually discovering himself by making himself available to the divine
initiative. Thus he was always at the task of patiently determining his limit

while living out his promise in devoted hope.
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We can now point precisely to the nature of the occasion for our first and
ontological offense. Subjectively there is nothing for it but to wait patiently

on God. Objectively we must remain behind him, never trying to catch up with

him or get ahead of him. Such patient waiting expresses true and worshipful
reverence and due regard to human nature's radical limit.

When the Genesis story of man's finitude and fall is contemplated against
man's continuing need for patience and consent through faith there is no longer
a seeming need to collapse anxiety into finitude. One's essentially dependent
condition (which requires unconditional obedience in finite freedom) is a
condition that calls for a functional adoration and waiting—-not rebellion.

The notion that Adam's actualized finite freedom necessarily entails estrange-
ment is not supported by a careful reading of the Genesis text. There is nothing
in the story to suggest that had man waited upon God to teach him what he ought

to know that God, nevertheless, would have persistently withheld that knowledge
from him. That man chooses to believe the serpent rather than to trust God
indicates only that man refuses to give his consent to the non-relative

primordial relation between himself and God and in no way suggests that actualized
freedom cannot be realized without estrangement. Traditional Chalcedonian
Christology quite rightly implies the possibility of actualized freedom without
estrangement.

It is a curious notion that wisdom is necessarily bought at the price of
estrangement, as though the words "Then the eyes of both were opened" (Genesis
3:7) signify an actualized dignity--as though, through an act quite of their
own, the man and woman achieve a functional wisdom. But wisdom is not essentially

a matter of evolution or self-determination. It is first a matter of godly
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fear than without which no beginning in wisdom is ever made. It is a matter of
respect to limit, that entity which interposes, interjects, interpolates itself
between things so that they might come together without annihilating each other.
(There is a beautiful Sanskrit word, sometimes used for 'limit': samanta,
literally, 'having [their] edges together'). Limit grounds justice; thus,

'Son, if thou desire wisdom, keep justice, and God will give her to thee....'
(Ecclesiasticus 1:33) If wisdom is a matter of evolution and self-determination
it would have been strange in the Christ to have prayed: 'I thank thee, Father,
Lord of heaven and earth, that thou hast hidden these things from the wise and
understanding and hast revealed them to babes; yea, Father, for such was thy
gracious will.' (Luke 10:21).

Essential distance is one thing; estrangement, another. And all depends
upon how we undergo the distance between ourselves and God as to whether we
shall or shall not in actualized freedom come to the peace that passeth under-
standing. Perfect love casts out fear not because it annihilates the distance
between us and God, but because it puts that distance to a holy use wherein
communion between God and creature is generated, maintained and always being
consummated. To have one's eyes opened to the wisdom of this world at the cost
of becoming blind to the wisdom of God could appeal only to one who had already
put that distance to a profane use, after first becoming offended at that
distance itself.

Clearly, the first occasion for offense is properly the occasion for
patience, for consenting to remain at the beginning rather than trying to go
beyond our finite station in being. And why is it functionally the occasion

for patience? Because the distance between ourselves and God is not only love's






12.

opportunity but also faith's trial. The trying of faith effects patience.
(James 1:2-3). And unless patience is allowed to have 'her perfect work' we
cannot continue completing ourselves in God; nor be ever learning, as Lady

Julian of Norwich says, that "God is nearer to us than our own soul".
L

If, in the power of God, one through consent keeps himself from becoming
enviously or contemptuously offended at the distance between himself and God
he has made his beginning in the spiritual life. But he has not yet done with
occasions for offemnse. At this point Christianity brings forward the second
occasion. It is the Cross. It is not the tragedy of the cross that makes
possible that offense. The Gospel will not leave it at that; for the tragic
view of history accommodates itself only heroically to the record of man's inhu-
manity to man while savoring the sorrowful beauty of its own austere dispassion,
its noble disdain and titanic self-affirmation. The merely historical cross
occasions pity but not necessarily offense.

The possibility of offense at the Cross appears when the Christian confesses
that it is God who hangs upon it; for there is a beginning which must be made here
also. The beginning is found in the proclamation that the Word became flesh.

It is not that God once entered history, stayed awhile, was treated atrociously
and then departed--as though he were not always entirely present in the order
of‘things that come to be and pass away. Is not the Word "the image of the
invisible God...in whom all things were created through him and for him? And
in him do not all things hold together?" (Col. 1:15-17). This we might

accept without the possibility of offense if our piety were pure enough.






Unfortunately, "the Word became flesh and dwelt among us' says more than that,

and something that distinguishes it in kind.

This distinction recurs again to the non-relative relation between creature
and Creator. Perhaps one has consented to this as the case and rests tranquilly
in the knowledge that God and he have their respective places. One might come
finally to lose himself in wonder and in praise at such sublime order--that is,
unless he hears someone confess that God has crossed that line while yet
remaining God. And whereas before he was once without a stable reference by
which to order his life and then prayerfully consented to learn of it, indeed
began to learn it and knew intimations of the peace that passeth understanding,
this new confession throws his understanding once again into a wild confusion.
God who made the order which this man comes finally to adore seems not himself
to respect it; and man is once again without a place to call his own.

Perhaps in all sobriety, humility and discernment one might, in praying,
come to submit himself to start all over again, consenting to be taught once
more from the beginning. He might come to learn that God is not limited by His
own nature (i.e., His essence) and so the last structural wall collapses that so
tidily preserved one's territorial rights.

It is now a question of whether God has swallowed one up completely through
his magical powers of self-expansion or whether he has done the unthinkable;
whether he has restrained himself and performed in advance an act of renuncia-
tion whereby he makes room for creatures infinitely less than and distant from
himself while remaining present to himself in them through his love. The
Cross proclaims it is the second rather than the first. It is the unthinkable;

for the Lamb has been slain from the foundation of the world (Rev. 13:8). The
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historical Cross, which would not have occurred had man denied himself for the
sake of God, is ontologically grounded in God's primordial denial and sacrifice
of himself for our sakes. His sacrificial presence in his creatures empowers
us, if we so consent, to participate in the divine life. Having emptied himself
that we might have come to be, his body broken that we might eat and be filled,
his blood shed that our bodies and souls might be preserved unto everlasting
life, he is in these "nearer to us than our own soul."

Perhaps, prayerfully, one could contemplate the unthinkable and rejoice
in God's always remaining present in man's domain--and without crowding man
in the least. One might endure the worst sufferings serene in the sweet con-
solation that God is an everpresent help in trouble, a friend who suffers also
with us and in us—--unless it should come to him that no matter how lowly one's
own cross, God's is still lowlier; and yet God remains God. Do not friends
hold all things in common? But God's infinitely distancing himself from
himself for the sake of his creation admits of no comparison; and so blessed
is the man who can refrain from becoming offended at this.

Christian spirituality consists in the negating of two occasions for offense:
the first is in the relation between man and God in that man is not God; and
secondly in the relation between God and man in that God became man in order
that man might participate in God's life.

Praying without ceasing has functionally for its object the stability of
ourselves in God. But we are middle creatures who are drawn both to him and
to the world; and until we consent to his remaining the Unconditioned who
nevertheless unconditionally empties himself that we as middle creatures

might participate in his life we shall always be trying to go beyond where we





have not yet begun.

Whether we try to absolutize Christianity or secularize it, it makes a
difference of no account since in either case we shall remain offended. Whether
we collapse anxiety into finitude by confusing the spirit of man with man's
being; whether we collapse anxiety into love by confusing love of neighbor with
love of God it is all of no account since in each we overshoot the mark and
go on offended.

In this "our time," when the word 'relevance' is shouted from every
pulpit in the land and agonized over in every committee devoted to promoting
the social gospel perhaps both sermons and good works would not fail of their
ideal objectives if before God we bound ourselves fast both to the simple
Gospel and the sure word of Scripture. As for the first and ontological

offense Chinese spirituality sagely counsels us in the Book of Changes, that

the danger of heaven is that we cannot climb it. And as for the offense of

the Cross the God-man says lovingly, "Blessed is he who is not offended in me."
In this "our time" we have only to turn our faces prayerfully to our Lord

the Spirit if we desire a sound and efficacious beginning. We have this

treasure in earthen vessels not for plundering or manipulating but "to show that

the transcendent power belongs to God and not to us" (IIL Cor. 4:7). And when

we tempt ourselves to think that the work of the world requires that we over-

turn and empty these vessels for the power they contain it will help if we

remind ourselves that in always prayerfully consenting to behold the glory

of the Lord with our faces unveiled, we shall be changed into his likeness

from one degree of glory to another; for this comes from the Lord who is the

Spirit: - (11 Coxr. 3:18).

Allan W. Anderson
Associate Professor
Department of Philosophy
San Diego State College






San Diego State College
San Diego, California 92115

Vice-President for Academic Affairs September 1, 1970

MEMORANDUM
TO: All Faculty Members

FROM: Donald E. Walker
Vice President for Academic Affairs

SUBJECT: Schedule of Activities for Opening of College Year

The fall semester 1970 is close at hand, and among us are 120 new full=time and 235 new
part=time faculty members. We want very much to make our new faculty feel welcome and
at home. For this we solicit the help of the entire college community.

ACTIVITIES

Annual Faculty Reception

The annual reception to welcome new members of the faculty and administration will be
held on Sunday, September 13, from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. in Montezuma Hall, Aztec
Center. As is customary, department chairmen and deans should be on hand to welcome
their new faculty members and introduce them to others. Wives and husbands of

faculty are most welcome.

General Faculty Meeting - Dramatic Arts Theater = Monday, September 14 - 11:00 a.m.

New faculty will be presented to the general faculty. All new faculty members are
to be seated on the stage and will be introduced in groups by their dean.

SPECIAL NOTES

1. It is imperative that all new faculty members, both full=time and part=time,
report to the Payroll Office and "sign in" not later than, Monday, September 14,
Failure to do so may result in some loss or delay of salary.

2. Part=time faculty members are welcome to attend all of the activities scheduled
for the week of September 14, Full=time faculty members are required to be on the
campus daily during this week. The presence of part=time faculty on campus is
entirely optional, as in many cases our schedule would interfere with their
other employment.

3. All staff members should work closely with their deans and department chairmen
relative to assignments during the week of Orientation and Registration.






Memorandum to General Faculty
September 1, 1970 Page 2

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

1. All faculty members are cordially invited to attend the students' Fall
Orientation events (September 14=19). The following evening programs
to be held at 8:00 p.m. in Montezuma Hall, Aztec Center, may be of
special interest:

Monday, September 14

"Introduction to Political Groups on Campus"
Wednesday, September 16

"Community Involvement and the Third World"
Thursday, September 17

"San Diego State Ecology Action Night"

Questions should be directed to your dean or department chairman.

DEW/sc
Encls





Sept. 13

Sept. 14
Sept. 15

Sept. 14-18

Sept. 21

CALENDAR OF EVENTS

4:00-6:00 p.m.

11:00 a.m.
TBA

8:00 a.m.

Reception of new members of the faculty and
administration. Montezuma Hall, Aztec Center.

General Faculty Meeting = Dramatic Arts Theater
Departmental meetings

Registration = Reservation of Classes and
Payment of Fees

Classes begin.






Christian Spirituality
A Reinterpretation--for our time

T should go without saying that Christian spirituality is an
object of perennial concern in every Christian--except as he might
permit himself to be diverted by the |ittle phrase "...for our time."
Yet atftention to times and seasons is not of itself a hindrance to
the practice of Christian spirituality--unless one permitted himsel f
also fo stop praying without ceasing.

IT Is precisely ip observing the relation between prayer and "the
times" that the batilefieid of spirit seems spread out indefinitely;
and the attendant dizziness recalis us to the sober reflection that we
ought nof fry 1o go beyond where we have not yet begun. We recur then
Tfo fthe essential title of our topic--Christian Spiritual ity--and try to
face squarely what many thinkers seem to boggle at, namely, the nature

of spirituality. n devotionai discourse no term is so promiscuous!y
employed, yet fthe word "spirituality" continues to command at least
emotional respect, it not intellectual concern. |In our time one can

pronounce grandiloquent!y that God is dead, but how shall he declare that
spiritual ity (is dead also?

For those Christians who stubborniy persist in the notion that pray-
ing without ceasing is prayer toward an absolute ob ject of devotion, it
S a mafter of great moment that some among their brothers shouid pro-
nounce that object "dead"; for, if these coroners are not misled, it
would be strange *o go on praying without ceasing to what had long since
ceased authentically to be.

But we must not pause overlong with the more dramatic, the more
Timely debates, lest in our concern for the times we should grotesquely
fail to advance with them. Yet, having paused we might not regref re-
checking and perhaps reestabiishing our bearings.

The great thinkers who have been our teachers warn us that when taking
thought it is no small feat to begin at the beginning. And, as if this
were not ample caution, they remind us in concert with Aristotie, that
knowledge brings no benefit to the morally weak. We are thus introduced
To the hiatus between theory and practice, and the implied warning that
we ought not to co!lapse theory into practice, nor practice into theory.

With no conjunction of words is It easiér to perform a |ike col'!apse
than with the words Christian and spirituality; for Christendom's piety
commonly holds that if I+ is Christian it is spiritual, 'and If it Is
spiritual it is Christian. But there parades also among us a marvelous






inversion of this collapse, which holds that if it is Christian, it
will become secular, and if it becomes secuiar (among us) it was once
Christian. |+ wouid be churlish to overlook the diaiectical shrewd-
ness that confrived this prodigy; yet even a less nimble intelfect
unable 1o walk the hidgh wire of dialectic early sees that those who
contrive the first collapse seek only to preserve their souls against

the tlesh and the devil and have no words for the times--not any

times. _And as for the second colliapse, that ingenious inversion of

the first, though indeed issuing from a mouth speaking great things, how

shalll it hide that !t has long.since thrown away ifs soul fo The

present age?

The first coliapse counts the worid well lost, while the second
has nothing of heaven to lose. Such are the paths that lead beyond
where neither company of travellers shows the stomach: o start over.

Yo, rav-concernsTor Sﬂ;rr+ua:,ry faces ‘even a Third alternative--a
double~minded hesitation between the worid and God where, so far 1rom
trying to.go beyond where it has nof yet begun, is wanting in tThe courage
to begin af all. . brony ifself appears more ofien seductive than the
object which it bears on. Who has not tarried so iong with tias to
avoid tempting himsetf into the position that the Gospe! is, after ali,
a paradox?s Whereupon with infel lect freshly titilia*ed he must by all
means: suspend. both/personal piety and duty toward neighbor-until he ge’s
clearer;,  paradoxically, on The. paradox.. So much for The. third: alterna-
tivesand,” forithat matter any and afl alfernatives,  ket'us rather try
to begin aswihe beginning and do'that.by distinguishing, first, the

beglinning.

A genuine and Christian concern for Christian spirituality must see
that“its object is ftwofoid:  |) spirifual ity as such and 2) 'spirituality
di b*.ﬂQUushed byti¥s Christian characters Spirifuality, as a quality
of the devoted |ife, is shared in by all: sorfs and conditiens: of men,
Christian and nop-Christian, regardless of cuiture. Jheir devotion is

qua!ufged by a cerfain response to the fact of human fiWitude acceptead

s the case. .1t s nof practiced in response to a mere awarehess of
Th@s Facty s Thus s free of subjectivism or any debased exper ment-
alism. Such men and women face human nature's radical limit as being
simply the caese and not a matfer for explanation or manipulation.
These persons are not seduced intd pride of infellect by fo!lowing
theories of human nature ot hisTory which obscure, explain away or
deny the case. Nor are they wasfing energies on.magical or technical
efforts to alter the case.

~ They face the case and‘ébnsenf do+if.  And-This consent is the
first and basically spiritual act in the life of man. That compara-
tively few effect it is attested by the classic Scriptures of all great
cultures in that these documents exhort 1o an end no majority of men
pursues singlemindedly, let alone reaches. [+ is in no sense a mere
consent 1o death. That requires resignation oniy. This devotional
consent requires faith, a divine energy; for the act of beiief which





this consent constitutes, is no matter of choice in a reasonable con-

text which any reasonabl!e person of good will might 'try on for size'.
Hypotheses, theories, optfions have nothing to do with it. What is it
then? |If is consent to The non-relative primordial relation between

finite being and The infinite; and, in particular, to the non-relative
primordiat relation between man and God. -Either this non-relative
relation The case or al!l differentiations and distinctions are
without a stable reference and so illusory; and, if illusory, so is
any observation that would pronounce them so.

n

Q0

This creaturely I¥mit occasions for man the possibility of a pri-
mordial offense. . Mit*hout the occasion for this“first offense, the
second occasion for offense, namely, the tross, is without ontological
significance. _This issya cructal matter for the Christian to observe,
Tfor unless Fhe cross has onteiogical “significance it reduces to a
vulgar sentimentality from which no amount of moral, personal or collec-
tive herefcs can save J7. For man, the primerdial ontologigal occasion
for offense is Trreducible since it turns upon,the case and ‘pot on
Theory.

Either one takes offense at this non-relative primordial relation
between himself and God, or in faith he consents to it. That one can
deceive himself info believing he has made this consent--when in fact
he has not even faced the possibility of the offense--is nowhere more
apparent than in the history of philosophy. And where better to iook
than toward the pious crowd over against Socrates?. |n accusing him
of fmpiety they fancied themselves fit judges of man's relation to
the Uitimate. But he, anticipating the ecraven premium they placed
upon !ife, remarks that one should not reckon the chances of life or
death but only whether he performs right-action; that fear of death
shows only that we think we know what we do not know; that wherever a
man's station g, fhere ought he to remain without shrinking in fear
tfrom what he does not know to be good or evil.

Stitl more poignantiy related to 'our times' is his attitude to-
ward the d vine oracle. He brings no systematic skepticism toward
it, but humbly goes about #rying to prove.it irrefutable. He never
tries to fturn the noa-relative reiation between himseif.and the divine
info a matter for. refiection by musing fo himseif, 'but might it not
also be the case that...?' He knows the case is not a problem. The
problem iies in hissreiation to it. Any question as to the case is
after the fact of the casejuand so, in effech;” like any man concerned
for wisdom he says in falth, "indeed, it is primordialily the case
that...now how ought | to order myself to it accordingly?"

Every man, insofar as he matures adequately, must confront this
seif-inquiry, and the history of thought is replete with ingenious
ways to evade the encounter. Such ways are perennial attempts fo turn
The case into a probiem. But the case is an ontological mystery,






not a puzzle. The adequate and finitely human relation to authentic
mystery is obedience to revelation as Socrates' life attests: "| will
be persuaded by the divine rather than you and will not give up philo-
sophy and exhorting you to give your first and greatest care to the
improvement of your souls." A |ife of such obedience includes the act
of prayer. That Socrates was a man of prayer is shown in the Phaedrus
where he prays "that the inner and the outer man be one". This prayer
is Socrates' confession of his finitude and all theoretical inquiry
toward the immortality of the soul is quite beside the point here be-
cause he is praying not for his sou! but for himself, himself The man

in all inner and outer respecis--somehow divided yet not on that account
caught in anxious despair. He is a praying man asking in faith that
he might so order shimself o his radical limit, fthat in the power of

the divine he might always be completing himseif. «He does not pray that
his finitude be removed, buf *that his relation to .it be made sound and

functional . .“And, essential Lyy” for more.grace andsfavor than *that no
man can ask while'yet in faith--though he might exfend the |ist of
petitions indefinifely 'f he prayed in anxious and envious despair. Or,

perhaps in a weary resignation, he couid succeed in altogether giving
over prayer by collapsing himse'f into his finitude, whereupon having
finally succeeded in losing himself in the world he vainiy imagines he
has gained the worid ifse!f. But the world is not so easily mocked and
knows himtor the fraud he is, since it, too, despairs that it must
also-pass away

At this point we are in dange- of going beyond where we ob!igated
ourselves to begin, For nowhere so much as in praying is a man likely
fo seduce himse!f out of eternity. Perhaps he despairingly prays for
faith.: But that cannct helip him because it is in faith that he must
pray te be kept from despai®ing. Faith is always available to him. He
has only ‘fo“consent to receive it. Yet he is unable to do this whi|

he remains in envious re*a+ion TO0 his radica! !imit,or identifies himseif
with That limit, /f ene is effectively fo pray 'help thou mine

unbelief' he must sincere!y precede the request with the confession

'Lord, | believe.' (Mark 9:24). {f, enviously rejecting his ontologica!

Limit, he goes on"teo turn such an. aef of beligf upon himse!f he must
from there proceed fantastically to play God:" Yet, if in weary
resignation he coilapses himsalf into his ?lnifude--Thus identifying
himse!lf with the case--the occasion for belief is swallowed up in
spiritual suicide. In neither case will he consent to the non-rela-
tive primordial re!aTion be*weén himseif and *he Un&ondi*ioned

It is . no small maf?er continually o bear humbly in mind that
since one is not omniscient, he cannot know in advance what action is
best, but only, in faith, what is beffer, that since he is not omni-
potent he cannot force even his better action to prevail; That never-
~theless he must act--even in seeking not to act--yet for every action
there is a corresponding consequence that cannot be annulled by any
manner of foresight or hindsight, good intentions or remorse. The
worm of desire to overcome such radical |imits is not eradicated by
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se limits In mind--as though by taking adequate thought
one coul!d constiain both wili and feeling. |t is no wonder then that
mature men soberly, humbl!y and discerningly undertake to learn to
pray, praying with their first prayer, "Lord, teach us how fo pray,
for we know not what we should pray for as we ought." (Luke I!:1;
Rom. 8:26)

=
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one thing to pray out of a desire to learn; such praying
presupposes a capacity to grow in knowledge. |1 is quite another
thing fo pray out of a recognition of«our total ignorance of what is
necessary to proper prayer.  Once again.we are brought back to the
beginning; for here we are confessing our wani of Tthe one starting
point needfui--than without which we are unhable-adequately to begin
to pray at all. Here we are not confessing that we should like to
mprove on what we alyeady have. On the contrary, we are here con-
fessing that we do not have the very Thing required for ‘eur making any
improvement. whatsoever, Knowing neither what to ask for nor how To ask
o it

The first petition of the mode! prayer we cal!l the Lord's Prayer
asks notf that our worl!ld order be changed info heaven or utopia buf
rather that heaven's order shouid direct our own. 'Thy kingdom come'
is not! 'may our worid futly develop [ts latent promise.' The first
petition imp!ies obedience To heaven's rule rather Than a consummation

of our own ruie.: Clearly, firs® The: fruit of obedience is prayed for

n the second petition, 'Thy will be done on earth as it is in heaven',
(for the divine will cannof be actualized normatively inour lives if
we wWil!l not.consent to it This inversion of the genefic-ordec that
ordiparily proceeds from possibility to actuality Ts profoundlyisigni-
Ficant [T means that we pray first for the negation of fhe possibili-
Ty to disgbey the divine rule. We pray that a pofentialifydin us be

9|
negated rather than realized; and, furthermore, we pray fthis first. We
pray this first because ordinary development from possibility o
actuality is precisely not the_ figsfieoncern of spiritality.iivlhe
essent lal concarn of “apkritualify dstansactual iTy, @ gifl ofiGod, but
which we must maintain ourseives available to in order that it might

continually empower us to-obey what for want.of that actuality we could
not obey, t e.,-the wili &f God.  Thus it is noT the case that if we
exercise our potential for obeying the will|l of God then: the kingdom
of heaven 'must come', i.e., be a present and abiding. actuality for
us, it the will of«God is o b% done at ali.

This relation to'the will of God is not usually put forward for

what it is. The relation iswabsoiute.and not relative to our poten-
tiality. Further, the stability of this relation is not grounded in
our possibility but in the divine actuality. It is not a matter of

Yif we will ! t is simply a matter of 'we must....' Precisely
here is the occasion for the ontological offense--not because God is
reater than man (After all, That might turn out to be just a matter

of degree). The occasion for offense [s none other than that man is






That man is not God indicates that man must undergo the divine
actuality in obedience and patience. |t must be undergone in obedience
because the non-relative primordiai relation between man and God en-
tails man's finitude, that he is fthis particular and unique man and
not another; which is to say that he bears within him an internal necess-
ity which is not of his own contriving. And he is accountable to this
necessity. The divine actuality must be undergone patiently because
our inner necessity, our uniqueness, requires to be expressed adequate-
ly. Yet this uniqueness, though primordially given to us in advance,
is never exhaustively disciosed o us during our lifetime. Since one
is unable for himself to disclose adequately his uniqueness to him-
self he must wait upon the divine fto disclose It to him as it wills.

This waiting on the divine characterized Socrates--as is evidenced in

his claim that hls internal voice never toid him what to do but only what
not to do. He was continually discovering himse!f by making himself
available to the divine initiative. Thus he was always at the task of
patiently determining his iimit while living out his promise in devoted
hope.

We can now point precisely to the nature of the occasion for our
tirst and ontological offense. ® Subjectively there is nothing for it but
to wait patiently on God. Objectively we must remain behind him, never
trying to catch up with him or get ahead of him. Such patient waiting
expresses true and worshipful-reverence and due regard to human nature's
radical imit

When the Genesis story of man's finitude and fall is contemplated
against man's continuing need for patience and consent through faith
there is no longer a seeming need to collapse anxiety into finitude.
One's essentially dependent condition (which requires unconditional
obedience.in finite freedom) is a condition that cails for a functional
adoration and walting--not rebellion. The notion that Adam's actualized
finite freedom necessarily entails estrangement is not supported by a
careful reading of The Genesis text. ' There is nothing in the story to
suggest that had man waited upon God to teach him what he ought to know
that God, nevertheless, would.have persistent!y withheld that knowledge
from him. That man chooses to believe the serpent rather than to trust
God indicates only that man refuses to give his consent to the non-
relative primordial relation between himse!f and God and in no way
suggests that actualized freedom cannot be realized without estrangement.
Traditional Chalcedenian Christology quite rightly imp!ies the
possibility of actualized freedom without estrangement.

It is a curious notion that wisdom is necessariiy bought at the price
of estrangement, as though the words '"Then the eyes of both were opened"
(Genesis 3:7) signify an actualized dignity--as though, through an act
quite of their own, the man and woman achieve a functional wisdom. But
wisdom is not essentially a matter of evoiution or self-determination.
tt is first a matter of godly fear than without which no beginning in
wisdom is ever made. {1 is a matter of respect to limit, that entity






which interposes, interjects, inferpolates itself between things so

that they might come together without annihilating each other. (There
is a beautifu! Sanskrit word, sometimes used for 'limit': samanta,
literaily, 'having [their] edges together'). Limit grounds justice;
thus, 'Son, if thou desire wisdom, keep justice, and God will give her
to thee....' (Ecclesiasticus (:33) |f wisdom is a matter of evolution
and self-determination it would have been strange in the Christ to have
prayed: 'l thank thee, Father, Lord of heaven and earth, that thou

hast hidden these fthings from the wise and understanding and has re-
vealed them to babes; yea, Father, for such was thy gracious will.'
(Luke [0:21).

Essential distance is one thing; estrangement, another. And all
depends upon how we undergo the distance between ourseives and God as
to whether we sha!l or shall not in actual!ized freedom come to the peace
that passeth understanding. Perfect-iove casts out fear not because it
annihiiates the distance beiween us and God, but because it puts that
distance to a holy use wherein communion between God and creature is
generated, maintained and aiways being consummated. To have one's eyes
opened 1o the wisdom of this wor!d at the cost of becoming blind to the
wisdom of God could appeal! only to one who had already put that dis-
tance to a profare use, after 7irst becoming offended ai that distance
i Tselfs

Cleariy, the first occasion for offense is properly the occasion
for patience, for consenting fo remain at the beginning rather than
trying to go beyond our finite station in being. And why is it function-
ally the occasion for patience? Because the distance befween ourseives
and God is not.only love's opporftunity but also faith's trial. The try-
ing of faith effects patience. (James 1:2-3). And unless patience is
allowed to have 'her perfect work' we cannot continue completing our-
seives in God; nor be ever learning, as Lady Julian of Norwich says,
that "God is nearer to us than our own soui".

tf, in the power of God, gne through consent keeps himse!f from be-
coming enviously or contemptuous!y offended at the distance between
himself and God he has made his beginning in the spiritual life. But
he has nof yet done with occasions for offense. At this point Christian-
ity brings forward.the second occasion. It is the Cross. |t is not the
tragedy of the cross that makes possibie that offense. The Gospe! will
not leave it at that; for the tragic view of history accomodates itself
only heroically fto the record of man's inhumanity to man while savoring
the sorrowful beauty of its own austere dispassion, its noble disdain
and titanic self-affirmation. The merely historical cross occasions
pity but not necessarily offense.

The possibility of offense at the Cross appears when the Christian
confesses that it is God who hangs upon it; for there is a beginning
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which must be made here also. The beginning is found in the proclamation
that the Word became flesh. |t is not that God once entered history,
stayed awhile, was freated atrociously and then departed--as though he
were not always entirely present in the order of things that come to

be and pass away. Is not the Word "the image of the invisible God...
in whom all things were created through him and for him? And in him
do not all things holid together#"? (Col. 1:i5-17). This we might

accept without the possibiiity of offense if our piety were pure enough.
Unfortunately, "the Word became flesh and dwelt among us" says more
than that, and something that distinguishes it in kind.

This distinction recurs again fo. the non-relative relation between
creature and Creator. Perhaps one has consented to this as the case
and rests tranquilly in the know!edge that God and he have their respec-
five places.” One might come finally to.lose himself. in wonder and in
praise at such sublime order=-thaf is;-unless he ‘hears someone contess
that God has crossed “hat line while yet remaining God.. And whereas be-
fore he was once without a stable reference by which fo order his life
and then prayerfudlly consented to learn of if, .indeed began to learn
it and knew intimations of the peace that passeth understanding, this
new confession throws his understanding once again into a wild con-
fusion. God who made the order which this man comes finally tTo adore
seems not himself to respect it; and man is once again without a place
To call his own. -

Perhaps in all sobriety, humility and discernment one might, in
praying, come to submit himse!f to-start all over again, consenting to
be taught once more from the beginning. He might come to iearn that God
is not limited by His own nature (i.e., His essence) and so the last
structural wall ‘collapses *that so tidily preserved one's terriforial
rightks. ;

It is now a question of whether God has swal!owed one up completely
through his magical powers of self-expansion or whether he has done the
unthinkable; whether he has restrained himse!f and performed in advance
an act of renunciation whereby he makes room for creatures infinitely
less than and distant from himself while remaining present to himself
in them through his iove. .The Cross proclaims it is the second rather
than the first. |t is the unthinkable; for the Lamb has been slain
from the foundation of the wor!d (Rev. i3:8). The historical Cross,
which would not have occurred had man denied himself for the sake of
God, is ontologically grounded in God's primordial denial and sacrifice
of himself for our sakes. His sacrificial presence in his creatures
empowers us, if we so consent, ‘o participate in the divine life.
Having emptied himse!f that we might have come fto be, his body broken
that we might eat and be filled, his blood shed that our bodies and
souls might be preserved unto everlasting !ife, he is in these "nearer
to us than our own soui."






Perhaps, prayerfully, one could “Qﬂ empiate the unthinkable and re-
Joice in God's always remaining present in man's domain--and without
crowding man in the least. One might endure the worst sufferings serene

n the sweet consolation that God is an everpresent help in frouble, a

friend who suffers also with us and in us--uniess it should come to him

that no matter how lowly one's own cross, God's is st lowl ier; and

yet God remains God Do not friends hoid a things in common? But God's
nfinitely distancing himselt from himself for The sake of his creation

admits of no comparison; and so biessed is the man who can refrain from

L

becoming offended at this.

Christian spirituality consists in the negafting of ftwo occasions
for offense: the first is in tThe relation between man and God in that
man is not God; and secondl!y in the reiation between God and man in that
God became man in order that man might participate in God's fe

Praying without ceasing has functionally for its object the stability
of ourseives in God. But we are middle creatures who are drawn both to
him and to the worlid; and unt we consent to his remaining the Uncon-

Iy

mself That we as

o

ditioned who nevertheless uncondifionally empties
middle creatures might participate in his |life we sha always be tTrying
tfo go beyond where we have not yet begun.

Whether we try to absolutize Christianity or secularize it, it makes
a difference of no account since in either case we shall remain offended
Nhether we collapse anxiety info finitude by confusing the spirit of man
with man's being; whether we collapse anxiety into love by confus ng
ove of peighbor with love of G S all of no account since in each
we oversnoot The mark and go on offended.

J vance' is shouted from every
nized over in every committee devoted to
perhaps both sermons and good works would
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In this Your time,
pulpit in the land and ag
promoting the social gosp
not fail of their ideal objectives if before God we bound ourselves fast
both to the simpie Gospel and the sure word of Scripture. As fo
first and ontologica! offense Chinese spirituality sagely counsels

n the Book of Changes, that the danger of heaven is that we cann
climb it. And as for the offense of the Cross the God-man says lovingly,
"Biessed is he who is not offended in me."

In this "our time" we have only to turn our faces prayerful ly fo
our Lord the Spirit if we desire a sound and efficacious beginning. We
have this treasure in earthen vessels not for 'plundering or man pulating
but "to show that the transcendent power belongs to God and not to us"

Gor. 4:7) And when we Tomp ourselves to think +har The work of the
world requires that we overturn and empty these vessels for the power
they contain it will help if we remind ourselves that in always






prayerfully consenting to behoid fthe glory of the Lord with our
faces unveiled, we shall be changed into his iikeness from one

degree of glory to another; for this comes from the Lord who is
rhesspkri GFl Cor. 3:18)

Allan W. Anderson
Associate Professor
Department of Philodophy
San Diego State College
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Christian Spirituality
A Reinterpretation--for our time

should go without saying that Christian spirituality is an
object of perennial concern in every Christian--except as he might
permit himself to be diverted by the little phrase "...for our time."
Yet attention to times and seasons is not of itself a hindrance fo
the practice of Christian spirituality--unless one permitted himself
also to stop praying without ceasing.

I Is precisely in observing the relation between prayer and "the
imes" that the batilefieid of spirit seems spread out indefinitely;
nd the atfendant dizziness recalis us to_the sober reflection that we
ought not fry to go beyond where we have not yet begun. We recur then
To the essential titie of our topic--Christian Spirituality--and try to
face squarely what many thinkers seem to boggle at, namely, the nature

s

of spirituality. n devotional discourse no term is so promiscuously
employed, yet the word "spirituality" continues to command ‘at least
emotional ‘respect, it not intellectua! concern. |In our time one can

pronounce grandiloquently that God is dead, but how shall he declare that
spirituality is dead also?

For those Christians who stubbornly persist in the notion that pray-=
Ing without ceasing is prayer toward an absolute object of devotion, it
5 a mafter of great moment that some among their brothers should pro-
nounce that object "dead"; for, if these coroners are not misied, it
wou!d be strange to go on praying without ceasing to what had long since
ceased authentically to be.

But we must nof pause overlong with the more dramatic, the more
Timely debates, lest In our concern for the times we should grotesquely
fail to advance with them. Yet, having paused we might not regret re-
checking and perhaps reestabiishing our bearings.

The great thinkers who have been our teachers warn us that when taking
fhought it is no small feat to begin at the beginning. And, as if this
were not ample caution, fthey remind us in concert with Aristotle, that
knowledge brings no benefit to the morally weak. We are thus introduced
To the hiatus between theory and practice, and the implied warning that
we ought nof to collapse theory into practice, nor practice into theory.

With no conjunction of words 1s°it easier to perform a like col lapse
than with the words Christian and spirituality; for Christendom's piety
commonly holds that if It is Christian it is spiritual, and if it is
spiritua!l it is Christian. But there parades also among us a marvelous
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inversion of this collapse, which hoids that if it is Christfan, it
will. become secular, and if it becomes secular (among us) if was once
Christtan. 11 would be churlish to overiook the dialectical shrewd-
ness That contrived this prodigy; yet even a less nimbie intellect
unable to walk the high wire of dialectic early sees that those who
coptrivve the first coliapse seek only to preserve Their souls against
the flesh and the devil and have no words for the Times--not any
times. And as for the second collapse, fthat ingenious inversion of
the first, though indeed issuing from a mouth speaking great things, how
shall it hide that |1+ has long since thrown away its soul to'the
present age?

The first collapse counts the world well iost, while fThe second
has nothing of heaven to lose. Such are the paths that |ead beyond
where nelther ‘company.of travelters shows the stomach %o start over;
Yet, a conceins for splirifuality Taces “even a Third alternative--a
doubie-minded hesitation between the world and God where, so far from
trying to go beyond where it has not yet begun, is wanting ¥m the courage
to begin at ali..drony itself appears more often seductive than the
object which it bears on. Who has not Farcied sotiong withhiit-as to
avoid Tempfing himself into the position that the Gospel is, after all,
a paragox? Wherewpon with ifatel tect freshly titilated he must by ali
means suspend both personal piety and duty toward neighbor unti! he gets
clearer, paradoxically, on the paradox. Segmuch. for ‘the third alterna-=
tiveiaad, for:that matter any and ali alternatives. Let'Us rather *ry
to begin at ihe beg;nn ng and de’ that by distinguishing, first, ithe
begsnw:ng : ; ;

A genutne and: Christean voncern for Christian Sp|ri?ualt+y must see
that i fs object lis twofolds " |1 spirituaiity as such and Z¥spirituali Ty
di s+fnguvshed by, ifs Christian character. Spirituality, as‘a quaiify
ofithe devoted iife, Is shared in by ‘all-sorts and eonditiens of men,
Christlam and non-Cheistian, regardless of cultures Their devotion is

qualified by a certain response te.fh§~fac+ of human *injfude accepted
“as the case. [ lt.is not practiced in resbonse to @ mere awareness of

this factl™ Thus #1 .1s free of. s bjec# vism or any debased experiment-
alism. Such men and women uman nature's radical |imit as being
simply the case and not a matter for explanation or manipulation.
These persons.dre nof seduced into pride of intellect by folliowing
theories of humaﬁfnafu"e oi ‘history which obscure, explain away or
deny fhe case.  Nor“are they wasffng energ|es on mag]cal or technical
efforts to‘alter +he- case.' A o

They face the case and consent to it. And *his consent is the
first and basicaily spiritual act in the life of man. That compara-
tively few effect it is attested by the classic Scriptures of ail great
cultures in that these documents exhort to an end no majority of men
pursues singlemindedly, fet alone reaches. It is in no sense a mere
consent to death. - That requires resignation only. - This devotional
consent requires faith, a divine energy; for the act of belief which





this consent constitutes, is no matter of choice in a reasonable con-

Text which any reasonable person of good will might 'try on for size'.
Hypotheses, theories, options have nothing to do with it. What is it
then? 11 is consent 1o the non-relative primordial relation between

finite being and the Infinite; and, in particular, to the non-relative
primordial relation between man and God. Either this non-relative

relation is the case or al! differentiations and distinctions.are
without"a stable reference and so illusory; and, if illusory, so is

any observation that would pronounce fthem so.

This creaturely limit occasions .for man +he possibility of a pri=
mordial offense.' Without the occasion for this 'first offense, the
second occasion for offense, namely, the cross, .is without ontological
significance. This is-a crucial matter “for the Christian to observe,
for unless_the cross has ontoddgical.. S¥gnificance it rediices to 3
vulgar sentimentality from which no amount of moral, personal or collec-
tive heroics can save if. For man, the primordial ontological occasion
Tor offense is 'rreducible since it furns upon the case and not on
theory.

Either one takes offense at fthis non-relative primordial relation
between himself and God, or in faith he consents to it. “That one can
deceive himse!f into believing he has made this consent--when in fact
he has not even faced the possibility of the offense--is nowhere more
apparent than in'fthe history of philosephy. And where better to iook
than ‘toward the pious crowd over against Socrates?: in accusing him
of impiety they fancied themselves fit judges of man's relation to
the Uitimate. Butf he, anticipating the craven premium they placed
upen | ife, remarks that one should not reckon the chances of ilfe or
death but only whether he performs right=action; that fear of death
shows on'!y that we think we know what we do not know; that wherever a
man's station s, there ought he to remain without shrinking in. fear
trom what he does not know to be-geed or evil.

Still more poignanfly related to 'our times' is his attifude to-

ward the divine oracie. . He brings no systematic skepticism toward

it, but humbly goes about trying to prove-it irrefutab!e. He never
tries to turn the non-relative “retatioh between himself and the divine
into a matter for reflection by musing fo himseif, 'but might it not
also be the case that...?' He knows the case is not a probiem. The
probtem iies in his‘geiation to It. Any qtestion as to the case is
after the fact of the case; and sSo, in effect; !'ike any man concerned
for wisdom he says in faith, "indeed, <1 1s primordially the case
that...now how ought | *to order myseif fo it accordingly?"
Every man, insofar as he matures adeguately, must confront this
f-inquiry, and the history of thought is replete with ingenious
ys to evade the encounter. Such ways are perennial attempts to turn
e case into a probiem. But the case is an onfological mystery,

ey
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not a puzzie. The adequate and finitely human relation to authentic
mystery is obedience to revelation as Socrates' |ife attests: "I will
be persuaded by the divine rather fthan you and will not give up philo-
sophy and exhorting you to give your first and greatest care to the
improvement of your souls." A life of such obedience inciudes the act
of prayer. That Socrates was a man of prayer is shown in the Phaedrus
where he prays '"that the inner and the outer man be one". This prayer
is Socrates' confession of his finitude and al!l theor eTlcal inquiry
toward the Immortality of the sou! is quite beside the point here be-
cause he is praying not for his sou! but for himseif, himself the man

in all inner and outer respecis--somehow divided yet not on that account
caught in anxious despair. He !s a praying man asking in faith that
he might so order himself fo his radical limit, fthat in the power of

the divine he might always be completing himseif. He does not pray that
his finitude be femoved, but that his relation to it be made sound and
functionai. And, essentially,“for mote-grace and favor than *hat no

man can ask while.yet in faith--though he might extend the list of
petitions indefinitely 't he prayed in anxious and envious despair. Or,
perhaps in a weary resignation, he could succeed in altogether giving
over prayer by collapsing himse!f info his finifude, whereupon having
finally succeeded in losing himself in the worid he vainiy imagines he
has gained the worl|d itse!f. But the world is not so easily mocked and
knows him.for the fraud he is, since it, too, despairs that it must
also pass away.

At this poinf we are in dange- of going beyond where we obligated
ourseives to begin. For nowhere somuch as in praying is aman like'y
to seduce himse!f out of eternity. Perhaps he despairinglysprays for
faith ~ But that cannot help him because it is in faith that he must
pray to be kept from despai~ing. Faith is always avaiiabie to him. He
has only to-consent fto receive |t.  Yet he is unable to do This while

he remains |n envious reiation to his radicai iimit or identifies himself
with That LimiT. I ene is effecflvely fo pray 'he!p thou mine

unbeiief' he must sincerely precede the request with the.confession
'Lord I believe.' (Mark 9:24). |f, enviously rejecting his onfological

limit, he goes on#to turn such an acT of beligf upon himse!f he must
from there proceed fantastically to play God. Yet, if in weary
resignation he collapses himsaif into his finitude--thus fdentifying
himse!f with the case=-the occaston for belief is swallowed up in
spiritual suicide. In neither case will he consent to the non-rela-
tive primordial relation befween himself and *he Unconditioned.

it is nosmali ma#feﬁ continually to bear humbly in mind that
since one is not omniscient, he cannot know in advance what action is
best, but only, in faith, what is better; that since he is not omni-
potent he cannoi force even his better action to prevail; that never-
theless he must act--even in seeking not tfo act--yet for every action
fhere is a corresponding consequence that cannot be annulled by any
manner ot foresight or hindsight, good intentions or remorse. The
worm of desire to overcome such radical limits is not eradicated by

LA





e

bearing these |imifs in mind--as though by faking adequate thought
one cou'!d constrain both wi!i and feeling. it is no wonder then that
mature men soberly, humb!y and discerningly undertake to learn to
pray, praying with their first prayer, "Lord, teach us how fo pray,
for we know not what we should pray for as we ought." (Luke |l:1;
Rom. 8:26)

it is one thing to pray out of a desire to learn; such praying
presupposes a capacity to grow in knowledge. It is quite anofther
thing to pray out of a recognition.of our total ignorance of what is
necessary to proper prayer.  Once-again we are brought back fo the
beginning; for here we are confessipng our want of the one starting
point needful--than withoutT which we are unablie+adequately to begin
to pray at all. Here'we are not confessing thai we should like to
mprove on what we already:have On: the..contrary,. we are here con-
fessing that we do nof have fhe very thing required for our making any
improvement whatsoever, knowing neifther what to ask for nor how to ask
JOr=CKt

The first petition of the mode! prayer we cal!l the Lord's Prayer
asks nof that our/world order be changed info heaven or utftopia but
rather that heaven's order shouid direct our own. 'Thy kingdom come'
is not 'may.our worid futiy develop [ts latent promise.' - The first
petition imp!iesiobedience Yo heaven's rule rather Than a consummation

Kk

of .our owA'ruie. Clearly, tirst the fruit of obedience"is prayed for

n the second petition, 'Thy will be done on earth as it is in heaven',
{for the divine will cannot be actualized normatively imour {jves if
we wil ! not:consent fo it). This inversion of the-genefic.order that

ordinarily proceeds from pessibility fto actuality s pprofoundly signi-
ficant IT means that we pray first for the negation of the possibili-
ty fto disobey the divine rule. We pray that a potentiality: in us be
negated rather Than realized; and, furthermore, we prays#fhis first.. We
pray this i besT be e ordinary. development from possibility /o >

Sk

actuality 'is preciisely not the f¥rsticoncern of spirituality. wThe
essentral concern of ‘spirifuality istapa@ctuality, a gift of God, but
which we.must mainfain ourselves available to in order thati &t might

continualiy empower us «fo obey what for want.of that actuality we could
not obey, i.e., The wili of 6od. Thus tt.4s not thecase that if we
exercise our.potential for obeying the will of God fthen the kingdom

of heaven 'must 'come', i.e., be'a present and abiding actuality for

us, if the will of«God is #0 be.done at ali.

This relation foi¥he will of God is_net _ustally put forward for
what it is The reiation is+absolute-and not relative to our poten-
tiality. Further, The stability of this relation is not grounded in

our possibility but in the divine actuality. T is not a matter of

'if we w S t is simply a matter of 'we must....' Precisely
here js *ho occasion for the ontoiogical offense--not because God is
greater than man (After all, That might turn out fo be just a matter
of degree) The occasion for offense is none other than that man is
not God






That man is not God indicates that man must undergo the divine
actuality in obedience and patience. It must be undergone in obedience
because the non-relative primordial relation between man and God en-
taiis man's finitude, that he is this particular and unique man and
not another; which is to say that he bears within him an internal necess-
ity which is not of his own contriving. And he is accountable to this
necessity. The divine actuality must be undergone patiently because
our inper necessity, our uniqueness, requires to be expressed adequate-
ly. Yet this uniqueness, though primordially given to us in advance,
is never exhaustively disciosed fo us during our lifetime. Since one
is unable for himself to disclose adequately his uniqueness to him-
self he must wait upon the divine To disciose Tt to him as it willis.

This waiting on fthe divine characterized Socrates--as is evidenced in

his claim that his internal voice never told him what to do but only what
not to do. He was continually discovering himseif by making himse!f
avallable to the divine initiative. Thus he was always at the task of
patiently determining his limit while living out his promise in devoted
hope.

We can now point precisely to the nature of the occasion for our
first and ontological offense. Subjectively there is nothing for it but
to wait patiently on God. Objectiveiy we must remain behind him, never
trying to catch up with him or get ahead of him. Such patient waiting
expresses true and worshipfuil reverence and due regard fto human nature's
radical A imit.

When the Genesis story of man's finitude and fall is contemplated
against man's continuing need for patience and consent through faith
there iis no longer a seeming need to collapse anxiety into finitude.
One's essentially dependent condition (which requires unconditional
obedience.in finite freedom) is a condition that calls for a functional
adoration and waiting--not rebeliion. The notion that Adam's actualized
finite freedom necessarily entails estrangement is not supported by a
careful reading of the Genesis text. There is nothing in the story to
suggest fThat had man waited upon God to teach him what he ought to know
that God, nevertheless, would have persistent!y withheld that knowledge
from him. That man chooses to believe the serpent rather than to trust
God indicates only that man refuses to give his consent to the non-
relative primordial relation between himse!f and God and in no way
suggests that actualized freedom cannot be realized without estrangement.
Traditional Chalcedonian Christology quite rightiy-imp!ies the
possibility of actualized freedom without estrangement.

It is a curious notion that-wisdom is necessarily bought at the price
of estrangement, as though the words "Then the eyes of both were opened"
(Genesis 3:7) signify an actualized dignity--as though, through an act
quite of their own, the man and woman achieve a functiona! wisdom. But
wisdom is not essentially a matter of evolution or self-determination.

It is first a matter of godiy fear than without which no beginning in
wisdom is ever made. |t is a matter of respect to limit, that entity
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which interposes, interjects, inferpolates itself befween things so

that they might come together without annihilating each other. (There
is a beautifu! Sanskrit word, sometimes used for 'iimit': samanta,
literally, 'having [their] edges together'). Limit grounds justice;
thus, 'Son, if fthou desire wisdom, keep justice, and God will give her
to thee....' (Ecclesiasticus 1:33) |f wisdom is a matter of evolution
and self-determination it would have been strange in the Christ to have
prayed: 'l thank thee, Father, Lord of heaven and earth, that thou

hast hidden these things from the wise and understanding and has re-
vealed them to babes; yea, Father, for such was thy gracious witl.'
(Luke 10:21).

Essential distance is -one thing; estrangement, another. And all
depends upon how we undergo the distance between ourselves and God as
to whether we shal!l or shall not In actualized freedom come to the peace
that passeth understanding. Perfect - love casts out fear.not because it
annihilates the distance befween us and God, but because it puts that
distance to a holy use wherein communion between God and creature is
generated, maintained and aiways being consummated. To have one's eyes
opened .to the wisdom of this wor!d at the cost of becoming blind to the
wisdom of God couid appea!l only to one who had a!~eady put that dis-
tance to a profane use, after first becoming offended at that distance
(tsaff] X

Cleariy, the first occasion for offense is properly the occasion
for patience, for copsenting to remain at the beginning rather than
trying to go beyond our finite station in being. And why-is it function-
ally the occasion for patience? Because the distance between ourselves
and God is not only love's opportunity but also faith's trial. .The fry-
ing of faith effects patience. (James [:2-3). And unless patience is
allowed to have 'her perfect work' we cannot continue completing our-
seives \in God; nor be ever learning, as Lady Julian of Nerwich says,
that "God is nearer to us than our own soui'.

I

If, in the power of God, ane through consent keeps himself from be-
coming enviously or contemptuous!y offended at the distance between
himseif and God he has made his-beginning in the spiritual life. But
he has not yet done with occasions for offense. At this point Christian-
ity brings forward the second occasion. It is the Cross. It is not the
tragedy of the cross that makes possible that offense. The Gospe! wil |
not leave It at that; for the tragic view of history accomodates itself
only heroically to the record of man's inhumanity to man while savoring
the sorrowful beauty of its own austere dispassion, its noble disdain
and fTitanic self-affirmation. The mere!y historical cross occasions
pity but not necessarily offense.

The possibility of offense at the Cross appears when the Christian
confesses that it is God who hangs upon it; for there is a beginning
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which must be made here also. The beginning is found in the proclamation
that the Word became flesh. |t is not that God once entered history,
stayed awhile, was treated atrociously and then departed--as though he
were not always entirely present in the order of things that come to

be and pass away. |s not the Word "+he image of the invisible God...
in whom al!l things were created through him and for him? And in him
do not all things hold together?" (Col. [:15=-17). This we might

accept without the possibility of offense if our piety were pure enough.
Unfortunately, "the Word became tlesh and dwelt among us'" says more
than that, and something that distinguishes it in kind.

This distinction recurs again to fthe non-relative relation between
creature and Creator. Perhaps one has consented to this as the case
and rests tranquilly in the knowledge that God and he have their respec-
tive places.. One might come finally to.lose himself. in wonder and in
praise at such sublime order--that [s, unless he hears someone confess
that God has crossed *that line while yet remaining God. And whereas be-
fore he was once without a stable reference by which to order his life
and then prayerfully consented to learn of it, indeed began to learn
it and knew intimafions of the peace that passeth understanding, this
new confession throws his understanding once again into a wild cbn-
fusion. God who made the order which this man comes finally to adore
seems not:'himself to respect it; and man is once again without a place
to call his own.

Perhaps in all sobriety, humility and discernment one might, in
praying, come to submit himse!f to start al! over again, consenting to
be Taught once more from the beginning. He might come to learn that God
is not {imited by His own nature (i.e., His essence) and so the last
structural wall collapses that so tidily preserved one's territoria
righis.

't is now a question of whether God has swallowed one up compietely
through his magical powers of self-expansion or whefher he has done the
unthinkable; whether he has restrained himself and performed in advance
an act of renunciation whereby he makes room for creafures infinitely
less than and distant from himself while remaining present to himself
in them through his love. The Cross proclaims it is the second rather
than the first. |+ is the unthinkable; for the Lamb has been slain
from the foundation of the world (Rev., 13:8). The‘historical Cross,
which would not have occurred had man denied himself for the sake of
God, is ontologically grounded in God's primordia! denial and sacrifice
of himself for our sakes. His sacrificial.presence in his creatures
empowers us, if we so consent, to participate in the divine |ife.
Having emptied himself that we might have come to be, his body broken
that we might eat and be filled, his blood shed that our bodies and
souls might be preserved unto everlasting life, he is in these "nearer
to us than our own soul."
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Perhaps, prayerfully, one could contempiate the unthinkable and re-
joice in God's always remaining present in man's domain--and without
crowding man in the least. One might endure the worst sufferings serene
in the sweet consolation that God is an everpresent help in frouble, a
friend who suffers also with us and in us--unliess it should come fo him
that no matter how lowly one's own cross, God's is still lowlier; and
yet God remains God. Do not friends hoid all things in common? But God's
infinitely distancing himselt from himself for the sake of his creation
admits of no comparison; and so biessed is the man who can refrain from
becoming offended at this.

Christian spirituality consists in the negating of two occasions
for offense: the first is in the relation between man and God in that
man is not God; and secondly in the reiation between God and man in that
God became man in order that man might participate in God's life.

Praying without ceasing has functionally for its object the stability
of ourselves in God. But we are middle creatures who are drawn both fo
him and fo the worlid; and until we consent to his remaining the Uncon-
ditioned who nevertheless unconditionally empfies himseif That we as
middle creatures might participate in his life we shall always be frying
to go beyond where we have not yet begun.

Whether we try to absolutize Christianity or secularize if, it makes
a difference of no account since infeither case we shall'remain offended
Whether we collapse anxiety info finitude by confusing the spirit of man

with man's being; whether we coiiapse anxiety into love by confusing
love.of neighbor with love of God. it is‘all of no accoeunt since /in each
we overshoot the mark and go on offended.

In this "our time," when the word 'rel'evance' is shouted from every
pulpit in the iand and agonized over in every committee devoted to '
promoting the soclal gospe! perhaps both sermons and good works wou!d

not fail of their ideal objectives if before God we bound ourse!ves fast
both to the simple Gospel and the sure word of Scripture. As for the
first and ontologicai ‘offense Chinese spirituality sagely counsels us

in the Book of Changes, . that the danger of heaven is that we cannot
climb it. And as for the offense of the Cross the God-man says lovingly,
"Blessed is he who is not offended in me."

In this "our time" we have only to turn our faces prayerfuliy to
our Lord the Spirit if we desire a sound and efficacious beginning. We
have this freasure in earthen vessels not for plundering or manipulating
but "to show that the transcendent power beiongs to God and not to us"
(il Cor. 4:7). And when we tempt ourselves to think that the work of the
world requires that we overturn and empty these vessels for the power
they contain it will help if we remind ourselves that in always






prayerful ly consenting fo behoid the glory of the Lord with our
tfaces unveiled, we shall be changed into his |ikeness from one
degree of glory to another; for this comes from the Lord who is
The Spirit. ¢l .Cor. 5118} .
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of travellers shows the stomach to start over. Yet, a concern for spirituality
faces even a third alternative-—a double-minded hesitation between the world
and God where, so far from trying to go beyond where it has not yet begun, is
wanting in the courage to begin at all. Irony itself appears more often
seductive than the object which it bears on. Who has not tarried so long with it
as to avoid tempting himself into the position that the Gospel is, after all,

a paradox? Whereupon with intellect freshly tittilated he must by all means
suspend both personal piety and duty toward neighbor until he gets clearer,
paradoxically, on the paradox. So much for the third alternative and, for
that matter any and all alternatives. Let us rather try to begin at the be-
ginning and do that by distinguishing, first, the beginning.

A genuine and'Chtistian concern for Christian spirituality must see that
its object is twofold: 1) spirituality as such and 2) spirituality distinguished
by its Christian character. Spirituality, a quality of the devoted life, is
shared in by all sorts and conditions of men, Christian and non-Christian, :
regardless of culture. Their devotion is qualified by a certain response to
the fact of human finitude. It is not practiced in response to an awvareness
of this fact. Thus it is free of subjectiviem or any debased experimentalism.
Such men and women face human nature's radical limit as being simply the case
and not a matter for explanation or manipulation. These persons are not
seduced into pride of intellect by following theories of human nature or
history which obscure, explain away or deny the case. Nor are they wasting
energies on magical or technical efforts to alter the case.

They face the case and consent to it. And this consent is the first and

basically spiritual act in the life of man. That comparatively few effect it






4.

is attested by the classic Scriptures of all great cultures in that these
documents exhort to an end no majority of men pursues singlemindedly, let

alone reaches. It is in no sense a mere consent to death. That requires
resignation only. This devotional consent requires faith, a divine energy;

for the act of belief which this consent constitutes, is no matter of choice in
a reasonable context which any reasonable person of good will might 'try om for
size'. Hypothesis, theories, options have nothing te do with it. What is it
then? It is consent to the non-relative primordial relation between finite
being and the Infinite; and, in particular, to the non-relative primordial
relation between man and God. Either this non-relative relation is the case
or all differentiations and distinctions are without a stable reference and so
illusory; and, if illusory, so is any observation that would pronounce them so.

This creaturely limit occasions for man the possibility of a primordial
offense. Without the occasion for this first offemnse, the second occasion for
offense, namely, the cross, is without ontological significance. This is a
crucial matter for the Christian to observe, for unless the cross has ontologi-
cal significance it reduces to a vulgar sentimentality from which no amount 2
of moral, personal or collective heroics can save it. For man, the primordial, ;
the ontological occasion for offense is irreducible since it turns upon the
case and not on theory.

Either one takes offense at this non-relative primordial relation between
himself and God, or in faith he consents to it. That one can deceive himself
into believing he has made this consent--when in fact he has not even faced
the possibility of the offense--is nowhere more apparent than in the history

of philosophy. And where better to look than toward the pious crowd over
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opportunity but also faith's trial. The trying of faith effects patience.
(James 1:2-3). And unless patience is allowed to have 'her perfect work' we
cannot continue completing ourselves in God; nor be ever learning, as Lady

Julian of Norwich says, that "God is nearer to ue than our own soul”,
II

If, in the power of God, one through consent keeps himself from becoming
enviously or contemptuously offended at the distance between himself and God
he has made his beginning in the spiritual life. But he has not yet done with
occasions for offense. At this point Christianity brings forward the second
occasion. . It is the Cross. It is not thc.trdgedx of the cross that makes
possible that offense. The Gospel will not leave it at that; for the tragic
view of history accommodates itself only heroically to the record of man's inhu-
manity to man while savoring the sorrowful beauty of its own austere dispassion,
its noble disdain and titanic self-affirmation. The historical cross occasions
pity but not necessarily offense.

The possibility of offense at the Cross appears when the Christian confesses
that it is God who hangs upon it; for there is a beginning which must be made here
also. The beginning is found in the proclamation that the Word became flesh.

It is not that God once entered history, stayed awhile, was treated atrociously
and then departed--as though he were not always entirely present in the order
of things that come to be and pass away. Is not the Word "the image of the
invisible God...in whom all things were created through him and for him? And
in him do not all things hold together?" (Col. 1:15-17). This we might

accept without the possibility of offense 1f our pilety were pure emough.
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opportunity but also faith's final. The trying of faith effects patience.
(James 1:2-3). And unless patience is allowed to have 'her perfect work' we
cannot remain as always in God completing ourselves; nor be ever learning, as
Lady Julian of Norwich says, that "God is nearer to us than our own soul".
11

If in the power of God one, through consent, keeps himself from becoming
enviously or offended contemptuously at the distance between himself and God
he has made his beginning in the spiritual 1life. But he has not yet done with
occasions for offense. At this point Christianity brings forward the second
occasion. It 1s the Cross. But it is not the tragedy of the cross that makes
possible that offense. There have been many martyrs before and since Jesus
of Nazareth. But the Gospel will not leave it at that; for the tragic view
of history accommodates itself only poetically to the record of man's inhu-
manity to man, taking pride in the sorrowful beauty of its austere dispassion,

its noble disdain and titanic self-affirmation.






