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INTRODUCTION

As one of ths most distinguished thinkers of this century,
Paul Tillich has 1left & system of thought which, in depth,
scope, and origimality, stands ¥irmly among those extraordirary
works of history. At the very heart of this philoscphicale-
theological gpus is a philosophy of religion whose reverbera-
tions have penegtirated throughout a variety of académic and
non-academic activities, The most dirsct expression of this
rhilosophy is Tillich's definition cof religion. As with the
system gurrounding it, this defimition is both striving to
speak %o twentieth-century man and by its novelty and ambigu-
ity making it difficult for him to receive its message. As a
result Tillich's account of relipion, which includes as well
kis view of secularism, is very often found implausible, In
the interest of overcoming some of these zll too simple rejec-
tions of this definition, this thesis aims to clarify Tillich's
understanding of what it means to be religious and what it
means to be secular. First however, it will be helpful to

give a general introduction to Tillich’s life and work,

LIFE AND WORHK

Formative Influences, Ultimately Tillich's view of the

religious and the secular is anchored in his notiop of the



relationship of the Finite te the infinite as one in which the
fipite "points fu" the infinite feor which it "lungs."l This
notion has its rootis in Tillich's childhood experiences and
can be seen as taking on fuller meaning for him as it comes
under the scope of other fcrmati&e influences. It was as a
child in & small town in.Eaatern Germany that the sights,
sounds, and scents of nature became for Tillich symbolic ex-
pressions of man's encounter with the divine., Although life
here was in many ways restricted, as is symholized by the
ancient wall surrounding the town, "the ysarly escape to the
8altic Sea, with its limitless horizon, was the great event,
the Flight into the Upen"2 that offered opce again "thelexper—
ience of the infinite bordering upon the Finite."B‘ These

same small touwns, which in many ways restricted the early
Tillich, in anocther way gave him additional nurture for his

nT

romantic soul, As he says: 0 Qrow up in towns in which
every stone is witness of a pericd many centuries past produces
s feeling for history, not as a matter of knowledge, but as a

: . . . - N al
living reality in which the past participates in the present,

This sense of sharing life with the past sddéd depth to Tillich's

feeling for the present,

Itg explore and estsblish this point is one ofthe under-
lying themes of the whole thesis, Cf. sspecially pp.2b6%; 8i-1,
below,

2488, p. 6. 2 IH,p.7. YK8B, D 5,

oo et



Another'aspecthmf Tillich”é youth that had formative influ-
ence on his lat;r thought was his study of the Greek language
and learning at the Gymnasium. OF this Tillich says: "My
love of the Greek language was a vehicle for my love of the
Greek culture and especislly the s=arly Greek philusnghies¢“5
This interest in Greek philesophy led to a more involved study
of philosophy in general; so that by the time he entered uni-
versity Tillich already possessed "a good knowledge of the
history of philosophy and a basic scguaintance with Kant ard
Fichte."s

It was at the University of Halle that Tillich studied
under Martin Kahler and Fritz Medicus, the theologian and
philoscpher respectively, who were tc have major influence on
the future course of his thought, It wss Kahler who gave
Tillich the incentive for a new interpretation of the docirine
of "justificatimﬁ by faith," an interpretation that was decisive
for Tillich's decision to remain a theologian, Perplexed over
the possibility of Christian convicticn being intellectual
sulecide Tillich welcomed Kehler's insight that doubt 1s funda-
mental to the human situation and cannot bSe overcome by subjec-
tive experience, Thus, he ceoncludes: "The situation of doubt,
gvan of doubt sbout Geod, need not separate us from God, There
is faith in every serious doubt, namely, the faith in the truth

as such, even if the only truth we can express is cur lack of truth,

51hid., p. 9. 6Ihid., p. 10,



But if this is experienced in its depth and as an ultimate
concern, the divine is present; . ., . So the paradox got held
of me that he who sericusly denles God, affirms him. Without
it I could not have remzinsd a thealngian."7 Further enuclea-
tion ef this principle le=zds Tillich fa protest against the
Pharissic mature uf dogmatism, especislly that eof Orthodox
theology. This, under thea name of the "Protastant Frinciple,®
remained basic to Tillich's life~long pretest against narrow-
ness of all kinds,

Egually influential in the develcpment of Tillich's
thought was Fritz Medigus who, by formally introducing him to
Schelling, gave Tillich a philosophical framework for his
thought. It was from Schelling as one member of the Germen
classical school of thought - others being Kant, Fichte,
Schleieréacher, and Hegel - that Tillich acquired a keen inter-
est in the task of releting the Christian faith to religiuusness
in general. This influence shows itself both in Tillich's broad
definition of religion and in his concern ito give a religious
interpretation to all spheres of culture, It was also from
Sghelling that Tillich found his npotion of a common ground for

philosophy and theology as an awsreness of an intuitive g priori,

In addition to these twp main themes ogne can also see traces

of Schellimg .inm Tillich's existentialism (Schelling's later

7 PE, pp. x-xi,



philosophy was a philtsophy of existence); in his notion of God
- 8s one of boih being and bscoming; and in his conception of his-
tory and the kairos, both influenced by Schelling's interpreta-

tion of histeory as Heilsgeschichts, That Tillich was pro-

Foundly influenced by Schelling is evidenced by the following
statement by Tillich himself written some forty years after he
first studied the works of this philosopher:

He was my teacher, even though the beginning of my
studies was sepérated by some fifty years from the

time of his death, I have never, in the development

of my own thinking, forgotten my dependercy on Schelling
e « o o My work on the problems of systematic theology

would be inconceiveble withoui him,B

Tillich alsa acknowlédges his indebtedness to the thought of
mady aothers: +to Jacob Boehme's Grund and Ungrund from which he
derives nis conceptlons of Geod as the Ground and Abyss of Being
and the demonic as the separation of the form of being from its

inExhaustibility;g to Rudolph'Otto's mysterium tremendum et

BGesammelte Werke, Vol IV: "Philosophie und Schicksal®

(Stuttgért: Evangelisches Verlagswerk, 1961), p. 133; guoted by
Aren Unhjem, Dynsmics of Doubt (Philadelphia: Fortress Press,
1966), p. 17, For detasiled studies of the influence of Schelling

on Tillich's thought se=: Daniel J. O0'Hanlon, The Influznce of

Schelling on the Thought of Paul Tillich (Gregorian University:

dissertation, 1957); Gunter Friedrich Sommer, The 5ignificance

of the Late Philosophy of Schelling for the Formation and Inter-

pretstion of the Thought of Paul Tillich (Duke Univeristy:

dissertation, 1S560),
1, pp. 84 FF.



fascinosum, mhich helped him understand the ambiguous character

of man's experience af the holy as expressed in ultimate concern;la
to Ernst Troeltsch's lectures on the rhilosophy af histury, which
encouraged him - despite dissgreemeni with Troszltsch's idealist
starting point - "ig develop a philosophy of history that could

become also a philoseophy of religious sacialism;“ll to Kierkegaard's

dizlectical psychalagy;lg to Nietzxche's vitalic affirmastion of
1ife which for Tillich was a2 clear expression of the gxperience
of the abyss;13 and finally, to Marx, whose prophetic, humzanistic,
and realistic thought was always close toc Tillich's congern for
all areas of culture, but whose calculating materialistic base
received a Tillichian “Nom”lb |

In addition to these thinkers of the past and of his day,
some historical events of the time also played a major role in-
deciding the direction of Tillich's thought, It wss as a chaplain
in MDrld War I, for example, that Tillich discovered his German
classical philosophical and theology to be unworksble, Recalling
the night attack which finally brought sbout this major "transe
Furmatioé," Tillich says: "A1ll that horrible night I walked
along the rows of dying men, and much of my German classical phil-
osophy broke down that night - the belief that man could master

cognitively the essence of his being, the belief in the idéntity

. 1 .
of essence and existerce,” > To encourage this trensformation

10 g7, 1, 215-16, 11 pa, pp. S54-5. 12K & B, p. 11,
13 g8, p. 53. kg a, p. 13,

15 1ime, Canadian edition, March 16, 1953, p. 63,



of course was the fact that nineteenth~-century bourgeois society
had been shattered by thz war,

A second major historical event which left its mark on
Tillich's developing philosophy was the rise of Nazism and the
ensuing uorld War II. In additiﬁn to uprecoting him from his
nativeland, these things alsc raised in Tillich the ouestion:
to what extent is religion being replaced by politiczl and social
movements? Variations of this theme were always at the centre of
his interest encouraging him to search for religious depth in
2ll, ostensibly non-religious movements,

R concrete expression of this séarch was his active parti-
cipatieon in the German Religious Socialist Movement following
the first WUorld War, Returning from this war Tillich and a
group of fellow scholars realized that throughout much of Europe
there existed a gap between the cultural revolution and the
religious tradition. Each side was rejecting the other -~ the
churches rejecting the cultural movement as a secular autonomy,
snd the reveluticnary movements rejeciing the churches as a |
transcendent hetercnomy,., Reelizing that this gap wculd eventually
pe disastrous for both elements Tiliich and a group of his
cclleagues founded and organized the German Religious Sociaslist
Movement, It was at this time that Tillich saw the need fqr a
new interpretation of history and sc conceived the notion of the
kairos in order to restore piety tc the struggle for justice

without eilther dragging God down from heaven or raising man up



to heaven, Basically the kairss concent refers to a moment in
the over=-zll historical process in which a turning point takes
place, in which history tskes a new religious canscimusness,ls
The Religious Socislist group believed that such a moment was

at hand in the postwar situation of ceptral and eastern‘EuropB.
Their sim was to emsure that it worked in favour of a "thaonomous"
culture, a new culture in which the open breach between the
secular and the religious would be clesed. The direct historical
effects of this movement were few of course. Wnder the weight

of a strong autonomous secularism and an egqually strong and
conservative religious ruling class, the movement was impotent.

However, the thesis on which it was hased remained certral to

Tillich's thought for the remainder of his iife,

Writings. To complete this telescopic look at Tillich's
life and work it is necessary to comment briefly on his writings,/
noting particularly those most significant for this thesis., The
basis of Tillich's philosophy of religion can be found in the
thres articles: "On the Idea of a Theology of Culture," "QOver-
coming the Notion of Religion Within the Philosophy of Religion,®

snd "Philosophy of Religion," all of which were published in

. 17 :
Germany in the early post-idorld Wsr I years, It is in thzse

16Fgr @ full account of the kairos doctrine see PE, pp. 32-
51; 55 ff, The concepts of "autoncmony' "heteronomy," and "thzonomy,"
are dealt with in Chapter II of this thesis.

17English translation of these articles by James L Adams in
WR?, For complste publicetion deta on this and other books in this

list see bibliocgraphy at the end of this thesis,



Ei
writings that Tillich First presznts the ideas that were to ramain
the baszis uf‘his thought right through to his death, These include
the concepts of: +the Unconditionsl; the demonic, and religion as
the substance of culture, A further slucidation aof these fundaze
mental ideas and the applicatlion of them to histerical reality
prcducedvtwu other key concepts - the Protestant Principle, and
the kgirgs concept - aiong with a buik of lectures and articles

snd two important books: The Religious Situation (1932) and The

Interpretation of History (1936), Throughout these writings

the fundamental themes of Tillich's thought - his refersnce to
religion as the substance of all cultural expressions, and his
deniel of ultimacy to any finite reality - undergo change only
insofar as they are more thoroughly expounded and more widely
applied to cultural and historical situations. There is no funda-
mentai Break in Tillich's main line of thought, neither in this /
perigd nor in any ofher. There are, of course, different arientaj
tions and emphases at diFférent times, Between the two gresi wars,
for example, he was much more concerned with explicit interpreta-
tion and change of social reality than with general theoliogical
conceptuslizing as he was in his later years in America, But

the hezart of his thought remsined throughout these changing gwmpha-
ses, as it was in his first important public lecture, given in

1919 (*0On the Idea of a Theology of Culture"), grounded in a
philesophy of meaning which describes religion as the supporting
substance of all cultural expressions,

Other writings of Tillich's most npertinent for the analysis



to follow include: GSystematic Theology (especially Vols, I

and III), Tillich's magnum opus whose purpose is to correlate

the philosophical gquestions of existence with the theological

Christian answers; Theclogy of Culture, a collsction of essays

from various periocds in Tillich's 1life with the same theme as is
at the heart of most of his writings: the relastionship betueen

religion and culture; The Courage to Be, which as the title

indicates is a discussion of vaerious asccounts of the source and

nature of man's courage to live; Dynamics of Falth, Tillich's

most popular sccount of what it means to be religious; and

finally the three books of sermons entitled The Shaking of the

Foundations, The New Being, and The Eternal Neow, 211 af which

‘give accurate reflections of Tillich's most profound thoughts
in a consise and simple style. All these werks were written in
Tillich's later years after he moved from Germany to America.
As azlready noted, hosever, they show no major departure from
the foundaticns laid in the early German writings listed sbove,

"0On the Boundary." In summing up this brief account of

Tillich's life and work no statement is more apt than Tillich's
cun assessment of himself as a man "on the boundary,” "the

best place for acquiring knowledge." FPrefacing his summary of
the major boundary experiences of his life he writes:

At almost every peint, I have had to stand between
alternative possibilities of existence, to be com-
sletzly at home in neither end to take no definitive

stand against either, Since thinking presupposes
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receptiveness to new pessibilities, this position is
fruitful for thought; but it is difficult and dangerous
in 1ife, which again and =gsin demands decisions and
thus the exclusion of alternatives, This dispositicon
and its tensions have determined bath my destiny and

my wDrk.la

To explore some of the fundamental principles and tensions

of that work is the chief intent of this thesis,

METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

To analyze the thought of Tillich in search of the mean-
ing of two particular concepts is to engage in a largely ambigu-
cus task, First, it is to sbstract from z comprehensive system
two particular elements which, it may be argued, cannot hbe
fully understood except in terms of all the other slements /
censtituting that system, If this problem is common to all
attempts to sbstract from systems, 2 second ambiguity faced
by this particular study is brought on by the peculiarities !
of Tillich's work slone; that is, by the guestion as to
whether Tillich is primarily philaosopher or theologian, There
are many other ambiguities in Tillich's thought itseif, of
course, but sinceimuch of this study is concerned specifically
with these, they need net detain us at this point, However,
it is decisive thet we discuss at the gutset the ftwo problems
mentioned above, since they have direct implications for the aim,

method, and general character of the study which is to follow,.

18 5, p. 13,



The aim.cf this study is fu get 3 clear understanding of
what Tillich thinks it means to be religious and to be secular,
To do this entails an emphatic diecussion of some concepis and a
slight menticning, or perhaps even @ complete ignoring, of others,
This task is not only difficult - it is that chiefly because of
the zlmost complete interrelationship of all concepts in the
system - it is slso dasngerowus; dangerous, that 1s insofsr as it
could give less than a fair and complete understanding of the
concepts involved, Nevertheless, since my aim is te investigate
Tillich's understanding of but tweo concepts and not to give a
summary of the whple system, selection must be made of what I
deem to be the most critical elements of his relevant to the
cencepts I wish to clarify. In general terms the principles
of this éelectimn can be deduced from a mere detalled account of
my purpose and procedure, This we will now give,

Aim, As already statéd, in general terms the purposz of
this thesis is to investigate Tillich's understanding of what it
means to be religious and to be secular, The fact that one
chooses tno do this presupposss that Tillich's thought on these
subjects is not without some problems, or iz at least in need
of some clarification, In>Fact it is my contention that it is
this need for further -clarification that is at the base of many
misunderstandings and all too simple rejections u? Tillich's
interpretation of these concepts. Thus, in more specific terms,

the aim of this study is to present a clearer statement of

12



[
\

Tillich's rotion of the religious and the seculsr than he him=-
self gives, and in so deing indicate how some of the ma jor
sources of confusion and misuhderstaﬁding in Tillich's dis-
cussion of these subjects can be cvercome. In doing this it

is not my aim {0 edd anything new - not in the way of substance
at least - to Tillich's defimition of religiom and secularism,
but rather to clarify that definition. Neiﬁher is it my inten-
tion to argue for or against the ultimate validity of that de-
Finition, but‘rather to indicate how some rejections of it have
been based on less than complete Qnderstanding.

Sasic Ambiguity. A discussion of my method of acheiving

this aim involves a consideration of the ambiguity raised by

the guestion: Is Tillich's thought primarily theclogical or |
philcsophical, or in some sense a combination of both? There
is little need here to engage in a long debate on this issue,
It seems apparent that Tillich is primarily a Christian theo-
lagian,lg but a theologian whose very methodolegy - the method
of correlation - lesds him first to be philosophical, Go it
szems perfectly reasonable to label him a philssopher~theolo-
gian {(or theologian-philesopher) as in fact mest do, But far
more important for our purposes then any labelling of Tillich
is the fact that he is underniably = cormitted Christian thesle-

gian, while ihe definition of religion and secularism I aim

15 His magnum apus is entitled Systemstic Theolooy, while

most of his other writings contain an obviowus theological bent,
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to investigate is, by my contention, a general philosophical one,
That is to say, it is & bssic oresupposition of this thesis that
the definition of religiom and secularism it aims to sxpound is
that of an "objective" philosopher not s restricted theclogian.
The ambiguity involved im this could obviocusly lead to a thesis
on this subject alone. Nevertheless, our remarks must be cone
fined to the following short explanation,

uhile it is true that Tillich is primarily a Christian
theplogian it is alsé true that his point of departure is a
philpscphical one, In other werds, Tillich starts as a philo-
sopher asking cuestions sbout reslitv and its structures, and in
going ?urthar to ask @mout the meaning of that reality he finds
the theological (Bhristién)symbals to be meaningful answers to
his guestions, As he says in discussing his method of correla-
ticn:

In the light of this message thhe Christian ane_/ he

/= the theologian _/ may make an analysis of existence
which is more penetrating than that of most philosgphers,
Nevertheless, it remains a shilosophical analysis. The
Analysis of existence, including the development of the
guestions implicit in existence, is & philoscphical task,
even if it is perfcormed by & theologian . . . . The
difference between the philaosopher wno is not a theolo-
gian and the theologian who works as a philosopher in
analyzing human existence is only that the former tries
to give an aralysis which will Le part of a broader

philosophical work, while the latter tries to correlate
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the material cof his analysis with the theological con-

cepts he derives from-the Christian faith;zn i

Tillich of course is the lstter, "a theclogian who works
as a philosopher,” asnalyzing existence in order to see the
gquestions the Christian message must try to answer, His do-

finition of religion and secularism is part of the analysis

af existence not the answer to iis guestion, The implicaticn

of this for this study is obvious: the definition of religion
and secularism we are expounding must not be misconstrued as

a claim to Christian conversion by definition, The definition
might as easily have heen given by a philosopher praoper, or s

philcsopher-poat if one wishes, It is first and foremost

the result of philosophical observation and analysis,

Method and Procedure. The implication of this for the

method of procesdure iq this thesis might not be so obvious, It
does not me2an of course that we must necessarily analyze Tillich's
thought from a philosophical point of view, However, since it is
a general philosophical definition, it is certainly valid and
meaningful to spproach it from that perspective, as in fact we
will., That is to say, for the most part we will analyze Tillich's
understanding of the religious and the secular in terms of its
internal logic; but since the wvalidity of that definition does
not 2pend on its logleal integrity alone, we must =2lso discuss

its applicability to sccial reality. First, however, we must

discuss our procedure irn more detail,

20s7, 1, 63,
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Since our sim is to understsnd the concepts of the religious
gnd the seculsr in Tillich's thaught,lwe will naturally concentrate
more on his sccount of theée concepts themselves than on his
discussion of relsted ones. Howsver, Tillich's analysis of
these particular notions invaolves a simultaneous discussion of
others. It is these "others™ that we must select, and emphasize,
from the whole of his thought, while only noting some of the
~many less related ones. Thus, in Chapter I, we discuss the
secular in terms of ?he four ways Tillich describes the :eligiousg
These are: as ultimste concern, ss the self-transcending func-
tion of life, as directedness toward unconditiaoned meaning, and
as a special sphere of existence. This procedurs not only allows
us to discuss both concepts in terms of their inter-relatedness,
it slso leads to the very basic concept of the unconditional,
the infinite, as well as the philosophy of meaning on which
Tillich founds his uhqle thought,

In Chapter II the emphasis turns to Tillich's notion that !
essentiaslly religion and culture belong together; ane cannot
be without the other, Besides giving the view of raligion
and secularism expounded in Chapter I a more concrete referent,
the discussion of autonomous culture also reveals the smbiguous
nature of religion and secularism as Tillich understands it,
Furthermore, it anchors once again his understanding of religion
and secularism in the basic concepts of mezning, and the finite-

- . . 21
infinite relastionship,

21 Throughout these two chapters many of Tillich's concepts
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Chapters I and II, ihen, constitute an enalysis of
Tillich's thought pertiment to kis definition of religion and
secularism, The primsry purpose of Chapter III is to come to
terms with some of the major sources of confusion snd disagreement
in that definition, and in so doing to point out how his undere
standing of thé phenomeana of religion and secularism might
not be as meaningless ss many - such as Cox, Bonhoeffer, Hook,
Fdwards, gt. al. - think it is, Involved in this is the con-
sideration of two types of criticism of Tillich's views, 0One
guestions the internel coherency of Tillich!s position, and
the other guestions whether that position is an accurate account
of social reality., To neither does this thesis pretend to give
the final answer. Our aim, as is summarized in the conclusion,
is to indicate what are gensrally considered to be the major
problems in Tillich's account of the religious and the.secular,
and at the same'time to rote how many of these apparent problems
may be overcome within the limits of Tillich's thought itself,
First, however, we must pursue the initial investigaticn and

analysis,

receive little or no attention, even though someof them - the kairas,
the "Protestant Principle®, and the "New Being," to mention a feuw -
seem to be very much related to our subject. The chief reason for
this - apart from the interest of marnageability, of course - is the
fact that our anslysis aims te be more philosophical than theclogi-
ﬁal. While it is true that many of these concepts are grounded in
Tiliich's philosophy of religicn, they sre expounded primarily in
terms of his theology. ASs such they are of sscondary importance

to this study.



CHAPTER I |

THE SECULAR AND THE RELIBIOUS DEFINED

Une of the fundamentsl distinctions in Tillich's thought
is that between a narrower and z broader cdefinition of religion,
The narrower concept refers to conventional, comstitutional
religion, with its clergy, scriptures, and degma, while the
broader concept is that which describes religion as the univer-
sal state of ultimate concern. This thesis iz concerned with
the latter, Tillich's brasd concept of religion, and the meaning
of the secular in relstion to it, Any discussion of the nar-
rower concept will be done only to illuminate(mare clearly the
broader cne, for ultimately the‘smallar definition only makes
sgnge for Tillich in terwms of the larger one,

The purpose of this chgpter is to analyze this broad
dé?initicn of religion, and with it the related concept of the
sgcular, in terms of the four ways in which Tillich describes
religion: as ultimate concern, as ths self-transcending func-
tion of life, as directedness towsrtds unconditioned meaning,
and as a sgeciel‘sphere of 1ife, i, &,, conventionsl relipicn.
B8y looking et the secular in terms of these four different ways
in which Tillich deacribes_religimn, we get to the heart of
what he means by both these terms (religion and secularism) and

tha phenomena ta which they refer, OSpecificslly, we discover

Lug, p.ob; 22, s



how he sees én embiguous, rather than a contrasting relationship
between these two - this being the major distinguishing feature
of his definition, Moreover, in each slternate way of describe
ing the religious and the secular we find that, ultimstely, we
reach Tillich's most basic principle concerning the r2lation of
finite realities to the infinite, This principle will be dealt

with later in the study,

ULTIMATE CONCERN

In his early German writings Tillich elaborates the concept

of religion in terms of das Unoedingte, the srdinary English

translation of which is "the unconditioned,® or "the vncandition-

!
.ai," Thusy in his Religionsphilesogphie, publishesd in 1325,

religicn is defined as Y"directedness toward the unconditicnal®

{die Richtunn zuf das Unbedingte)az While the notion of "uncon~

ditionality™ is certainly not asbsent from Tillich's later
(English}) writings, the actual word "unconditioned® is very often
replaced by the phrase "ultimate concern," which is an Epglish

. ' . 3 .
eguivalent of "die Rigchtung auf das Unbedingte.®” Thus, in

zEnglish translation of this article in WR?, pp. 27-121,
3I’c ig peossible that one of the main reasons for Tillich's
preference of *ultimate concern® over "direct=dness towards

the unconditioned,” is that the latter does not sufficiently
exciude a connctation of "thingishress." Tillich is insistent
that the "unconditioned" be-considered a guality, rnot a thing

(See PE, p. 32, n).
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order to come to grips with Tillich's definition of religion and

secularism it will be necessary first of all to explore his use

h
and meaning of the difficult phrase, *ultimate cmmcsrna"h
"Tillich notes that we sre slways concernad sbout some thing
or other - food, shelter, politics, knowledge - with varying
dggrees of urgenCny Some of thess concerns are decidedly tri-
vial and temporary, while others are more urgent and lasting,
Bubf&nderneath all these pen-ultimate concerns, according to
Tillich, igwgpglppn;ern that i=s of ultimaﬁe importance to the
individual concerned, ¢ This is his uvltimats cancern, the "to
be or rnot to be" of his life, that excludes gll uther cancerns
from ultimate importanca;” He may not be copscicus of this
cenecern, but it is there, argues Tillich, giving his life some
direction and worth,

There are many aspects to this notion of ultimate concern '
as Tillich deseribes it. First, the content, that is,the
"object® about which one is ultimstely corcerned, can he any-
thing that has tesken on the quslity of ultimacy for the one
involved, For many the nation is the objsct about which they
are most seriously concerned. For them the welfsre and greatness
of the nation both conditions and tekes priority cver all their

pther concerns. Others are uvltimately concerned sbout such

lopsely defined, finite "objects™ as demwcracy, the common good,

uMust of Tillich's discussion af ultimstz concern is

contained in the two books OF, ang UC; see aissg ST, I, 211-18.
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the church, or the leader. Such elevation of limited objescts to
the level of ultimste significance constitutes, for Tillich,
idolatrous religion, "Nothing which by its very nature is
fimite czn rightly become s matter of ultimate cuncern,“s

Only ultimate concern witn the truly ultimate, that is the

ground of being itselF,E can rigntly be called & true relipgion,

[N

Nevéftheiess, idolatrous religion is still religion; it is
still characterized by the state of unconditional seriousness,
Secondly, ultimate concern is nnt a stete which éne can
choose to produce or not te preduce,  Instead, according to
Tillich, ore is "grasped" by it. This notion of being grasped
by an ultimate concern does not refer, necessarily, toc a drama-
tic conversion or some other traumatic experience, Indeed, it /
may ae the result of some dramatic experience, but it is more
often the result of a gradual development. The word “"grasped"
simply indicates that one does not, by "active, reflective,
voluntary processes® produce his ultimate concern, 0One carnot
say, "'I will make this or that a matter of my ultimate concern’.”

The state of ultimate corncern has alresdy grasped one when he

begins to reflect on it,

5 \C, p. 24; emphssis mine,

& ;;é "ground of being® is Tillich's abstract phrase for
God. It rsfers to God as the scurce and sustenance of everything
that has being. It is the power that permeates sll forms of
being, by virtue of which they have existence., S5See 5T, I, 235 ff,

7, p. s,



Thirdly, ultimate concern is characterized by both an
uncanditienal. demand end & promise of ultimate Tulfilment, If,
for example, the nation becomes the ohject of ocre's ultimate
concern, it demands that all cther concerns - economic well-
being, family, aesthetic and educatisnzl endeavours, Jjustice
and freesdom - be of secondary importance, and if nacessary, in
the interest of the well-being of the nation, be sacrificed,

On the ather hand the cbject of one's ultimate concern promises
totsl fulfilwment, the content of which may be only vaguely de-
Fined, In the case of ths nztion, for example, one mighi be
promised such riches as participation in the "greatness" of the
nation, even if one were to die for it, or memhership in the
"saving-race,” In every state of ultimate concern the_ object

of that concern promises fotal fulfilment and threstens exclue- ;
sion from such fulfilment if the unconditicnal demand is not /
pbeyed. Scclal and economic "success," the ultimate concern

of many in contemporary western culture, demands total surrender
to its rules even if the sacrifice is genuine personal relation-
ships, convicticns, and idiosyncracies. In return it offers

the indefinite "secure and happy life® based on good scciel
standing and eccnomic power. Failure to meet the demands of
"syccess® means failure to reap its fulfilling benefits. It,
like the nation, the church, the charismatic leader, God, and

all other cbjects of ultimate concern, is characterized by
inconditionality in its demsnd, promise, and threat. It is this

gquality that defines "oh jects" as contents of the religlious concern.
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A fourth aspect of religion as ultimate concern is its
integrating role in the humarn personality. By this we do not
.mean its strictly therapeutic valua,8 but rather the fact that
it involves the total gersonality, including, yet transcending

each of the functicns of the human spirit. In the first chap-

ter of Theqlugy af Bultureg Tillich speaks of religion as being
at hame in the depth of all the functions of man's spiritual
1ife, Ultimate concern, he asrgues, canmnot be confined to either
the mpral, cognitive, or sesthetic function of mant's spirit;
nar can it be restricted to the’mcre gereral realm of feeling,
As ultimate concern it must include but go beyond sach of these
spheres of spirituasl activity. It is expressed throuwgh each of
these Functians.hut it also grounds them, Thus, it is the depth
dimension in the totality of the human spirit. It is the a /
priori of all man's Functians and actions that causes him to /
point to and seek ultimscy, either by elevating some limited
chjsct to the rank of ultimacy or by pointing to the ultimate
itself, the ground of his being,

It is important te note that in this definitianffillich
rejects as a starting point any theory which defines religion as

i

"man's relation to divine beings." . His own starting point is

8For a discussion of this kind of integrating effect see

DF, pm. 105-11,
FThis chapter is one of Tillich's best condensed summaries

of his defipition of relipion, GSee also DBF, pp. 4 - 8,
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"religion as an aspect of the human spirit."™ He points out,
however, that it is rmot just any aspect, but the fundamental
one: the depth in which 211 others sre grounded. Furthermore,
he argues against any attempt to derive religion from s
Ehenomenon such as fesr which some argue is mﬁre original and
basic than religicn itself. Not only is such a presupposition
non-verifisble, he says, "orme can prove that in the sciertifie
methed which leads to such conseguences faith /ultimate
concern_/ is already effective, Faith precedes all attempts
to derive it from something else, because these attempts are
themselveé based an Faith.“"lD
In our discussion to date we have concentrated mostly
on the SUbj??§EYFM§i¢E of ultimate concern, i.s,, on the state

FE e — /

of ultimete concern itself, f£s Tillich points out, ws "must ;

.

understand that the term wltimate comcern, like the Serman of

which it is a translation [/ wss ums unbedingt angeht _7, is

intentionally ambiguous, It indiecates on the one hand, ogur

being ultimately concerned ., . . and on the other hand, the

cbject of cur ultimate concern, for which of course there is
USRS S, :

no other word than ‘ultimate!, e will now discuss the

objective side of the state of ultimate concern in terms of its

107411ich does not elaborate this point, presumably con-
sidering it self-sxplanatory. Implied in this statement,
however, is his thesis that religion, ultimate concern, faith
(all three are synonymous for him) is the uniting centre of the

human mind, and as such is presupposad in all of man's intenticnal

activities,
11 u, p. 11,



defining quaiity of holiness; or ultimacy,

It is of utmost impertance in sttempting to understand
Tillich's definition of relipion to realize that the "object®
of ultimste concern is not in the strict sanse an objacf; The
distinction between the subjective and the objective sides of
the state of uliimzte corcernm can only be made in formal analysis,
Uitimetely, in the zxperience of ultimate concern itself "the

ultimete of the act of faith and the ultimate that is meEant in

the act of faith are one zand the samea'.“]L2 This pan b=st be

explained by the consideration of twe other points, The first
is Tillich's insisternce that the ultimate that is meant in the

act of faith is not a being but a quality. This is very force-

fully expounded in the following lengthy guote, (Here the term
unconditional is used but as we have already seen its meaning /
is synonymous with that of the term ultimate),

The term "unconditional® ., . . peints to that element

in every religious experisnce which makes it religious .
. « » The unccnditional is a guality, not a being, It
characterizes that which is our ultimate and, conseguent-
ly, unconditional cencern, whether we call it "God" or
"Being as such® or the "Good as such" or the "True as
such,® or whether we give it sny other name. Hwould

be s complete mistake to understsnd the unconditional as
a being the existence of which can be discussed. He who
speaks of "the existence of the gnoconditional® has

thoroughly misunderstood the meaning of the term,

12 pF, p. 115 cf. CB, passim,



Unconditional is a8 guality which we experience in
encountering reality, for instance, in the uncone-

ditional character of the voice of conscience, the

legieal as well as the maral.l3

In short, the uvltimate is really ultimacy, the guality
even though we may not be comssious of it.

This raises the second point: the source of universal
ultimate concern. According to Tillich "the reslity of man's
ultimzte concern reveals , . . that man ié able to transcend
the flux of relative and transitory experiences of his ordinary

14 The fact of ultimate concerm itself, the fact that

life.™
some mer elevate Finite objects toc unconditional validity and
cthers use finite realities to point to the unconditional itself %
this fact indicates to Tillich that men has the element of g
infinity within him, and furthermore that this =lement of
potentiality strives toward actualizaticn.;}ln other words,

the smurce’of man's ultimate concern is hig immediate awarensss

of the infinite to which he hslongs but does not own lifz &

possession, and which, by his finitude, he is existentially

estranged from.” In Tillich's formula: “The human heart seeks ™
‘ I

the infinite because that is where the finite wants to restn"lsl/

13 fE, p. 32, n.
14 E_E, D 9.
15 1kid., p. 13
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*Ihe chjective side of ultimate concern, then, is already

implicit in the subjective side. Both the source and the oh-

ject of religion is ultimacyg.yln the case of idolatrous religionm,

however, the ultimacy of the object is not the really ultimate

but that which has been assumed by some finite reaiity,
Ti}lighwfgfther elsborates the concept of ultimste concern

by relating it to the concept of the holy, The holy for him J

- e

is synonymous with ultimacy. "What concerns one ultimately v
b;éomes holy. The BWATEeness of the haly is awsrerness of the
presence of the divins, namely of the content of our ultimate
can‘cern,"l6 Or more pointedly, he says, "0nly that which is

holy can give man ultimate cancern, and only that which gives

: . al7 .
man ultimate concern has the quality of thlﬂESS."l Holiness,

then, is the guality of ultimacy or unconditiorality, not that‘tté

of moral goodness as is often thought, -

-

Tillich =again makes this point when he interprets Rudolph

Otte's mysterium tremendum et fascinosum as "the experience of

of the 'ultimate' in the double sense of that which is the

. 18
abyss and that which is the ground of man's heing," By

Tillich's interpretation, the "mysterium tremendum”, as the

abyss of being, indicates toc man the unbridgeable gap between

the finite and the infinite., The mysterium fascinosum on the

other hand, as the ground of being, implies the fulfilment and

18 1bid., p. 12-13, 17 s1, 1, 215,
18 1pig,
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beatitude of man, These describe the way in which man always \
encounters the representations (cbhbjects) of nis ultimate cnncern,¥

As we have seen, man as finite heing is attracted to the infinitef
so that everything which manifests ultimacy can, and often does;
attract and faséinéﬂe man. Hut just as 1t fascinates him by its :
pointing to the infinite so alsoc does if make him tremble by
pointing out the unbridgesble gap between the infinite and the
finite, This double feeling of fascination and tremblimg is theg
profound expression of man's relation to the holy which is aluaysi e
implied in every genuine state of ultimates concern, ‘
We have seen, then, that,ﬁltiméﬁe concern is a state of ‘
, ‘
uncenditional pession involving the whole persunaiity, directed .
toward an cbject manifesting ultimacy, A gquality that demands
complete surrender and cffers complete fulfilment, The mhject, 
or content, of this concern can be something other than the
really ultimaté.milt can in fact be any finite reality raised
to the level of ultimacy. In this case the religion would be

an idolatrous one but as such it is still religlon, It still

cansiders other concerns as preliminary and thus excludes them

3

from wltimate importance, In brief: religion as ultimate concern
is unconditionsl cencern Tor that which to the one concarned 1is
of ultimate importance, Next we must explore Tillich's under-

standing of the secular in terms of this description of religion.

The Sscular, UWhersas the holy is the realm of ultimate

concern, of the unconditiormal, of the infinite, the sepular is the
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realm of preliminary concerns, of the conditioned, of the finite,
The word "secular," like the German "ﬁrafan," is & neutral term
meaning "of this world" ar "remaihing outside the doors of the
temple,” and does not connote, as does the English “prafane;"
an attack on the sacred. It means "belorging to the ordinary
process of events, not going beside it or beyond it into a
sanctuary;"lg In other words the secular is the non-ultimate;
the non-holy, and thus refers to all finite reaiities, including
all our preliminary concerns =s opposed to our underlying
ultimate concern. But as such it is not derogatory; it does
not, in itself, suggest that our many functiomal znd pragmatic
concerns are in any way evil or unimportant, It merely indi;
cates the fact of these concerns, describing them in contrast
to our ultimate cnncern;zu j
This view of the secular as the pole opposite the holy can

be further illuminsted by a consideratiaon of the three possible

ways.in which the secular can be related to the ultimate; that

13 sT, I, 218; I1Ii, 87; Bf, P. 63, Ue must distinguish
between "attack" and "resist,® for as we will see later the
profane (secular) does have the tendency to resist the holy.

. Tillich prefers to retain the word "profane®but not with its
usual English connotation of attacking the sacred in vulgar or
blasphemous language,

ZDHGmever, the process of secularization, as opposed to
the fact of secular reslities, is not neutral, for it involves
the tendency to reduce religicn to just snother pen-ultimate

corcern., See below pD.35%



is, the three ways in which prelimin;ry concerns can be related
to that which concerns us ultimately, The first of these is
mutual indifference; a relationship in which ultimate concern
is placed heside preliminary concerns so that the farmer exXper-
iences a loss of ultimacy. By Tillich's analysis this relation
#is predominant in ordinary life with its oscillation between
conditional, partial and finite situations and experiences and
moments when the guastion of the ultimate meaning of existence

takes hold of us."21

The second relation is that characterized
by idolatry: the elevation of a preliminary concern to ultimate
signifibancé. iSgmething essentially conditioned is taken as
unconditional, something essentially partial is boosted into
universality, and something essentially finite is given infinite
significance."zz And the third relation is that in which
preliminary concerns are bearers of ultimate concern, That is,
firnite concerns are neither raised +$o infinite significance,
ror placed heside as if on par with ultimate concarn., Instead
they are taken as the vehicles through which ultimate concern

is expressed. And this is the meaning of Tillich's much used
phrase "point to." Finite, secular concerns and objects are
necessary both to indicate the presence of, and to express

the significance of the underlying ultimate concern. "The holy
cannot appear except thraugh that which in ancther sense is

sscular.“’Z3 That is toc say, finite objects and CONCErns are

<57, I, 13. £¢ Ihid, €2 1bid,., 218,
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not in thems=lves ultimate, yet they are necessary as vehicles
through which the ultimate can be expressed; and they are alse
grounded in the ultimate, So in the last analysis "Nothing is
essentially and inescaepably secular , . . ., Everything secular
is potentially sacred, cpen to corncentration . . . . It can
become the bearer bF the hnly,“Zh

In short, to be seculsr does not mean to be irreligious
unless religion is defined in the narrower sense,  Rather it
means to be not holy, but potentially able to indicate the
presence of the holy at its base,

However, a2 distinction must be noted here between the
secular as the pole opposite the holy and the secular as it is
usually understond, namely, =s concerned only with this warld;
or being non-religious, In the first sense zll men are secular
for they aravfinite, conditioned and belong to the ordinary N
procagss of preliminary concerns. In the second case only some
men are secular, and they are that inscfar as they remain before
the doors of the temple and do not participate in 2 particular
religion or religious activity. However, to be secular in this
or any other sense does not constitute for Tillich a life of
irreligion. Be one ever so secular in his outlook and actions,
Ee is still ultimately concerned about something and this con-
stitutes an inherent religious basis to his life, "He who is

not ahle to perceive something ultimate, something infinitely

Zh 1hid,
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significant, is not a man," Tillich claimsazs At the same time

he does not deny that men are secular in the sense of being what
is generally described as non-religious; being religious does
not mean being non-secular, Although he describes the humanistt!s
concern for man as an ultimate, religious one, he does nmot try
to meke the humanist non~secular, On the contrary he "has a
secular f‘aith.“26
In brief, then, the secular, described in relation to
religion as ultimate concern, is the realm of preliminary con-

cerns, the reslm of finitude. A secular way of 1life can be

considered non-religiocus only if religion is seen in the nar-

rower sensg.as the cultus deprum, With his broad definition
of religiogn Tillich can argue that a1l secular men ( i.=2,, all /
men) are religious. The secular is the non-holy; but the non-

religious it is not, for it points to the holy,

25&@, p. 121, Here we might note Tillich's argument that
"ag the ultimate is the ground of everything that is, so ultimafe
concern is the integrating centre of the personal 1ife, Being
without it is being without a centre. Such a state, houwever,
can only be approached but never fully reached, because a human
being deprived completely of a centre would cease to be a human
being, For this reason one cannot admit that there is any man
without an ultimate concern or without faith." DOF, p. 106,

26 QE_, p. Ggg



RELIGION AS THE SELF-TRANSCENDING

‘ FUNCTION OF LIFE

Life and Self-transcendence, Within the process of life,

which he describes as "the sctuslization of potential being,”
Tillich distinguishes three functicns: the first, self-integra-
tion, is the circular movement of life from its centre and back
-to this centre. In it life actuslizes its centredrness., The
second, self-creatiom, is the horizontal movement of life out
from its centre in the process of praducing’nem cent:es. In
it the principle of growth drives life toward the new, The
third, self~-transcendence, is the vertical movement of life .
bgyond itsel%véé finite, 1Im it tbhe principle of sublimity
drives life beyond its finite limits toward the great, the .
soiemn, the high,zg Although self-iranscendence is implied

in the first twao movements, Tillich notes that only in the

n

third does the trarnscendence refer to the drive of the finite

i

ta move above or beyond the finite, It is with this "third

mDQeﬁent" that our efforts at this stage are concerned, for

this is our first variation of Tillich's definition of religiun.
Underlying this outline of the functions of life lies

Tillich'e philosophy that life itself is an ambiguous vnity of

positive anﬁ negative, essentisl end existential elements,

We gan never know 1ife in its essential nsture for it is

29 gT, 111, 30-1.
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disrupted by existential distortion, Thus Tillich says:

To the degree in which this disruption is real,
self-integration is countered by disintegration,
self-creation is countered by destruction, and
_self—transcendence is countered hy,profanization‘3u

Again it is the third "movement® with which we are con-

cerned, e have noted thatJSEIF—transcendence refers to the 4

fute

driv

[ S

5

ot

rue for all dimensions of life - the biclobical, the

[

peychologiecsl, =toc, « including the dimension Tillich calls

"spirit," This dimension, present only in man, "denotes the
unity of life~powsr and life in mesrings,” snd includes eros,
passion, imsginmation and above all the structure-giving

<. - 31 . P
pringiple; reascn (logos), It is the self-transcndence of
life under this dimension which Tillich calls religion. The

transcendence is the striving of the human heart to seek the

. . . 32
infinite "becsuse that is whereg the finits wents to rest,®

This, of course, is synonymcus with his description of religion

as ultimate concern,.

—

To nhe ultimatsly concerned zbout the

yltimate is to strive tn transgend Finitudes and ssek Fulfilment

in the infipite. Tt is 3 universal experience, for all men are

existentially estranged from that to which they essentially

belong,

ng of life beyond itselif as finite, This vertical striving

30 1bid., 32.
31 1pig., 22-t.
32 DF, P. 13,
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Resistance Against Self—transcenﬁence, This_gxwarience,
according to Tillich, is not without its ambiguity. Just as
all men exnerience the drive %o transcend their finitude so
do they alsuvexperiénce the tendency to resist this drive, -
and it is this counterdrive which Tillich cells profanization
or secularization of religion by the secular. As noted earlier
the term "profane,” in itsvgenuine meéning, refers to the
#éndancy to "remain before the doors of the temple.,” Tillich
coints out that, altéough the term "secular" has replaced
"praofans” in religious terminology, and is eguivalent in mean-
ing to that word, he prefers tc retain the latter, for it more
graphically expresses ths exact mzaning of "resisting self-
transcendencg.?jB In thié context, then, the secular, or maore
correctly, secularization is the tenderncy to resist the drive

S

elf-transcendence; the tendency to stand outside the holy

and he content with the secular, the finite, the realm of

preliminary concerns, Yhe seculsr wind resists the urge to

go beyond itself, to ask the penetrgting guestion of its own

existence, to experience the ultimste which is its ground,

It is the attempt to deprive ultimate concern of iis ultimacy.
The guestion naturally arises as to what extent this

ettempt is successful, and if it can be completely sa, does

this not then undercut the argument for tha universality aof the

35 51, III, B7.



religious concemm? In other words if'men can completely re-
sist the urge to point Daybnd their finitude would they not

then be simply secular? It szems %hat this would indesd he

the case, wefe it not for the ambipuous nature of the resistance
itgelf, Tillich expounds as fallows:

The resistance sgainst it [/ self-transcendence 7 pra-
duces the emptiness and meaninglessness which character-
izes the finite when cut off from the infinite, Tt prﬁduces
the inexhaustiblé, self-rejecting 1ife which is driven

to the guestion of an inexhsustible life sbove itself

gnd so into self-transcendence. The seculzr is driven
toward union with the holy, a union which attually is a

reunion because the holy and the sscular beleng to each

other°3&

In brief,/éhe resisting secular brings about its own
reversal:g The secular mind which refuses to ask the penetrat-
ing guestion of its own existence leads itself to a state of
meaninglessness which unavoidably forces out the(same guestion
earlier repressed, This in effect is self-transcendence; this‘%
is ultimate concern.

mwrétaied’differently: the secular and the re;iginus are
gssentially not separate realms, Neither can exist without
the other, No matter how sscularized one becomes, no matter

how involved in the finite realm he gets, he isvstill suypported

by the religibus concern; he can still see depth to life, Sueh

is Tillich's argument, Religion, he claims,

34 1pid,, 2.8,
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» o « Can be forgotten, neglected, denied, But it is
always effective, giving inmexhaustible depth to life.
and inexhaustible mezaning to every cultural creatiun“35 ‘
This is one of his foremost prirmciples and it is based
on a philosophy which sees man s8s a Finite heing existentially
estranged from the gound of his being, the infinmite, to which
he unavoidably points and for which he naturslily seeks,36
Thus Tillich can say:

Even in such ideologies as communism, the attempt to-
ward a totsl profanizstion [ secularization / of life

has resulted in the unexpected consequences that the

profane itself received the glory aof holiness.37

<Man is man because he is able to perceive something ultimate, *
something infinitely significant, By nature he seeks and is
open to the guality of ultimacy, holiness, If he does not
consciously point to the really ultimats, the groundvaf being
itself, he do=s so without being aware of it by raising a
finite "object™ to the level of ultimate significance., Because
he is finite he‘longs for ultimacy; but for the same reason
he slso strives to resist this longing; . 'he intentionally
contents himself with the secular. In short the self-transcen-

dence of life is ambiguous: man is always both secular and

reilgious.

35PE, p. xii, .

35;;15 view, of course, is central to Tillich's whole argu-
ment about the universality of religion. If will be discussed
more thoroughly in Chapter III as one of the major problem
soots in Tillich's philosophy of religion,

37 g1, 111, 87, |
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This ambiguity can be further illuminated by an analysis
of the logic of £he formula: in every religious act sn slement
of profanization is present,BB Religion, the self-transcendence
of lifg‘under the dimension of spirit, canncot function without
Finite:(secular) realities to transcend, Vet by definition
it is the transcendence of these realities, GSo simultaneously
life is both transcending and not transcending the finite
realm, for it must have concrete existence in order to be there
to be transcended at all. In other words the holy can only
be expressed through the secular, but the secular in itself is
not the holy. To the degree to which the secular is considered
the holy itself religiocn is profanized, and there is always
some degree of this just as the religicus element is always
present in life.'

In brief summation: Qﬁhe secular, seen in relation to
religion as the self-transcending function of life, is the
ambiguous resistance against this function, The ambiguity lies
in the failure of the secular, despite its most avid persistence,
to offer a completely sucecessful resistance agzinst the self-
transcending drive, Ultimately the resistance leads to recog-
nition and acceptance of what is being resisted, fhe reason
for this is that life itself holds the basic tension of self-

transcendence versus profanization,

38 51, III, 98-3; cf. B7,
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In all forms of cummunal and personal religion,
profanizing elements are effective; and conversely,
the most profanized forms of religion draw their

power to continue from the elements of greatness

and holiness within them . . . » Life transcendinq ifsélf

at_the same time remains within itself, and the ambiguity

of religion follows from this tension?g

RELIGION AS THE DIRECTEDNESS OF THE SPIRIT

TOWARDS UNCONDITICNED MEANING

Meganing, its.Elements and Relioion, Perhaps the most

comprehensive and characteristic of all of Tillich's concepts
is that of "meaning". Indsed this concept can be considered
the foundation of his whole systemuﬂ for his understanding of
it has to do with the problem of the meaning of life which
unguestionsbly is central in his thought. In short his whole
philosophy DF'religion is a philosophy of meaning,

In constructing this philosophy Tillich sees meaning in
relaticn to his whole philusuphy of spirit and being. We have
already mentioned that_ihe concept of *spirit® denotes for
Tillich the unity of life pouwer and life in meanings, while
"heing® refers to en inescopable meaning-reality, In view
of this Tillich'®s analysis df meaning can be considered a re-
evaluation of Dilthey's understanding of this concept as the

relation of the part to the whole, The re-svalustion is in terms

39 1hid., 100, B0 w38,
4l yr?, p. 42; cf. pp. 62-3,
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of metaphysics so that meaning for Tillich refers to the
relation of the human spirit to being. Bescasuse an analysis
of the meaning of meaning is an endless, paradoxical enter=-
prise, Tillich contents himself with presenting the three
elements of meaning as they appesr in consciousness, Thess
are:

N

First, an awasreness of the interconnection of meaning
in which every separate meaning stands and without
which it would be meaningless., Second, an swareness
of the ultimate meaningfulnesé of the interconnection
of meaning and, through that, of every particular
menaing, i.e., the consciousness of an unconditional.
meaning which is present in every particular meaning.
Third, an swareness of the demand under which every

particular meaning stands, the demand to fulfil the

oy s R L2
unconditioned meaning,

The nature of ultimate, uncorditioned meaning must be
understood in reference tc the fnrm'and content of spiritual
acts. That is, every legical, aesthetic, ethical and social
act of the human spirit is an individual act of meaning which
has a Furm,‘a content, and an impart%;'The form is the indivi-
duél act of mzaning itself seen in relation to the universal
complex of meaning. The content is the subject matter, the
b jective slement in the act of weaning, and the import is the
unconditioned meaning which gives every individusl meaning its

reality. It is the greound of meaningfulness which gives

hz Ibidn’ p. 575
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significance tq every form and its cdntent, On the ather
hand the import of meaning also stands over against every form
by demanding fulfilment in what would be am unconditioned
form. However, the notinn of an unconditioned form is a
contradictory one, impossihle of realization, for ths ground
of meaning is also the ahyss of meaning in that it transcends
any form and thus muuld be rendered finite if it could be
contained In one form. VYet despite this impnssibility,'each
individual %mrm, eacé act of meaning; is beckoned to a unity
of fulfilment with unconditicned meanihg,h

From this view of the elements of meaning come the
fundamentsl principles of Tillich's philosophy of religion
and cf culture for these élements are exhibited in every
individual spiritual act, in every sphere of meaning, in
the thepcretical ss well as the precticel functions, The most
basic of these principles Tillich states as follows:

If consciousness is directed toward the particular

forms of meaning and their unity, we have to do with
culture; if it is directed toward the unconditioned
meaning, toward the import of meaning, we have religion,

Religion is directedness toward the unconditional, and

culture iz directedness towsard the conditioned forms

and their unity,&h

Tillich hastensto point out that these principles, despite

their merit of generaslity, are insceguate, for form and

43 Ihid., pp. 56-8. “% tpid., p. 59.



import belorng together. To posit one without the other is
meaningless,

Every cultural =sct conteins the unconditioned meaning:

it is based upon the ground of meaning; inscfar as it

is an act of meaning it is substantially religim:s.t‘5

However, by intention culturasl acts are not religicus for they
are directed toward conditicned ferms., Conversely, every
religious act is, in form, cultural, for it cannot direct
~itself to the unconditioned mesning except through the unity
of the forms of meaning., Thus, r=ligion and culture meet on
the commen ground of directedness toward the unity of meaning,

With this principle as & basis Tillich discgsses the
varicus elements of raliglion and their relaticns, These
include: religion and culture, faith and “"unfaith," God and
World, the sascred and themsecular, and the divine and the
demonic, In this context it is necessary to deal with only
two of these: faith and "unfaith®™ and the sacred and the
seculal\,l“6

Faith and "Unfaith"., Since for Tillich "faith" and

+

"religion" are interchangeable terms - at least in most
contexts - faith in relation to meaning is directedness of

the spirit in all its functiens toward unconditioned meaning,

4“5 1Ibid,

L6 A discussion of the divine-demonic relation will come in

42

Chapter II in the cintext of types of culture, while the religion-

culture relaticn will be ths underlying theme of that chapter,
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This orientation is expressed indirectly through symbols
drawn from the conditioned order, Though these symbols are
finite, "holy" objects, faith does not intend the object
itself but rather "the Unconditionsl which is symbolically
expressed in the object, Falth reaches beyond the immediacy
of all things to the ground and abyss upon which they dapand,“h7

In contrast to this, "unfaith® (secular scepticism or
unbelief) does not penetrate through to the grounding import
of finite objects and relations but instesd stops with the
chjects and relsticons in their conditioned forms. 1Its directed-
nese is toward the unity of conditioned forms, all individual
menzings, rather than toward the uncenditionedness grounding
the meanings, In simpler terms: it absclutizes the Finite{
On the one hand it obeys the unconditioned demand for meaning /
~while on the other it denies the unconditioned meaning itself.
Such is the attitude of secular culture or philosophy, Its ' o
spiritusl or meaningful acts are carried on without conscious
reference to the source of meaningfulness,

Not suprisingly Tillich again amends this description of
the secular, for in his view, the unbelief-ful attitude or
culture is only so by intention. "Actually, every creative
cultural act is also belief-ful; in it pulsates the meaning

of the Uncanditional."48 The reasoning behind this is that

7 yr7?, p. 77,
L8 1bid,



without a source of meaning there could be no acts of meaning,

All cultural acts would be reduced ts meaninglessness, a state

whigh - as we have already noted 49— would lead to recognition

of the unconditioned ground of meaning. Thus the secular has
religious substance so long as it is creative, evan though its
intention is non-religious,

The Sacred anrnd the Seculsr, These same nofimns can be

expressed in terms of the sacred and the sacular and their
relation to the concept of meaning:

A meaning~fulfilling act or an object of meaning is
szcreda insofar gs it is a bearer of the unconditioned

meaning; it is secular insofar as it does not give
exnression to unconditioned meaninQNBD
In the"ideal"stateA 2ll acts of meaning and 211 ohjects are
sacred; they all express the unconditioned meaningfulness
of their supparting ground, But this state is a guidingv
symbol, not a reality. In reality the sacred and the secular
stand over agasinst each other in tensions and disrupted
tensions so that there is a specifically sacred and a2 specifi-
cally secular sphere, The relation between the two is marked

by an ambicguity on the part of the sacred. That is, the

sacrad both affirms and negates the secular., The affitmatiocon

lies in the fact thast it must slwasys be thedepth, the supporting

meaning, of the secular; the nepation lies in just this fact:

L3 ¢r, abaove, p. 17.
50 wr?, p. 81.
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thaf‘tha meaning of the secular comes not from itself but
from the sacred which is its depth,

This, of course, is but a variation of the principleﬁ
the sacred object is never holy in itself but rather is a
secular one which painﬁs to the holy, However, not all
existent realities and acts of meaning intentionally point
to the ground of meaning. Imsofar as they intentionally do
not they are secular; and this in a ward is Tillich's under-
standing of the secular with reference to religion as directed-
ness toward unconditioned meaning. An attitude, act, or
culture is secular insofar as it fails to direct itself
intentionally to the ground of meaning; conversely, it is
religious because of its unavolidable dependence on this
ground, Again we note Tillich's insistence that everyAattitude,
act, or culture is ambigunqsly both sacred and secular,
"Mothing is essentially and inescapably secular; everything

51

has the dimension of depth,® On the other hand the secular

is defined by its intention to ignore this depth,

RELIGION AS A SPECIAL SPHERE

Fundamental to understanding the essence of Tillich's
system is the gresping of his distinction between the larger
and the narrower definitions of religion. The former - with

which the2 whole of our discussion has been concerned to date -

5187, 1, 218,
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is "religion of the heart;" the state of being ultimately
concerned; the letter is "publie religicn," the gxpression
of this concern in symbols of God (gods) and its formulation
in dogma and cult., It is instituticnal religion or personal
piety - insofar as the latter is formalized - which by Tillich's
analysis gives symbolic expression to an ultimate concern,
In short, religion in the narrower sense is religion as it is
usually understood: a special sphere including‘myth, cult,
devotion and ecclesisstical institutimns.sz

It is over ageinst religion described in this conventional
manner that the secular is generally understacd. On the one
hand there is the religious, sacred, realm with its dogmas,
cults and institutions, and on the other, the secular realm
with its "non-religious" beliefs, institutions, and cultural |
practices. Any commonsensical cbservation will reveal that
this 1s actually the way things are. Religion is compart-
mentalized along with, yet over ageinst, an indefinite number
of secular spheres of acgtivity., In this situation some men
are.considered religious and nthers are not; some institutions
are considered religicus and others ars not. In each case the
latter is the secular sphere in which activity is centred on
the functicnal and operational questions of day-to-day living,
and in which guestions concerning ths meaning and worth uf life

are caonsidered answerable without a tramscendent referent.

52 1C, pp. B-9, 177.



It is in these terms that twentieth century society is
called a secular society in which religion is but one ele%ent,
and indeed, one considered of less and less significance,

It is also in these terms that religion is "rot allowed" tao
interfere with the regular activities of day-to-day living,
Religion is there For those who Dccaéimnaliy heedvits comfort-
ing, or status-aiding services, but its direct sphere of in-
fluence is limited to charitable socinl services ana the
emotional needs of "Sunday-worshippers®. In brief; religion
is a special sphere of life centred around doomas, cults,

and institutions; & luxury, as it were, midst a vast range

of optional activities all of which (excent religion) are
secular,

Tillich agrees, of course, that in actuslity this is
the state of religion and secularism, Mankind has developed
religion as & special sphere among the various secular spherés
of activity, The guestion is: How can this be so if religion
is the gpth dimznsion in all functions of life? Tillich's
reply is based on the principle of ambiquity prevalent in
the self-transcending function of life. We will recall this
principle as: in every act of self-transcendence there is also
the tendency towards secularizaticn,53 To combat the

secularizing forces religion concentrates in g special area,

53 g7, 111, 98,
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thus conmstructing the specifically religious sphere, The-
next question, of course, is: LUlihat is the source of fhis
amdiguity? Is it a principle derived from the resultis of
continuous social conditioning, or is it one that is basic
to life qua 1life? Not unexpectedly Tilligh replies with
the latter:

In all life processes an essential and zn existential
element, created goodness and estrangement, are merged
in such 2 way that neither one nor the other is

exclusively effective., Life always includes essential

and existential elements; this is the root of its

=4
ambiguity,““

This is the root of the ambiguity which causes religion
toc establish itself as a special realm in oppositicon to the
secular element which in turn tends to make itself independent
of its religious depth. Man's situation, as one of estrange-
ment from his essential being, ceuses him, on the ane hand
to ignore the creative depth of religion, and on the other,
to attempt to confine religion to an independent realm, With
neither is he completely successful, for the basic ambiguity
of life, the merger of essential and existential elements,
is inescapabls, Life is inescapablv both seculzr and religious,
And this is the statement which most edrguately summarizes
the views on "the religious® and "the secular" which this chapter

has attempted tc elucidate., The secular has been described

54 1hid,, p. 107. 55 Tpid., p. 100,
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in four ways: (1) as th; realm of preliminary, finite, condi-
ticned cnncerns;“ (2) as the resistance against the self-
transcenderce of life under the dimension of spirit; (3) as
directedness toward conditicned forms (of meaning); and (&)
as the nun-ral;giaus, where the religious is undersiood as a
special realm of life centred around dogma, cult; and institu-
tion, and cencerned with the guestion of the ultimate meaning
of life, No matter how the secular is described; according

to Tillich it is not to be construed as irreligicus, chaver;
that is not to say the secular is not a strong reality., On
the contrary, all finite relations are secular and without
them. the religious depth could not be expressed,

This presupposes religious depth to be expressed and for
Tillich there is such ultimacy and unconditional meaning behind
BVETY preliminary'ccncern, every cultural act and every secular
inténﬁion. It is there as the hasis of life itself, but not
unambiquously for ultimacy has to be expressed through less than
ultimate representatives, Life transcending itself at the same
time remains within itself; from this follows the ambiguous nature
and relationship of the religious and the seculsr, For a Furthef
enupleation of this principle we now turn to an analysis of the
religion-culture relationship with particular emphasis on -

autonomous, secular culture and what Tillich calls its "latent

religion."56

56 72, p. 214,



CHAPTER II

AUTONOMOUS, SECULAR CULTURE

It can be said without fear of exaggeration that Tillich's
insights on the relation of religion to culture constitute one
of the most, if not the most, distinctive and signifiﬁant of
his contributiens to the understanding of religion, As he
himself says, "The problem of relipion and culture has always
been in the centre of my interest. Most of my writings - in-

cluding the two volumes of Systematic Theuluqyl - try to define

the way in which Christianity is related %o secular culture,"2

It is thus most pértinent for our aznalysis of Tillich's under-
standing of the religious and the secular that we lnok at these
concepts a5 he sess them in the context of different types of
culture, We will devote most of the chapter to a discussion

of autonomous culture for it is in this context that the smbiguous

nature of religion and secularism is most clearly defined, Since,

1 yolume III of his Systematics had not been written when

Tillich made this statement; however, it too has the religion-
culture relation as one of its central motifs,

2 lE_. B. V.
50
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however, cultural types never exist in a pure and distinct state,
our examination of autornomous cultures will include at the same
time some discussion of heteronomous and theconomous cultures,

The aim throughout this, however, is not to explore Tillich's
rotion of cultural types but to investigate further his undsr-
staﬁding of religion and secularism. To do this under ths

motif of the religioc-cultural relstionship it shall be nzsces-
sery first of all to examine his general definition of culture,

To this task we now turne

CULTURAL ELEMENTS, STYLE AND JTVYFES

We noted earlier what, according to Tillich, are life's
three basic funpctions: self-integration, self-creation, and
self—transcandence,3 The second of these, described as the
korizortal movement of life out from its centre in the prcceés
of cresting new centres, is the function of self-creativity
and growth, and it is its activity under the dimension of
spirit which Tillich calls culture,

Culture, he says, "is_that which takes care of something,
keeps it alive, and makes it grow. In this way man can culti-
vate everything he encounters, but in doing so, he does not

leave the cultivated cbject unchanged; he creastes something

new from it."2 The impetus to create something new - that is,

3 Cf. above p.33,

b g1, 111, 57, 4O2-3.

5 Ihid., 57. (Emphasis mine).
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the basis of cultural creations - comes from the "being polarity"
of dynamics and form. Every reslity has a form; it is the form
which makes a thing what it is., Under the impetus of dynamics a
formed reality breaks out of its form, goes beyond itself, and
develops 3 new reality. BSuch is the activity of cultural crestion,

Thus, culture includes gverything nzw that man produces he-
yond the encountered world, It refers to "the act of looking at
the encountered world in order to tske somsthing of it into the
centred self as a meaningful, structural mhule,"s as well as the
act of shaping reality by fsshioning tools and centrolling nature,
Tillich names these cwltural functions theoris and praxis respec-
tively; the former points to man's search for truth ard beauty,
the latter to his sitriving to procure individual asnd soccial good,
In a word, culture is the secondary world which man, in his attempg
to come o grips with his ambiguous situwation, superimposes on the
natural wnrlda7

Cultural Elements. As an act of meaningB every cultural

creation is characterized by three elements: form, substance, and

subject matter (content). The form is decisive for it makes the

& 1hid., 62, y ,
7 Cf., H.R, Niebuhr's Christ and Culture (New York: Harpsr &
Row, 1951), p. 32.

8 Conditicned forms, individval acts of meaning, and

spiritual scts are synonymous phrases descriptive of all

cultural creations,
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creation what it is - a poem, a law, é pointing. Substance is
slsp most important for it is “tﬁe soil out of which it / the
creation_/ grcus."g It is the underlying meaning, the source
of inspiration, depth and significance for hoth the creative
spirit and the creation. ~The subject matter, on the other.

hand, can be almost anything chosen from the inexhaustible man-

ifoldness of encountered cbjects. In hrief: the subject

matter is chosen, and the form is intended, but the substance
is "unconsciously present in 8 culturs, groun, or individual,
giving the passion and driving power to him who creates and

s s . . «10
the significance and power of meaning to his creations.
Tillich's stress on the interdependence of these elements is

seen in the formula:

Substance or import 1s grasped by means of & form and

given expression in & ccntent. Content is accidental,

. substarce essential, and form is the mediating element.ll

Or again:

One cannot exist without the other; =z form that forms
nothing is just as incomprzhensible zs substance with-

gut a furm.12

Cultural Style. UWe note that of these three elements form

and substance are the more sigrificant. Onz2 important corollary

of this is that when any form is gualified by substance in a

9 g1, 111, 80.
10 1hig..
1Y yr?, p. 265. (Itslics original).

12 1hid., p. 1664,



54

large number of cultural creaticns there emerges a pattern
which Tillich calls "style;" Just as there is a étgle of art,
so also is there a style of thinking, of politics, of soccial
life, and of any other sphere of human creativity.l3 8y read-
ing cultural styles cnme can compare the cultures of different
peoples and éges, for the style of a sphere of activity reflects
.the way in which that sphere sncounters reality. PRy the same
token, style is the key to a theological understanding of
culture, that is, a "theology of culture" which Tillich defines
85 ¢

« = » the attempt to analyze the theology behind all
cultural expressions, to discover the ultimate concern
in the ground of a philmsophy, a political system, an

~artistiec style, a set ef ethical or social principles,lh ,

Style, then, provides the key to an assessment of a culture
in terms of the degree to which religious substance hss been

realized in its cultural Formsalb It is important to note that

13 57, 117, 60-1.
W7, 1, 39,

15 "Religious substance® refers to ultimate concern: the
underlying unconditional drive and impetus of any culture which
inspirss the creative spirit of that culture and imports signi-
ficence to its productions, It is not to be confused with cul-
.tural content, The latter is the subject matter, the objective
realities that are raised up by form to the intellectual-
cultural sphere, while the substance is the spiritual substan-
tiality which gives the form "culture" its significance.,

Cf. WR?, p. 165,



Tillich thinks such asseésing is possible exprassly becausé all
cultures do have‘an ultimate concern, they do thrive on religious
substance. The guestion is: What is théir ultimate concern

and to what extent is it consciously expressed? To a certain
extent these guesticns can be answered from an analysis of
"types" of culture,

Cultural Types, U2 have seen that cultural'styles result

from a8 combination of form (laws governing cultural functions)
and substance (the unconditioned meaning expressed hy thasé
laws), From this it follows that three gensral types of culture
are possible - types characterized by: (1) form dominant over
substance, (2) substance dominant over form, and (3) a balance
of the two. Although thess types nsver appear in a pure and
distinct state, they do serve as guidelines for "reading" .
cultures and interpreting history.

Cultures characterized by these relationships Tillich cal}s
autonomous, heteronomous, and theonomous, respectively, These
~descriptive terms indicate the presence of a predominating law
(nomos) in each type. In the case of autonomy this law is self-
law (suto-nomos) that is, the principle of self-sufficiency;
in hetercnomy the predominating law is a strange (hetero-nomos)
imposed by an outside, superior suthority., In thecnomy, the
superior law (theo-nomos) is recegnized as the ground cf the
innermost human law; that is to say, the superior lasw is there
but its relaﬁion with self-law is not that of a strange, impossd

one, Primarily, we are concerned with the first of these three,
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autonomy, fuf it is this type of culture which, by Tillich's
principles, is most secularized, yet still retsins its religious
base. First, however, we will examine more thoroughly Tillich's
interpretation of hetercnomy and theonomy,

Culturzl Types and Reason, A hetercnomous culture, we

have seen, is one whose law of life is imposed from outside

on the assumption that universal reason alone cannot sustain

man, It is @ culture which "subjects the forms and laws of
thinking and acting to authoritative criteria of an eccleseasti-
cal religion or a political guasi-religion, sven at the pricse

of destroying the structures of ratinnality."ls Implied in

this statement is Tillich's sccount of the concept of reason,
iqmyﬁich fi;st of all he makes the distinction between technical
reason ard ontological reason., The former is defined as the /
capacity for "reasoning;" it involves only the cognitive sspect j
of the mind, and deals unly.mith the discovery of means for ends, .
either accepting the ends from some other source or refusing to
consider ends whatsoever, But technical reason does not exhaust
the structures of the human mindﬂJ Tillich agrees with Pascal

in saying that there are "reasons of the heart which reason

cannot comprehend.* That is, theré are rational structures of
gesthetic and communal experiasnce which mere cognitive reascning
cannot overcome, It is these which help to constitute ontological

reasgn: the structure of the human mind which includes the capacity

16 r£, p. 57.
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for reasoning but alsc includes in interdependence with it the
capacity to "grasp" and to "shape" reality, Untological reason
is the very nature of the mind by which - through its various
inderdapéﬁdenf functions - it relates to iis enviranment in
terms of reception and reaction,

But the very fact of this ability of the mind to grasp and
shape reality presupposes for Tillich, as it ddes for classical
philosophy, the rational structure of reality itself, This is
the objective side of ontological reason: the logos "of reality
which the mind can grasp and according to which it can shape
reality.“l7 That is toc say the logos of the human mird, "the
word which grasps and shapes reality, can do so only because
reality itself hés a logos character," There have been varisus
explanations of the relation between "tha logos structure of the
grasping-and-shaping self" and the "loges structure of the
grasped-and-shaped worid," but the nscessity of positing some
such relation is almost unanimously ascknowledged, says Tillich,lB
Included among those acknowledging this is Tillich himself, but
he goes further and speaks not only of the subjective and objective
structures of reason but alsc of the "depth" of reason, This notion
of "depth® is one of Tillich's more difficult concepts for by
its very nature it cannot be defined but only "pointed te."” "The
depth of reason,™ he says, "is the expression of scmething that
is not reason but which precedes reason and is manifest through it,

Reason in both its cbiective and subjective structures points to

1757, 1, 77. T8 1pid., 75.



58

something which appears in these structures but which transcends

19

them in powsr and meaning,! Essentially the epth of reazson is

being-itself - the crestive powser manifest in every rationzl

creation - or tﬁe‘abyss of being - the inexhaustible potentislity
u% being and meaning that permsates allv rationsl acts, Metaphor-
i;ally, it can be gslled truth-itself, besuty-itself, justice-
itself, and love-itself, In the follouwing description Tillich
‘applies these metaphors to the various fields in which reason is

actualized:_

In the cognitive reaslm the depth of reason is its quality
of peirting to truth-itself, namely, to the infinite

power of being and of the ultimately real, through the
relative truths in every field of knaowledge. In the
aesthetic realm the depth of reason is its guality of
pointing to "beauty-itself,"namely, to an infinite meaning
and an ultimate significance, through the creations in
gvery field of aesthetic intuition, In the legal realm

the depth of reason is its guality of pointing to " justice-
itself,"namely, to an infinite seriocusness and an ultimate
dignity, through every structure of actualized justice,

ia tha communal realm the depth of reason is its guality

of pointing to "love-itself,"namely, to an infinite rich-
ness and an ultimate unity, through every form of actualized
igve., This dimension of resson, the dimznsion of depth,

is an essential cuality of all rational functions. It is
their own depth, making them irexhaustible and giving

-

them greatness,

19 1hid., 79.
20 1pni4., 79-80.



Ontological reascen, then, is characterized by the two
polar el;ménts bf Structure and depth. Under the distortions
of existence this polerity produces a conflict between autono-
mous and heieronomous reason. Autonomous resson is that which
"affirms end sctualizes its structure uithout regarding ité

depth." Contrary to many others, Tillich argues that "auvtondmy

doss not mean the fresedom of the individual to be a2 lsw to hime

~self‘.“Z]‘

{in its pDSitive side EHEE“EEEEEAiS present in every

rational act as chedient expression of thes structure or iau of
resson that is within mind and_reality.kats negative side of

disregarding its depth we will explore later,

As = protest against the denial of depth by automony,

heteronomous reason is an authority which actually claims to

represent the depth of reason; that is, it claims to speak in
an unconditional way on behslf of the ground of being., It
usually arises as a resctlon agzinst an sutonomous reason that
has lcst reference to its depth and is thus becoming empty, hut 
in doing so 1t tends to destroy the autonomous right of the
structures of reason, In terms of the elements of culitural
styles,ﬁgetercnamy can be described as the tendency to destroy
concrete formsiby assuming the power of the substance support-
ind, and being expressed thrpugh theg forms, as happens when a

chiurch, s sacred text, a person or a comnunity clasims the

21 Ibid., 83,



60

absolute authority of its meaning-giving substance. In other
wnrds,fg he?gronumous authority is “"sogmething finite, something
limited, which puts on infinite unlimited dignity,"zz

This definition, along with the repéated mention of the
destructive tendencies of heteronomy, suggests the possibility
of relating this concept to that of the “ﬁamanic,“ the latter
clearly being one of Tillich's most fundamental anrd incisive

notions. As early as 1926, in his essay "Das D%manische," 23

he had thoroughly worked ocut this concept, relating it to primi-
tive art, various themes in the history of religions, and not
least of all, his‘metaphysical notion of "the ground of being."
The statues of gods, fetishes, snd dance masks of primitive
art, Tillich maintains, both contain forms (men, snimals, and
plants) and yet by their strange distortions shatter and burst.
through form. Hands, feet, eyes, testh, and sex organs are all
recognizable as such, yet at the same time are distortions of
their true organic natures, This indicates for Tillich that
"there is something positively contfary ta ferm ﬁhat is capsble
of fitting into an artistic form.,® This he ralls the demonic:
"the actuality of that which is positively contrary to Fnrm,"za

In the history of religions the demonic is expressed through

such "holy demonries" as phallic cults, culis of war gods,

22 IH, p. 26, 23 English translation in IH, pp. 77-122,
24 Ihid., p. 79.
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lasceration myths, and most frightening of ali, DDstoievsky'é
"Grand Inquisitor": “the religion which makes itself absélute
and therfore must destroy the saint in whose nezme it is
gstzblished - the demonic will o power of the sacred institye
tion,"25 In 3ll these cases the demonic breaks through a5 a
very powsrful réality, characterized hy “the unity.uf Fsrm-
creating and form-destroying strangth,“z|5
True to his insistence on depth, Tillich anchores this
notien in a metaphysics, _Being isvbuth the ground of all things e
and aﬁwﬁhe‘sama time their abyss., But the latter, the inexhaus-
tibility of being, is not a passive ressrvoir; it is instead,
says Tillich, a ﬁynamic, driving activity that bursts through
gvery form in which it is contained. It is the will of esvery
individual thing "to realize in itself as an individusl the active
infinity of being, the impulse toward bresking through its own
limited form, the longing to rszlize the abyss in itself." In
short, the demonic "is the form~destroying eruption of the
creative basis of thingsa"27
The relation of this notion to heteronomy is that the
demonic drive usually ends in a heteronomous reality, This is
because of the attempt of thedemonic to reslize the unrealizable
infinity of being in a finite reslity. And this is exactly the

description of a hetercnomous suthority: it claims to have

25 1hid., p. 80, 28 1hid,, p. Bla
27 Ibid., pp. B4~5,




62

achieved the infinite in‘the‘finite, thus breasking down the
sutonomous structures of raticnality., Because of this & fulle-
F;edged_heterunumy is even less desirable than a similarly

extreme autonomy, for the former is rooted in the destructive

drive of the @monic. The rampant heteronomies of the Inguisition
and Nazism, Fnr.exémple, are much more destructive than the fully- -
developed autonomy of the Enlightenmant. Neither autonomy nor
hete;qnamy, however, according to Tillich, "can give the

n28
BREWEr .

The one leads to emptiness, the other to destruction,
Thé balance between the tmd, the essential unity in which both |
iara\fggﬁed is theonomy.

Tgegggmyémggﬁsuautunumnus reason united with its depth: |
the actualization of reason both in its obedience to its 1
structural laws and in the powsr of its own inexhaustible
gzpund. it differs from autonomy in that,nécgether with zssert-
ing the autonomy.of reason, it alsc acknowledges the depth of
Teascn on mhich this autonomy depéndsg, It differs Froﬁ heteronomy,
first in granting man's resson its right of autonomy, and secondly,
in pointing to the infinite as its ground rather than claiming
un;oﬁﬁifinnél power itself., In nther words, a theonomous cul-
£qre is one "in which the ultimate meaning of existence shines

through all finite forms of thought and sction; the culture

is transparent, and its creations are vessels of a spiritual

cuntent,"zg It is trsnsparsnt in that it indicates meaning

28 57, I, 86, 29 F£, p. xii,



without claiming %o be that meaning; 1t respects the autonomy,
validity, and necessity of finites ob jects, but refuses to éive
them an assumed infinite dignity or ultimacy., In short, it
kezeps a balance hetween the religious base of a culture and its
cultursl expressicons, neither authoritatively imﬁusing the |
religious nor ignoring its sustaining presence,

Of course no culture can be found which is characterized

!
|

totally by only onme of these cultural types., In any given }
culture or age elements of all three -.autonaﬁy, hgterunomy,
and theunpmy - appear intermingled, At the same time one can
deé;ribe any particular age or culture as being characterized
primarily by one of these types. The early Middle Ages, for
example, in Tillich's mind, wes primarily thecnomous, while

the early years of the Reformation were very Qetermnomous,
Moreover, in the process of change from one age2 or culture to
another the three cultural types constantly interact in a dia- -
lecticzl manner, The shallowness of an autonomous period
generally precludes the coming of a theonomous Bra, and in turn
the theonomy tends to degenerate into an opprassive hateronomy,
which once again provokes an autonomous reaction and so hegins
the cycle anew, This indicates of course the momentery and
incomplete character of theonomy, caused, according to Tillich,

bty the distortioms of finmitude. On the other hand the theoromous

eiemant of life is never bumpletely defeated, for essentially ,
human nature is grounded in being-itself.zo . -

SU For further discussion of theonomy see ST, ITI, 245 ff,
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e have discussed ié some detail the concepts of heteronomy
and theonomy not-mnly for ihe purpose of understanding these-
notions themselves but alse in the interest of shedding more
light on the relasted cocnecept of autonomy, UWe have seen how for
Tillich these concepts have their roots in the relationship of \3
finite realities to their infinite ground, or in the relatiunshiﬁ
of man's reason to its depth and source., In terms of this, _
autonomgus reason is that which "affirms snd actualizes its
structure without regsrding its depth.“31 It remains, then,
to expound this rnotion more thoroughly, considering at the same

time the cultural expressions, ambiguities, short-comings, and

positive worth of sutonomous realities, .

AUTONGMOUS CULTURE AND TTS LATENT RELIGION

fuller exposition of sutonomous resson s that which i
affirms and actuaslizes its structure without regarvding its
depth is given in Tillich's early discussion of the concept
of meaning. Here he says:

In every autonomy - that is, in every secular culture -
g twofold element is implied: the "nomos", the law or
structural ferm that is supposed to be carried out
radically, and the “autos," the self-assertion of the
conditioned, which in the process of achieving form
loses the unconditioned import, Autoncmy therefore,

is =2lways at the same time chedience to and revolt

against the Unconditional. It is obedience insofar as:

31 geg above, p.5%



it subjects itself to the unconditioned demand for

meaning; it is revolt insofar as it denies the uncom-

2
ditioned meaning itselfng

And this is the basic ambiguity of autonomy: it is on
the one hand a "world" of meaning, but on the other s denial of‘
the source of meaning; it is infipite in its concern but its
congern is with the finite, It is, to guote Tillich's interest-
ing phrases in The Religious Situaticn, & reality of hboth

T"infinite" and "selif-sufficient Finituda,"33 Arnd this is the

sopurce of its weakness., Although it arises with the noble
purpose of protesting against heteronomous imposition of false
absolutes, it is unable to maintein itself to the point of
cultivating a culture of "rich" centent. Autonomy is a moving
reality, Tillich srgues, which leads either toward emptiness

or toward the acceptance of the same type of absclutes which it
arose @s a protest ageinst. Emptiness, of course, invites the

entraence of other forces, In this case ithese could be either

—

demonic, destructive forces or religious, creative ones, Such
is the ambiguity of secularism, Its big defect is that the
emptiness which it lsaves is ususlly filled by demonic Furces.3
By inwzrd necessity it meets its own limits, thus leading to a
loss of ultimate meaning, Such, Tillich clsims, is {the case
with pur pericd, The decision to throw from her throne a

superstitious and too-powerful church was a "great and much-needed"one,

32 WR?, p. 75. 33 Rr3, pp. 105-107.
34 Lc, p. 38,
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However,

it excluded those deep things for which religion stands:
the feeling for the inexhaustible mystery of life, the
grip of an ultimate meaning of existence, and the

invincible power of an unconditionzl devotion. These
things cannot be axcluded335
The secular mind of éelfwasserting reason cennot wait,

of course, to ask, "Why?" UWhy cannot these elemsnts of inexhaus;

tible mystery, ultimate meaning, and unconditioned devotion be

discarded? Tillich's reply is guite simple: "if we try to

dispel them in their divine images, they re~-emerge in daemnnicf

images,“36 These things sre expressions of the power of the

infinite, the power of being-itself, the ground of meaning,

They inevitably appear in some Torm of another, Uhen the

seculer mind tries to ignore them they generally appear in

demonic, destructive expressions. Such is the &fesct of the i

secularistic attitude as Tillich sses it.
The cultural expression of this ambiguous law of life is

classicism or humanism which Tillich defines as:

The attitude which makes man the measure of his owun

spiritual life, in art and philosophy, in science and

. . . 37
politics, in sceial relations and personzl ethics,

It is the attitude of disregarding the self-transcending function

of iife that makes humanism a secular phileosophy. In its assertiaon

35 5F, pp. 180-81, 36 Thid,
37 oF, pp. 62-3,
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that‘the aim.of culture is the éctualizatiun of the potentiale
ities of man, humanism is to bs praised. It is also to be
commended for not completely ignoring religion, However, its
big weakness is its terdency tec subsume religion under the
humen potentialities and accordingly consider it one culturasl
creation among the many others, In doing so it disregards the
self-transcendence of life (the innermost character of religion)
and makes man the measure Uf‘all things, thus cutting him off
frem ultimate fulfilmentGEB

Tillich believes that only twice in worid history have
humanistic cultures become fully developed autonomies, Only
twice h=s secularism become so complete that the ultimeate
conocern of thz culture was not expressed in strictly religious
symbols, The first occurred arcund 100 8.0, with the rise to /
autonomous strength of Greek philosophy and its criticism of
traditional religious symbﬁls and the figures of the gods,
The second came with the Renaissance or the Enlightenment which
arpse as a retionsl and romantic revolt against the heteronomous
churech of the middle 5985939 In both these cases the inability
of secularism to wmaintsin itself as a worthwhile cultural
expression is historically demonstrated (st least to Tillich's

satisfaction). In both cases the autonomous culture bloomed

for 2 while and then beceme empty. But the emptiness provoked

38 5T, IIT, p. BS.
33 15, pp. 32-3,



68

@ countermovement, In the Greek zutonomy the rise of Scepticism

represents the emptiness; sno the Stoie ascceptance of Pletonic

religious ideas - the countermovement - represents the return

to a theonomy. In the asutonomous period brought on by the

Renaissance the smptiness is expressed in the"self-sufficient”

spirit of nineteenth and twentisth century capitalism; ths

countermovement is the longing of our presert age te return to

an age of religious dapth,hg
Another point which Tillich emphasizes about these pericds

of outspoken secularism is that they, like all secular ages

and philosophies, ultimately, sre grounded in a religious

tradition, "Humanism is always based on a religious traditiong”

he says, Thus, the greatness of Plasto's dialogues lies in the /

fact that "the religiocus beckground of Apclls and Dionysus i

shines through every one af [fthem:7n"ul Indeed, Plato wsas

a sacular phileoscpher but in every dialogue he asked the

religious guestion of the meaning of life, This is because

(acecording to Tillich) the substance of a2 religious traditicn

“Dgg, np., 32,359 Cf., RS, pp. 133 ff. The countermovement
in both these instances, accerding to Tillich, is ths2 return to
a theonomous period. This would seswm to centradict his theory
that the emptiness brought on by secularism will usually be
filled by destructive forces, However, I think what he means
is that during the zutonomous period itself certain times are
characterized by emptinass of religiocus substance, It is then
more aften than not that destructive foreses will invade the
culture,

41 L, o. 37,
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reméined in him, Similsrly, the s;cular humanism of our present
era is reeslly a Christian ﬁumanism° It is founded on the sub-
staﬁce of the Christian tradition, Thus, esven Nietzsche could
say of himself that "the blood of the priests" was still in
himqhz

These then, are concrete illustrations of Tillich's hasic

principle of the "essential belongingness" of religion and

‘culture to each other, Every culture has an ultimate concern,

/
/

q_gggﬁh“dimensimn, just.as to some extent every culture is
secular; - it cannot be otherwise. However, a culture becomes
more or less secularized to the extent to which it intentionally
ignores ar expfesses its latent religion, It Cannotihelp but
express this ultimate concern in some way or another, If
this expression be in specifically religious symbels, it is
less sszpularized; if not, then it is more secularized, However,
a secularized culture does not necessarily eguate with the
worst type of culture, A heteronomous religicus culture,
in Tillich's estimaticn, can be much worse an expression of the
religious concern than smﬁe secular cultures which express that
concern in secular forms,

Thus, Tillich's assessment of secular, autonomous culture
is not by any stendsrds a totally negative one, His warning
about such philoscphy and culture concerns their potentiality

for leading to & loss of meaning; that is, their tehdenqy_ tqu‘.

k2 15id,, plrJ. 37-8, 43 gSee above p. 2.
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sponsor attitudes of self-sufficiency which in time lead to

a state of emptiness and failure to ask the guestion concerning
the meaning of life, Cultures without the concreteress of
religious symbols and devotional activities - that is highly
secularized ones - tens gradually to lcsg sight of the religious
substance which gives them their meaning. In short; a secular
culture is not necessarily_an empty one, although it is more
likely to become such than is a culture conscicusly expressing
its ultimate concern in specificzlly religious forms,

lIn summary, an autonomous culture is one which emphasizes
the forms of meaning at the expense of the substance af meane
ing; it emphasizes the structure of reason at the expense of
the @pth of reason. It does not express its latent religion
in "religious® forms and thus takes the risk of losing sight o
of the one thing which can . give it direction: the guestion
of the meaning of life,.

We have arrived then, at the same basic principles as we
met in Chapter I. Behind every preliminary concern, behind
every secular reality, lies the fundamental ultimate cencern,i
the basic religiBus depth, And although secular concerns and
autonomous cultures run the risk of becoming more snd more
devoid of religicus substance - by losing sight of such "symbols”
as truth; beauty, gnodness, and dignity - nevertheless, so long

as they exist at all they are dependent on ihe sustaining power
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of ultimate concern, the unconditional ground and abyss of being. v
The basic ambiguity of life is that its source of power and
continuance is the infinite, while 211 its many expressions

are in limitsd, finite "forms,® WPRelipgion the substarnce of
*

is
' . - Ll
culture, culture is the form of religion,"
These principles cbviously invite closer and more critical

examination. To this task we devote the next chapter.

L LC_! Do LOZ.



CHAPTER III -
MAJOR SOURCES OF CONFUSION IN TILLIGH'S

VIEW OF THE RELIGIOUS AND THE SECULAR

My stated intention in this thesis was to enucleate and
investigate Tillich's understanding of the concepts of religion
and secuiarismw and in so doing ta’distinguish and clarify some
- of the major problems of that undarstanding. The first and
analytical part of this task has been done, Ue have sxpounded
the basic principles of Tillich's view of the religious and the
secular, and have noted at various places some of the more
problematic aspects of these principles. It now remains to
examine scme of these major sources of confusion in a more
criticsl light to see exactly what the prcoblems are, and perhaps
to see if, in the lzst analysis, they are major shortcommings of
Tillich's thought or merely unclearly expounded points. At issue
of course are two basic guestions: (1) 1Is Tillich's thought
logically ccherent in itself, and (ii) If it is, does it really
pive an adequate account of sccial reality? Ue cannot hope in this
limited investigatiﬁn to give full trestment to these fundamental
issues, Be that as it may, however, we will proceed and at least
attempt to define the problems involved in each. Our procedure
will be to examine first Tillich's puzzling assertion that

nenuine stheism is an impmssibilitynl This leads to the sources

1the introduction of the atheism issue here might be

considered contradictory to the statement zbove that the
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of other problems, taking the form Uf.a series of guestions
as follows: ‘Are all men uitimately concernzd? Is ultimatga
concern really religion? Are ail men ultimately concerned
shout the reélly ultimate? That is, is ths finite really
striving for the infinite? Finally, we note as another common & .
source of misundafstanding Tillich's distinction Between true

gnd false religibnsﬂ Throughout all these consideratians'the
theme will be "thg méaningfulness of Tillich's definition of
religion," and discussion on this issue usually centres an

the universal aspect of that definition, This discussion falls
into two basic parts: one concerns the bold statement that =all
men gre religiocus; the other puestions whether the term
"religion” retains any significant meaning when it is used to
describe the state of all men. In an attempt to discover
Tillich's response to these issues we begin with the guestion

of the ppssibility or impossibility of atheism,

GENUINE ATHEISM - AN IMPOSSIRILITY 7

The fact that Tillich regarded his reslization of the im-

Py

possibility of atheism as a decisive point in his theological

analytical part of the thesis has already been given. Actually,
most of previous analysis has been on this same subject: the
universality of religion. 1T introduce it here because more than
anything =lse it lezds directly to the very hasis of confusions
in.Tillich's view of religiom, At any rate, the intrcduction of

new materisl will be limited.



journey is of more than biographical éignificénce.z It Indi-
cates, one would think, some very profound reasons for his reach-
ing this conclusion. These we will now attempt to explore,

The immediate scurce of Tillich's strong conviction an
the universallity of religion is the Protestant principle of
"justification by grace through faith." Although he first
.became acguainted with this principle through his Lutheran
background, he was introduced to new formulations of it under
the iﬁpetus of his great teacher Martin Kashler. On this
Tillich says:

Under his influence a group of advanced students and
vounger professars developed the new understanding af

the Protestant principle in different ways.3 The step

2 PE, p. xi, Tillich first reached this conclusion at least
as early as 1919 when he presented‘his first important public
lecture, "On the Idea of a Thesology of Culture,® reproduced in
YR?, pp. 155 ff,

3 The "new understanding® refers to the rejection of the
traditional Protestant formula "justificaticn through faith® in
fayour of the phrase " justification by grace through faith,”

This was done on the goound that the original formula had besn
misunderstood to mean that God's justifying act was set in

motion by man's act of faith, This group insisted that faith
itself is a gift of God and that all justifying action is carried
on completely through God's initiation, In line with this the
most general statement of the Protestant principle is that it
"contains the divime and human protest sgainst any absolute

claim made for a relative reality." (Ibid., p. 163). Howaver,

in this context we will be discussing one formulation of this

74
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I myself made in these years was the insight that the
principle of justificaticr through faith refers not

only to the religious-ethical but also to the religious-
intellectual life,“

Thus, nct only the sinner but the doubter too is justified
through faith,

Justification for Tillich means salvation and salvation
.is "healing" for “"healing means reuniting that which is estrang-
ed, giving a centre to what is split, overcoming the split
between God and man, man a2nd his world, wan and himself."5 So
in saying that_the doubter too is Jjustified by grace through
faith Tillich means thatieuen the situation of strongest doubt
cannot separate us from God. On the confrary, "there is faith
in every seriogus deoubt, namely, ths fzith in the truth as such,
even if thes only truth we can express is our lack of tx:'uth."5
With this principle Tillich pecame convinced that "there is ¥
na possible athaism¢“7

The atheist is defined as one who denies that there is a

God., But God, Tillich argues, is not a2 being sbove or beside

principle - one of the "different ways" of understanding it
referred to by Tillich above,

4 Ibid., p. X

5 5T, 11, p. 166, For more on this subject see ST, III, 275-
B2; EN, pp. 112-121; N3, op. 34-45,

P, p. %
7 PE, B. xi,
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cther beings sbout uhasevexistehce cr non-existence you can
argue. Rathsr,'ﬁad is the fundamental symbol for what concerns |
us ultimately; whatever concerns a man ultimately becomes for |
him a gud.8 Therefore, to deny God's existence means tg deny
the reality of that for which one is ultimately concerned.
Thus, we have fhe peculiaf (hypothetical) situation of deny- %
ing God in the name of God; the situation of ultimate concern |
denying its own wultimacy. In Tillich's mind this simply cannot
happen. Therefore, he concludesthat the only possible typé of |
gtheism would be the attempt to remain unconcerned sbout the
meaning of one's existence, "Indiffersnce toward ths ultimate
guestion is the only imaginable form of atheism."g

It is clear, however, that Tillich does not think that
in the lest analysis ang man can be gsnuinely atheistig}? At
?he risk of lsbouring the point we will note several statements
on the subject,’the hope being that in addition to seeing that
Tillich maintains atheism is impossible we will azlso see further

why he maintains this view:

51, 1, 211; DF, p. 45.

K Ibid., It is statements such as this that makes Tillich's
thought so ambiguous, Here he appears to be allowing for the
possibility of atheism, but as we will see below such is nqt the
case. The only type of atheism he would acknowledge is what might
he celled an assumed atheiém, in which men clsim to be atheistic
but sccording to Tiliich are really not. Ir the limited confines

of Dynamics of Faith, we must assume, he could not go into this

issue,
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tven the atheists stand in God - namely fhat power ocut

of which they live, and truth for which they grepe, and
the ultimate meaning of life in which they believe . . . .
£ in other words_7 genuine atheism is not humanly possinle, -

for God is nearer te a3 man than that man is to himself‘.lD

Unconcern or ultimate concern - those are the only alter-
natives, /£ But 7 the cynic is concerned, passionately
concerred, sbout one thing, namely, his unconcern, This
is the inner contradictiocn of all unconcern. Therefore,

there is only one alternstive, which is ultimate conce’rn.11

The most striking confirmation of the point in hand appears
in a sermon by Tillich entitled "The Escape from God.* This
particular expression of the ontologicsl hasis of Tillich's
stand on atheism merits a lengthy guotation:

We all know that we cannot separate purselves at any
time from the world to which we belong. There is no
ultimate privacy or final isolstion., We are always

held and comprehended by something greater than we are,

10 5F, pp. 127-28. One might wish to argue that Tillich's

employment here of the terms "atneists” and "Genuine atheism"
is indication that he reslly does consider atheism te be pos-
sible in some way or other, However, such need not be (and I
think is not) the case, UWhen he uses the term "atheists" he
is referring to those who call themsslves atheists, Similarly,
"Genuine atheism® is contrasted with one's contention that-he
is an atheist, But, calling oneself atheistic, ar being-con-
vinced that one is atheistic, does net make one sucgh. Thus
Tillich is not being inconsistent con this goint,

11 ng, p. 158,



that has a claim upon us, and that demands respense from
us ., . . .-The centre of our whole being is involved in
the centre of all being; and the centre of all being
rests in the centre of cur being, I do not believe‘that
any serious man can deny that gxzerience, no matter how
he may express it, And if he has had the experience, he
has alsc met something within him that makes him desire
to escape.ﬁhe conseguences of it ., ., . .

Is there a3 release from that tension? Nietzsche

offers a solution which shows the utter impossibility

of atheism, The Ugliest Men, the Murderer of Ged, sube
Jjects himself o Zzrathustira, because Zarathustra has
recognized him, and looked into his depth with divine
understanding. The murderer of God finds Ged in man,
He has not succeeded in killing God at all., God has
returned in Zarathustra, and in the new periocd of his-

tory which Zarathustra announces. God is slwsys reyived

in something or somebody; He cannot be murdered, The

i)
story of every atheism is the same,

Suffice it to say in Tillich's estimétiun there can he
no such reality as stheism. One can call himself an atheist -
many do; on2 can really be convinced he is an atheist - and
many are; but in the final analysis his pesitieon is a religiocus
gne for he cannot help but be uvltimastely concerned about
something.

Needless to say such 2 strong position invites closer
examination of the principles and the reasoning upon which it

is based. Ue have referrsd to the Protestant Principle as just

12 sF, pp. 46~7, (Emphasis mine),



this basis, However, the ultimate socurce of Tillich's cer-

tainty of the universality of religion lies beyond this mgino
ciple and is found in his philosophy of existence and being.l3
Specifically, we are referring to his understanding of man's

relation to being=-itself, This relstion is thoroughly dealt

with in the Svstematics;lh however, in thas final anslysis

there is no more concise summary of Tillich's positicn on
this issue than that cantained in the quote above ( see page
0.

"We are azlways held and cnmprehendeq by something greater(
than we are." This something, of course, is being-itself, the ;
ground of being, the centre of which "rests in the centre of v
our being." This is the relation of man to beingy the centre
af his being 1is supported by Seing-itself, He is unable to
escape‘it. (However, living in finite, distorted existence he
tries tao; thus the inner tensicn betws=en religion and profanli-
zation), The polarity of freedom and destiny frees man - though

only in dagreeé - from complete bendage to his finitude, the

13 yhile we call this the "ultimate source® we must also
note that thesultimate source of Tillich's sweeping view of
religion is, in one sense, his reflectiaon upon man, for it
was chiefly on suﬁh reflecticon that he founded his ontolegy,
and not vice versa. However, our aim here is to examine the
ontological principles which, in effect, anchor his ocbser-
vations,

4 s1, 1, Part II,



result being his "striving in the vertical direction touwasrd
ultimate and infinite baing."ls In other words, “"the human
heart seeks the infinite because that is where the finite wants

to rest."ls

'Hawever, the striving is not always- obvious, andw?a-
neither is it unchallenged, for man like every other "thing” |
in existence has the tendency tb resist the "éall of the
holy," That is, his life is ambiguous: it is besically re-
ligious in fhat; in some way or another (sometimes very indirecte
ly), it tries to relate itself to the power of being which it
simply cannot escape; vyet, life is also by nature, secular,
It is estranged from essentisl being, yet it depends an the
power of beiﬁg. Midst this confusing ambiguity it tries to
ignore the inherent tendency to relate to being, to ask seri-
ously about the ultimate meaning of itself,

In brief paraphrase these are the principles in which
Tilligh grounds his strong insistence on the impossibility of
atheism and its complement, the universality of religion, .

Whether or not these are true to the principles of reslity is

an issue beyond the examining scope of this thesis. Nevertheless,

it is within our range ts note what for many are the major pro-
blems with these cntological statements as they apply to Tillich's
definition of religion, as well as somsz of the possible dirsctions

in which to pursue them, -

15 g7, 111, 86,
16 Q..F;' Do i3,

8o .
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Surely ane of the major guestions is: on what does Tillich ‘@
ultimately found his argument that the finite is striving for thef
infinite? One answer of course is *his extensive antologival
considerations." But this reises thes further guestion: Is there
any way of verifying ontelogical judgements? Tillich himself
raises this issue and answers as follows:

There is certainly not an experimental way, but there
is an experientid way, It is the way of an intelligent
recognition of the basic ontological structures within
the encountered reality, including the srocess of en-
countering itself. The only answer, but s sufficient
answer, which can be given to the guestion of ontologi-
cal verification is the appeal to intelligent recogni-

tian.l7

For this study we must bracket the guestion of wha (if
gither) amorng Tillich and his critics has truly recognized the /
basic onteclogical structures. UWe can and must acknowledge, ,
however, thatmié};%gh's ontolegical statements are based on
prior gensral observations of mam -and his relations., In
support of his argument that the finite is striving for the
in%gﬁite; for example, hg_can cite "the fact that man never is
sa;isfiad with any stesge of his finite development, the fact
that nutg;né>F£n£te can haold him although finiltude is his
deéﬁiny."lg He can cite the fact that men universally are

deeply disturbed by the limitations on their time, space, and

fulfilment, In short, he can refer o the fundamental angst

17 Lp3, p. 24. 18 57, 1, 191,
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of existence itself thgt underlies all of man's particular
anxieties and concerns.l9 That all or any of these are not Y
facts of our existence has to be established before one can
claim to have undercut Tilligh's interpretation of life as
being basically religiﬁus. And ong might note that this canmot
be established by an appeal to man's apparent contentment with
pragmatic and functional concerns, This would be hut to beg
the issue, Tillich‘s appeal to probe what lies heneath these
cosy fabrications is much more convincing, and certainly much
more deserving as a serious attempt to understand man, In
short, any seriopus criticism of Tillich's view of man as homo
religiosi will have to take intc account the hasic angst of
man: his guestions of why he is here? and where he is going?;
his attempts to conguer more space, and extend his life-span;
in s waord: his attempts to cvercome his finitude, It will /
have to consider serious alternatives - elther nntolagical or
ctherwise - to Tillich's argument that life at its very centre
is ambiguously grounded in being yet limited by the threat of
non-being,ZU

Apart from these major considerations another possible
source of diszgreement is Tillich's selection of criteria by
which to judge the religious., That is, his argument that all

men z2re wltimately concerned may be & valid one, but is it really

1% ¢r, cB, passim.
2a For Tillich's discussion of being and non-being, the finite
and infinits, as well as the related concept of "anxiety," sse ST,

I, 86 ff.; CB, pp. 32 ff,
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valid to conclude from this that all men are religicus? Some
attempt to deal with this guestion will be made ir the succeeding
section as we discuss more explicitly the oiticism that Tillich's

definition is so Broad as to be all but meaningless,

THE MEANINGFULNESS OF TILLICH'S DEFINITION

GF RELIGION

Ultimately the decision as to what constitutes s good
definition of religion has to be en arbitrary one, for it is
‘based to s large extent on the definer‘'s understanding of what
a definiticn should do snd conseguently what elements it should
include, Moreover, in defining religion the gefiner's particular
attitude toward the subject is decisive, (Far instance, a radical
secularist would be more inclined to think of religion as a
social phenomenon based on unfounded beliefs and superstiticnsﬂ
than would an orthodox Christian theclegian. Thus, in all liks-
likood the ideal definition of religion for each of these would
be quite different). It would seem that countless definiticons
of this word could be given, all bearing sdequata meaning if
looked at from particulsr perspectives, On the other hand there .
are urdnubtedly many definitions which s majority would consider
inadequate. A description of this phencmenon which does not, for
example, include non-theistic relipions would likely fall into
this category, Similarly, a deFinitian of religion which blankets
every human activity is likely to be considered too broad to be

meaningful,
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The latter is the type of criticism often levied against
Tillich, His description of religion is so broad as to include
everyone under its scope, Critics ask21 (and understandably so)
if there is any real value to such 3 dafinition and if in fact
it is fair to the special phenomenon generally called religion,
Is there really nobody who can genuinely be described as being
"non-religious?® If not, then of what value is a8 definition which
in effect is the tautological statement: "A1ll religiocus beings
are religious?" These are completely legitimate guestions to
pose to Tillich., Let us examine them in the light of Tillich's
thought itself,

First, one might wish to maintain that not 311 men are

ultimately concerned, that naot all mern are anxious in the sense

that Tillich claims they are.22 It might indeed by that Tillich's

el Many of these critics have expressed their views on

Tillich's definitiocn of religicn in Religious Experience and

Truth: A Symposium, Sidney Hook, (ed,). (New York: New York

University Press, 1961). See particularly the articles by
Sidney Hook, Howard Hintz, WKai Nielsen, and Paul F, Schmidt,

22 5uch is Cox's criticism when he says Tillich's relicious
questions "do not trouble the newly emergent urban-secular man,"
(Secular City, p. 79} Unfortunately his irconsistency cencels
the effect of this criticism, for later he sasys: "It is his
experience of the transcendent that makes man man,"” (Ibid., p.
228), This is exactly Tillich's position, See above,

n. 79,



particular interpratatimq of this concern is false; however,
his observation that all men do heve some such concern is not
essily refuted. Any observation will show that al: men have
some wunderlying concern, some fundamental drive which “keeps
them going,"” sa to speak,., All men "go sbout their business"”
driven by some basic motivation, Some are encouraged by the
promises of success; others are inspired by some "rzligious®
ethic; while still others ramble through Iife appasrently under
no particular impetus, The latter, while they appear to have
no underlying motivation, afe in fact motivated by the ultimate
concern of Y“making the best of things," or by the hope af some
imminent change in their situetion., In fact sven the cynie

par excellence 1is ultimately concerned, if about rothing else,

then about meaning and value of his cynicism, Thus we have the
interesting paradox of affirming the reality of onet's ultimate
concern by strongly attempting to deny it. Many of Tillich's
readers find this logic Frustrating,'aﬂd indeed it is, but
that is no argument at all against its validity., FPerhaps thase
responding thus are presupposing that in the last analysis life,
including its expression in language, is totslly ordered and
freg of frustration, Tillich does not presuppose this; for him

the frustration experiesnced by simultanesusly affirming and

23

Religious txperience and Truth: & Sympaosium, Sidney Hook (ed.),

(New York: New York University Fress, 1961), pp. 25L-60,

5 . ol » r

See particularly Howard Hintz, "On Oefining the Term'Godf,

85



denying ultimate concern is but an expression of the fundamental
ambiguity of 1ife°2&. That theres should be such confusiaons in
the first place would seem to lend support to this view; at
least it does not undsrcut it,  In short then, Tillich's claim
that all men are ultimately concerned is an argument and chser-
vation not easily refuted, and as such is g view demanding
thorough examination by critics of Tillich's definition of
religion,

As a second approach, one may argue that admitting all men
are ultimately concerned is not the same as saying they are all
concerned about the really uwltimeste. In other words, is it really
meaningful to say that men are religious if they are not ultimate=
ly concerned about the really ultimate, but instead direct their
concern to some finite object? This, I think, is one of Tillich'§/
most confusing peints, but nevertheless one that is not withoutif
an underlying consistency, Let us examine it in detail,

In Dynamics of Faith (the best exposition of his view of

what it means to be religious) Tillich distinguishes between the
"subjective® and the "objective” meaning of religion (faith),

The former he describes ss "the state of being ultimately cone
cerned,"ZS while in the latter he transfers the emphasis to the

ob ject concerned about, as expressed in the phrase, "the concern

about the uncanditinnal."zs The crucial point is his linking of

24 57, 111, 87; OF, pp. 16 fF. 23 oF, p. 1.
26 1hid., p. 9.

e
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the two in the statement: #The ultimate of the sct of faith and
the ultimate that is meant im the =2ct of faith are one and the
same."27 This means, of course, not only that man is ultimately
cuncerned,'but also that he is ultimately concerned about that
which is reaslly ultimate, the uncorditionezl itself, This
follows from Tillich's statement that "the finite which claims
infinity without havirg it . . ., is not able to transcend the
sub ject-objact scheme."z8

It would appear then that Tillich is contradicting his
view that almost anything - a nation, success, moresy ~ can be-
come the cobject of orme's ultimate concern, for nonz of these
things are really ultimate, Indeed, he is canfusing on this
pecint;  however, I think there is no doubt that he meant both
statements: (1) all men are ultimately corcerned about the /
really ultimate, end (2) soms men are wltimately concerned sbout !
finite realities which claim to be ultimate but which In reality
arg not, To which of these then does his definition of religion
refer? The answer is "%o both," for there can be true and false
religions, tﬂ réligicn is true if (1) "it adeguately expresses an
ultimate concern“‘ and (2) "its content is the really ultimate.“zg‘
It is false if meither of these things is true of it)., But this
does not really clarify the issue of man's being ultimately con-
cerned about both the really ultimate and that which merely

claims ultimezy, for in either case the religion is still religion

29 Ibid., P 96,

27 1pid., B. li. 28 1pid,,



whether it be really true or disastrously false,

The dilemma might be solved if it could be demonstrated
that what Tillich really means is that, though 311 men are
religious, only some are ultimately concermed about the

really ultimate. However, as the following passages show,

such is definitely not the case:

That which concerns us ultimately must belong to reality
as 3 whole; it must belong to being, Otherwise we could
not encounter it and it could not concern us., OF course,
it cannot be one being among others:; then it would not
concern us infinitely. It must be the greund of our being,
-~ that which determines our being or non-being, the ultimate
and unconditional power of baing°3ﬂ
Orme 1s ultimately concerned only about something to which ;
one essentially belongs and from which one is essentially
separated, [ namely, heing itsalF~7.31
Religion means ultimate concern sbout the ultimate; uncon-
ditional seriousness about that which is ultimately ser-
Cious, infinitely sericus, namely the guestion of the meaning

of my life,32

The ambiguity is quite pronounced. However, one thing has
been gver looked, namely the fact that the "really ultimate"

Tillich refers to is not 3 being above all other beings but a

30 g1, 1, 21, | L oF, n. 112,

32 Paul Tillich, "God as Reality and Symbol," Essays and

Studies (Tokyo), XI, March, 1961, p. 101, Quoted by Carl J,

Armbruster, The VYisipn of Paul Tillich (New Yark: Sheed and

Ward, 1967}, p. 72,
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guality of all beings: the quality of pointing ts the depth of
being, Tillich explains it thus:

The power grasping us in ths state of faith is not a being
besides others, not even the highest; it is not an ob ject
among objects, not even the greatest; hut it is a guality
of all beings and objects, the guality of pointing beynnd.
themselves and their finite existence to the infinite,

inexhaustible, and unapproachable depth of their being

. 33
and meaning.

In the state of fsith man is "grasped by the power of something
unconditional which manifests itself to us as the ground and
Jjudne of our existence.”zh This "grasping® is effected by the
unconditional itself - it is not initiated by man - and thusl
"places" man in the state of ultimate concern, Thus, "the
ultimate of the act of faith and the ultimate that is meant in
the act of faith are one and the same;"35 they both refer to
the guality of ultimacy., Finally then, we get to the meaning
of Tiiigg;:;mébparent cantradiction on the issue in hand: All
men are ultimately concerned about the ground of being even
though the gbjesct of their ultimate concern might be any finite
reality. This can be so because being ultimately concerned means
being grasped by the power of the unconditional, Thus, even
though the object of one's ultimate concern is a naticn, for
esample, the very fact that hs is ultimately corcerned indicastes

that he is concerned about the really ultimate, about the guestion

3% Ibid.

e e—Y

53 E, p. 163, Cf. p. 32,
35 Q_E.’ D 11;
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of the meaning of his life, for this is what vltimate concern
means, He directs this concern to a nation because this parti-
culsr finite reality has clsimed ultimacy, it offers some answer
to his guestion,

In recapiiulation we note three points: (1) Tillich's
contenticn that all men are ultimately concerned cannot be
easily, if at all, refuted, for any attempt to do so leads
'ultimatelg to an aFFirﬁatiDn of ité (2) Tillich is justified
in calling ultimate éancern "religion®™ because he relateé it to
the inescapeble mystery of life, to the search for meaning in
life, and to the infinite. In some way or encther all religions
embody such references; (3) contradictory though they szem,
the statements, (a) that éll'men are ultimately concerned about
the really ultimate and (b) thet some men are ultimzstely con-
cernsd asbhout finite reaslities, can be reconciled by noting that
no matter what the object of cne's ultimate concern is he is
still grasped by the guality of ultimacy, and as such is con-
cerned with the guestion “UWhat is the meaning of my life?" In
this sense he is concerned with the really ultimate,

Finally them, we must comment specifically on the issue df
the mesningfulness of Tillich's concept of religiocn, The criticism
that it is too broad to contain eny worthwhile meaning might hold
up had Tillich'nnt distinguished, first of zll, between a formal
and a mater;al definition, and secondly, between a true and an

idolatrous faith, The first distinction refers to the universally



valid definition of religicn as "ultimate concern® in contract
with the material concept of religion which refers to the ex-
pression of an ultimste concern in & particular "religiousg”

context, The formsl definition is urderstood by Tillich as

@

"a criteriaon by whizh to judge the concreie raligions included

under the smaller, traditionasl cancegtg“sé In the history of
religions he finds many events to support his argument for the
reality and need of Such an ultimate judging principle. Jesus
and Buddha, for example, express the reality of this principle
in their challenges to the prevailing religious institutions,
No ome Jbuld seriocusly maintain that they were non-religious,
yet in z sense they were anti-religious, The impetus behind
thelr protest was their relipion of ultimate concern, Similar-
ly, specific religions at all times are inherently susceptible.
to criticism from this principnle which is greater than the con-
tent (doctrines, rituals, etc.) in whick it is expressed,

This is one sense, then, in which Tillich's definition, as
broad as it is, does have meaning, Indeed, I would say that the
uni&arsality of the definition is a merit, for such a general

principle is invelusble in focusing common themes, as well as in

Judoing the genuineness, of various cnorcrete rellgians,

Howsver, the form2l definition only has meaning when related

to the materisl. There must be a cocnorets expression of an

35 E_I’;.’ p' L‘_a
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ultimate :Dngern, In the case D% Christianity the concrete
expression, according to Tiilich, centres arcund the "state of
being grasped by the New Being as it is manifest in Jesus as ths
Christ."37 Here Tillich demonstrates the applicability af his
concept of faith. It is not completely abstract or unrelated

to traditional -religiaons,

We note at this point a criticism by George Tavard of
Tillich's applicetion of his formal concept of reiigion to the
matarial faith of Christisnity. I refer to this criticism far
two reasons: (1) by confusing the Furmai with the materisl
definition it shows how the ambiguities in Tillich's discussion
of rsl&gimn could lsad one to cbnéider the whole thing an
absurdity; (2) it introduces fillich's distinction between true
and idolatrous faith and points out how, if misunderstocd, this
distinction cowld be a prime reason for guestioning the validit§
of his overell view of religion.

The criticism itself is to the ef?ect that Tillich's
broad definition of religion is unfsithful to biblical tradition
on the issue of "selectivity of faith." Spesking of Tillich's
concept of faith he says:

Instesd of erecting the holy community cut of the world,

it sees the whole world as already being the holy com=-

munity Z Cf. Bonhoeffer's critisism below, p.9%7, Nobody




escapes it., All, even unazwares, belong to it, 1Is this
still the Christian faith?58

The problem with this griticism is twofcld, First, it
confuses the distinction between faith as a formal concept and
faith as content., Tillich does not say that the whole world is
explicitly Christian. Admittedly, he does say that the parti-
cular Christian concept of faith is universzlly. valid, buet this
is becausz of the broad base that he gives to the Christian
understanding of falth; bhe would not necessarily say that the
matsrizl faith which is explicitly Buddhist is universally
valid., Secondly, Tavard is involved in the traditionsl "battle
¢ « » Betusen FTaith and unfaith" which Tillich so strongly
decries,3g In saying that faith is universal Tillich is not
making "the whole world" a "holy community.” in the sense of
being the Christiarn "holy community.” He do2s make 3 distince
tion, and I would say, a3 réther strong on2, namely the distine-
tion between those whose faith is "true® and those whose Faith
is irdolatrous,

This brings us to a crucizal point in our assessment aof the
meaningfulness of Tillich's concept of religion, a point at

which we may also focus on the relation of the issues discussed

93,

in this chapter toc our oversll analysis of Tillich's understanding

of secularism,.

38 George H., Tavard, Pesul Tillich and the Christian Message
(Mew York: Charles Scribrert's Sons, 1962), pp. 38-9,
% a1, 111, 130,
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The esseﬁce of all giticisms of Tillich's analysis of
the religicus and ths secular is thatihe makes everyaone anrd
everything religious, and that, although he says all ﬁen ares
secular as well, it doesn't really mean anything for these same
men areé also religiocus, Critics are suspicious over Tillich's
apparant attempt te put someihing over on men by derying them
the chance to be irreligious, Mayhbe these critics ares correct;
maybe man is not naturally religicus, However, I do think there
is an issue to be considered before we completely dismiss
Tillich in favour of his critics, This issus, as 1 haﬁe already
suggested, is concerned with the crucial distinmcticon Tillich
makes bhetwsen true and idolatrous religion,

e have already seen hpow, ss 5 result of confusion on this
same paoint, Tavard's criticism is rendered ineffective. I now
suggest that the same might be true for many other guesticnings /
and réjectiéns of Tillich's sweeping view of religion. f

Most of the criticisms against Tillich's (or anybedy's)
universal concent of religion are based on an inherent convic-
+ipn that the distinction between the religious and the secular
is a valid one, and moreover, a very pronounced one, Since the
rise of the socisl sciences religion has come to be considered
as one éiéméﬁt in a men's life, one element in society; indeed,
an element very different from otherz - the asesthetic, the poli-
tical for example - and cne which not 211 men are involved in,

Some men are religious, others are not; some philesophies,
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institutions, and communities are religiocus, others are secular;
finally, some men believe in God, sthers do not. The distinc-

tion is considered an unavoidably reality; moreover, there is

a definite tension between the two slements, so that each is

regarded by the ather as sgme thing less than the best way to
come to grips Qith 1ife, Nowhere is this iension more pro-
nounced than in the minds of theologians on the one hand and
radical secularists on the uther.uﬂ And these are the major
sources of criticisms of a universal definition of religion,
bihat then, does this mean for the arguments against the
vniversality of religisn? It means chieFly that such arguments
come as no surprise whatsoever, It is symptomsiic of the age
that a statement asserting the universality of the religious
attitude be considered an attempt to "force secular man into
asking religious questians"hl or be viewad as an interpretation

of the world "against its mill,“':'2 And well it might be so,

LB This is.hot to deny the concern of recent theclogians
to be more open and relevant to secular man, However, I would
argue that even in Bonhoeffer's case, where openness to secular
man is outstanding, there still exists an undeniable tension
hetween theolecgian and ardent secularist,

&1 Cox, Secular City, p, E9.

k2 Bonhoeffer, Letters and Papers, pp. 108-9. OF course, I

am not at all suggesting that everyone who is concerned about such
issues comments on them negatively, Schubert Ogden, for exemple,
speaks very positively ( and convincingly, I think) on the subject,

See Schubert M, Ogden, "The Strange Witness of Unbelief,®



96

for the proncunced reslity of secularism, to all intents and
purposes, contradicts any such assertion. Thus, despite their
most ardent efforts to be receptive to a "weorld come of age"
neither Honhoeffer, Cox, nor Tillich (nor for that matter any
others who might fall into this general category) can completely
philosophize away the very real tension between religious and
non-religious elements., However, to all intents and purposes
Tillich apgears to be doing sa - or at least atiempting to do
sg - by making evéryone essentially religious, This accounts
for much of the disagreement over his interpretation of secular:
man, But has Tillich really removed the religimus/nun»feligious
contrast? I maintain that he has not and that, in a sense,
neither did he intend to. Admittedly, this appears to contra-
dict earlier statements concerning the omnipresence of religion
and the impossibility of being completely secular. However, /
this need not be sp, a2s we will now expound,

Tillich's definition of religion does not force everyone

into a religious straight-jacket, Although all men are by nature

The Reality of God (New York: Harper & Row, 1963), pp. 120 ff,

In addition there are undoubtedly countless others wha, in

some way or another, agree with Tillich on this principle

if not on his particular furmulatipn of it. Neverthless, there
are many others who would consider the assertion that all men
are religious a complete misunderstanding of the resl situation

of modern western man,
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ultimately concernsd (according to this definition), not all men
explicitly direct this concern to tha really ultimate., "The
continuing struggle through all history is waged betw=zen s faith
directed to ultimate reality asnd a faith directed toward pre-
liminary reslities claiming ultima3y=”h3 The tension does remain,
@ tension between itrue and idolatrous religions; and although
this is not exactly the same as the religion-secularism tension,
it is most similar.qh The only really significant difference .
lies in the fact thaé idolatrous religion goes beyand secularism
inasmuch as the former includes some religions proper. Secular-
ism denotes an attitude of turning away from the world of "reli-
gion" and turning tuward the everyday world of man and his
technology. Similarly, idnlatraus religicn (as Tillich dsfines
it) refers to the directing of ultimate concern to preliminary,
finite realities. On the other side of the contrast both
"religion" (as opposed to secularism) and true religion (as
opposed to idolatrous religion) imply the concern of man for
dignity and greatness..

In effect then, Tillich's interpretation of religion does
leave room for the seme kind of tension between "religious" and

"secular" elements as is demanded by an accurate observation of

43 g7, 111, 131,
bl Cne could become éxtremely technical and detail many minor
differences between these two. However, my point demands only that
the basic attitude permeating and "flowing" from each be somewhat

the same, This, 1 think is the case,
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the seocigl situation, Séying all men are ultimately concerned
is not eguivalent to saying thay sre all "religious" in the-
narrow sense. This is a fact which should not be overlooked

in an assessment of the value of Tillich's view of religion,
However, 1 think this point has been overlooked, or at least
‘de-emphasizad,-uith the result that Tillich is criticized for
attempting conversion by definiftion, Such criticism is not
cempletely unfounded, but the fact that it is founded on a
misinterpretation detracts from its value. However, it does
serve to point out the confusing nature of Tillich's viesw of
religion which, undoubtedly, itself contributes much to the fact
of misinterpretation. This view in essence is @s follows: all
men are religiocus but not 31l men are "religious." Admittedly,
this paradox is most frustrating but it can be disentangled by
neting, as we have already done, the major distinctions and
nuances involved in it. Of course; I am not suggesting that
favour toward Tillich's definition of religicn hangs sclely on
recogrition of his distinction between true and idolatrous
religions, My aim has heen to clsrify some of the major socurces
of confusion on the subject; this is ane which, I think, deservés'

special consideration,
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A 4

CONCLUSION =

It has not besn my chief =2im in this thesis %o comment
for or sgainst the validity of Tillich's understanding of the
religicus snd the secular, Rather, my main cbjective has been
to present an analysis of his views on these subjects pointing
~out some of the msjor sources of disagreement and confusion
in them. Nevertheless, I do not meintain to have remained
completely outside the subject. On the contrary, in the course
of noting problems in Tillich's analysis of these concepts,
I have aﬁ various times stated or implied my conviction that
‘underneath the ambiguitigs and apparent contradictions lies a

view of homa religiosi which can indeed be quite meaningful,

In view of this it seems-in order to conclude by reiterating
what I consider to be the main problems in Tillich's notions

of the religious and the scular, the implication being that I
consider neone of these wmajor enough to render his visws on these
sub jects meaningless,

Ore of the main problems, of course, deals with Tillich's
ghservation that all men are ultimately concerned, The guestion
is: Is this really true to the human situation? 1 can only
repeat that in my view it is, Call ithis basic concern what you
will, but the fact remains that all men are "grasped," are "pushed”

so to speak, by some underlying impetus that is of utmost
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importance to their will to proceed with day to day living.
On this issue, I think, Tillich is guite strong. I do not con-
sider this to be simply a case of a Christian theologian strug-
gling to explain all other ideologies, all other human attitudes,
in terms of some non-explicit Christianity, Here, I think,
Tillich is ( to a certain degree) transcending such interpre-
tation, and by philosophicsl shservatiaon getting to something
more basic to the human situation. In any event, as he says,
any strong denial of the univeralitg of ultimats concern is in
effect its‘affirmatian»l

However, the fact that he calls this basic concern religion
could be a more problematic issue., Yet, he does relate the
phéncmanun of ultimate concern tc guestions concerning ultimate
meaning and the infinite. This, in my mind, justifies his
calling it religion, but admittedly, it does not establish
whether or not in real 1ife the basic concern referred to is
actually related ta such ultimate subjects. Within the limits
ef Tillich's chservation it is of course, and to support this
nhservation he has an ontologv which grounds ultimate concern
in man's relstion to being., This raises a third problem,
namely, that concerning the validity of Tillich's ontology.
Indeed, this guestion plays s major role in establishing to what

extent znd in whet ways Tillich's philossohy of religlon is

! see above p.B5.
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meaningful, As I have already stated, unfortunately it is a
guestion of which a thorough dealing lies beyond the scope of

my present effort, Vet, I will note that many of the suspicions
concerning the Exbeseively ontological nature of Tillich's
analysis of man's situatiorn seem to ignore the fact that this
ontology is constructed on the hasis of reflection upon man.
That is to say, it is from his observaetions of man's situstion
that Tillich becomes convinced that ultimately the basis of
man's problems and actions is ontological. He does not first
construct an ontology and then later impose it on man. This
facf is very significént, for it means (among other things) that
gne can, if needs be isolate Tillich's view of man s a religious
being from the particular ontological inferpretation he connecis

with this vieu.z

2 1 realize that this‘challenges a2 not uvncommon view that
a system, such as the pne Tillich has constructed, must be either
gccepted or rejected in toto, However, I do so with the convic-
tion that this view is incorrect. Many philosophical systems
offer countless insights that can be meaningfully extracted from
the whole without losing their inherent worth, Such, I contend,
is definitely the case with Tillich's system. The observation
that all men are ultimately concerned and that in this sense they
are all religicus n=zed not be anchored by Tillich's cntology in
order to have meaning and validity. Consider, for example,
Schubert Ogden's relating of the concept of ultimate ceoncern to
Hartshornian philasophy (See Ogden, The Reality of Gnd p. 1963
cf. pp. 120-44),

( I must note that in meking this point I am not at all
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In effect this takes us back to the guestion of the extent
to which Tillich's observations and reflections upon man are
true to reslity. Ultimately, this monumental guestion can
only (if at =211) be answered by further study and observation.
Nevertheless, despite this human limitation, it can be said
with & fair degree of confidence that Tillich's thought on the
religious and the secular contains many truthfui insights,
The extent to which such insights are incorporated into man's
moving search for meaning depends largely on the extent to
which they are clarified and ré-presented by the continuous
stuay of religion. To have added even the slightest to such
clarification and re-prasentation is the concluding hope of

this thesis,

suggesting that Tillich's ontology is completely, or at all,
invalid., Certainly, many da not think so, and their arguments

must indeed be considered, though not in this context),

02
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