LIFE OF THE SPIRIT

pure is the implicit if not explicit premise of all of us) but by the truthful
schema de fide vitaliter custodiendo—how can we in this age keep the
true faith alive: Then the rugged back of the Alps will indeed have

been broken.

Holy, Holy, Holy

CORNELIUS ERNST, or.

I

@)
There was life outside the Church. There was much that the
Church did not include. He thought of God, and of the whole blue
rotunda of the day. That was something great and free. He thought
of the ruins of the Grecian worship, and it seemed, a temple was
never perfectly a temple, till it was ruined and mixed up with the
winds and the sky and the herbs. (D. H. Lawrence, The Rainbow,
Phoenix edn., p. 203).
Will Brangwen has taken his wife Anna to Lincoln Cathedral, which is
described with a surcharged sensuous religiosity through Brangwen’s
eyes. But Anna resists the ‘dazed swoon’ of the cathedral: she wants
freedom, open space, she brings the cutting edge of her separate in-
dividuality to bear on Brangwen’s passionate intercourse with the
cathedral. Brangwen is bitterly angry, hurt, disillusioned; he has lost
his absolute, he sees his cathedrals now as ‘a world within a world, a
sort of sideshow, whereas before they had been as a world to him

within a chaos.’

(b)

An architectural work, a Greek temple, represents nothing, images
nothing;; it simply stands there in the valley’s rocky cleft. The build-
ing encloses the form of the god, contains it and yet allows it to
emerge from this containment to stand forth in the sacred precinct
through the open colonnade. Through the temple the god makes
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himself present in the temple. This active intelligible presence of the
god itself describes and delimits the precincts as holy. But the temple
and its precinct do not shimmer away into the indefinite. The build-
ing knits and assembles into a unity all those courses and relationships
In which birth and death, misfortune and blessing, victory and
shame, perseverance and failure, acquire the form and the direction
of human destiny. The valid range of these open relationships is the
world of this historical people. Here it recovers and realizes its voca-
tion. )(M Heidegger, ‘Der Ursprung des Kunstwerkes’, Holzwege,
p. 31).
The temple is the point of focus in which rock and storm, night and
Y, space and sea, become manifest; it is a work in which the coming-
forth and subsiding of things—physis—is revealed. In the temple-work,
th.e uilding, there comes to light the pregnant containing source of all
thmg.s, the Earth. The work exhibits not by being put in an ‘exhibition’
ut simply by being erected at all, a consecration and a praising in
which the holy becomes radiant and the god is invoked to shine forth
M an intelligible presence.

c

Then I saw a new heaven and(a)new earth; for the first heaven and
the first earth had passed away, and the sea was no more. And I saw
the holy city, the new Jerusalem, coming down out of heaven from
God, prepared as a bride adorned for her husband . . . And I saw no
temple in the city, for its temple is the Lord God the Almighty and

Tl:he Lamb. (Apoc. 21.1-2, 22).
¢ whole complex reality of Christian cult may be envisaged as a
SStruction of the temple. What is involved in this destruction is in-
d cated in the statement attributed to Jesus by ‘false witness’; ‘I shall
CStroy this temple made with hands and in three days I shall build
?HOtl}er, hot made with hands’ (Mk 14.58). At least one false element
tn this testimony is the suggestion that Jesus himself was to destroy the
s:mpk y but the Christian reader is invited to discern a deeper misunder-
X anding. n the Johannine ‘sign of the temple’, Jesus says, ‘Destroy this
mple, and in three days I will raise it up.” The evangelist continues,
. ut he_Spokc of the temple of his body’ (Jn 2.19, 21). There is a hidden
Phnexion between the destruction of the Jewish temple and the cruci-
Ol}:eon' Wl'len Jesus dies on the cross, the veil of the temple, between
) T and inner sanctuaries, was torn in two from top to bottom (Mt.
7:51). In the Epistle to the Hebrews, at the end of a comparison be-
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tween the rites of the Mosaic temple and the crucificion, we are told of
the new and living way opened to us ‘through the veil, that is, his
flesh’ (Heb. 10.10), by which we may enter into an inner sanctuary not
made with hands but heaven itself before the very face of God (9.24)
The way is made open in the crucifixion, and kept open in the living
flesh of the risen Christ, who is the Way. Thus the Church, united with
the glorified body of the risen Christ, living in the power of the
Preuma, is itself the temple of the living God (1 Cor. 3.17; 2 Cor.
6.16 s.); a spiritual house of living stones, a holy priesthood offering
spiritual sacrifices to God through Jesus Christ, the living corner-stone
or key-stone (1 Pet. 2.4 5.); a dwelling place of God in the virtue of the
Spirit (Eph. 2.20 s.). So too the individual member of the Christian
community, whose ‘body’ is the temple of the holy Spirit, and who
must then with his body glorify God (1 Cor. 6.19-20).

The destruction of the temple is the eschatological fulfilment of the
reality of the temple, in the risen Christ and in the members of his body.
During the interim until the new heaven and the new earth take the
place of the old, this temple-reality of Christian cult is displayed in
pregnant signs and images, an adoration in spirit and truth expressed in
the tangibility of flesh. In his treatise on the sacraments St Thomas
speaks of the religio Christianae vitae (3a. 62.5), the religion of the
Christian life. The signs contain and communicate a sacrificial reality
consummated in Christ (consummatum est, Jn 19.30), the Lamb who was
slain (Apoc. 5.12), who is our temple.

I

An approach to Dr Robinson’s now famous little book? by way of the
theme of cult and worship seemed not only appropriate for this periodi-
cal but also likely to bring us to the heart of the matter. For an attempt
like Dr Robinson’s to rethink and reformulate the Gospel as an ex-
perience of God into which we today as men of our time could enter
with whole mind and heart and body must prove itself in the concrete
gestures of that experience, its embodied and incarnate sense. Let me
first say (and I am all the more anxious to say it in view of other things
I shall have to say) that I wholly endorse Dr Robinson’s right to attempt
a reformulation and wholly sympathize with what he himself, in his
reply to the Archbishop of Canterbury’s strictures, has called his
missionary purpose. And for that reason I appreciate his intentions in

1HONEST TO GOD, by John A. T. Robinson, Bishop of Woolwich; SCM Press; ss.
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pub1i§hing his views in popular, paperback form. The real point at
1ssue is whether what he says is true. If it is, his honesty is laudable; if it
s not, honesty would be no excuse, since all it would offer us is some-
thing about Dr Robinson and those who share his views.
It. would be comforting if in his chapter “Worldly Holiness’ on
Christian worship and prayer Dr Robinson had stated unequivocally
Whether he held that this worship had an object. I am bound to say that
aiter repeated re-reading I am still not quite certain of his position; but
1t seems likely in view of his whole approach that he would probably
Teject the question as ‘supranaturalist’, since the only object of worship
WO‘{ld bea God ‘out there’. Is this a position which can be tolerated by
hl’lstia.ns ?
l:he.Hcidegger passage cited above in I (b) is a striking example of
3 ‘objectivity’ of the sacral arising from a human work. The god is
thmately a form of the ‘Earth’; and we may remember Zarathustra’s
thords to the men in the market-place, shortly after he has declared
3t God—the God ‘out there’ in a Platonic heaven—is dead: ‘You are
iy : Sense of the Earth.’ The Earth as pregnant source of all things would
. dem hfo correspond very closely to Dr Robinson’s. (and Tillich’s)
Io Ptal » especially since it is not merely a cosmic but also an anthropo-
, ic depth: the very act of positing the human work, the building,
o once an objectification of the depth and an act of praise; the human
of S }? medium of revelation.? Certainly it is a more adequate expression
What may be Dr Robinson’s theme than the rather tedious vulgarized

2[ .
c1: I?‘*Y be Interesting to plot some family-relationships here. Dr Robinson’s

ctlteerssoB‘-eres are all Germanic: Bonhoeffer, Tillich, Bultmann. In his prison
Oty (WOHherer writes with enthusiasm of W. F. Otto’s The Homeric Gods;
of essy -bF-, not Rudolf) belonged to Heidegger’s circle, and a later collection
qu0tcsyls\]' Yy him has the significant title, Die Gestalt und das Sein. Tillich often
ietzsch }et‘ZSche _w1th approval; and Heidegger has an important study of
Volumc €S “Gott ist tot’ in Holzwege, and more recently has produced a two-~
as 3 fei;ouemon of studies on him. E. Fink, who once studied under Heidegger,
Spiel s e book on Nietzsches Philosophieren, as well as a remarkable study,
a Wdtsymbol, on the Dionysiac reversal of a Platonic ‘beyond’. Bult-
Heide, s mdeggt_:r has admittedly no more than a family-relationship with the
* dcgger of Sein u.nd Zeit, and an even more distant connexion with the later
P.retatigoger’ bt}t famﬂy—relationships are what we are looking at here, not inter-
ern?' Heidegger is the major contemporary representative of a movement
Mars um?n tfhought since Hegel; see e.g., K. Léwith, Von Hegel zu Nietzsche.
o Kterkegaard, orJ. Hommes, Zwiespiltiges Dasein. Feuerbach, of whom
Possib] mson makes use, has an important place in this movement. It scems
Stole that Dp Robinson does not wholly realize how potent a beast he is

8 to domesticate and Anglicize.
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Freudianism of ‘projection’. For Dr Robinson cannot have it both
ways; if the God ‘out there’ is to be dismissed as a Freudian ‘projection’,
then his ‘depth’ must be given its Freudian interpretation too: some
sort of libido, perhaps, however this is conceived of.

But even supposing we improve on Dr Robinson in this way by
indicating a less merely ‘psychological’ relationship betweeen ‘object’
and ‘depth’ (or supposing our psychology goes Jungian rather than
Freudian), could Christian theology be satisfied with a God thus ob-
jectified for worship2 It must be said quite plainly that if the ‘depth’ or
‘ground’ is nothing more than Heidegger’s physis—a natura naturans, a
cycle of eternal return—then at most we have an illuminating but partial
account of the symbiosis of man and nature in history, the ‘deep’, the
authentic form of which would be, in Blake’s words, ‘Everything that
lives is holy.” The Christian God cannot be simply the ‘inwardness’ of
the universe: he is the infinitely separate (separate precisely because non-
finite) originating source of the universe, such that by being cause of the
very being of things, that being which is most inward in all things, he
works inwardly in all their operations (ipse Deus est proprie causa ipsius
esse universalis in rebus omnibus, quod inter omnia est magis intimum rebus;
sequitur quod Deus in omnibus intime operetur, Ta. 105.5). That the theo-
phanies of such a God should be mediated by human intercourse with
the natural world is entirely acceptable; for such a God could only be-
come object to man either by a human ‘work’, in a religion untouched
by Christian revelation, or by a divine ‘work’, in the Incarnation.

By a ‘work’ is understood here any modification of the physical
world, a human or divine ‘intervention’ in that world. Objectivity isnot
an intrinsic character of anything, not even in the physical world; in
order that any reality in the physical world may become an ‘object’, it
must become an object-for-me, or an object-for-us, by being assumed
into a world of human purposes and intentions, A ‘work’ is one such
mode of objectification by assumption, where a physical reality is made
to embody a human purpose; and at least in the case of an art-work (on
Heidegger’s view) and often elsewhere, the human purpose may reveal
in the work the reality of what is assumed into the work, e.g., we learn
about horses by racing them in the Derby. Now because God is not
just one thing among others but rather the subsistent cause of every-
thing, he cannot be brought to objectivity simply by being assumed
into a human world. He can only become a Thou for us by way of
some distinct reality in the physical world which in its turn is capable
of being assumed into a human world. Either we build temples in
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‘ WhiCh we make manifest to ourselves the originating source of all
thm‘gs (the source of our own act of making manifest too) ; or God him-~
se_lf enters’ our world by so operating in the physical world as to make
h%mself manifest to us: at Sinai, in the prophetic vision (for the prophet
himself belongs to the physical world), or ultimately in the Incarnation.
God himself builds the temple of Jesus” body. That mode of objectifica-
tion which depends solely on our own act (God working within us
mtzm?) only presents God to us as an ‘internal’ or ‘cognate’ object, like
ﬁghtmg a battle or winning a victory; we use our own acts as mirrors
to see the God behind our backs. In the Incarnation, God ‘assumes’ the
Physical world and makes it his own in Jesus before we ‘assume’ it into
our human world; the Jesus we greet is not a mirror but a window on
%0 God the Father in the Son: ‘He who has seen me has seen the Father’
Ja 14.9). And here too God works within us by the interior instinctus
of faith (2a-2ae. 2.9 ad 3)-

O_ne of the reasons why it is so difficult to be sure about what
Precisely Dr Robinson is trying to say is the hearty facetiousness with
w Ch. he rejects the God ‘out there’. That this rejection does involve
Juestioning the existence of God as a separate Being’ (p. 130; his italics)
1s clear. By perhaps all this means is, ‘God is not outside us, yet he is
I;{Of?“ndly transcendent *(p. 60). It often seems as though for Dr

°bm§0n to call God ‘separate’ from the world is to say that heis spatially
c-ongside it. He appears not to make any very sharp distinction between
Metaphysical’ and ‘mythological’ (pp. 14-15). He quotes with approval
P assag§s from Tillich (pp- 30, 31, §5-6, 57) which on the one hand em-

arrassingly misstate traditional Christian theology (when has God
ever been talked of by this theology as ‘a being beside others’, ‘an object
n:tSIdes Othffr objects’:) and on the other hand identify God with natura

! Urans, reject the cause-effect separation of God and creatures, and ex-
\P;v an that. to call God transcendent means that “within itself, the finite

orld Points beyond itself”, that it is ‘self-transcendent’. Points where?®

¥ does it just point, so that the transcendence of God is nothing more
o the world’s manifestation of its own finitude? So that the only real
anmscendence is the indefiniteness of being-in-general (esse commune)
Subsi:fot the Whplly actualized transcendence of subsistent being (e'sse
eid ens), the infinitely actual source of all beings: We may with
gger reject this latter transcendence and maintain only the trans-

3It . .

or dilfl typical of the Existentialist ‘dropping of the object’ that verbs which
‘eive arily take objects, direct or indirect, are continually used absolutely; cf.
ourselves to the uttermost’, p- 49—give to whom:
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cendence of das Sein with respect to das Seiende; but then let us be honest
and reject God too.

Perhaps it is unfair to press Dr Robinson on these points; but he does
raise them polemically himself, and he does offer what is apparently an
alternative metaphysical view in talking repeatedly about the ‘ground’
(or ‘Ground’) of our being. It is curious to reflect that this way of talk-
ing goes back to Eckhart, where the grund of our being is just that
mysterious depth in which God and the soul are ‘one’; and that this was
one of the points which rightly led to suspicion of his views. The very
least that can be said is that we did not have to wait for Tillich to tell us
that God was not ‘out there’ in a spatially objective sense (we may also
remember Augustine in the Confessions IIl, 6: Tu autem eras interior
intimo meo et superior summo meo). If Dr Robinson’s ‘ground’ is not dis-
tinct from that which it ‘grounds’ then he is a pantheist; if it is distinct,
then he is shadow-boxing. The real trouble is that the reader cannot be
sure just what Dr Robinson means, and suspects that Dr Robinson isn’t
sure either.

In 2 final attempt to clarify his position (pp. 130s.) Dr Robinson sets
out to ‘demythologize’ the traditional notion of the creator:

The essential difference between the Biblical and any immanentist
world-view lies in the fact that it grounds all reality ultimately in
personal freedom—in Love.

This sounds promising: God is Love, personal freedom. We read on,
with some slight misgivings:

For pantheism, the relation of every aspect of reality to its ground
is in the Jast analysis a deterministic one, allowing no real room for
freedom or for moral evil . . . But the Biblical affirmation is that built
into the very structure of our relationship to the ground of our being
is an indestructible element of personal freedom . . . We are rooted
and grounded wholly in Love.

This may be a profound statement that our finite human freedom is
only intelligible within God’s free purposes. But we remember what
has been said earlier on the same page (p.130) about the ‘agape of the
universe’ and earlier in the book (pp. 48-9) that ‘to say that “God is
personal” is to say that “reality atits very deepest levelis personal”, that
personality is of ultimate significance in the constitution of the universe,
that in personal relationships we touch the final meaning of existence as
nowhere else.” It is not clear whether our freedom, our love, our per-
sonal relationships, are simply the privileged medium in which we can
discern God as the personal freedom and love of an other than our-
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selves, or whether by ‘God’ is meant just this and nothing else: that we
are free, loving, and personally related to each other, that we communi-
cate with each other in freedom and love. Dr Robinson certainly rejects
as ‘myth’ the idea of the ‘personal ground of all our being’ as ‘an al-
mighty Individual, endowed with a centre of consciousness and will
¢ ourselves and yet wholly “other” ’ (pp. 131-2). Is God other or isn’t
fiez Is God the ‘significance’, the ‘depth’, the ‘ground’ of our freedom
I the sense in which ‘significance’ is embodied in a sign or in the sense
1n which ‘significance’ is embodied in the reality signified by the sign:
Is God like “London’ on a signpost or like London, the city on the
ames: Does Dr Robinson hold that without the universe there
would be no God: The question cannot be shrugged off as meaningless
on the ground that (say) if the universe did not exist we would not be
able t0 ak the question. Because the Christian affirmation is that what
the_ universe, what Christ, point to, is just this holy God who created
us in the freedom of his love, who would be free, would be love, would
¢ God, even if we and the whole universe had not been created. I am
r2id I cannot accept the responsibility for my lack of clarity about Dr
Robinson’s meaning. It is painful to see a Bishop of the Church of
England shift uneasily in ambiguities like these, and it is comforting to see
OW promptly and unequivocally the Archbishop of Canterbury has
Tesponded in his pamphlet Image Old and New.

I‘hav.c used for the title of this review the Trisagion of Isaiah 6 (a text
Which is sufficient by itself to show up the truly deplorable onesided-
1iess of Dr Robinson’s remarks about the Hebrew prophets, pp. 60-1),
and the introductory texts in section I were intended to focus a concern
i:t the' character of our relationship to God as Holy. For this after all
d crucial: does Dr Robinson’s book really help us to see God more

eal'1}’,.d.oes he help us to realize more sharply the holiness of God:
ad $15 to take up the question of ‘Christianity without religion’, as

Vanced by Bonhoeffer and recommended by Dr Robinson. Dr
o f?wl}ilson does not make matters easier for us by delaying his discussion

afou at he means by ‘religious’ until p. 84, and only acknowledging in
o thote on p. 86 that much of the discussion for and against ‘religion’
. & Matter of definition. When Bonhoeffer himself first raises the topic
nes, S Letters (p.aperback edn p. 91) he equates ‘religion’ with ‘inward-
convan . conscience’. Dr Robinson seems to mean by ‘religion’ piety,
- htional piety primarily, though not excluding the possibility of

Int

tioeri.cr forms of personal piety within the conventional mould: devo-

n . ) :
$m and genuine devotion. The passage from Lawrence quoted in
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I (a) above magnificently opens up a larger perspective, no less than the
‘whole blue rotunda of the day’. It is true and will be true until the
Lamb himself becomes our Temple, that human temples, even Chris-
tian temples, need to be destroyed so as to share in the death and
resurrection of the Temple of the Lord’s Body. Slmply as liturgical re-
newal, this means that we must invent, make new ‘works’, to manifest
our participation in the new life of the Lord. For the temples have to be
built new, after being destroyed. But just as there must persist through
this renewal a continuity with the Temple of the Body and the basic
gestures consecrated by that Body, so in the whole of human Christian
life the thythm of death and resurrection must continue to sound. The
very grace-life in us is a conformation to the death and resurrection of
Christ; it is cult, worship, because that death and resurrection is cult
and worship. That this cult has both a ‘horizontal’ and a ‘vertical’
dimension is clear from the whole New Testament. In Hebrews, for
instance (5.9): ‘And once made perfect (consummatus, teleidtheis, prob-
ably ‘consecrated’) he became the source of salvation to all who obey
him.” Or in what since the sixteenth century has been known as the
‘highpriestly prayer’ of Jesus (Jn 17): ‘And for their sake I consecrate
myself (hagiazd: RSV, NEB) that they also may be consecrated in
truth’ (17.19). Hence the sense of agape in I John: ‘By this we learned
love, that he laid down his life for us; and we ought to lay down our
lives for the brethren’ (3.16). ‘In this is love, not that we have loved God
but that he loved us and sent his Son to be an expiation for our sins.
Beloved, if God soloved us, we also ought to love one another’ (4.10-11).
The ‘depth’ of the Johannine agape is in the ‘vertical’ dimension, the
dimension of the love of the Father for the Son and the Son for the
Father, made manifest in the death and resutrection of Jesus. Christian
agape is sacrificial and consecrated love, a ‘holy’ love because it is, onto-
logically, a participation in the love which consecrated Jesus to and on
the cross; here the separation of man from God was revealed, and a new
and living way made open to us into the holy of holies, heaven itself.

But once again, until the Lamb himself becomes our Temple, there
persists in us a tension and a gap between what we are, sacramentally,
in our ‘ground’ or deepest self and what we live out in our particularized
life of day to day, between our T in God and the T’ of our self-con-
scious experience. Liturgy and the sacraments are an actuation of the
archetypes of saving history, a celebration of gestures in the Body
which may provoke, sometimes or often, no more significant conscious
stirring than irritation or boredom. Our prayer when we are by our-
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selves‘is a persevering effort to coincide with our deepest selves, not an
€Xperience primarily but an orientation in faith. Certainly the range of
our human experience must continually expand, with the growth of
our personal lives and the pushing back of horizons in human history—
secular’ history but not for that reason excluded from divine provi-
d_encc. But the mysterious purpose of that providence is the recapitula-
tion of all things in Christ (Eph. 1.10), and its organ is the Church of
falth‘and sacrament, the visible sign of the Temple of Christ on earth.
The ‘separation’ of world and Church is the manifest sign that the plan
s not yet reached fulfilment; and even when it does we believe that
there will be 4 definitive ‘separation’, between the children of God and
the light and the children of darkness and the devil (cf. 1John). At least
10 these related senses Christianity is unthinkable without ‘religion’, be-
cause Christianity is religion, the worship of the God who is trans-
Cendend‘)’ separate in holiness: a separation which finds its image in our
Personal lives, in Church and world, heaven and hell—in the cross
of Chrigt.
The ‘separateness’ of God is not merely a matter of speculation; it is
& matter of God’s essential holiness and, as Dr Ramsey has very well
Pomted out, of the possibility of the free gift of a share in God’s holi-
n.ess by grace. We may respect Dr Robinson for his earnest desire to
cover the relevance of Christianity in our secular experience, but our
al judgment must surely be to confirm his suspicion that he has not
Peer% radical enough in his rethinking. He has not been radical enough
n }?13 sense of the unconditional demands of God and he has not been
radlCal‘enough in his sense of the autonomy of human life within the
“ysterious purpose of God. The real challenges both of God and of man
Ve been resolved into a conventionally progressivist harmony; the
Strung cord has been slackened instead of being allowed to remain free
OF  stranger and a stronger sounding. To practise honesty to God we
feed to remain more resolutely open: ‘Beloved, we are God’s children
Row; it does not yet appear what we shall be; but we know that when
1t does we shall be like him, for we shall see him as he is’ (1 Jn 3.2).
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