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Preface

The first of these two pieces is an expanded and rewritten version of an address given inAll Souls' Church, Langham Place, London inOctober 1977 at the first London rally of theNationwide Festival of Light. Members of theGay Christian Movement demonstrated atthe rally, and it was not the easiest of situations in which to speak. I shall not soonforget the sensitive and to my eye inexpressibly sad faces of some of the "gays" whosat on the church carpet in front of me as Italked. It seemed clear to me that, as being ahippy is no guarantee of being happy, sobeing "gay" is no passport to gaiety, andsome parts of my address were called forth onthe spur of the moment by my desire to sharethe joy of knowing Christ with them particularly. I overran my time as a result, but stillfailed to say all I had intended. The additional material is inserted here, cast in thesame rhetorical style as the rest.

The second piece was written in 1974 for a symposium produced by the Latimer HouseChurch and Community Working Partyunder the title Focus on Leviathan: ProblemAreas for Christian Citizens. The book failed tofind a publisher and the authors have sincecannibalized their chapters for useelsewhere. A shortened version of mine appeared in Third Way (April, 1977). Here it isrevised and printed in full. It backs up someof the bolder generalizations which I haveventured to make in the address.

J. I. Packer


Part I: True Humanism



1. A Humanist Movement

I am a humanist. In truth, I believe it is only a thoroughgoing Christian who can ever havea right to that name. I am not the only onewho believes this. In 1938 the Roman Catholic philosopher Jacques Maritain wrote abook calling for a reconstructed Christendomas our social target for tomorrow, and heboldly entitled his work True Humanism.More recently, we have seen the appearancein English of Hans Kung's 700-page treatiseOn Being a Christian, which is wholly devotedto spelling out and making good the claimthat "Christianity cannot properly be understood except as radical humanism."1 It wouldbe well if Protestants took up this thesis morerobustly, for it is true. It is part of the glory ofthe gospel to be the one genuine humanismthat the world has seen.

What is humanism? Essentially, it is a quest: a quest for full realization of the possibilities of our humanity. We see ourselvesas less satisfied, less fulfilled, less developed,less fully expressed, than we might be; - wehave not yet tasted all that could enrich us,nor yet developed all our creative potential,nor yet made the most of relationships withothers, nor yet enjoyed all that is there to beenjoyed, nor yet fully harnessed the powersof the physical world as instruments of ourfreedom; and we long to enter further intowhat we see as our human heritage. In thisbasic sense we are all humanists; our naturalself-love, which God implanted in us, makesus so. You would have to say of anyone whohad ceased to look for personal enrichment inany of these ways (as alas, broken folk sometimes do) that he or she was hereby lapsingfrom one dimension of humanness, as if tocontract out of the human race.

But some who claim to be humanists deny that Christians have any right to the title. Iam thinking of those who call themselvessecular, scientific, Marxist, or existentialisthumanists. For the moment I shall not challenge their view of Christians; no doubt thereare black spots in our record, and in our zealfor God's righteousness we have sometimeslost sight of basic human values, and the secular humanists are judging us as they find us.But I must tell you how their own claim to behumanists looks to me.

Please do not take offense at what I shall say now. I am not making a debating point,but spelling out in the fittest words I can finda conviction about humanness which forChristians is quite fundamental. What I haveto say is this: they call themselves humanists;I think they are using the wrong word. Themore exact name for their views would bebrutism or animalism. Why? Because theytell us that the way to live is to turn our backson God as Christians know him, to give upthat ideal of the good life which the Bible andthe Christian past bequeath to us, and to start“doing our own thing" without regard forany authority save the imperious promptingsof our own hearts. Notwithstanding my deeprespect for the integrity of those who takethis line, I conceive that anyone who turnshis back on God and God's revealed will forus forfeits a dimension of human dignity andsettles for a way of life which in this respectbefits the lower animals, but does not matchthe nature and potential of man at all.

Christian humanism of the evangelical type stands in the tradition of two othermovements of the past, for both of which Iheartily thank God—the Puritan movementof the seventeenth century, and theMethodist movement of the eighteenth. Theytoo were humanist movements in the sense Ihave defined, and both had to face the samekind of flak from the uncomprehending and ill-disposed that comes the way of evangelical humanists today.

What sort of movements were Puritanism and Methodism? To describe either as a protest movement would be inadequate, thoughmany gestures of protest issued from both.But whereas protest movements try to clearthe ground of evil without taking responsibility for designing anything better to put inits place, Puritanism and Methodism werepositive evangelical movements, attackingevils only in order to make room for the better things of the Christian gospel so that alllife might become "holiness to the Lord."Similarly, to think of Puritanism orMethodism as Pharisaic would be a mistake.I would not blame anyone who had it in forPharisaism, which is at motivational level anunlovely ego-trip compounded of pride andenvy. But though Puritans and Methodistswere accused of spiritual pride in their ownday and later, the accusation will not stick,save perhaps to substandard specimens ofeach kind. The zeal for God's praise whichanimated Puritans and Methodists was adifferent thing from Pharisaic self-righteousness.

Nor, finally, was either Puritanism or Methodism a kill-joy movement. I know theyare often thought of in those terms, Puritanism in particular, but this is lampooning them. Thus, for example, Shakespeare inTwelfth Night had Sir Toby Belch describe theodious kill-joy Malvolio ("ill-wisher" is whathis name means) as "a kind of Puritan"; LordMacaulay said that the Puritans hated bear-baiting not because it gave pain to the bearbut because it gave pleasure to the spectators;H. L. Mencken defined Puritanism as the fearthat somewhere, somehow, someone is enjoying himself; and John Mortimer, Q.C.,who so often appears for the defense thesedays in obscenity trials, has recently gone onrecord as saying, "I think there is a tremendously strong streak of Puritanism in the English national make-up that we must guardagainst."2

The stereotype of Puritanism which these remarks reflect is of a negative, morose repressiveness, culturally impoverishing, butthis is historically a complete mistake. Whatthe Puritans opposed was not fun and gamesas such, but fun and games of a demoralizingand dehumanizing type. Thus, they opposed, not alcohol or sex, but drunkennessand debauchery. Thus, they closed theaters,not because they were against drama as such(some were, but only a minority), but because theaters were centers of prostitution.

Similarly, John Wesley taught the Methodists to have nothing to do with brutalizingamusements like cockfighting and bearbaiting, which were still going on in England.Wesley has been criticized for this, as if hetoo belonged to the genus kill-joy. But Wesley, the man who once said that there is noChristianity but social Christianity and noholiness but social holiness, was trying toclear a place in men's lives for the joy of theLord. It was noticed that under the teachingof this supposed kill-joy folk learned to singat their work, just as Wesley himself loved tosing as he rode from place to place to preachthe gospel. To sing! Yes, for something hadhappened to them. They had found Godthrough Jesus Christ, and joy had come pouring in.

What about evangelical Christian humanism today? Surely it is no more a protest movement, or a Pharisaic movement, or akill-joy movement, than were Puritanism andMethodism. Nor is it a mere outburst of social conservatism, a flight by the middle-agedof the middle class back from the present intothe womb of the past, to the manners andcustoms of the days we would refer to by thephrase, "when I was young. . ." What is it,then? The answer seems to be: it is a movement raised up by God for cleaning up moralmesses in our society. Ways and styles of life which tend to coarsen, brutalize and dehumanize, undermining human dignity byencouraging us irresponsibly to follow instinct, like animals ("if it feels good, do it"),are widely adopted and promoted today.Evangelical Christian humanism challengesthese because they keep folk from the truefullness and joy of human life under God.The purpose of the challenge is not simply toget rid of things which hurt man and dishonor God, but primarily to create space forthe gospel. As an involved observer of thismovement, it seems clear to me that this isessentially what it is about.


2. A Vision of Humanness

Now let me share with you more fully my own vision and ideal of achieved humanness, the vision which I find evangelicalChristian humanism embracing just as thePuritans and Wesley did in earlier days. Irealize that I can only do this here in formulary terms, but I hope that even the sketchiestmental framework will be better than nothingat all, and of course we can all work privatelyat filling it in after the meeting is over! So Ioffer you this formula, which I believe crystallizes a great deal that is in the Bible. Humanness, the natural expression and fulfilment of the nature our Maker gave us, consists of a life-pattern of relationships in whichGod is adored and his image in us is fulfilled.

This formula, as you see, assumes three things: first, that relationships are of the essence of our life; second, that worship of Godis natural to us, and necessary for our personal well-being; third, that as purposive action resulting in personal change is the shapeof all our conscious living, so God's imagemust be thought of not just as somethingstatic and given, like a tattoo that stays on mewhether I like it or not, but also as a condition which is more or less achieved accordingto how I use my God-given capacities. Thegiven capacities (the image viewed formally)are powers of thought, of construction, ofmanagement, of moral discernment and of relating responsively to other rational beings.The fulfilment of the image (the imageviewed substantially) consists of actual rationality, creativity, mastery of environment,righteousness and community. The first andsecond of these assumptions I must take forgranted now (they would not, I think, behard to defend if challenged); the third however needs to be spelled out.

Where do we learn of God's image in man? In the first chapter of Genesis, where, as theclimax of the story of how God shaped up theglorious complexities of the natural order, weread this: "And God said, Let us make manin our image, after our likeness"—the twophrases mean the same—"and let them havedominion . . . over all the earth. ... So Godcreated man in his own image; in the imageof God created he him"—the repetition is foremphasis—"male and female created hethem" (Genesis 1:26-7; cf. 9:6; James 3:9). Weneed not look outside Genesis 1 to find thefive items which, as I urged above, combineto make up God's image in man, both as anendowment and as an achievement. Herethey are.

First comes rationality, the gift of intelligence and the power to reason and make plans. Creation, as depicted in Genesis 1,was the work of a mighty mind, forming andexecuting purposes ("Let there be . . .") andthen evaluating its own achievement ("Godsaw everything that he had made, and behold it was very good"). God made man inhis own image to have dominion over theearth and all its contents: reason, on the pattern if not with the power of God's reason,was needed for that, just as man needed reason if God was to be able to address him inwords. Man could not know, love or serveGod without this endowment of reason withwhich to apprehend him. Rationality is thusthe basic element in God's image, and is presupposed in fact by each of the other fouritems in it which we are to look at now.

Second comes creativity, the capacity to make things and thereby impart value tothem. It is good that in this twentieth century, when for so many daily work has become a monotonous drudgery, we are at laststarting to appreciate the preciousness of ournatural creativity, and the importance ofexercising it if we are to live full-orbed andcontented lives. In Genesis 1 God appears asthe great Creator; this fact about him fills thewhole of verses 1-25; so that when he says,"Let us make man in our image," we are evidently meant to understand that God intendsman, within his limits, to be a creator too.

It is man's privilege and joy under God to be artist and craftsman, producing as Goddid things that are good and have value. I, forinstance, am a writer; I create books. I workhard at them, I put a lot of myself into them,and I get much joy from finding, as I sometimes do, that what I slogged away at nowhas value for somebody. Again, a homemaker puts her heart and her back into creating a place to live that is beautiful, comfortable and welcoming, and finds joy when herfamily and friends appreciate the value ofwhat she has done. Again, married couplesmake babies; God gives them the thrillingthough awesome privilege of creating newhuman life, and of molding and shaping thechildren's growth by the way they bringthem up. Arts and crafts, performing skills,homemaking, family life—these are allspheres of creativity, in which this aspect ofGod's image in us is expressed and displayed.

Third comes dominion, mastery over created things. We read that when God resolved to create man in his image he said:"and let them have dominion." God made uswith the intention that we should control ourenvironment by harnessing and managingthe forces of nature; thus our lives become animage of God's own lordship over all things.This amounts to saying that God summonsmen to create a culture, a civilization, inwhich through cooperation one with anotherlife is made richer than otherwise it could be.The fantastic technological advances of ourtime enable us to go further in doing thisthan any previous generation could.

Technology is not intrinsically sinful or soulless. Granted, technology is often usedsinfully and soullessly to gain wealth andpower at others' expense, and our duty to begood stewards of God's precious creation,not raping and ruining it by wanton squandering of natural resources, is often disregarded. But that does not mean that technology is evil in itself, only that it is being misdirected and mishandled. "Let them havedominion" is in effect God's directive to us todevelop a technology as a means of mastery.

The Creator is glorified when the possibilities of his creation are realized and developed by human enterprise, providedthat this is done responsibly, in a way thatbenefits others. Recognition of our responsibility to use created things for the Creator'spraise may be a rare thing in our time, yetdominion remains an abiding element of theimage of God in human life.

Fourth in the list comes righteousness, by which I mean the doing of God's revealedwill, so that our lives embody his moral preferences and make for his pleasure. We readthat once God had made men he gave themtheir orders: "God blessed them, and Godsaid to them, Be fruitful and multiply, and fillthe earth and subdue it; and have dominion . . ." (Gen. 1:28). The essence of righteousness is to obey God's orders and dowhat he says, for the will of our morally perfect God is the rule of what is right for us, hiscreatures. The Bible has a name for God'steaching on how we should live: the name islaw, in Hebrew torah.

The biblical idea of God's law is not, in the first instance, that of a public legal code(though God gave Israel its public legal code),but of friendly authoritative instruction suchas a wise father gives his children. That iswhat torah means. God's law is his kindlyword to us as our Creator who cares for usand wants to lead us into rewarding paths.To be sure, disobedience to God's law willbring retribution, but the law was given notprimarily to threaten us, rather to guide usinto what is good for us. If God's law becomes a threat to us, that is because of ourown negative and defiant attitude to it, justas civil laws protecting property, which arebeneficial in themselves, become a threat toanyone who decides to become a burglar.What God commands is in fact no less goodfor us than it is pleasing to him; for the righteousness that he requires fits our humannature as our shoes fit our feet.

In these days in which we let ourselves be led so largely by the hunting and herd instincts of the jungle, and are reluctant to acknowledge any law save that of urges wellingup from the depths of our fallen nature, it iswell to be reminded that God's revealed lawstands related to us human beings as theowner's manual stands related to our cars.You need not read the manual, or take anynotice of what it says—but you can expectyour car to give trouble if you handle it differently from the way the manual directs.And we can expect our human nature, whichwas designed to operate in obedience toGod's law and experience freedom and fulfilment, contentment and joy in so doing, togive a vast amount of trouble if we break thebounds and use or, rather, misuse our humanity in a different way.

Think about sex, now, in the light of that last statement. This is an age of frank talkabout sex: let me do a little frank talking onmy own account. A moment ago we recalledGod's command to man to subdue the earth.Note, however, that this was only the secondthing God told man to do to the earth; hisfirst appointed task was to be fruitful, andmultiply, and fill it. But if procreation iscommanded, then sexual relations are commanded, and sex is among other things fun.

Can it be that God actually commands us to have fun? Surely not, says somebody; atleast, not that much fun! No, you are wrong.You are in good company, I grant you; thegreat St. Augustine, chief post-apostolic architect of all Western Christianity, held thatsex within marriage for affection, affirmation, tenderness and pleasure, as distinctfrom the holy purpose of procreation, couldnever be quite right, and many noble soulssince his day have swallowed this bitterteaching without a murmur. But by biblicalstandards Augustine was wrong, just as youare.

Look at the Song of Solomon—a canonical love lyric! Certainly, it is there to picture theLord's love for his people, but that does not alter the fact that it is the duet of a committedand faithful human couple celebrating theirmutual attraction and affection. And look atProverbs 5:18-19 (RSV): "Rejoice in the wifeof your youth ... let her affection fill you atall times with delight, be infatuated alwayswith her love." There can be no doubt aboutit: when God told the man and the woman tomultiply, he was telling them, and intendingthem, to have fun. For married couples, thejoy of sex is commanded by God.

C. S. Lewis's Screwtape disgustedly called the Creator "a hedonist at heart," because hewants to see us happy and loves to make usso. No doubt God's direction of married persons into the pleasure of sexual love was onething Screwtape had in mind. When in 1949the Pope asked Louis Armstrong whether hehad any children, the Baptist jazzman replied, "Not yet, but we're having a lot of funtrying." Armstrong's statement, thoughperhaps unexpected, was from a Christianstandpoint entirely proper, as was the goodlaugh with which the Pope greeted it.3

There is, of course, another side to this coin. The Bible sets strict bounds to our useof our sexual powers. Relationships are to beheterosexual only, and limited to coupleswith a lifelong mutual commitment, and notplanned in terms of a permanent refusal toprocreate. Fornication, adultery andhomosexual intercourse are ruled out, and itis made clear that the full God-intended joy(which is much more than the physical kick)will not be found along those paths. Abstinence within marriage will be right on occasion (1 Cor. 7:5), and virginity is the appropriate way of life for some. Jesus, who saidthis (Matt. 19:10-12), was himself an instanceof it, and it would be hard to maintain thathis humanity, or that of Jeremiah, who wastold not to marry (Jer. 16:2), or that of Paul,who, whether a widower or deserted by hiswife after his conversion, had no sexual partner throughout his ministry, was therebydiminished.

The standards of sexual self-control for all and sexual abstinence for some are explicit,and here as everywhere grace to live by God'sstandards will be given to all who seek it. Justas there is joy and fulfilment in using sexresponsibly within marriage, so there is joyand fulfilment in obediently restraining sexoutside marriage, both of which things Godcan enable us to do. And life's deepest joywill always be found in doing what we knowto be God's will.

Now what is true of sex, the subject matter of God's first command to man in Genesis 1,is true of all divine commands. Sex is aparadigm case, a clear example of what is trueof God's law in every sphere of life. Disregard it, affirming against it your own autonomy, and the result is strain and distressdeep down, because in addition to displeasing God you do violence to your own nature.Keep the law, and in thus serving God youfind freedom and delight, because humannature is programmed for fulfilment throughobedience.

Deliberate doing of God's will is man's only truly natural way of living. As there arenatural and unnatural eating habits, so thereare natural and unnatural moral habits, andall defiance of divine law is unnatural anddoes us damage. You don't believe me? Well,I can understand that. One effect of the distorting twist called sin which the Bible diagnoses in all of us is to make it our habit not tobelieve what God says. More fools we!—forour disbelief does not make it untrue, and ifwe will not take God's words as oursteppingstones to walk by they will becomeour stumbling blocks, over which we trip andfall.

Righteousness, then, meaning obedience to God's revealed will both in procreationand in all else, is the crucial and joyous fourthelement in the image of God which we wereall of us made to bear.

Fifth and last comes community, or togetherness. God made us to live in society— as John Donne said, no man is an island. Lifeis relationships, and we can only live fullyhuman lives in fellowship with other people,in family, church, civil community, clubs,friendships and so on. Is this togetherness anaspect of the divine image? There are goodgrounds for saying, yes. Did you notice theplural pronouns in God's decision recordedin Genesis 1:26, "Let us make man in our image"? It is not the "us" of royalty or authorship (Hebrew knows neither of theseidioms); it is the "us” of plurality. Here aselsewhere Hebrew, which has no lack of singular words for God, denotes him by a wordwith a plural form, and by plural pronouns.Why?

Christians down the ages have seen this plural as a hint—no more, but equally noless—of the personal plurality in God whichbecomes explicit in the New Testament disclosure of the Trinity. God, we now know, isintrinsically a society; provided you do notgo over the edge into tritheism, you couldeven call him, as has been done, a corporation, Father, Son and Holy Spirit. (I am reminded of the printing at the top of an envelope that once came to me from the U.S.A.:God and Son Inc., Doing Business for 2000 yearswith Sinners Like You.) So it seems right to saythat the togetherness which is essential to ourwell-being as persons is actually a furtheritem in the image of God which we are calledto reflect and embody in our life activities.

If, now, God's image in man consists, as we have urged, in the combination of rationality, creativity, mastery, obedience to Godand community, which means togethernesswith others, and if it is true that we werecreated with all these capacities so that wemight actualize them in daily life, then wecan see at once what a genuinely human lifestyle will be like. It will unite worship withwork, and responsible planning with creativeuse of created things; it will be marked bygrateful and caring dependence on our familyand friends and outgoing service of others, aSamaritanship shaped by the particularneeds, material and spiritual, by which wefind our neighbor beset. (Neighborliness, asthe Good Samaritan story reveals it, goes aswide as need, and so can include both publicand social service, such as Joseph and Danielrendered in pagan governments, and personal spiritual ministry, such as Paul themissionary fulfilled to his converts.)

Such is the way of living for which God planned us, and only such living fulfils thedeepest instincts of our nature. (Note, please,that I said nature, not body; the instincts ofour nature go beyond, and are more basicthan, the drives of our body.) Only such living as is described, therefore, realizes thedignity of human life and brings fulfilment tothe human individual. Thus only this kind ofliving is truly natural. It is a mark of oursophisticated age to pine for what isnatural—natural childbirth, natural foodstuffs and feeding habits, natural sound, orwhatever. If we would also embrace God'steaching on the life style that is natural for us,what gain it would be!


3. Godliness and Humanness

The vision of life that I am spelling out has religion built into it, and not in any superficial way either. There is an important pointhere. Most people seem to think ofreligion—the worship of God, the acknowledging of his law, the pursuit of personalholiness and the service of others for God'ssake as well as theirs—as if it were an extra tobe added to behavior patterns which havefound their basic shape already: icing on thecake of life, so to speak, one more enrichinginterest to add to the many one already has.

This view fits in with—indeed, grows out of—the modem secular view of religion as aprivate and personal hobby, and no doubtthe invitation to accept Christ and become aChristian is sometimes understood in thisway, but we ought not to think in such terms,for they falsify the whole situation. All ourlife at every point is being lived unnaturallyif God is not at the center, and if his praiseand glory (“hallowed be thy name") is notthe supreme concern throughout. Do let usbe clear on that.

I said a moment ago that a great dehumanizing infection has attacked all our lives, the motivational twist called sin, a hidden force working away in the human heartmuch as the beetles work away under thebark of trees with Dutch Elm disease, andwith comparable killing effect. Sin pervertsinstincts not only in our bodies but also,more fundamentally, in our natures, andleads us to turn our backs on God, go ourown way, do our own thing, live for ourselves, realize Satan's image in our life styleinstead of God's, and then turn around andchallenge Christian ideals as antihuman, bigoted and pathetic.

I know, indeed, that some who take this line are the embittered victims of insensitiveand loveless treatment which has claimed, ina manner reminiscent of Dickens's morenauseous hypocrites, to be Christianly motivated, and I hope you will believe me when Isay I grieve for these folk and am heartilyashamed of what professed Christians havesaid and done to them. But you will haveobserved, as I have, that the thinking of asensitive person who has been deeply hurtwill thereafter be shaped by reaction against that which damaged him, and he will nottherefore be free at that point to thinkstraight.

But the deeper truth is that sin within us allures us all into anti-God ways of behavior,feeling and thought, of which skepticismabout God's teaching given us in the Bible isone sign. If you find yourself incredulouswhen I tell you that the life I have pictured isthe good life for us all, and that God tells usso and Christian experience over and overagain has proved it so, I can well understandit: your attitude reveals that sin has got atyour mind, as part of its assault on yourheart, and I can only implore you to fight sinin your mind, and think again, and challengeyour own unbelief, and be skeptical aboutyour skepticism. God knows, we live in dayswhen it is hard to fight the invading flood ofunbelief, but I challenge anyone to producebetter reasons for regarding the anti-Godway, rather than the way of godliness, as thegood life for you and me.

I hope that by saying these things I help you to see the law of God in its true light.That law is not a straightjacket, imposing onus arbitrary and unnatural limitations and somaking life poor, but the liberating and enriching directive for integrated and joyoushuman fulfilment. What blossoms from theseeds of self-discipline which God's lawseeks to plant within us is, quite simply, adeeper delight than otherwise we shall everknow. Can you believe it? I hope you can, fortens of thousands of folk today could standup and assure you from personal experiencethat it is so. And I hope that our line ofthought will help you to understand the gospel in its true light also, as you see how itsubserves God's beneficent law.

You ask me: what is the gospel? I reply: it is Jesus Christ, the crucified Savior and risenLord. It is not just the truth about him; it isJesus himself, who comes to us and speaks tous in person through the truth that Scriptureand Christians tell us about him. Really andtruly, though of course invisibly, he drawsnear to us in the power of his deity, his atoning death, his risen life and his presentheavenly reign, and says to us what he hasalways said to sinners: "Come to me, all youwho are under strain and find life burdensome, and I will give you rest. I'll give youpeace for your guilty conscience, the peace ofpardon and a restored relationship with God,and where your life is muddled and twistedand astray, I'll sort you out and set you on theright track. Learn from me; my yoke is easy,and the demands of discipleship that I shalllay upon you, which now perhaps scare youstiff in prospect, will not crush you as youfear."4 If you hear his word and turn to himin sincerity, that is precisely what will happen, and how you will find things to be.

But how does the Savior sort us out and set us straight? What he does in effect is to takeus to the law, and then say: "Now look at me.The law spells out true humanness verbally; Ihave lived it out practically. See me, if youwill, as the law incarnate, just as I am God'sgrace incarnate, and understand that lawkeeping in imitation of me is the pattern oflife into which I am now leading you." "Butit's too hard for me," you object. "All right,"says the Savior in effect, "so it is; I knew that,and have made provision for it. I send uponyou the Holy Spirit. What you cannot do inyour own strength you will be able to do inhis. Now let me lead you in the power of theSpirit to adopt, for the first time in your life, afully human way of living, and let me proveto you that the joy and contentment whichthe self-denying Christian knows is far beyond anything that the self-indulgent paganhas ever conceived."

What we have to appreciate is that Christ saves us from the guilt and alienation of sinin order then to free us from its dominion ona day-to-day basis, so that we actually keepthe law. We were made to keep it, and we areredeemed to keep it. This is the way of godliness, which is also the way of humanness. Ihope you can see it, and that your heart tellsyou even now that by God's grace you areactually on it.


4. Drifting into Godlessness

The streams of Western culture are flowing away from godliness. Society is being increasingly secularized: that is, it is undergoing thechange which sociologists call secularization,and define as transition from a state in whichreligious faith shaped community life to onein which religion is just a private hobby forminority interest groups, and community lifeis controlled by nonreligious considerations.Take my country, for example. Whereasnineteenth-century England was Christian,not indeed always in achievement (horriblethings were done), but certainly in intentionand public commitment, twentieth-centuryEngland, despite Christian forces still operating in national life, is plainly anxious to be asecular rather than a Christian country. Whathave I to say about that?

Quietly and calmly (for hysteria here does not help) I want to say two things.

First, this drift into secularism was inevitable. Why? Because in the thinking of so many major philosophers, and latterly of artists, historians, social scientists and professional communicators too, God has shrunk tosuch tiny proportions—almost to vanishingpoint. No longer are men aware of him as themighty, worshipful Lord of the Old and NewTestaments and of such epochs of faith as thesixteenth-century Reformation, the seventeenth-century Puritan period, and the Evangelical Revival of the eighteenth century. Godhas been so thoroughly reduced in size bythese thinkers, and their impact on our culture has been so great, that many who seethemselves as his servants no longer think ofhim as ruling his world in providence, orspeaking to men in Holy Scripture, or even asbeing a personal moral being as opposed toan animating cosmic force.

To be sure, any who worship Jesus as Son of God incarnate, come to save the world,have in their beliefs about him an answer toall this. The fulfilling of prophecy in Jesus'life and death, and the achieving of theworld's predestined redemption through theapparent accident of a Roman governor beingwilling to let justice miscarry in order toavoid trouble, prove clearly enough the reality of God's overruling. The fact that the second person of the Godhead became a teacherin Palestine settles the much-debated question whether God gives man verbal instruction. The fact that God incarnate has for nineteen centuries appeared unique among menin both the force of his personality and themoral grandeur of his life and teaching sinksall doubts as to whether God is personal ormoral. But clearheaded and thoroughgoingbelievers are, it seems, a minority, and weshould not wonder that when, on top of thework of the God-shrinkers, the knowledgeand technology explosions of our time hit us,great numbers of folk were swept away fromtheir Christian moorings altogether.

Some of us remain cultural dinosaurs, still acknowledging the God of the Bible, and believing that the Bible is his Word and JesusChrist is his Son. Can such old-fashioned beliefs be true? Yes, I think so, but they arecertainly not fashionable. Yet now, living aswe do in a situation in which the pendulumhas swung away from Christianity, there isneed to take some action to try to reverse theswing; otherwise, those around us will neverknow the one and only formula for true humanness. It is no love of our neighbor to keepthat concealed from him, little as he maywant to hear it.

Second, the current drift into secularism is impoverishing. The Christian tide has goneout, leaving behind it the spiritual equivalentof mud. Three aspects of this sad and unsightly mess call for particular mention.

The going out of the Christian tide has left behind it a world of misunderstanding. Menmisunderstand themselves. The humanbeing has always been a problem to himself.He is, and in lucid moments knows that he is,half ape and half angel, a kind of cosmic amphibian, grand in his powers, pathetic oftenin his performance. Says Shakespeare's Hamlet: "What a piece of work is man! How noblein reason! How infinite in faculty [capacity]!in form, in moving, how express and admirable! in action how like an angel! in apprehension how like a god! the beauty of theworld! the paragon of animals!"

Hamlet is right: do we realize, I wonder, the fantastic glory of our humanity?

But what can man today do when he has given up on God, closed his Bible, and so lostthe clue to a truly human way of living? Whatwe do in fact is oscillate. We swing betweenaspiring to be like angels and consenting toact like apes. That is what is happening inour society: that is what so-called "permissiveness" is about: folk think the way ofhappiness is to combine idealism with self-indulgence, high-minded altruism with callous sensuality. But this is to misunderstandourselves utterly.

The truth is that because we have lost touch with God and his word we have lostthe secret both of community (because sinkills neighbor-love) and of our own identity(because at the deepest level we do not knowwho or what we are, or what we exist for).And only when we have relearned our identity as God's sinning and straying creatures,and, in the words of the hymn, "heard thevoice of Jesus say, 'Come unto me and rest,' "can we hope to find a satisfactory way of living either with ourselves or with each other.And only then shall we find the deepest of alllife's secrets—the secret of contentment.

What does it mean to be content? Contentment, which is directly bound up with happiness, fulfilment and joy, the realities ofwhich I have been speaking, means this:unwillingness to change your lot for all thetea in China or the gold in Fort Knox (orwherever the gold is kept nowadays), because you are conscious of having found andof already enjoying life's best—that which ofall things is most precious and delightful.The contented man knows that he has foundthe pearl of great price and secured the hidden treasure, and that there is nothing better,so he declines to consider exchanging it. Onedoes not exchange the best for something lessgood.

Now in this sense the Christian is content, for in living with God as his Father and JesusChrist as his Savior he knows a peace withinthat is to him more precious than anythingelse has ever been, and he knows too that heis heir to all the delight he can hold both nowand for eternity. But where man's nature isnot understood in terms of his relationshipwith God and his need to be forgiven andchanged by grace, such contentment as thiscan never be known, and we are doomed tocontinue restless, always seeking somethingmore than we have and never finding what inour hearts we crave for.


5. The Wasteland

Then again, the going out of the Christian tide has left behind it a world of mirages. Pardon the mixture of metaphors, but “mirages"is the notion I need here. A mirage is theappearance of an oasis in the desert. Theparched traveller takes heart when he sees itand plods groggily towards it, longing forwater to relieve his thirst; but he finds thereis nothing there. The mirage deludes, and sodo the alternative prospects of human fulfilment to which men turn when they abandonChristianity.

Some today, for instance, embrace utopianism, the hope of achieving a perfectsociety, whether by social evolution, such asWestern liberals envisage, or by social revolution such as card-carrying Communists anticipate and work for. Without disrespect tothe integrity of Utopians, I have to say thatGeorge Orwell's Animal Farm and 1984(which I urge you to read, if you have notalready done so) really do seem to speak thelast word as to what must happen when in atechnological age an attempt is made to implement a utopian program. Power, whichwas used for selfish and brutal purposes before, may change hands, but after that it inevitably comes to be used for selfish andbrutal purposes again. Power still corrupts,and absolute power still corrupts absolutely,and in that respect there is nothing newunder the sun.

Others turn to aestheticism, that is, the policy of enlarging individual experience, maximizing sensation and tasting as manydifferent activities and feelings as you can, inthe belief that this is the way of happiness. Itboils down to the maxim of Jerry Rubin thehippy: "If it feels good, do it." So we live lifeas a series of trips, some hectic, some relaxed,some planned, some on the spur of the moment, some with drink, some with drugs,some heterosexual, some homosexual, and soon. We join the aesthetic jet set, zoomingfrom one expected pleasure (or should I say,antidote to boredom, or psychic pain-killer?)to another.

The formula sounds magically good; but what happens? Bitter experience confirmswhat has already been said—that you can fillyour life with kicks of all sorts without fulfilling your nature or enlarging your joy in theleast. Indeed, it is one of life's sad paradoxes,which aestheticists verify constantly, that byincreasing the number and variety of pleasures you may actually decrease joy. Poorpathetic Marie Antoinette had everything aqueen could ask for, and ended up boredstiff: her final complaint was, "Nothingtastes." Pleasure seeking, of whatever kindand at whatever level, is subject to the law ofdiminishing returns. The heartache of inneremptiness becomes more acute, and no contentment is found at all.

Can you see this? Can you distinguish between pleasure and joy? I hope so; you will not know what to do with your life otherwise. Joy brings contentment, pleasures assuch don't, but joy makes life a pleasure evenwithout those particular pleasures for whichwe might be tempted to envy others—such isthe truth we need to guide us; but these arelessons which aestheticism forbids us tolearn. The mirage presents itself as reality,the lie as truth, and many, one fears, arefooled.

Some who have seen through both utopianism and aestheticism settle for pessimism, which is in fact the only coherentpossibility that remains when Christianity isgiven up. Human dignity, it is suggested,requires us to face the fact that there is no realhope for either the individual or society, andto be brave about it. Joy and fulfilment, in thesense in which we have been speaking ofthem, are themselves a mirage; there is reallyno such thing; it is not that we have lost thekey of the door, but rather that there neverwas a door there.

In our time, anti-Christians like the late Bertrand Russell have settled for this kind ofpessimism, and one cannot but admire theirintegrity and strength of will in doing so. Buttheir view itself, so far from being a modernnovelty, is in fact no more than a reviving ofwhat the best philosophers, Stoic and Epicurean, were saying in the first century A.D.,when Christianity was born. Life, they said,is inherently painful; the wise man's wisdomis to cut pain down to the minimum; that isthe best we can ever hope to do. So theEpicureans counselled quiet retirement, andthe Stoics taught men to be unfeeling in orderto reduce their emotional vulnerability, andboth agreed that the best option would certainly on occasion be suicide.

Similar pessimism permeates Eastern religion, which tells us that the best we can hope for is to come off the wheel of reincarnationand cease to exist personally at all. At theheart of pessimism is often the destructivereaction of hurt pride, the feeling that, having been disillusioned and let down by theoptimists, one owes it to oneself to deny andtry now to smash the hopes they entertain. Itis like a person denouncing marriage as anevil because his own marriage has come togrief. But whatever the motivation, howevermurky and unreasonable it may be, pessimism itself is deeply tragic, for the state ofhopelessness is in truth an antechamber ofboth death and hell.

Such, then, are the false hopes and the false denial of hope which we see growing likeweeds in the wasteland of our present-daysociety.

Lastly, the going out of the Christian tide has left behind it a world of menace. The social discipline which Christian faith createdand undergirded in the West is crumblingaway into post-Christian indiscipline anddisorder. Our heritage of Christian moralcapital is shrinking, and some day we maywake up to find it all effectively gone. Thepeculiar hardness and frenzy which marksindividual apostates from Christian faith hasits counterpart in apostate societies, whichachieve their paganism by directly rejecting aChristian heritage.

O. R. Johnston has written of Christianity ina Collapsing Culture.5 It would be hard todismiss as unwarranted the judgment on ourera which his title embodies. It is true thatBritain today publicly purposes to be caringand compassionate in the same way that acentury ago Britain publicly purposed to beChristian, but the steady increase in Britainof lawlessness, violence and anarchic self-indulgence, along with the weakening ofhome and family life and the breakup of social and economic restraints that operated before, are facts which will not go away, however much we act the ostrich and hide oureyes.

Yet the same realism which prompts initial alarm requires us also to note that for themoment British national life is on a kind ofmoral plateau. We are no longer publiclypro-Christian, but we are not yet publiclyanti-Christian either. Though the boat hasshipped a dangerous amount of water, it isnot yet certain to sink. The law and the mediastill do as much to conserve the old values asthey do to undermine them. The situationstill allows Christians to act with some hopeof arresting the anti-Christian pendulumswing of our time.


6. Counterattack

But what can Christians do? What should they be trying to do? Answering with headings only (for space precludes anythingmore), I reply: we must aim, with God's help,to do four things together.

First, recover vision, the vision of true humanness under God, the goal towards which Christian action in society must always bedirected.

Second, restore concern, and avoid the tolerance trap, by which I mean willingness to tolerate the intolerable. I know that tolerantinaction is a prime virtue in a permissive society, but I also know that all that is neededfor evil to triumph in any human situation isfor good men to do nothing. You know thattoo.

Third, renew evangelism, making it our top priority to win our fellow men and women tofaith in Christ.

Fourth, rebuild community, at home in the family and abroad in society, so creating amilieu which helps on the human maturitythat flows from Christian faith.

Some sentences from Nehemiah's narrative of the rebuilding of ruined Jerusalem saywhat we all need to hear as we contemplatethis daunting task.

Sanballat and Tobiah plotted together to come and fight against Jerusalem and to causeconfusion in it. And we prayed to our God, andset a guard as a protection against them day andnight. . . .

I looked, and arose, and said to the nobles and to the officials and to the rest of the people, "Donot be afraid of them. Remember the Lord, whois great and terrible, and fight for your brethren,and your sons, your daughters, your wives, andyour homes."

I said to the nobles and to the officials and to the rest of the people, "The work is great andwidely spread, and we are separated. . . . In theplace where you hear the sound of the trumpet,rally to us there. Our God will fight for us"(Nehemiah 4:7 f., 14, 19 f.).

Amen.

Notes

1 Hans Kung, On Being a Christian (London: Collins, 1977), p. 31.

2Time, August 22, 1977, p. 5.

3Max Jones and John Chilton, Louis (St. Albans: Mayflower, 1975),p. 226.

4Cf. Matthew 11:28-30. The Prayer Book Communion Service introduces verse 28 with the invitation: "Hear what comfortable words our Saviour Christ saith unto all that truly turn to him."

5Exeter: The Paternoster Press, 1976.


Part II: Secularism


7. What Is Secularization?

Sociologically, the standard definition of secularization is, as Bryan Wilson frames it, “the process whereby religious thinking, practiceand institutions lose social significance"1—the process, that is, whereby the variousspheres of community life are "desacralized"through being transferred from religious control based on transcendent, "other-worldly"sanctions to some sort of technological control based on the belief that life in this worldwill hereby be made better. For what the process of secularization expresses is not in thefirst instance skepticism about traditionalreligion (though this may be, and often is,part of it); the first thing it expresses is a shiftof the community's ruling interest from thepossibilities of the next world to the possibilities of this one.

What prompts the shift is the discovery that technology can sweeten and transformhuman circumstances in a way that earlier ages never dreamed of. Such a shift couldhappen anywhere, and is currently happening almost everywhere. Thus, for instance, inIndia, where for centuries British judges conscientiously preserved and administeredHindu and Muslim law, the independent Republic has decided (I quote Lesslie New-bigin, sometime Bishop of Madras) "thatIndia shall be a secular state dedicated to theachievement of a socialist pattern of society. . . legislation ... is determined by the intention that every citizen, irrespective of hisreligion or lack of it, shall be able to participate in the benefits and responsibilities of awelfare state. Thus legislation has beenpassed which is aimed to destroy completelyelements in traditional religious law whichare considered incompatible with this intention, such as untouchability, the dowry system and so on. These legislative acts, whilethey certainly lead public practice rather thanfollowing it, express the change which has infact taken place in the way that Indians thinkabout life."2

So it is not only in England, nor only in countries where Christianity has been dominant, that the forces of urbanization and industrialization, egged on by desire for overallmaterial betterment, have snapped thestrings by which a “sacral" society—that is, acommunity whose life was determined andinterpreted by a religion—was previouslyheld. Indeed, it is arguable that English secularization is mild compared with what happened in some places, for whatever else current legislation is doing it is not outlawingany part of Christian practice—not yet, at anyrate. And this may alert us to the danger ofgeneralizing about secularization in a waythat is too general to be of use, or alternatively that treats as typical and universal localphenomena that are not universal at all.

Dr. David Martin goes so far as to write: "There is no unitary process called 'secularisation' arising in reaction to a set of characteristics labelled 'religious'. . . . One cannottalk in a unitary way about the causes of secularisation."3 This might be thought an overstatement, but at least it alerts us to the basicfact that wherever and at whatever rate secularization takes place its features varyaccording to the cultural and religious background of the community concerned. It simply is not the case that secularization in onecommunity is a carbon copy of secularizationin another. Let me illustrate.

Consider three countries belonging to Western Christendom, Germany, France andthe United States of America. Germany has areligious background which is partly Lutheran, with a tradition of pietistic religiosityand subservience to the State, and partlyRoman Catholic, with a tradition of vigorouspolitical involvement. Against this background, Germany has developed a strongspeculative philosophical tradition mesmerized by metaphysics, cool towards Christianity, and veering between the cosmic optimism of idealists like Hegel, for whom evilwas good in the making, and the cosmic pessimism of existentialists like Heidegger, forwhom suicide was the only course that madesense.

In France, by contrast, neither philosophy nor Protestantism has counted for very much,but for two centuries French intellectualshave been on an anticlerical rampage to freepolitics, education and social life from the influence of the Roman Catholic Church, whichafter being outlawed at the Revolution for itslinks with the old regime was reinstated byNapoleon with financial and other privilegesin 1802, in a settlement which survived intothis century.

In the U.S.A., the dynamics of the religious situation differ again. "In God We Trust" isstamped on the coins but religion is shut outof the schools; a rural, unsophisticated religious culture, Protestant and evangelical,strongest in the South and Midwest, coexistswith a polished humanistic relativismpumped out from centers of learning; andthough over 50 percent of Americans belongto and sometimes attend churches, as compared with 10 percent or less practicing theirfaith in France or England, church links havein America a significance which is muchmore social and ethnic, and much less religious, than is the case in other places. In eachof these three countries today secularizationis an observable fact, but in Germany it hassprung from philosophical ideologies, inFrance from social protest, and in the U.S.A.from a preoccupation with personalachievement, and the details of the processdiffer in each case.

Now Britain, as is often pointed out, is culturally as well as geographically insular, and so we should expect to find that British secularization too has features that are all itsown. My purpose in saying this is simply tounderline that, though secularization is aworld-wide phenomenon, I shall not in thesepages be generalizing about the world, butfocusing primarily on Britain, trying to discern as clearly as possible what the secularizing process means here. Similar conditionsexist, however, throughout the West—particularly in the U.S.A.—and the lessonslearned from the secularization of British society may be profitably applied elsewhere.


8. Before Secularization

In the days before secularization set in—that is, roughly, the early years of this century(later than in France, earlier than in India orItaly)—it used to be affirmed without hesitation that Britain was a Christian country.Certain features of British society could beadduced in support of this claim, featuresbound up in each case with the ProtestantChristianity professed and taught by the twonational churches, the Church of England(including at that time Wales), and theChurch of Scotland. The main features of thiskind were as follows.

1. A Sense of National Identity and DestinyUnder God.

England had acquired a sense of national religious identity long before the Reformation, through united resistance to the financial and jurisdictionary claims of the Papacy.

During the hundred years which began with the martyring of Protestants under Mary andclosed with the setting up of the Commonwealth under Cromwell, there came to besuperimposed on the sense of being all together against the Pope a further positivefeeling that the Protestant English were apeople chosen, like Israel, to enjoy andspread a unique blessedness.4 England wascalled to be a model of godliness and a meansof good to all nations. This conviction tookpermanent hold of English minds and foundexpression two centuries later in the imperialera under Victoria, when it was firmly believed that only cultural and spiritual goodcould come to any community through beingannexed as a British dominion, so that imperial expansion was in truth Britain's serviceto the world. Similarly, both world wars werewidely felt in Britain to be crusades for Godagainst evil. When the jibe is heard, as it stillsometimes is, that to the English God is anEnglishman, this is part at least of what liesbehind it.

2. A Sense of Unity Between Nation andChurch.

In both England and Scotland the national church was felt to be the nation itself atprayer. This was what the church's established status primarily signified. In Englandparticularly, a certain love-hate relationshipbetween people and church was noticeable atvarious times after the Restoration. Theclergy were often despised for timeservingand money-grabbing, and for inertia, incompetence, and insensitiveness to need; yetthe Church of England as such, and thePrayer Book in particular, were held in deepand respectful affection. Both sides of theborder people seem to have felt very widelythat because they belonged to the nation thewell-being of the national church was theirconcern, even if they rarely or never attendedit and had indeed nonconformist attachments. Thus, it was not widely thought incongruous before the twentieth century forParliament to settle Church affairs, nor didmost men take offense at the part played bynon-Anglicans in the Parliamentary debateson the revised Prayer Book of 1927-28. Thenational churches were felt to focus the nation's religious identity in a way that wentdeeper than any divisions between thosechurches and their dissenting daughters.

3. Respect for the Conscience and Rights of Individuals.

This principle, enshrined in the English common law which grew up in and afterfeudal times to guard the rights of those whowere not lords or landowners against theclaims of those who were, was always felt tohave Christian sanction; and similar sanctions prompted and undergirded the establishing of toleration, representative government and constitutional monarchy, and theoutlawing of arbitrary courts like StarChamber, in the seventeenth century. The ultimate reason (so it was maintained) why thelaw must respect individual rights, libertiesand conscientious convictions was that allmen were made in the image of God, to liveto God and one day to answer to God, andthey must not be treated as if their dignityand destiny was less than this. As in Old Testament Israel, so in England, the maintainingof a judicial code which both in legislationand in procedure honored God by honoringhis image in man was accepted as a nationalreligious duty.

4. The Christian Basis of the State.

"State" means the sum total of legislative, judicial and executive functions whereby apolitically autonomous community orders itslife. Before the Reformation it was taken forgranted that the rulers of those nations thatwere part of Christendom would govern in away consonant with Christian faith andmoral ideals, and this was maintained in England after the Reformation without a break, even if the principle was sometimes morehonored in the breach than in the observance. The Reformation insistence thatmagistrates held their power directly fromGod deepened the sense that governmentwas a stewardship and a form of service toGod and man. The Reformers also held explicitly that part of the state's task was to recognize and confirm the distinct authority ofthe Church in its own sphere, just as theChurch must do with the authority of thestate, and this concept of partnershipwhereby Church and state back each other upwas maintained by most up until this century.

6. Recognition That Public Decency Is a DivineRequirement.

This is a safeguard for purity of heart and a sign of respect for God's image in each other.License of all sorts has of course existed inevery age, but public opinion has in the pastbeen strong against it, so that for the mostpart it has had to keep under cover. There hasnever yet been a phrase in ordinary Englishuse corresponding to la dolce vita.

Such were the main features of “Christian" Britain. If they sound rather old-fashionedwhen set out like this, that itself is an indication that in recent years British society haschanged. We now proceed to consider, first,what caused this change and, second, what ithas involved.


9. Why Secularization?

The deepest causes of the de-Christianizing of British society during the past two generations are not peculiar to Britain, but have operated more or less potently all over theWestern world. They are well known, forthey are often discussed. They may be classified for neatness under the headings ofattraction (the impact made by appealing alternatives to the Christian view of man), reaction (the impact made by the church's failuresand inadequacies), and distraction (the impact made by practical materialism). Basic toall these factors, however, has been theeclipse first of biblical theism and then of theBible itself in Western Protestant minds, andit is with this that we must start the story.

In the sixteenth century, at the time of the Reformation, faith in the God who made,sustains and rules this world, and in theBible as his inspired word of instruction toman, was clear and strong. Under its influence experimental science was bom, as thereverent study of God's wonderful works.6 Inthe seventeenth and eighteenth centuries,however, deism, with its idea of the adequacy of natural religion and of God as themighty mechanic who, having set the worldgoing, is now content to be its absentee landlord, had the effect of undermining belief inboth special providence and special revelation; it barred God out of his world, and silenced him into the bargain. Kant's ReligionWithin the Bounds of Pure Reason (1793), whichreduces religion to performing moral dutiesviewed as God's commands, shows thistendency at its height.

Nineteenth-century German idealist philosophy restored the sense of God's nearness which deism had destroyed, but it was only acase of out of the frying pan into the fire.Idealists saw knowledge of God as an aspectof self-consciousness, and equated God withour thoughts and feelings about him, anddenied just as firmly as the deists had donethat God reveals, by some process other thanphilosophic reflection, things that have notentered into the heart of philosophic man.The Bible was seen as a record of religionrather than of revelation, and biblical criticism was practiced in a way which convincedonlookers that the Bible could not be trustedabout anything, while physical science,working with an interpretative model of evolutionary development and making greatstrides in all fields, was thought to have exposed the biblical view of God and the worldas primitive and in no sense scientific.

After the First World War theism revived a little in the West and the sophistry of thesupposition that science has refuted, or couldrefute, the biblical view of God's relation tothis world began to be seen by one and another. But the damage was already done; thecourse of Western intellectual developmentwas now set in a non-Christian direction,and when the war of 1914-18 knocked thebottom out of the optimistic evolutionaryview of man as getting better and better itwas to the atheistic optimism of the communists and the atheistic pessimism of Freudand existentialism that men turned. In Britain it was Freudianism that had most influence.

Freud was a determinist, halfway to being a behaviorist; he saw each man as driven byirrational impulses of which he was largelyunconscious, and which he repressed to hisown ruin. Freud saw religion as a neurosis,God being the personified projection of atyrannical conscience (the super-ego) whichwas itself the neurotic product of repressedjealousy towards one's father (the Oedipuscomplex).

It is relevant when weighing this idea to bear in mind that in clinical practice Freudhad found some cases of infantile jealousy offathers, and also that he was himself anatheist Jew in an uneasy relationship with hisown father. His prescription for mentalhealth was to let repressed desires come out,particularly in the matter of sex; his prescription for society was tight restraints to preventaggressive desires destroying civilized life altogether. This seemed pleasant good sense tomany people in the dispirited days betweenthe two world wars, and the Freudian view oflife was widely taken up as a credible alternative to what was felt to be the incredible, indeed superstitious view held by Christians,which in any case (so it was held)Freudianism could explain away.

The de-Christianizing process was further helped by the contempt, mild or fierce, thatthe Church's inertia in the face of change provoked in the popular mind. Part of the problem here has been the static way of thinkingwhich stemmed from the so-called "medievalsynthesis" of religion and all life which wasthe scholastic theologians' supreme achievement. "The trouble about the mediaeval synthesis/' wrote F. R. Barry, "was that it wasfar too complete. The Church and Christianity were equated with a temporary historical situation and a transient phase in culturalevolution, assuming that it was final andpermanent. For example, the social ethic ofSt. Thomas takes for granted a small-towneconomy, and is viable only in that context. . . . Theologies built on the doctrine ofthe 'natural law' tend to a static social philosophy, and tend to forget that history meanschange. . . . But to resist change is to be destroyed by change. . . ." Under the pressureof the widening interests, new social patterns, explorations of individuality, and newsense of history that flowed from the Renaissance, "increasingly wide areas of life beganto assert their independence from 'religious'or churchly control, and more and more 'secular,' this-worldly interests began to claimand vindicate their autonomy. . . ."7

This is a generalization about several centuries of European history, but something of this kind certainly took place in England, inits own very English way. Hooker's Laws ofEcclesiastical Polity was a late sixteenth-century defense of the Anglican establishment built on foundations of "natural law"; itassumed an absolute monarchy and a singlechurch structure to which the whole nationbelonged. It remained the standard apologiafor the Church of England up to the FirstWorld War, two centuries after it first wentout of date on both these latter points. Asnineteenth-century men came to see moreand more clearly that industrial and urbanized patterns of life had come to stay, soindignation at the Church of England's ruraland reactionary mentality increased, andprogressive persons turned away in disgust,dismissing the Church, and Christianitywith it, as an obstructive irrelevance. It is tobe feared that during the past century therehave been many for whom the conservatismof the Church has undermined the credibilityof the faith.

As for the distraction of materialism, the pressure point for British people seems not tobe so much theoretical (whether Christianityis true) as practical (whether worship andspiritual life matter). The feeling has spreadthat the good life for man in God's world is toavail himself of the endless enjoymentswhich technology now puts at his disposal,and that it is not important to take time andtrouble learning to know and serve God,since God will accept us all, whether we haveloved him or not. If we cannot be accepted foractually being good, we shall at least be accepted for not doing so badly as we mighthave done.

Alistair MacIntyre's famous description of the Englishman's creed as a belief that thereis no God, and it is wise to pray to him fromtime to time, is as false as it is clever; it is theexact opposite of the truth. Various sociological investigations during the past thirty yearshave made it clear that most Englishmen stillpossess a residual belief in "one above,"however vaguely conceived. F. R. Barryquotes "the immortal remark" (made tohim?): "After all, bishop, I suppose we allbelieve in a sort of a something"8—yet mostEnglishmen neither attend a church, nor relate their belief to matters of personal morality, nor regularly pray. Atheists—that is, persons who deny the Christian faith becausethey deny the existence of the personal Godof Christian theism—are a minority, butpractical atheism—that is, living as if theoretical atheism were true—is the life style of thegreat mass of our people.

The term "secularism" was coined by G. J. Holyoake in a fine flush of Victorian indignation to mean "the doctrine that moralityshould be based on regard to the well-beingof mankind in the present life, to the exclusion of all considerations drawn from beliefin God or a future state." According to theOxford Dictionary of the Christian Church, it isnow used "in a more general sense for themodern tendency to ignore, if not to deny,the principles of supernatural religion in theinterpretation of the world and existence."

It is all too apt a description of the current British outlook. What has caused this? Not somuch dogmatic unbelief, it would seem, ason the one hand a sense that the Church, theofficial instructor in Christianity, is remotefrom real life, and on the other hand a clamor,never-ending, from the manufacturers, themedia and the automobile—"buy this";"stop, look and listen to that"; "movearound, and go somewhere else"—a clamorwhich drowns the quieter voices suggestingthat time should be given to exploring eternalissues.

Materialism in Britain operates less as an argument than as an enchantment. It is nottheoretical but pragmatic, calling for and capturing not so much men's assent as their attention. Its motivating force is not hostility tothe truth but rather love of the world, whichdrives out every other concern. Like all othermodes of sin, the more worldly mindednessis indulged the stronger it grows. The presentdegree of secularism in our society is of itselfa strong force pressing for secularization tobe carried further.


10. Secularization in Practice

The secularization of British national life is a complex process of which you and I, willy-nilly, are part, and to focus it for study is noteasy. The following factors, however, are certainly major elements in what is going on.

1. A Drift From the Churches.

Apart from some well-heeled white-collar suburban areas and some nondormitory villages of the Ambridge type, this drift is countrywide, though it is more pronounced inEngland and Wales than in Scotland. In manyworking-class population areas, "drift"would be the wrong word, for people therehave never been churchgoers since the firsthouses were put up—often more than ahundred years ago. As today people whomove to new housing estates and high-riseflats often lose any churchgoing habits theyhad before, so it was in the early days of theIndustrial Revolution when families moved from the country to work in factories andmills.

The nonavailability of churches has sometimes been blamed for this, but it was due more perhaps to the pressures and claims ofthe industrial way of life. There are still veryfew blue-collar industrial workers in theProtestant churches, which in view of thepresent size of our industrial population—something over half the country's total workforce—is a daunting fact indeed. In this century, though the total population of Britainhas increased by more than half, all indigenous Protestant bodies, including the two national churches, have been in decline numerically so far as active membership is concerned, and the Roman Catholic Churchseems to maintain its strength only throughimmigration. Whereas on a Sunday in 1851,when an unofficial census was taken, one inthree Englishmen went to a place of worship(a proportion which at the time was felt to beterribly low), the number on an ordinarySunday in 1974 is no higher than one inseven and is more likely to approximate toone in ten or twelve.9

2. A Drift From Christian Knowledge.

Whether there is less real, as distinct from formal, Christianity in Britain today thanthere was fifty or a hundred years ago issomething which only God knows. But manyhave observed that, whereas until recentlymost people carried with them a smatteringof Bible knowledge, the young people oftoday reveal by and large a striking lack ofsuch knowledge. While more popular Christian books are produced, bought and presumably read in Britain today than ever before, and while the Bible holds its placeamong the bestsellers, the circle touched byChristian literature does not seem to enlargemuch, if at all. Outside this circle public interest in Christianity has sunk to such a lowebb that casual knowledge about it no longerbrushes off on the uncommitted in the waythat it once did, and in the way that casualknowledge about, say, pop singers and thefootball leagues brushes off today on peoplewho have no personal interest in either.Christianity has ceased to be a matter of general knowledge and become a private concernwhich those whose interest is not caught upby it just ignore.

3. A Shift From Public Christian Commitment.We are moving from the ethos of a Christianstate and society to the ethos of its secularcounterpart. What this means may be seenfrom two small books, T. S. Eliot's The Idea ofa Christian Society (1939) and D. L. Munby'sThe Idea of a Secular Society (1963).

Eliot sought to revive the ideal of "Christendom" in a modern context. Defining a Christian society as a community of "menwhose Christianity is communal beforebeing individual,"10 he looked for a Christian elite (a "clerisy," that is, a body of committed churchmen, ordained and lay) whowould penetrate society at every level andleave no area of life without its ideologicalguardians. "The clerisy he intended, somewhat like a social class, or more precisely anintellectual class, a meritocracy," writes Leslie Paul, "would share not so much a common political programme as common (Christian) values and creeds and a common feelingfor the dimensions of the sacred in the secular world."11 They would leaven the sociallump to the extent of maintaining a Christianpublic opinion and a general readiness publicly to uphold Christian standards.

Munby wrote against this, protesting that nowadays such an ideal is not merely impractical but actually undesirable, and that thegoal for Christians to aim at is rather that of asecular society founded on respect for thevariety of individuals and therefore on tolerance for all views which are not in a directway socially disruptive. Here is Lesslie New-bigin's summary of the six features which according to Munby will mark such a society:

"(i) It 'refuses to commit itself as a wholeto any particular view of the nature of theuniverse and of the place of man in it.' Insuch a society the views of atheists and ofChristians will be equally respected, and willbe given equal opportunity to influence education, broadcasting and other aspects ofpublic life. Such a society will therefore notapprove any state recognition of religion.

"(ii) A secular society will be a pluralist society in the sense that it will not enforce(whether by social pressure or state regulation) 'a uniform attitude in important mattersof human behaviour and values.' It will thusaccept the fact that education 'will be as mucha sphere of divided beliefs and cultures asany other realm of life.

"(iii) A secular society will be a tolerant society. It will . . . give the benefit of thedoubt to deviant belief and conduct.

"(iv) The organisations and institutions of a secular society will have strictly limitedaims," (namely, to provide facilities withoutgiving directives). . . . "A secular society deflates the pretensions of politicians andjudges to be leaders of society or 'prophet-priests of the national conscience.' " (Anysuch pretensions on the part of Christianswere ruled out earlier, under (i) ).

"(v) A secular society will solve its problems by collecting and analysing the relevant facts so that people may be able to make rationally the decisions necessary to enablethem to achieve their desires; it will not try totell people what their desires ought to be.

"(vi) A secular society will be a society without 'official images.' 'If there are nocommon aims, there cannot be a common setof images reflecting the common ideals andemotions of everyone. Nor can there be anycommon ideal types of behaviour for universal application.' "12

Munby's pipe dream is vulnerable from several standpoints. First, if practicability isthe issue, it is impracticable in a much profounder sense than Eliot's; for whereas Eliot'sproblem would be simply to find enoughChristians who have got what it takes to fulfilhis aims, Munby's problem would be to finda way of holding together a society which hasno unifying or motivating goal and no agreedmoral basis save the one belief that centrifugal individuality should be given itshead. But to enthrone so socially disintegrative a belief to be the principle of society'scohesion would be a guarantee of social disaster. Has Munby not heard of original sin,nor learned from the Bible and world historywhat happens when every man does what isright in his own eyes?

Moreover, nature abhors an ideological vacuum no less than a physical one, and history suggests that the morally unqualified tolerance which Munby seems to want, andwhich some have seen as one dimension ofdecadence,13 will sooner or later produce byreaction some kind of ideological dictatorship, which will be accepted with hardly astruggle because men will feel that any unit-ive communal goal is better than none.

Second, Munby seems to have hold of the wrong end of his own stick; as David Edwards points out, what his arguments reallydefend is "not the 'secular society' but the'pluralist' or 'open' society. On Mr. Munby'sshowing the state, not the society, needs tobe secular."14

Third, the biblical insistence that all life and all power, including political power, isfrom God and for God surely obliges Christians to seek a society in which the true Godis acknowledged, and approved standardscome as close as possible to the behavior pattern that God has prescribed as being bothpleasing to him and beneficial to us. To settlefor a society which has no standards save unlimited tolerance is not to love one's neighbor, but to fail to love him. To secure hisright to reject the Christian way if he feels hemust is indeed a Christian duty (Munby iscorrect there), but to work for (rather thanstrive against) a state of affairs which willmake that rejection easier, by taking fromChristianity all its present backing in publicopinion (which is what Munby's preferredoption really amounts to), would be a betrayal of both God and man.

But we must rein in our horses. The purpose of reviewing Eliot and Munby was not to make a case for one view against the other,but to clarify our understanding of what apublic Christian commitment, or lack of it,involves, as a preparation for trying to estimate how far the public Christian commitment of former days has been given up in ourpresent-day British society; and to this wemust now briefly turn.

Have we a secular state in Britain? Yes and no. As early as 1913, when the English statewas definitely "Church of England" and FreeChurchmen were still seen as lapsed Anglicans, J. N. Figgis argued, in The Churches andthe Modern State, that the state's task was to"hold the ring" for all churches, securingtheir legal protection and freedom to functionbut not committing itself to any one of them.Though the formalities of the Establishmentremain, the state today has in practice movednearer to Figgis's recommended position.

Under synodical government Parliament is not now asked, nor would it any longer bewilling, to settle the affairs of the Church ofEngland (though this is only to say that thetwo national churches, north and south of theborder, are now in practice on a par at thispoint). Bishops still speak as representativechurchmen in the House of Lords, but Christian principles and Church opinion seem tohave little or no effect on legislative programs. Yet the state is not anti-Christian oranti-Church in any active way, as it is forinstance in communist countries. Thoughmaintaining a formally uncommitted stance,it may fairly be described as still a fellowtraveller with the Church. In education,broadcasting and television a measure ofChristian privilege still remains, and the partplayed by the Church on ceremonial occasions (providing official chaplaincies, leading in prayer and worship, and so on) is stillevidently welcomed.

"Surveys of public opinion," wrote David Edwards in 1969, "show that the privilegesare not in fact widely resented. The greatmajority of English parents seem to wantreligious worship and instruction in schools,and religious broadcasts have large audience. . . . Some evidence that the Britishpeople wishes to observe high standards ofdecency and compassion comes in its acceptance of the legal prohibition of public prostitution and racial discrimination."15

All this seems still to be true. Public appeal to our Christian heritage can still be made,though modern politicians usually leave it toothers to make it. The welfare state embodiesrecognizably Christian ideals of care, andrecognizably Christian ideals of respect forthe rights and conscience of the individual,plus the traditional Christian scheme of social values still animate the British judicialsystem. Thus it would seem that the Britishstate, though secularized to a degree, is notyet wholly secular; more of its Christian rootsremain than might at first be thought.

Have we, then, a secular society on our hands? Again no categorical answer can begiven. On the debit side, it is clear that inmatters of personal morality—honesty, sexual restraint, fidelity, thrift, self-control, public spiritedness, responsible gratitude, andsuch things—a great deal of the Christiantradition of teaching, and the public opinionthat went with it, has been eroded, so thatthere are many young Britons today to whomit has simply never occurred, nor ever beenseriously suggested, that the practice of thesevirtues might be part of the good life.

Statistics show that crime (especially crimes of violence), illegitimacy and venerealdisease, drug offenses and outlay on gambling (not to mention tobacco, drink or installment buying), are increasing all the time:though in America these things are worse.Also, a great deal of dehumanizing thoughtabout personal life (sometimes calledhumanist, sometimes not) has been pumpedout, and has presumably made some converts, in recent years. It is notable, however,that when Os Guinness set out to analyze thisarray of ideas (in The Dust of Death, 1973) hewent for most of his examples to America andcontinental Europe, where the ideas havebeen developed in more radical and forcefulways than here.

Similarly, the current revival of interest in the occult among those on whom Christianityhas no hold (a predictable development,since nature abhors a religious vacuum noless than any other sort) is a sad sign, nodoubt, but there is more of it in some othercountries. Leslie Paul has solid warrant forhis generalization about the pessimistic,nihilistic trend of modern literature—"whatever the philosophies and ideologiessay, literature testifies that man seeks invain, outside his moments of orgasm, formeaning, hope, or identity”16—yet it is againnotable that his most striking evidence forthis thesis comes from writers outside Britain. On the credit side, it is clear that Britainhas still a very potent legacy of Christianethical ideals for personal conduct, oftenlinked with a continuing belief, howevermisshapen, in God and in the ultimate significance of morality.

The conclusion seems to be that though no public Christian commitment now marks oursociety we have not yet sunk so deep into thepost-Christian void as some other communities have done. In the world of ideas,strongly anti-Christian currents run; but theBritish people in general do not take themwith full seriousness. What will happen tomorrow nobody knows, but this seems to bewhere we are today.

4. A Detaching of Moral Values From Their Anchorage in Christian Faith.

What we see today is a secularizing of ethics. This is the other side of the picture sketchedin the last two paragraphs. Certainly, Christian moral attitudes and behavior patternsstill survive in circles where Christian faith isno longer present to give them sanction; buthow long can they last under those conditions? High-minded humanists who valuethe Christian code of loving one's neighborthink it can last indefinitely on its ownmerits, because (they say) it clearly makes forhuman happiness. Christians wonder if thisis not too starry-eyed. How long will a senseof human dignity survive after man's creation in God's image has been forgotten? Ora spirit of care and mutual service surviveamong men who forget the obligation toserve God? How long before Christian toleration, which was based on respect for God'simage in man, will turn, as in some quartersit is already doing, into a total permissiveness based simply on hedonism—"living forkicks"? How soon will our heritage of Christian ideological capital run out? How longwill God's common grace restrain sin in acommunity that has given up the faith in himthat it once professed? In the Bible, self-destruction through lawless self-indulgenceis one form of divine judgment on erringcommunities: may this be what we nowface?17 These questions are easier to ask thanto answer: but it is at least clear that whileChristian morality, personal and social, lacksthe sanctions of Christian faith it is constantly at risk.


11. Evaluating Secularization

The process which has been described above in its British form, and which currently operates, with local variations, throughout theWestern world, has been variously evaluatedby theologians. At one extreme stands Harvey Cox, who in The Secular City (1965) maintained that urban secularization is to be seenas a wholly good and Christian development,even though one of its by-products is thatGod has become anonymous and is no longerknown. Others from an opposite extremehave denounced secularization as unmixedapostasy. It is not possible here to enter intothe complexities of this debate: I limit myselfin this final section to making four “perspec-tival" points which may help to shape ouroverall response to what we see happeningaround us.

First, the secularizing of society was inevitable. Whether we applaud it as “man come ofage" or deplore it as man off the rails, we should recognize that the secularization ofChristendom was something that sooner orlater had to happen, and any nostalgic ideathat it could have been avoided should bebanished from our minds. For Christendom,both unreformed (in the Middle Ages) andreformed (in the sixteenth and seventeenthcenturies) was a Church-dominated, rural andstatic culture, prescientific, preindustrial andpretechnological, full of fanciful ideas aboutnature, man and the cosmos, and quite unprepared for rapid social change. From theRenaissance there flowed, like a river growing in size and speed, first the knowledgeexplosion and then the technological explosion. This was the biggest cultural trauma inWestern history so far, and it made Christendom's historic way of thinking about lifeunder God seem increasingly remote.

I do not imply that the Christendom synthesis of knowledge and culture informed and interpreted by biblical faith cannot besuccessfully rethought and realized afresh inour time—with T. S. Eliot, John Baillie, Herman Dooyeweerd, Francis Schaeffer andmany more I think it can. But it would havebeen unrealistic to expect that the West couldwork through this trauma of transition without great numbers of people throwing out thebaby of Christian faith with the bathwater ofChristendom's prescientific outlook becausethey thought that the two were one. So weought not to panic, as if we face somethingenigmatic and inexplicable, when we findthat this has actually taken place.

Second, the secularizing of society has brought real spiritual loss. Against those whohail secularization as if it were God's kingdom coming, the sad side of the process—the"expense of spirit," to use Shakespeare'sphrase, and the eternal ruin of souls—mustbe stressed. When individuals or groups whoonce professed the faith give it up, it is apostasy, a falling away; and the end of apostasy,as the Epistle to the Hebrews declares, isdeath, in every sense of that word (see 6:4-8,10:26-31). By the light of the Bible we recognize in the process that has been going onthroughout Europe for two centuries, and intensively in England for two generations, thepattern of spiritual decline spelled out inRomans 1:20-32 where Paul describes howmen transfer their instinct to worship andserve from the true God to things they havemade themselves, and how this loss of Godleads to the loss of good in human relations,and an increasingly frenzied descent into debauchery, all provoking divine judgment.

Inevitable as the secularizing of the West may have been, that does not excuse theapostasy which is bound up with it; andwithout questioning God's lordship over theprocess we must recognize the reality of hiswrath against the spiritual decline which ithas brought. Jeremiah (9:1) wished that hishead were waters, and his eyes a fountain oftears, that he might weep for his people:anyone with an ounce of compassion in himwill feel the same as he looks at the tokens ofthe spiritual state of Britain today.

Third, the secularizing of society tends to disintegrate society. The fact must be faced that many current social trends lead towardsnihilism and anarchy. True as it may be thatwe are still distant from both, and othercommunities are perhaps nearer, it is to thisand nowhere else that the road we are following leads. The seeds of all kinds of sin lie inevery human heart; restraints of law, custom,religion and public opinion may hold themin check; but the more these restraints areweakened, the more we may expect to seethese seeds grow, and human relations in society being disrupted as a result. That the restraint of religion is being weakened seemsclear from the decline of the churches and thegeneral withering of religion in the home.That other restraints are being progressivelyweakened seems to follow from contemporary willingness to tolerate what earlier eraswould have thought intolerable—a state ofmoral apathy which we call the permissivesociety.

The weakening process may be expected to continue, for permissiveness has a continually erosive effect. Public blasphemy recoilson the community which tolerates it by eroding the capacity to respect or hold sacred anything at all. Pornography recoils similarly bydehumanizing our thoughts about sex, andso dehumanizing those who think them. Violence glorified by artists and the media as away of establishing individuality in a hostileworld dulls the inner sensibilities which ordinarily hold back the rage that lies hid in allour hearts, and so tends to brutalize andleads us step by step towards the jungle. Thesociety which tolerates these things and hasno strong public opinion against them is terribly vulnerable. I was once in a boat whichbegan drifting towards an open dam, and Iremember how I felt as it began to pick upspeed, before we got it under control. Watching British society move during the past decade has often given me similar feelings.

In the early eighteenth century, as J. Wesley Bready showed in England: Before and After Wesley, English society underwent adecline into brutalized irreligion and immorality that bade fair to produce total socialchaos had it not been arrested. What put thatprocess into reverse for a century and a halfwas the impetus towards personal and socialregeneration that sprang from the EvangelicalRevival. Bready's view of the social dynamicsof the Revival followed that of Elie Halevy,who had written: “In the vast work of socialorganisation which is one of the dominantcharacteristics of nineteenth-century Englandit would be difficult to over-estimate the partplayed by the Wesleyan revival. . . . We shallexplain by this movement . . . what we maytmly term the miracle of modem England,anarchist but orderly, practical and businesslike, but religious and even pietist."18

Historical parallels are always in danger of oversimplifying problems, but they cansometimes suggest solutions. It may be thattoday as in the eighteenth-century spiritualrevival can save our society from further dehumanization and collapse. It is certainlyhard to see, in the long run, what else can.These things should drive Christians to theirknees.

Fourth, the secularizing of society is a summons to Christian action. Jesus' disciples are called to be the salt of the earth, the workingantiseptic factor that keeps society from decay. So Christians should use whateverpower and influence they have in the socialsystem to set up and safeguard public righteousness, and to further decisions whichexpress Christian values. Part of the task facing every Christian generation is to see howfar society can in this way be "Christianized.” This follows from the "culturalmandate" of Genesis 1:28, linked with God'sconcern for community holiness as expressedby the Mosaic law and the prophets, andwith Jesus' call to neighbor-love; and it follows equally from Jesus' directive toworldwide evangelism in Matthew 28:19, forthe establishing of Christian patterns ofcommunity is itself a help and a step forwardin making disciples.

If, therefore, Christians lack power to exert Christianizing influence, they should consider before God how they might acquire it;and if no access to power seems open tothem, they should still seek, as did the company of evangelical leaders to which Wesleybelonged, to create alternative patterns ofcommunal living in homes, extendedfamilies, local churches and ad hoc "taskforce" associations which will function in society as a city set on a hill, demonstrating tothe world around the power of Christ in action.

In any case, Christians owe it to God and their fellow men and women to maintainconstantly that the divine moral law is notonly obligatory but also natural in the senseof constituting the only ethical fuel on whichhuman nature can run without burning itselfup. Human nature at bottom does notchange, whatever cultural shifts occur at surface level, and it remains as true as it everwas that joy and fulfilment are only foundwithin the framework for conduct that God'slaw—his torah, that is, his fatherlyinstruction—erects. And Christians need alsoto proclaim with new energy that the livingLord Jesus, the Christ of Calvary, of the Em-maus Road and of the upper room, is the solesource and secret of freedom and meaning forman, just as they must display in their ownlives the contentment which comes of havingfound this secret and knowing that it is theirsfor ever.

Most of all, Christians should labor to understand the secularization that goes on around them—what arguments and hurts(usually the latter rather than the former) leadpeople to embrace secularism, what issueshold their attention, why their way of seeking true community and true individuality iscounterproductive, and how an active Christian minority (which is all we can hope for atpresent) can take up the problems of a drifting society, neither denying nor oversimplifying them, but irradiating them with the light of biblical truth and the reality of divinegrace.

It is time to seek the Lord, and to do some homework.

Questions for Thought and Discussion

1. What is good, and what is bad, about thecurrent secularization of our society?

2. How far do the attitudes of the organizedChurch today contribute to its eclipse asan influence in society?

3. Is the ideal of a Christian society realistictoday in any form?

4. Is it possible to justify the attempts ofChristians to bring public life into linewith God's law when they themselves area minority group?
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