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A Responseto George Jenningson M am and Kraft

In hiswriting, " Livingin Babylon with Darwin, Marx, Freud and
Deloria”* (Journal ASA 9/83), George J. Jennings hasgiven readers
a grand tour of the phenomenon of modern-day Babylon as seen
from four perspectives.

| would like to comment upon two statements made by Reverend
Jennings—the first: "It goes without saying that Marx must have
been influenced more than he perhaps would cared to haveadmitted
by biblical ethics despite hisdisavowal of religion.™

Thisstatement demands a refutation, and ironicallyisdonesoina
sense by Jennings' writings themselves within the same paper. Just
prior to thequote above (pg. 140), isa statement of those things that
Marx championed in the cause of man. On page 141 note Vine
Deloria, Jr.’s attributesof a society prior toitsexposureto Christian
thought. The degrees of sophistication perhapsare not thesame, but
the 'flavor' is close. Without the Scriptures, the Native Americans
came to their own code of ethics, and | say that it was without the
Scriptures' influencethat Marx cameto hiscode of ethicsin spite of
thefact that hewas born a Jew and asa child wasa Lutheran. Man
iscapableof ** manufacturing™* good—a sociological ‘good’ that does,
infact, benefit society; but in many cases, thisgood has nothing todo
with any God—man orientation.

Thus, the question must be asked: ""Why would anyone be
motivated to do 'good' if not to please God?" A question asked by
Erasmus. . . it could be answered that to create and do sociological
‘good is in redlity the path of least resistance through life's
challenges. At its basest denominator, society strides progressively
forward more easily on the path of 'good' than on the path of 'evil*
and turmoil. The path of good is paved with harmony and coopera-
tion; the path of evil is paved with frustration and discontent and
sometimes annihilation.

At this juncture, it isimportant to point out that in the Marxist
society-and to varying degrees within the Native American soci-
eties—there is no accommodation for dynamic individualism. The
Marxist society is viewed in much the same way as we would view
human body cells grouping together to form a larger bodily unit.
Marxist society is, in fact, a functioning body organ—which if it
wereever tocover theentireglobewould then becomethesuperbeing
as envisioned during the early days of formulation of Marxist-
Leninist thought. Instead of our **body of Christ,"" it would be the
Marxists **body of man." However, for the organ to produce—and
tonot feel the'pains of illness(social upheaval) —a common code of
‘good’ quickly forms. This form of 'good' really has no relationship
with the'good' of God becausethe'good of Marx isagood af social
expediency. Thegood of theState can have redeemablefeaturesthat
closely resemblethe attributes and desiresof God. However, thereis
theone bigdifference: man's 'good’ isfrom man and thusserves man
advantageously as deemed proper by the ruling power.

When the'good" of the Marxist society, for example, isstimulated
to march a path of self-servingerrancy, then as Alexander Solzhenit-
syn comments throughout his Gulag **triptych,”* the organ becomes
cancerous and the cancer metastasizes— as has been the case since
1920in theSoviet Union.

Marx’s 'goods came not from any biblical influence. He just
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closely scrutinized the results of men like Robert Owen (CAPITAL,
Voal. ) who had conducted limited **worker society"" experiments,
and along with Frederick Engels took note of the results and the
factors that lead to the various outcomes. Both men saw the
exploitation of the working class by ruling capitalism, and formu-
lated a new and workable philosophy.

Marx’s entire systematology presses for the betterment of the
working class'whol€, even to the extent of suppression of individu-
alism. What issurprising is that workersaround the world, shortly
after Marx’s death, considered his writings as their bible—even
though few could understand what waswritten. Marx’s abstractions,
in some cases as difficult as mathematics, nonethelessappeded toa
working class that used the philosophy to create their own state
religion; a counter-Christian force that changed the world. This vas
achoiceof " proletarian reason over "'religion."

Thesecond point that | wish tocomment on isJennings referral to
CharlesKraft's statement on page 142: "Theologians need to usethe
language of the behaviora science in terms of their approach to
problems, their conclusions,and their articulation."

What a true but grossly-ignored statement!

In al frankness, it must be asked, when was the last time
'recognizable, definable and contemporary' theology had witnesses
as to its viable penetration of religious society? Within observed
church communities, | have not picked up on any discernible
awarenesson the part of thecongregation towardany theology other
than Scriptural hermeneutics. (These observations were made
within the Baptist community.)

Obviously, the reason for any gap between theology and the laity
is because there is not an existent, accessible avenue of cross-

communication.

In al too frequent cases, theology has generated unto itself an
elitist society of membership of which | admit reluctant participa-
tion. Theology should support and amplify the Scripturesand not go
off onto vistas of esoteric questionableness. Christian theology hasa
tendency of muddying the waters of Christian faith. Can we not all
point to instances where varied theological contributions into the
thoughts of a believing Christian served only toconfusethat person?
Of course, the prime modern example (from a bona fide theologian)
is Rudolf Bultmann's theology. In his move to demythologize the
New Testament, Bultmann sorely 'muddied’ the waters of many
believers. For others, like myself, however, Bultmann's worksadded
onemorediopter power to my spiritual eyeglasses.

AsKraft says, . . . theology needsto usethelanguage. . ."";may |
add that theology needsalso to exercise responsiblematurity and a
direction of purpose before thrusting itself upon a given society. To
paraphrase a quote of Marx from his Theses on Feuerbach: ** Phi-
losophers (ne: theologians) have only interpreted the world, in
variousways, the point is to changeit.”

Let also this question be asked: ""How viableis theology?™" A fair
question, especially when Christian society claimsthat theology and
theologiansdo not communicate with them.

When a venture is made into theological situations, one factor
should be kept in mind: theScriptures werewrittenin koine Greek to
beread by every walk of society —from thesimplest of ustothe most
intelligent. Where, then, is the sanction for a theology that does not
communicate as straightforwardly as God's Word does? Where is
the value of such thought if it doesn't communicate? It would be
likened to shouting into a cave and hearing no echo.
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There comes a timefor every man, upon reading Scripture and
applying to life what has been absorbed, when confusing (and even
threatening) theologies must fade away and the Holy Spirit takesa
precedenced clarificationand understanding while providingdirec-
tion. I tis not to besaid, though, that man should not usehis intellect
to its fullest, but let it be remembered that the Scripturesare the
primary buildingblock in any rational constructiondf interpretation
o God's nature and methods.

Scriptureisour only benchmark of redlity. A bold statement, but
history, as man can record it, is transent at best when it comes to
documentation of motivational occurrence. Theology can become
even worse, it can degenerate into pure legdism and serve to
hamstring otherwisefaithful believers. Fortunately, in its opposite
form, theology can draw the mind closer to God—if, and only if —it
is under theguidanced the Holy Spirit.

Theology is at its true calling when it strives to correlate the
physica world with the existential Christ happening. Theology
should not wastethe timeaf everyoneconcerned with “God is Dead™
and on-again and off-again themes o Jesusis God and Jesus isn't
God, etc. Such themes cannot be entertained if any 'good' is the
expected outcome. | have often felt that if a choice had to be made
between a theologian or a good Sunday school teacher to guide
Christians, it would be hands down for those cut from the**Moody
dah’

There are times when theology shares a common trait with the
‘good of Marxism—it, too, seeksa path of rational least resistance
and in some casesstrivesto do away with the element of faith; and
the sometimes hard-&obey demands of discipleship (thisis to be
found in today's **pop"* theologies.)

Contributorsto The Journal of the American Scientific Affilia-
tion, such as Jenningsand Vern Sheridan Poythress, do not fall into
such a trap. They are methodologica realists and because of their
orientations, these eminent writersdo not take their eyes from the
'benchmark’ and stray of on to some,disassociated tangent. How
refreshing it isto read the worksof people whoare not only awareof,
but who-drive to manifest for all, the logica portrait of the
theologic/physical vista without the overusage of three al too
familiar terms: a priori, creatio ex nihilo and Deusex machina. Just
onceit would be surprising to see a writing usng—instead o Deux
ex machina, the phrase diwayus Tov feob.

The'Journal's commodity of mature reason and conciseddlivery
on the Pat of itscontributorsis becoming harder and harder to find
in today’s society and religion. It can only behoped that otherswill
take noticeand follow suit.
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