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Foreword, 1992 Edition

I felt honored when asked to write the introduction for the republica-
tion of this book, chiefly because it allowed me to repay a debt. Religion
and Capitalism: Allies, Not Enemies was one of the initial texts that
introduced me to the possibility of integrating liberalism, classically
understood, with Christianity.

In retrospect, it seems providential that I received this book from a
friend who knew of my struggle to integrate my Christian beliefs
with what was then my newly discovered philosophy of ¢Cconomic
liberty. This friend was not a man of faith and did not believe the
integration 1 sought was possible. In fact, when I took the book down
from its venerated place in my library to read it anew for this
introduction, T saw its inscription: ‘‘Robert—‘and never the twain
shall meet’—so good fuck. E.”’

But the twain have met. Since that time, almost two decades ago, 1
have worked extensively with others who are skeptical of any alliance
between religion and the free economy. Presently, I direct my efforts
at clergy and laity to help them appreciate the moral basis of the
market economy through the programs of Acton Institute for the
Study of Religion and Liberty. I gladly confess that the earlicst seeds
of the idea for the Acton Institute were planted in my mind when I
first read this book.

Think of how dramatically different the world was when Ed Opitz
sat down to write this book in the late 1960s. At that time a great
cultural and social shift was taking place in world history, second
perhaps only to the Industrial Revolution. The “God is Dead™
movement was in its heyday and the most base forms of collectivism
were on the rise. Each of these, in its own way, strengthened the
division between religion and free human associations.

The form of Christian socialism that would become Liberation
Theology was so new that it wasn’t yet named. But Ed knew enough
about the trajectory of certain philosophical principles that he re-
markably anticipated and identified that nascent theological and
economic aberration in his discussion of Christian socialism. The
chapter, **Christian Socialism: A Profile’” remains a classic examina-
tion of the fundamental issues involved in the religious confusion
with politics, and aptly describes the mistakes in what would later
emerge as Liberation Theology. He says,



*“The methods of religion are not the methods of politics. Religion
renews and elevates society by enhancing the quality of personal life,
by recalling men to a true sense of what it means to be human, by
quickening the individual conscience, by increasing our sensitivity to
the full range of our environment. But some churchmen are tempted
to short-circuit this process. They come to believe that if they can
only control, or at least guide, affairs of state by manipulating the
political machinery, religion can make its weight felt directly in
human affairs—even though men themselves remain unregenerate.””

It is saying a great deal about a book to argue that after more than
two decades it not only ought to be republished, but also that it may
be without substantial revisions, especially when one considers what
occurred during those decades. It would be excessive to say that this
book caused all the monumental changes we have witnessed in the
intervening years, but it would not be inaccurate to say that the ideas
and moral premises upon which it rests, and which are outlined in
these pages, were responsible for those changes. When first written,
the ideas contained herein were considered absurd in many quarters
and Ed Opitz’s was a lonely voice crying out in an intelectual
wilderness. From the vantage of hindsight, we see how prescient he
in fact was. Today, the people emerging from under the yoke of
collectivism fully understand that not only is religion (Protestant,
Catholic, Moslem and Jewish) an essential part of the downfall of
tyranny, but that it also must continue to act as a benchmark toward
which their newly freed societies are oriented.

Consider how the world has changed and how anticipatory Ed
Opitz’s thoughts were when first penned. What was once accepted as
an inevitable fact of political life collapsed in a moment of time. The
utter failure of socialism surprised some of the most renowned
pundits in the land; but not, I suspect, Ed. Presently, the moral and
economic failure of collectivism is laid bare for all the world to see,
but when that case was presented in the first edition of this book
many were skeptical.

Yet, despite the demise of the Marxist incarnation of collectivism
and the manifest superiority of the free market economy from a
practical standpoint, there remain significant numbers of people who
still fail to see how a free society can be compatible with the trans-
cendent concerns of religion and morality.



It is precisely the antipathy many people feel toward the integration
of capitalism and religion, which frequently comes from a misunder-
standing of both disciplines, that makes the reappearance of this book
a happy and necessary occasion.

Those who see Christianity as a purely spiritualized religion so con-
cerned with the hereafter that the material world becomes irrelevant
(as Marx did) are not describing Christianity but gnosticism. This
Christian heresy posits a dualistic conception of the world and
teaches that there is a radical split in reality between the good and
real world of spirit and heaven, and the evil and false material order
of earthly existence. Ed confronts this confusion early in this work
when, with his usual erudition, he reminds us that moral sense can
and must be made of the physical world into which God places the
human person, which in turn renders man subject to the exigencies of
scarcity—thus to the faws of supply and demand.

There is, likewise, the danger of an excessively inflated view of
economics that is tempted to belicve that its discipline contains a
specifically moral insight into what ought to be the case in human
affairs, and this misconception is likewise tackled.

Yet, as Ed ably indicates, Christianity qua Christianity has no
specific economic model to recommend to the world any more than
economics gua economics has a specific moral model to recommend.
And this, of course, is the precise reason for and thesis of this work:
that an alliance is needed between these two disciplines whereby
those who wish to construct a world that is both prosperous and good
may study the ‘‘is’’ of liberal economics, and direct it to the
“ought’” of revealed religion.

For some forty years Bd Opitz has labored in what was a
frequently barren vineyard from his watchtower at The Foundation for
Economic Education, planting the seeds of liberty through numerous
lectures, prolific writings and by conducting a vast correspondence.
(Unknown except to a few of us was that much of this cor-
respondence was with prisoners.) Ed continued the legacy of FEE's
venerable founder, Leonard Read, in his generous erudition and
unflagging commitment to the cause of both religion and liberty.

I can only imagine that after so rich, varied, and challenging a
career how deeply satisfied Ed must feel to see so much of his life’s
work vindicated on such a grand scale. Many who read this
introduction may not know Ed personally. In thinking of how I might



communicate to you the feel of the man, some lines, penned by
a sage from another time, came to mind. In writing on the character of
a gentleman, John Henry Cardinal Newman articulates my sense and
frequent experience of Ed:

““The true gentleman . . . carefully avoids whatever may cause a
jar or a jolt in the minds of those with whom he is cast—all clashing
of opinion, or collision of feeling, all restraint, or suspicion, or
gloom, or resentment; his great concern being to make every one at
their ease and at home. He has his eyes on all his company; he is
tender towards the bashful, gentle towards the distant, and mercifui
towards the absurd; he can recollect to whom he is speaking; he
guards against unseasonable allusions, or topics which may irritate;
he is seldom prominent in conversation, and never wearisome. He
makes light of favours while he does them, and seems to be receiving
when he is conferring. He never speaks of himself except when
compelled, never defends himself by a mere retort, he has no ears for
slander or gossip, is scrupulous in imputing motives to those who
interfere with him, and interprets everything for the best. He is never
mean or little in his disputes, never takes unfair advantage, never
mistakes personalities or sharp sayings for arguments, or insinuates
evil which he dare not say out. From a long-sighted prudence, he
observes the maxim of the ancient sage, that we should ever conduct
ourselves towards our enemy as if he were one day to be our friend
... If he engages in controversy of any kind, his disciplined intellect
preserves him from the blundering discourtesy of better, perhaps, but
less educated minds; who, like blunt weapons, tear and hack instead
of cutting clean, who mistake the point in argument, waste their
strength on ftrifles, misconceive their adversary, and leave the
question more involved than they find it. He may be right or wrong
in his opinion, but he is too clear-headed to be unjust.”

This important book will give you merely the slightest sense of the
depth and breadth of this man and his intellect. His contribution to
the advancement of what may one day be a free and virtuous society
is incalculable, and will, undoubtedly, be recounted by gencrations
yet unborn.

Ad multos annos, Ed.

—ROBERT SIRICO

Paulist Father Robert Sirico is founder and president of the Acton Institute
Jor the Study of Religion and Liberty in Grand Rapids, Michigan.
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Preface

THE LATE RicHARD HENrRY TAWNEY, EMINENT BRrITISH
Fabian and Laborite, delivered the Holland Memorial Lectures at
King’s College, London, in 1922. They were published in 1926 as
Religion and the Rise of Capitalism, a book which has had an
immense vogue. The Holland Lectures for 1949 were delivered by
Canon V. A. Demant, appearing three years later in book form as
Religion and the Decline of Capitalism. The present volume might
almost have been entitled Religion and the Restoration of Capital-
ism, except that the connotations I attach to the word “capitalism”
would be unacceptable to Tawney and Demant.

The confusion over terminology is well illustrated by a letter
which Demant received from George Bernard Shaw when the
1949 lecture series was announced. “Capitalism, far from decay-
ing,” writes Shaw, “has been carried to unpredecented magnitudes
in the Tennessee Valley and elsewhere, and is culminating in state
capitalism, alias communism, socialism, Fabianism. . ..” Intelligi-
ble discourse is impossible if words may be twisted to mean what-
ever the speaker wishes. Shaw, it may be inferred from the above
sentence, understands capitalism to mean large scale enterprise,
whether carried on under private or state auspices. Tawney and
Demant, both of whom are in the British Socialist tradition, accept
this dubious terminology, and add some thoughts of their own.
Capitalism, in their view, is the secular wo! id outlook that has
spread over the West since the Reformation; it is the factory
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system, the overweening pursuit of material advantage, the ero-
sion of community ties, popular government; it is a rehearsal
which sets the stage for socialism. Capitalism, in short, is the sum
total of the impediments which prevent man from building himself
a heaven on earth, and its overthrow is invested with religious
sanctions.

My understanding of capitalism is quite different. I understand
capitalism to mean the free economy, the market. Economics has
to do with the efficient allocation of the planet’s scarce goods so
that human wants are met in the order of their urgency, and with
a minimum wastage of time, energy, and resources. People’s buy-
ing habits provide the clues needed by entrepreneurs to tell them
what to produce, and in what quantities, colors, sizes, and so on.
The goods people actually produce and consume in a given era will
depend on several factors: the geographical setting, the level of
technological and related skills, popular taste, the prevailing eth-
ical code, the religious outlook. Economic habits will be altered as
these several factors change for better or worse. Their unfettered
interplay constitutes the market economy, provided—and this is
a critical proviso—the society is free.

If a society enjoys political liberty a certain pattern of economic
activity will be precipitated, depending on historical circum-
stances and the factors cited above. This pattern is capitalism, the
posture assumed by economic actions when men are free; this is
the free economy, and it doesn’t have to be made to work, it works
of its own accord unless it is prevented from functioning.

The free economy-—or economic liberty-—is an idea at the same
level of importance as free speech or freedom of the press. Now,
no one accuses the believer in free speech of endorsing gossip,
slander, or demagogic oratory. Nor is the champion of freedom of
the press accused of endorsing everything that appears in print—
unintelligible poetry, bad novels, uplift literature, socialist tracts,
pornography. But the believer in economic liberty is often accused
of defending every evil, illegal, tasteless action that occurs in the
business sector of society. The accusation is gratuitous. In point
of fact, economic liberty is justified by the same arguments, muta-
tis mutandis, that justify intellectual and religious liberty.

These, then, are some of the themes to be expanded in the pages
that follow. The book deals also with one aspect of the contempo-
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rary ecclesiastical sphere, the penchant of certain church officials
to make dubious pronouncements on economic and political issues
in the name of the Church. Christian social action, as it is called
today, has the effect of making the Church subordinate to transient
schemes for reforming society, and Christian Socialism is a contra-
diction in terms. But there are connections between Christianity
and the free economy, and it will be our task to trace them.

It is a pleasure to acknowledge my indebtedness to the authors
whose words are cited herein, and I am grateful to their publishers
who freely granted permission to quote. My best thanks also to
Mr. Theodore Lit, then senior editor of Arlington House, who
broached the idea for this book. My main debt, however, is to my
secretary, Mrs. R. H. Norrell, whose persistent nagging gradually
overcame this author’s inertia.






Introduction

THIS BOOK DEALS WITH THE PROBLEM OF THE PROPER ORDER-
ing of our economic affairs within the framework supplied by
Christian values. The science of economics does not come
equipped with a built-in value system, not do economic activities
as such generate one. Economics, its most eminent practitioners
inform us, is a value-free science; it is a science of means, not one
of ends.! The economist as economist does not tell people how
they ought to behave, or what ends they ought to pursue. He
accepts whatever goals or values people profess and merely tries
to figure out the most efficient and direct means for attaining the
stated goals or values. It is not the economist’s province to help
people decide between guns and butter, between houses and au-
tomobiles and education; but once they decide what they want, his
job is to tell them how to economize on means so that they may
attain the ends they seek with minimum wastage of scarce re-
sources.

A science which proclaims itself value-free presupposes that
someone is paying sufficient attention to the value structure to
maintain it in good repair. For man is a valuing, freely choosing,

1. Von Mises, Human Action, p. 10. "It is true that economics is a theoretical science
and as such abstains from any judgment of value. It is not its task to tell people what ends
they should aim at. It is a science of the means to be applied for the attainment of ends
chosen, not, to be sure, a science of the choosing of ends. Ultimate decisions, the valuations

and the choosing of ends, are beyond the scope of any science. Science never tells a man
how he should act; it merely shows how a man must act if he wants to attain definite ends.”
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decision-making creature. He is constantly seeking to do good, as
he understands it, and avoid that which he regards as evil. He is
forever rating his preferences, always se¢king the better alterna-
tive. The moralist and the religionist are concerned with the ques-
tion of what values men ought to honor, with the highest good for
man, with shaping and reshaping the current system of values into
harmony with evolving insights into human nature and destiny.
The branch of philosophy which deals with values is known as
axiology, and while the economist is content merely to record
men’s preferences and their implications, the axiologist argues that
men ought to prefer some things to others, Neither discipline can
function in isolation; ends and means cannot be pried apart in real
life. The specialist in means counts on someone else to handle the
probiem of ends, and those who deal in the realm of ends need
those able to fit appropriate means to the chosen end.?

Numerous books and pamphlets on Christian Socialism have
been written during the past century. Associations and parties
have been founded to further the view that when Christianity is
applied to the social problems of an industrial society, the result
equates with socialism. A war cry of the English Christian Social-
ists in the 1880s was “Christianity is the religion of which Social-
ism is the practice.” It was argued by a leader in this movement,
the Reverend Stewart D. Headlam, that the Church Catechism
may be regarded as a manual of socialism. There are still Christian
Socialists, but in a society that has adopted the major planks of the
Socialist Party, there is no longer a need for a minority to insist
on what the majority takes for granted.

Christian Socialism-—when the imperatives of a socialist order
are understood—is a contradiction in terms, as will be demon-
strated during the course of this book; it is rank folly. But any
attempt to confound Christian Socialism by constructing a hybrid
of the same order—Christian Capitalism-—would be a similar piece
of folly.

In short, the answer to Christian Socialism is not to wave the
flag for Christian Capitalism. In general, opponents of the Chris-
tian Socialist movement have not been guilty of identifying their

2. Oakeshott, Rationalism in Poelitics, p. 248. “Moral conduct is art, not nature; it is the
exercise of an acquired skili. But the skill here is not that of knowing how to get what we
wan{ with the least expenditure of energy, but knowing how to behave as we oughs to
behave: the skill, not of desiring, but of approving and of doing what is approved.”
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religious faith with a particular formula for organizing economic
and political life. There has never been an organized Christian
Capitalist movement, and no slogan has ever appeared saying that
Christianity is the religion of which capitalism is the practice. The
argument has been advanced, however, that acceptance of the
main features of the Christian philosophy implies a free society
and a limited government, with economic affairs organized in
terms of the market; and this book spells out that argument at
some length.

Only like things may be profitably compared, and a moment’s
thought convinces us that Christianity and capitalism® do not
belong to the same order of things. Christianity is a total philoso-
phy of life, offering a reading of human nature and destiny in terms
of its version of the ultimate nature of the cosmos—the conviction
that the universe is intentional, and that man shares in God’s
mighty purpose. Communism, likewise, proclaims itself to be a
total philosophy of life, one which rejects the Christian view of
men and things at every level. Capitalism, by contrast, is not an
ideology. Capitalism is a way of organizing economic life for the
efficient meeting of our creaturely and material needs, and this
necessarily implies a theory of government. Any political theory
which releases government from the traditional safeguards of indi-
vidual liberty and gives it a free hand to direct and control the
economy is incompatible with capitalism. Capitalism, or the free
economy, is not a Weltanschauung, but—being in the realm of
means it does need one. Since the time of Adam Smith, the free
economy has been championed by men who have not been able
to agree as to its metaphysics, the ultimate foundations on which
it is properly based. Some have been theists, others have not; but
all have accepted the main tenets of classical liberalism, whose
cultural values presupposed the traditional outlooks of Christen-
dom. The free market way of organizing economic affairs did not
emerge in China, India, or Africa, but in the West. The cultural
values emerging out of Confucianism, Hinduism, or Animism did

3. | share Wilhelm Roepke’s dislike of the term “capitalism.” He writes, “As coined and
circulated by Marxism, the term has retained up to the present so much of its hate-filled
significance and class-struggle overiones that its usefulness for the purposes of scientific
discussion has become extremely questionable. In addition, it provides us with only a very
vague notion of the real essence of our economic system. Instead of promoting understand-
ing, it merely arouses the emotions and obscures the truth.” Economics of the Free Society,
p. 259.



8 RELIGION AND CAPITALISM

not supply the basic ingredients for the initial appearance of the
free economy, nor has the market way of life been successfully
transplanted to these cultures. Capitalism was an offshoot of the
eighteenth-century Enlightenment; the Enlightenment presup-
poses the Scientific Revolution and the breakup of medieval so-
ciety during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries; which in turn
presupposes the heritage of the classical and biblical worlds.

The modern world was launched at the time of the French
Revolution, confident of its ability to conquer the natural world
and to organize the economic and political spheres on terms sup-
plied from within those spheres. The improvement of man’s
material circumstances, and the perfect adaptation of man to so-
ciety and society to nature was the goal. Religion, on the other
hand, is premised on the conviction that a divine order transcends
and interpenetrates the orders of nature and society. This faith was
pretty well displaced from the nineteenth-century view of life, and
it is a negligible concern of the modern temper. Communism is
based squarely on the denial of an otherworldly dimension in
human affairs; it promises a redemption of the social order strictly
in terms of this world, a utopia at the end of history.*

There are able studies which relate the rise of capitalism to
antecedent religious conditions of the proper sort; corollary stud-
ies explore the emergence of Marxism out of the secularism of the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Nevertheless, there are still
some who argue that capitalism functions optimally within a
secularist ethos. When men turn their back on spiritual values, it
is urged, they deal more competently with their material concerns.
Otherworldly considerations, argue these economists, are excess
baggage in the workaday world, rendering consumers that much
less efficient in their striving to better their economic circum-
stances. The overriding aim of every man is, after all, to advance
his own material wellbeing, and any effort on his part to meet
dubious spiritual claims is wasted energy and a needless handicap.
Merely demonstrate to the people that the market economy
means more material comforts for the masses of men and they will
eagerly embrace capitalism.

4. *“In an age prepared for by nearly 2,000 years of Christianity,” writes Bertram Wolfe,
“but in which the faith of millions has grown dim and the altar scemed to them vacant of
its image, Marxism arose to offer a fresh vision. . . . History was to be given a new meaning,

a new goal, and a new end in Time. . . . At fast man would become as God, master of his
own destiny, maker of his own future, conscious architect of his world.”
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The modern world finds this line of argument singularly uncon-
vincing, and so do I. Everyone who has scanned the literature of
economics since Smith is aware that this science has been ex-
panded, refined, and popularized decade by decade. But the
greater the progress of economic science the less secure has the
market economy become, not only in distant parts of the carth
where it was taken by Westerners, but even in its homeland. The
United States, once regarded as the capitalist nation par excel-
lence, is now the world’s model welfare state. A planned economy,
this book will argue, is almost impossible to avoid, given a secular
ethos; whereas Christian values, properly understood and imple-
mented by the appropriate economic and political means, generate
the free society and the market economy.

A planned economy is integral to Communism, and a planned
economy is the antithesis of the market economy, or capitalism.
By the same token, the opposite of Communism is not capitalism;
like may be compared only with like. Communism may be prop-
erly contrasted only with things of a like order, and this means
only with competing world views. These competing world views
are the great religions, which, practically speaking, mean Chris-
tianity and Judaism for people of our culture. Several times in the
course of world history, large numbers of people have come to
share a Weltanschauung and to participate in its cultic manifesta-
tions. Thus we have the great faiths of mankind; Buddhism, Chris-
tianity, Confucianism, Hinduism, Islam, and Judaism, with an
appropriate culture stemming from each. Pondering the mystery
of existence, each of these religions posits a divine order that
transcends this world of time and space (an inward order, in the
case of Buddhism); a realm of Being in contrast to this world of
change and decay, the realm of becoming.

Communism, too, offers its faithful a Weltanschauung, one that
pretends to be scientific. The Marxian world view differs from that
of the historic religions by rejecting the reality of things not seen.
Communism is a peculiar sort of religion, being based on a denial
of that which every previous religion has affirmed, namely, God,
the divine ground of existence. The world view of Communism is
wholly earthbound, and includes the planning of economic life as
a necessary feature, along with totalitarian political controls. Sup-
pose that we reject this world view on every level, and embrace
its opposite. This commits us, on the economic level, to the market
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economy; and on the political level, to the limited state of classical
liberal theory. But where does it leave us on the philosophical
level?

It leaves one group, which vociferously champions capitalism,
right with the Marxists. These people are dogmatic atheists, pro-
claiming that man’s life is the standard, individual self-interest the
motor. Other exponents of the free market soft pedal the atheism,
regarding religious affiliation as a matter of taste and, in any event,
irrelevant to the improvement of man’s material circumstances.
The consensus is that an earthly utopia is within man’s capacity
to achieve, and that men will achieve it by the simple expedient
of turning the market loose so as to maximize their productive
activities. When this happens, abundance will be achieved and
men will live happily ever after.

The intellectual baggage of an era, its mythologies and its things
taken for granted, are shared by most men of the period. The idea
of inevitable progress has been an article of faith in the modern
world, and it is part of the creed of most contemporary champions
of the free market. Day by day in every way things are getting
better and better, and by and by when society is organized for
maximum production men will attain the full happiness of which
they are capable, in an earthly paradise. The paradox is that this
is a conclusion impossible to reach from the premises of economic
science. The economist’s basic task has to do with the planet’s
scarce goods, which must be parceled out somehow to creatures
urged on by insatiable needs and wants. In the economist’s
vocabulary, a thing is a good if someone wants it, and it is an
economic good if there is not enough of it to go around. Econom-
ics is the discipline that deals with goods in short supply. But
scarce resources are only half the problem. Scarcity would be a
problem even if man were the kind of creature who is as easily
satisfied with half a loaf, or with a single slice of bread, as with the
whole. But no, he wants the whole loaf, and when he has that he
wants a jug of wine, a book of verses, ad infinitum. Man is a
creature of insatiable wants, which are quieted only by death. This
is the other, the active half of the economist’s problem. The alloca-
tion of scarce resources among creatures whose demands are with-
out limit poses a problem which is forever insoluble. This is
perhaps what Roepke is getting at when he declares that “Eco-
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nomics should be an anti-ideological, anti-utopian, disillusioning
science.”’

When he is candid, the economist must address his contempo-
raries somewhat as follows: “Scarcity is a built-in feature of human
life on this planet. There are institutionally organized, artificial
scarcities of this or that commodity, and [ can help you get rid of
these; but no conceivable organization or reorganization of society
will ever result in abundance—except relatively speaking. The
market economy is more productive than any alternative, but that
is the best I can promise you. To the end of time you will never
have enough. No one is to blame for this; it is in the nature of the
human condition that this is so. This is a fact of life.”

As a sales pitch aimed at a generation that is incurably romantic,
this is not guaranteed to move the product. Everybody “knows,”
and has “known” ever since the French Revolution, that man’s
proper end is the perfected temporal life of man, and that the brave
new world is just around the next corner but one. Men might take
diametrically opposed views as to the appropriate means for reach-
ing this goal, but that the goal was within human reach hardly
anyone denied. The popular solution is to harness new techniques
in science and technology to democratic political processes. Turn-
ing everything over to the market is the other answer. The plain
truth of the matter, revealed by economic analysis, runs head-on
into the ideology of inevitable progress toward the kingdom of
heaven on earth—and the ideology triumphs almost every time.

And so it must, unless we raise our sights. Man is undeniably
part of the natural order; most of the laws of physics and chemistry
that apply to things and to the lesser creatures apply also to him.
Man is also involved in a social order, and part of what each man
is or becomes is due to the cultural influences playing on him from
his society. This much no one can deny. But does man also partici-
pate in a third order, radically differing from the other two, the
divine order? If so, and if he is at home in his eternal nature, then
the defeats in this life can be taken in stride; he does not expect
an earthly utopia, and the utterances of the economists on this
point square with his expectations. In the absence of this religious
conviction, however, the belief in unending material progress will
tend to take over, as it has done in modern times. The plain

5. Roepke, The Humane Economy, p. 150.
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teaching of economics about pemanent scarcity can find no lodg-
ment in the mentality which embraces one panacea after another
and waits expectantly for the earthly utopia to arrive.

The religious conviction of a divine order comes to us in the
West from the faith of the Bible. Christianity is not a religion of
pure spirituality, God is a Spirit, but his creature, man, who is
enjoined to “worship Him in spirit and in truth,” is emphatically
not a disembodied soul. Man is not merely a spiritual being; he is
a spiritual being who eats, feels the cold, suffers pain, seeks to
order his communities, and works to improve his material estate.
The individual person is in the physical body and in society be-
cause God created him this kind of creature; and because God
does nothing in vain, some cosmic purpose is served by our in-
volvement in things earthly as well as by our participation in things
spiritual. Augustine observed that “we are here schooled for life
eternal,” which means, I take it, that optimum biological, social,
and personal life in the City of Man is our training ground for
possible citizenship in the City of God. Fulfill the requirements of
the former and we may get the latter as an undeserved bonus.
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THE GROWTH OF POLITICAL LIBERTY IN THE WEST IS ATTRIBUT-
able, in large measure, to the cultural transformations effected over
the centuries by the religious faith of the West. This is not to say
that those who struggled to be free could always count on church-
men as allies; all too frequently, alas, the Church was leagued with
the secular authorities in suppressing popular bids for individual
and group immunities against governmental power. But those who
fought for freedom in society had learned from their faith that the
God of the Bible willed liberty for His creatures, and so they
demanded conditions of outer freedom to match the inner liberty
stressed in the Gospels.

Opposition to the powers of the world, based on a claim to
natural liberty, came to a head on this continent in the eighteenth
century. The colonial churches played a significant role in the real
American revolution, a revolution in ideas which sought to give
form and political structure to the concept of individual rights
under a Sovereign Creator. The European movements of libera-
tion during the period of the Enlightenment, while avowedly secu-
lar, took much of their ethical emphasis and idealism from
Christianity. The colonists were influenced by the Enlightenment,
but resisted its anticlericalism. Anticlericalism develops as a senti-
ment or a party wherever the Church goes officiaily into the poli-
tics of a nation.

The colonists didn’t have to contend with a politicalized
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Church, and later wrote the First Amendment to prevent such a
development. The eighteenth-century pulpit in America stood
staunchly for freedom. “The Americans,” wrote Alexis de
Tocqueville, “‘combine the notions of Christianity and liberty so
intimately in their minds that it is impossible to make them con-
ceive the one without the other.”’

The framers of our basic political documents and the people for
whom they spoke were end products of the long religious and
cultural heritage of Christendom. They willed religious, political,
and social liberty as a necessary corollary of their religious com-
mitment, and our relatively free society was, in part, a projection
of the teaching of the colonial churches.

The free society is now under alternating siege and attack from
several quarters. The tide that once flowed in the direction of
human emancipation has turned, and now moves in the opposite
direction, toward a collectivized existence in which individual
lives are submerged for the greater glory of the State. It is bad
enough that there are powerful secular movements working to-
ward this end, each with a devoted or fanatical following—com-
munism, fascism, welfarism, and others. But it is worse that
influential segments of the Church now add religious sanction to
the secular trend toward the monolithic State. The spiritual well-
springs of the American revolutionary idea, its churches, now
appear to be feeders of an antifreedom ideology. There are histori-
cal antecedents for this, but not in America. “In France,” wrote
Tocqueville, “1 had almost always seen the spirit of religion and
the spirit of freedom marching in opposite directions. But in
America I found they were intimately united and that they reigned
in common over the same country.”? This appears to be true no
longer. Influential ecclesiastical voices swell the chorus of collecti-
vism and put the churches on record against the free society. This
is what is so disconcerting to the average church member, as well
as to students of the problem.

No nation has fully lived up to the principles it aspires to, and
the United States is no exception. But in the aspirations of this
country there converged such ancient ideals as personal liberty,
the rule of law, constitutional government, private property, and

. Tocqueville, Democracy in America, p. 306.
2. Ihid., p. 308.
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freedom of economic enterprise. All of these, indeed, are facets of
a single concern: that no man shall be another’s victim. The aspira-
tions which were, to some extent at least, embodied in our institu-
tions, had a carrier—the Church. Religious convictions about
man’s inviolable soul, the sanctity of private conscience, and the
belief that man’s final allegiance is to God rather than to any state or
collective spelled out, on the social level, the ideals of equal
justice before the law, limited government, and individual rights.
This meant a gradual widening of the average man’s area of politi-
cal and economic freedom. The original American equation had
a built-in religious dimension; our premises about the nature and
destiny of man, our understanding of right and wrong, the code
governing our manners and customs all came to us as part of our
religious heritage. “Religion,” Tocqueville said of our ancestors,
“ .. 1is the first of their political institutions.”

Human nature being what it is, we expect to see an embarrassing
gap between profession and practice. The high quality of the
American dream has not prevented American politicians from
behaving much like politicians elsewhere; it has not prevented
American businessmen from secking political favors at the ex-
pense of their competitors; it has not prevented Americans from
joining pressure groups in order to get something for nothing; and
ordinary citizens exhibit a kill-the-umpire mentality in many de-
partments of life. All this we could more or less take in our stride.
These deviations from our aspirations and standards were criti-
cized throughout the nineteenth century from the platform and
pulpit as violations of the American dream of liberty and justice
for all. But no longer. What we once did from lack of principle we
are now doing on principle.

At the heart of the nineteenth-century malpractices was the
opening of the public treasury to private interests: taxes for all,
subsidies for a selected few. The twentieth-century refinement is
to reduce our principles to the level of our malpractices. Heavy
taxes on everyone, followed by selective political redistribution of
wealth is the operational procedure of the welfare state, just as it
is the operational procedure of every other variety of collectivism:
communism, fascism, new dealism, and all the rest.

Modern collectivism is deadlier than old-fashioned tyranny by

3. Ibid., p. 305.
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reason of being a “‘democratic despotism.” Modern collectivism
has its roots in the eighteenth century, as did classical liberalism.
The early advocates of collectivism believed that theirs was a
movement of liberation, a logical completion of the emancipating
fervors of the Enlightenment. To assess the reasons why this early
idealism inevitably turned sour and brought forth the bitter fruit
of twentieth-century totalitarianism would take us far afield. This
has happened, however. These movements which have so brutal-
ized modern life still attract a few intelligent and sensitive men
because they contain enticing ingredients left over from their ori-
gins. These ingredients, however, now exert no more influence on
direction or results than is exerted on the tides by a bright pebble
caught up in a breaking wave and flung on a beach. “Leviathan
lives and moves before our eyes,” writes Alfred Cobban about this
phenomenon, “all the more dangerous because in infancy he was
called liberty.”*

A pronouncement or resolution on some vexed economic or
political question issues from church body or council. A typical
reaction is, “Why doesn’t the Church stick to its knitting and stop
meddling in politics?”’ Such a reaction is more the mark of exasper-
ation than a comment about the proper relation between religion
and culture. The exasperation is due, in part, to the fact that the
pronouncements are so often lacking in expertise and finesse; and
in part, because they are issued with fake thunder and a “Made
on Sinai” label, even though they may be obviously partisan and
carry echoes of some party line or current fad.

Disillusionment with this kind of ecclesiastical preoccupation is
articulately voiced in an old editorial in Fortune magazine, written
by a layman. “The first result is,”” he writes, “a rise in materialism.
If the Churches merely come down to our level we will lack
spiritual guidance in meeting our material problems. Second, so
long as the Church pretends, or assumes to preach, absolute val-
ues, but actually preaches relative and secondary values, it will
merely hasten this process of disintegration. . . . The voice of the
Church today, we find, is the echo of our own voices. And the
result of this experience, already manifest, is disillusionment. . . .
The way out is the sound of a voice, not our voice, but a voice
coming from something not ourselves, in the existence of which

4, Cobban, fn Search of Humanity, p. 193.
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we cannot disbelieve. It is the earthly task of the pastors to hear
this voice, to cause us to hear it, and to tell us what it says. If they
cannot hear it, or if they fail to tell us, we, as laymen, are utterly
lost. Without it we are no more capable of saving the world than
we were of creating it in the first place.”

This contains a tall order, obviously, and in fairness to church-
men and church bodies it must be said that they conceive their
resolutions and pronouncements, adequately publicized and
brought to the attention of lawmakers, as a discharge of Christian
responsibility in and to society. Politics, they would say, is the
church’s business, or part of it. They are quite wrong, of course.
Religion is the Church’s business, and a just order in society is one
of the Church’s concerns. Is there a way to resolve the impasse
between the social actionist position and its critics who urge the
Church to stick to spiritual matters? As a matter of fact there is,
for each of the above positions is partly right in what it affirms,
partly wrong in what it denies. A signpost pointing beyond this
impasse is offered in the following observation by the late Dean
Inge: “The advance of civilization is, in truth, a sort of by-product
of Christianity—not its chief aim; but we can appeal to history to
support us that this progress is most stable and genuine when it is
a by-product of a lofty and unworldly idealism.”

Christianity has been accurately called a religion of world and
life affirmation. Christianity is not “other worldly” even though it
does stress the dimension of eternity. [ts Founder could not reduce
the number of commandments below two; the first expressing a
man’s obligations toward God, the second toward his neighbor.
Thomas Aquinas rendered this as follows: “Man has a natural
inclination toward knowing the truth about God, and toward liv-
ing in society.”

Christianity, in short, has cultural as well as personal signifi-
cance. Historically it seeped into the morals, manners, laws, insti-
tutions, ideals, and customs of the West to transform Europe into
Christendom. The contemporary Catholic theologian, Josef
Pieper, has characterized Western culture as “‘theologically
grounded worldliness.”

The most obvious outward trend in religion in this century is
caught by such words as “consolidation,” ‘“‘unification,” and

5. Inge, Personal Religion and The Life af Devotion, p. 84.
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“merger.” Getting together makes a good deal of sense in some
cases. If a denominational split was originally precipitated by a
theological quarrel, now patched up, there’s no reason for not
joining forces. A new denomination formed to accommodate 1m-
migrants who spoke only a foreign language has little excuse for
separate existence when the present communicants speak nothing
but English. We tend to be embarrassed by the silly denomina-
tional rivalries of a former day and rightfully seek new ways of
Christian cooperation, which we can do, while still recognizing
that liturgical and theological differences are meaningful to those
concerned.

The unification movement goes beyond the closing of irrational
divisions, however, beyond mere cooperation between Christians;
it is largely in the hands of centralizers who view the large, mono-
lithic church body as a means for effecting revolutionary change.
These churchmen appear to believe that we can advance toward
the Kingdom by constructing the kind of compact ecclesiastical
structure which would convert Protestantism from a scattering of
churches and denominations into a Voice to be reckoned with
politically. The result is the ecumenical movement and the World
Council of Churches. In the United States, it is the National Coun-
cil of Churches. An official statement of the World Council of
Churches reads: “One of the major forces which have drawn and
held the Churches together in the ecumenical movement has been
the necessity of their uniting in thought and action on the vast
political, economic, and social problems of the modern world.”
Much the same set of incentives operated to launch the Federal
Council of Churches in 1908, precursor of the National Council.
Describing the beginnings of this organization, former Dean Lis-
ton Pope of Yale Divinity School writes approvingly of the social
reform movements in this country early in the century and ob-
serves that “the Federal Council of Churches, in 1908, reflected
these purposes and gave institutional form to efforts for their reali-
zation.” The National Council of Churches carries on in much the
same vein. During this half century each of the major denomina-
tions has spawned an official social action agency, each one pre-
mised on the notion that the free society has failed, and committed
to the proposition that our basic need is for political controls on
economic life. This church-sponsored program was similar to that
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of the Socialist Party, of which many influential churchmen are
members.

This twentieth-century movement in the churches did not hap-
pen overnight. Two Church of England clergymen, F. D. Maurice
and Charles Kingsley launched a movement called Christian So-
cialism in 1848, the year of The Communist Manifesto. Marx, in
this document, referred to the rival movement in derisive terms:
“Christian Socialism is but the holy water with which the priest
consecrates the heartburnings of the aristocrat.” The Social Gos-
pel took its rise in the United States after the Civil War. Numeri-
cally, its adherents were never a significant percentage of
Protestant clergymen, and many of these were not parish minis-
ters. Relatively few laymen in the churches had any inkling of
what was going on behind the ecclesiastical scenes until 1948.

The ecumenical movement had its inception in 1910, but it was
not until 1948 that the World Council of Churches had its forma-
tive meeting in Amsterdam. Here the century-old social actionist
trend surfaced for all to see. “The Church should make clear that
there are conflicts between Christianity and capitalism,” reads a
portion of one report. The churches should aim at a middle ground
“something like the regime which the Labor Party is working out
in Great Britain,” a spokesman said.

The report kicked up a considerable stir, and it served to call
attention to things that students of the subject had known all along
——that articulate and skillful men, strategically located in official
church bodies, on seminary faculties, and in editorial offices were
pushing the socialist or semi-socialist line, especially during the
bleak 1930s. A few were attracted to Communism.

Early in 1934 a social-interest questionnaire was sent to 100,499
clergymen. Replies were received from 20,870. Of this number 51
percent favored a “drastically reformed capitalism,” and 28 per-
cent or nearly 6,000 clergymen declared in favor of socialism. One
hundred and twenty-three ministers favored the establishment of
Communism of the Russian variety in America.

In the August 19, 1953, issue of The Christian Century, Rein-
hold Niebuhr wrote an article entitled “Communism and the
Clergy.” The piece was occasioned by a statement by Bishop
Oxnam which made a sweeping denial of Communist influence in
the churches. “Such a statement causes difficulties,” said Niebuhr,
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“because there are in fact Communist sympathizers and fellow
travelers in the Church. [ wonder whether Bishop Oxnam ought
not to have admitted this more freely. . . ."”

Niebuhr goes on to assert, “it must be affirmed that there have
never been many explicit Stalinists in the churches. . .. Neverthe-
less, there are a few and we ought to admit it.” How does the
seemingly incongruous union between Stalinism and Christianity
occur, we ask, and Niebuhr answers, “The pathetic clerical Stali-
nism could not have developed except against the background of
a very considerable Marxist dogmatism in the ‘liberal’ wing of
Protestant Churches.”

How shall we explain this “very considerable Marxist dogma-
tism” among certain liberal Protestants? The horror of Orwell’s
1984 society was not the meticulous tyranny of Big Brother nor
the occasional tortures; the real horror lay in the fact that Big
Brother’s victims came through their ordeals loving Big Brother!
There is a monstrous kind of fascination in power; powerful men
and movements exert an obscene attraction on those who scram-
ble to be where the wave of the future is cresting. Communism,
from the date of its political ascendancy in Russia in 1918 to its
domination over much of the world today, represents a success
story of sorts. And success is hard to argue with. A successful
movement or philosophy ¢xerts a gravitational pull on those who
want to be where the action is, and so there are many who seek
an accommodation between Communism and Christianity. This is
not to be confused with a détente between the Soviet Union and
the United States, or a carving out of respective spheres of influ-
ence between the two nations. That is another matter, importantly
but peripherally related to a projected philosophical rapproche-
ment between two seemingly antithetical world views.

Marx and Engels embraced atheism with religious devotion,
and the promulgation of atheism continues to be the established
“religion” of the Communist state. Given the premises, there
would seem to be good ground for the antireligious thrust of Com-
munism. If dialectical materialism is a valid explanation of the
nature of things, then the propositions of high, spiritual religion
are false. If every man owes first allegiance to the State, then the
doctrine that a man’s primary loyalty is to God is treasonable. If
the life of each social unit is to be politically planned for him, then
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the masses must be disabused of the idea that each person has
inherent, God-given rights and responsibilities for his own life. If
ecach man’s life is for others and for the State, there can be no
tolerance for the contrary belief that God has made us for Himself
and the proper ordering of our souls is an obligation we owe Him.
Communism embraces the idea of inevitable linear progress and
holds out the promise of an earthly paradise for the faithful, to be
achieved within history by human, mainly political, agencies.
Christian thought, on the other hand, maintains that man is in-
volved in a transcendent dimension, and although the Christian
seeks a more just social order here and now, he is not to expect
fulfillment except in that other order of reality beyond time and
beyond space.

On all counts, then, Christianity and Communism are polar
opposites: it may be said that they are enemies. We are not speak-
ing here of military or battlefield enemies, but of two sets of ideas
which contradict each other at every point and at every level
Should a member of the Communist Party suffer an automobile
accident, it goes without saying that the Christian has an obliga-
tion to bind up his wounds or render such other aid as the immedi-
ate situation calls for. But love for the enemy most assuredly does
not call for an accommodation to ideas deemed false. Marxian
Communism is a false philosophy (to say nothing of its practice);
it is a misreading of the universe and man’s place therein, it mis-
conceives the nature of man and his destiny, its politics are des-
potic and its economics unproductive. Nevertheless, it’s “On with
the Dialogue!” insofar as many Catholic and Protestant theolo-
gians are concerned. There are outstanding exceptions, of course.
The renowned Johns Hopkins archeologist and Biblical scholar,
W. F. Albright, has no illusions about the nature of Communism,
or of what would happen to Christianity if some sort of rapproche-
ment were effected: “Christianity,” he writes, ‘‘stands today at one
of the most critical junctures of history, facing in Cornmunism its
deadliest foe since the end of pagan Rome.” But there are other
theologians who plaintively ask, as did the president of the na-
tion’s wealthiest seminary: “Why must they conclude that there
is a conflict between Christianity and Communism?”

Protestant, Catholic, and secular intellectuals warmly recetved
Roger Garaudy, a leading French Communist theoretician during
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his visit to the United States several years ago, when he spoke at
eight universities. Garaudy, at the moment, is the most sought
after Communist for those who wish to engage in a “dialogue,”
and for all one knows Garaudy may honestly believe that some
sort of modus vivendi is possible between Christian theologians
and Party theoreticians; or, he may be trying to con these church-
men. Likewise, those Christians who seek a “‘dialogue” may well
be mistaken as to the nature of Communism—and/or Christianity.

But if there is illusion at this summit level, the conflicting reali-
ties stand forth pretty clearly at the level where people live. The
International Documentation and Information Centre in Holland
(INTERDOC) reprints an article from the Russian paper Kommu-
nist, No. 15, Qctaber, 1965, It is entitled “Individual Treatment
of the Faithful Through Atheist Propaganda,” by A. Judin, party
committee secretary of the city of Schuja. The article is addressed
to the need for more skillful evangelism on the part of propagan-
dists for atheism. Although “the religious ideology has always
been the anti-pole to a scientifically founded ideology, represented
by communism,” there still remain some religious remnants in the
land of the Soviets, and one hears their counterarguments. “Unfor-
tunately, the preparation of a part of our propagandists and agita-
tors for atheist work is very unsatisfactory; they are not familiar
with the modern manifestation of religion and its capacity to adapt
itself to the new trend of the times.” The propagandist must,
therefore, develop his intellectual skills, but in addition he “must
show much tact and sincere interest in the lot of the person, if he
wants to be successful in his atheist work.”

The argument is concluded when Mr. Judin “underlines the
communist atheist thesis, that religion undermines morals and,
through the bonds to a higher authority outside humanity, alien-
ates man from an active participation in the interests and duties
of his environment.” The antithesis between Communist and
Christian theory could not be more clearly revealed. “‘Religion
undermines morals!” In Marxian theory, the moral man is one
who carries out party orders without flinching, even though the
orders might involve murder, theft, and lies. [n Christian theory,
the moral man secks to carry out God’s will and obey His com-
mandments to shun murder, theft, and false witness. The second
portion of Mr. Judin’s indictment involves the order of a man’s
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priorities. The Christian is told to seek first the Kingdom of God,
and his conscience directs him to obey God rather than men when
the two conflict. But for the Communist, “the party of humanity”
and national solidarity come before all else, and for the true Com-
munist, there is nothing else.

Niebuhr, the theologian is often at odds with Niebuhr, the re-
former. It '‘would not be surmised from his observations quoted
above that one of the principal contributors to this “considerable
Marxist dogmatismn in the ‘liberal’ wing of the Protestant
churches” has been Niebuhr himself. He has called Marxism *. .
. the only possible property system compatible with the necessities
of a technical age.” He wrote this in 1935, but the book has
recently been republished, presumably with his sanction.

Niebuhr rejects the moonshine of Marxian metaphysics, even
while embracing Marx’s economic and political nostrums. But it
is indeed a fact that Communist economic and political practices
do things to people, on principle, which can be “justified” only by
a materialistic view of man. The individual does not count, in
Marxist “theology”; he has no inherent right to his own personal
goals. In its sociology, as a consequence, he is regarded as a mere
unit to be manipulated on behalf of some “five-year plan” or other
national goal. Communism, in other words, is all of a piece; adopt
its metaphysics and, in a technological age, we get the planned-
from-the-top-down society. Start on the social level by putting any
collectivist principle into operation and it breeds more of the same
until eventually the society becomes fully collectivized. The many
parts of society are delicately interrelated; start by fixing the price
of a quart of milk and the glass industry will be told what it must
charge for bottles, the wages of delivery men must be regulated,
the dairy industry controlled, and so on, until the logical result, in
time, is the totally regimented economy, or socialism. “Compul-
sory labor, with death as the final penalty, is the keystone of
Socialism,” wrote George Bernard Shaw, in Labor Monthly, Octo-
ber, 1921. What must be done to people deliberately, as public
policy, under collectivism can be rationalized only by some form
of materialism which discounts the intrinsic worth of the individ-
ual person.

Communism has been called a Christian heresy. The point is not
well taken. If one must talk in these terms he is on safer ground
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if he affirms that liberalism is a Christian heresy and Communism
is a liberal heresy. In any event, the mentality which prevails in
social action circles is willing to allow that Communism is a per-
missible deviation for a mid-twentieth-century Christian. A sim-
ilar mentality once sanctioned the split level living which per-
mitted a man to be an earnest Christian with one part of himself
and a kindly slave holder with all the rest. This tolerance was
naively voiced by Theodore Gill when he was an editor of The
Christian Cenrury. Addressing the Czech theologian, Hromadka,
a leading Christian apologist for the Soviet regime, he referred to
*“, .. those of us who knew your passionately conscientious com-
mitment to Marxist analysis and prescriptions and who knew you
well enough never to question your Christian integrity in these
commitments.” Someday, perhaps, the same tolerance will be ex-
tended to those whose Christian integrity still inspires their devo-
tion to political and economic liberty.

The “very considerable Marxist dogmatism”™ to which Niebuhr
refers, coupled with the lust to appear politically relevant and
socially significant, has lured many theologians and churchmen
into competition for the post of court chaplain to the New Deal-
Great Society trend.

The dean of the Pacific School of Religion writes that he and
many of his associates were members of the Socialist Party during
the 1930s, convinced that the New Deal didn’t go far enough. But
“looking back now (1956) we can at last appreciate that the Dem-
ocratic New Deal which we so heartily despised was getting done
exactly what we really wanted to have done.”

The dean of Boston University School of Theology, writing in
The Socialist Call, calls attention to the “amazing correlation be-
tween the social ideals lifted up by the churches and the positions
taken in the platforms of the political parties.” The social ideals
of the churches “tended, where deviations were clear, toward the
Socialist position.” When these social ideals are finally clothed
with reality, writes the late Alexander Miller of Stanford Univer-
sity in a little book entitled The Christian Significance of Karl
Marx, the Christian will rejoice “that by the mechanism of govern-
ment he can feed the hungry, clothe the naked, and love his
brethren in practical ways.” We may have all this and heaven too,
according to a Canadian theologian writing in the symposium
entitled Towards the Christian Revolution, edited by Scott and
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Vlastos: “Until Christians learn to understand and apply the les-
sons of Marxism,” he declares, “they cannot enter the Kingdom
of Heaven.” (p. 139)

All men of good will want to remove impediments that might
hinder people from bettering their circumstances. Students of the
subject of wages—the sum total of economic satisfactions—agree
with Ludwig von Mises that “The only means to raise wage rates
is to raise the productivity of labor by increasing the per-head
quota of capital invested and improving the methods of produc-
tion. . . . There are no means by which the general standard of
living can be raised other than by accelerating the increase of
capital as compared with population.” A general increase in social
wellbeing is one thing, and religion should applaud progress along
these lines; quite different is church support mustered behind spe-
cial privilege, behind the economic enhancement of one segment
of society at the expense of other groups or to the detriment of
society as a whole. This is what has occurred in the case of the
churches and the labor union monopolies. The uncritical support
which many churchmen lavish upon the drive for power by union
leaders reveals the extent to which some theologians are willing
to shelve economic, political, ethical, and even religious consider-
ations whenever required in order to further a doctrinaire program
of social reform. “I do not like to see the clergy,” wrote the Very
Reverend William Ralph Inge, “who were monarchists under a
strong monarchy, and oligarchs under the oligarchy, tumbling
over each other in their eagerness to become court chaplains to
King Demos. The black-coated advocates of spoliation are not a
nice lot.”*

The alliance between labor union officials and churchmen
comes to a sort of head in the National Council of Churches
General Committee of the Department of the Church and Eco-
nomic Life which contains, in addition to churchmen of liberal
political views, no fewer than eighteen salaried union officials! Just
how impartial is “In Search of Maturity in Industrial Relations,”
a recent National Council booklet on the steel strike? How non-
partisan is it possible to make any of the N.C.C. deliverances on
the social problems that bedevil us when they issue from a depart-
ment so biased?

Official church bodies have long lent their support to unionism,

6. Inge, Vale p. 88.
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in the mistaken belief that the key to economic progress is not
increased production, but increased organization. The special in-
terests of union labor are identified with the general interests of
society by many men in the ecclesiastical hierarchy. John C. Ben-
nett points out that . . . the large scale economic group to which
the churches during the Iast half century have given most support
is the labor movement . . . This interest in the labor movement has
been characteristic of the national leaders of the denominations,
of the Federal Council of Churches, and of others who have been
most articulate in interpreting Christian social ethics.”

Our current labor union problems stem in large measure from
the legal privileges and immunities granted to unions in a series
of national laws beginning with the Norris-LaGuardia Act of
1932. In an effort to protect themselves against labor union abuses,
several states have passed so-called Right-to-Work laws. It is pos-
sible to discuss the efficacy of these laws to accomplish their in-
tended purpose, but it reveals the slant of mind of prominent
churchmen on this matter to see how the matter is approached by
a very vocal Methodist Bishop. Among those who sponsor Right-
to-Work laws, said the late Bishop G. Bromley Oxnam, are
“greedy and undemocratic powers . . . The public is being deceived
by the machinations of these stupid men.” Right-to-Work laws, he
concluded, “are a dangerous proposal, conceived in hypocrisy,
and proclaimed in Pharasaic deceit.” They are, adds Dean Walter
Muelder of Boston University School of Theology, “a virtual con-
spiracy of the crafty, the ignorant, or the misguided.”

This is the use of the smear technique, it exhibits a complete lack
of Christian charity, and its effect is to prevent any intelligent
discussion of the pressing problem of irresponsible union power.

In addition to the strength that union labor displays in official
church circles, it also operates in ecclesiastical circles unofficially.
There is, for instance, The Religion and Labor Council of Amer-
ica, Inc. This is an interfaith organization with Catholic, Jewish,
and Protestant clergymen on its board. It publishes both a monthly
and a weekly, and sponsors conferences at which union spokes-
men present their case to clergymen and seminary students. And
labor has its own program to influence churchmen. Oldtime social
actionist Charles Webber, who was ordained Minister to Labor by
Bishop Oxnam, operates out of an office in the new AFL-CIO
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building in Washington. As a result of these efforts unionism is
sometimes invested with messianic significance. The Methodist
Bishops in 1955, in an Episcopal Address to the General Confer-
ence, regretted that “all too few churchmen see in labor a world-
wide movement that means a new social erder as truly as the
coming of the machine meant the passing of feudalism.”

The real meaning of unionism, and the false premises on which
its tactics are based, are spelled out elsewhere to my satisfaction;
the ends it proclaims cannot be attained by the means it employs.
They are a modern version of the old system of political privilege
—statutory advantage for itself at the nation’s expense. But even
if the labor movement were soundly based, economically, eth-
ically, and politically, it should not be singled out by the Church
for special favor; and neither, of course, should business, or
agriculture, or any other segment of society. “It is of crucial impor-
tance that the Church, acting corporately, should not commit itself
to any particular policy,” wrote the late Archbishop of Canter-
bury, William Temple. “The Church is committed to the everlast-
ing Gospel and to the Creeds which formulate it; it must never
commit itself to an ephemeral program of detailed action.”” This
is the crux of the matter.

Religion must not turn its back on the common concerns of life,
nor allow itself to be spiritualized out of all relevance to the issues
of freedom, justice, and mercy, nor allow evil to go unrebuked. But
this is far different from the all too common practice of identifying
the Church’s mission with a program of reform which is temporary
at best, and at worst, introduces elements into political life which
are destructive of such gains as we have made in the direction of
“liberty and justice for all.”

The methods of religion are not the methods of politics. Reli-
gion renews and elevates society by enhancing the guality of per-
sonal life, by recalling men to a true sense of what it means to be
human, by quickening the individual conscience, by increasing our
sensitivity to the full range of our environment. But some church-
men are tempted to shortcircuit this process. They come to believe
that if they can only control, or at least guide, affairs of state by
manipulating the political machinery, religion can make its weight
felt directly in human affairs—even though men themselves re-

7. Temple, Christianity and Social Order, pp. 18-19.
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main unregenerate. A classic study of an instance of such self-
deception is Grey Eminence, by Aldous Huxley. Father Joseph
thought he could do “God’s deeds by means of the French” and
wound up by turning a devil’s brood loose in Europe in the shape
of the Thirty Years’” War.

The Fifth World Order Conference called by the National
Council of Churches in Cleveland, November 18-21, 1958,
released a message whose words on Red China continue to kick
up a storm. “With reference to China,” reads the message, “Chris-
tians should urge reconsideration by our government of its policy
in regard to the Peoples’ Republic of China. While the rights of the
people of Taiwan and Korea should be safeguarded, steps should
be taken toward the inclusion of the Peoples’ Republic of China
in the United Nations and for its recognition by our government.
Such recognition does not imply approval. These diplomatic rela-
tions should constitute a part of a much wider relationship be-
tween our peoples.” We Christians, says the message, “cannot sit
complacently and hopefully behind the moral subterfuge which
divides the world into ‘good and bad’ peoples, waiting for the bad
ones to be converted to our position.”

It is right for the Church to conceive the work of reconciliation
as one of its tasks—but it should be consistent. If it urges us to love
Mao, why has it not urged us to love Franco and the late Mr.
Trujillo? If it is now wrong in 1970, to divide the world into good
and bad peoples, why wasn’t this practice wrong in 19417 Some
sincere pacifists and others did urge American neutrality and
nonintervention in World War II, but the main thrust of social
actionist clergymen was directed toward getting their countrymen
into the fight. The Christian Century, under C. C. Morrison, took
a noninterventionist position, so the opposition, headed by Rein-
hold Niebuhr and John C. Bennett founded Christianity and Crisis
as a sounding board for their war cries. The twentieth anniversary
issue of this latter periodical bearing the date, February 6, 1961,
contains a history of the paper written by Robert T. Handy, a
Union Seminary professor. He describes the group which started
the journal as men “who held a generally liberal position in social
and political matters,” and who joined forces “in seeking Ameri-
ca’s entrance into the war.” There are, it appears, good totalitari-
ans and bad ones; after we have killed off the bad totalitarians, then
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the good ones, who now control so much of the globe, become “a
human reality with which we must live,” as Dr. Bennett tells us.
Well, live and let live is a time-tested rule of thumb, and a pretty
good recipe for getting along in this world. But if it is offered to
us now as revealed truth, why was the revelation of twenty-seven
years ago so different?

No love was lost on the Batista regime in Cuba; things were so
bad that it was hard to conceive of any change that would not be
for the better. But the inconceivabie, apparently, has happened.
Batista once had Castro in jail and let him go; Castro is not making
the same mistake as regards any present or future opposition. The
cold-blooded exccutions which have been taking place by the
hundreds and at his orders make a mockery of legal procedure. But
the selective conscience which politically minded churchmen
bring into play at the slightest provocation refuses to be affronted
by these slayings. A Christian Century editorial more than a year
after Castro’s coup was headlined: “Bad Public Relations FPlague
the Cubans.” The executioners, after all, are just doing a job, but
the reporters who tell the American public what goes on i Cuba
are giving the Castro regime a black eye!

The same issue carries an article by the veteran leftist journalist,
Carleton Beals, entitled “*Cuba in Revolution.” The editorial head-
ing reads: “Cuba’s regime is showing great restraint in dealing with
Batista criminals. Let the U.S. beware of turning that restraint into
violence!” Mr. Beals does not deny that hundreds of people have
been disposed of before firing squads, but in extenuation of this
horror he refers to the United States, “where the legal processes
have become so complicated and devious that a poor man 1s lucky
if he secures justice.” Furthermore, concludes Mr. Beals, if Castro
falters in his executions “then the Cuban people, at present show-
ing such remarkable restraint, will act, and their action will not be
pretty.” The politicalized religious mind, voicing such sentiments
as these, has lost whatever title it may have had to speak to or for
the conscience of our time.

No one can live up to the hard Gospel injunction to Jove our
enemies, but even to fall short of this goal is a long way from an
attitude which defends, and even seems to delight in, bloodletting
and revenge.

The liberation movement in the modern world came to its fullest
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fruition in this country. To secure the widest possible scope for
individual self-expression in creative and productive action it
sought to limit government to those delegated and specified duties
which would secure individual liberty within the agreed upon
rules. The federal republic whose structure and functions are set
forth in the Constitution is to be understood mainly in these terms.
The strict limitation of government provides for an area of free-
dom in society within which men take care of their material needs
by a systemn of bargaining, contract, and fre¢ exchange. *“The mar-
ket” is simply a label for the system which uses free choice in
buying and selling as a means of making economic decisions; it is
the tactic of liberty applied to the workaday world. Within the
network of market arrangements each man is rewarded according
to the value his fellows place upon his offerings of goods and
services. This reward is his “wage.” Human nature being what it
is, every man will tend to feel that his own wage is too low,
whereas other folks’ prices are too high. Most people develop a
reality sense on this point; others never do, and consequently go
through life seeking some “fair advantage™ over their fellows to
restore what they regard as an imbalance.

Economic activity is fundamental to human existence. A Robi-
son Crusoe could get along without politicking, but if he did not
work he would die of hunger and exposure. Qut of economic
activity emerges the concept of rights to property and claims to
service around which many political battles are fought. Econom-
ics, on the surface, deals with prices, production, and the opera-
tions of the market as determined by the buying habits of every
one of us. In reality, however, economics is concerned with the
conservation and stewardship of the earth’s scarce goods: hu-
man energy, time, material resources, and natural forces. These
goods-in-short-supply are our birthright as creatures of this planet.
Use them wisely, as natural piety dictates and common sense
confirms—that is, providently and economically—and human
wellbeing is the result. Ignore the realities in this area, as we have
done in our time, and a host of evils follows. We might be able to
live with economic ills if we didn’t think we could cure them with
political nostrums, but our political efforts aimed at mopping up
the consequences of economic mistakes head us in the direction
of the Total State.



ALLIES, NOT ENEMIES 33

Every collectivist ideology—from the welfare state idea to
totalitarian Communism—is strung on a framework of economic
error. People are prisoners of their beliefs, and so long as they
cherish a wrong understanding of economics they will be appealed
to by one form of collectivism or another, But when they embrace
sound economics, collectivism will cease to be a menace, and we
won’t then have one clergyman in five believing, as revealed by an
opinion poll, that total suppression of economic liberty implies no
essential threat to religious liberty.

All movements that enhance the powers of the state corre-
spondingly diminish the stature of the individual person. Big gov-
ernment means little people. Interestingly enough, we find a major
theological movement of the modern world aimed at sharpening
the contrast between man’s impotence and God’s omnipotence,
stressing the world’s emptiness and God’s complete otherness or
transcendence. Kar! Barth stunned the theological world in 1919
with his commentary on the Epistle to the Romans. The move-
ment he launched, called Neo-Orthodoxy or Continental Theol-
ogy, attracted many able minds in this country and in Europe; it
articulated the mood of despair and “failure of nerve” which set-
tled down on the Western psyche in the wake of World War L

The upshot of this thinking, as it applies to our problem, is to
hammer home the point that man is helpless to effect his own
salvation, which can result only from an arbitrary and overwhelm-
ing irraption of God’s grace. Man is wholly corrupt, which means
that his reason as well as his instincts are too depraved to catch
even a glimpse of the natural laws of his being, and his will too
weak to guide his life accordingly. He is, therefore, not a responsi-
ble being who needs freedom in order to realize his potential; he
is an uprooted creature dominated by external forces. Freedom
implies some measure of self-reliance, and to entertain the idea of
self-reliance is to exhibit the sin of pride. The Apostle Paul could
say, “Work out your own salvation with fear and trembling; for it
is God who worketh in you both to will and to work, for his good
pleasure.” But after all, he lived in a very small country!

Much of Barth’s thought bears the mark of a pendulum which
has swung too far in one direction as a protest against an unwar-
ranted faith in the unaided powers of man which led a nineteenth-
century poet to sing, “Glory to man in the highest, for man is the
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master of things.” The plain truth of the matter probably lies
somewhere along the lines of a statement by Bishop Berggrav who
wrote that ““. . . man by nature simply does not have the potentiali-
ties of creating any ultimate good of and by himself,” with “ulti-
mate” being the operative term. In proximate matters, on the other
hand, man’s initiative can make a decisive difference in his own
life and in his relationship with his fellows, By a just ordering of
social life, for instance, we are, as Augustine put it, “‘schooled for
life eternal.” Injustice, by inference, can affect our eternal destiny.

The paraliel trend in Christian ethical speculation leads to moral
nihilism, causing Robert Fitch, Dean of the Pacific School of Reli-
gion, a minority voice in these matters, to observe: “It will be an
interesting matter for later historians to determine the precise
point at which ethics became obsolete in our Western culture.
Whatever may be the answer to that question, we may be sure that
the researchers will be entertained as they discover the way in
which Protestant theology helped toward the obsolescence of eth-
ics.”

Protestant theology has contributed to ethical obsolescence in
six ways, according to Dr. Fitch. First: Indiscriminate compassion.
“The usual moral distinctions are simply drowned in a maudlin
emotion in which we have more feeling for the murderer than for
the murdered. . . .” The second device “obliterates all principle
before the holiness of God.” Third is the Christian sophisticate
whose “big business is the attack on Puritanism and on bourgeois
morality.” The fourth device is to be so preoccupied with explor-
ing the rich soil of spirituality from which ethics spring that the
formulation of any explicit moral principles is neglected. The fifth
gambit is to deride any clean-cut program of ethical endeavor as
a “return to salvation by works,” The sixth contribution to ethical
obsolescence is what might be called “an ethic of Christian togeth-
erness,” stressing fellowship at the expense of principles.

Recent ecclesiastical developments have taken place against a
secular backdrop peculiar to the modern age. It is notoriously risky
to characterize a period by a series of labels. One can do no more
with labels than catch the mood or drift of an age, and recognize
that individual men here and there are exceptions. With these
qualifications in mind, it is safe to say, 1 believe, that the modern
mind and mood represent the convergence of secularism, materi-



