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Tt is no easy task to analyze and discuss the attempts that
have been made in the past centufy or so to relate the philo-
sophical schools of pragmatism énd empirieism to the theological
enterprise, The chief reasons for this difficulty are the ambigu-
ity of the material and the individuality of the theolog}ﬁ%n who
approaches ﬁhis problem. The terms “empirical™ and “pragmaﬁic“
are as broad as, and have asAmany different in%érpretatiuns as,
the terms "God* and "theology" themselves, 50 that empirical theo-
logiansv(a term really subsuming "pragmatic theologians") cover a

great range of territory.

Considering this confusion, then, we must look at the histori-
cal and intellectual context from which all of this arose., James
A, Martin, Jr., making note of the confusion surrounding the term

"empiricism™, hasfgought'ta'ciarifygﬁhe;issuesl He shows that there

are three main types df empirieism: ancient Greek empiricism, eight-
eanth and nineteenth century empiricism, and modern empiricism,
Gresk empiricism émphasized the idea that empirical knowledge was
all the accumulated knowledge of iere, custom, and "commdnisense"
wisdom. Eighteenth and nineteenth century empirieism maintained
that empirical knowledge Was obtained thfgughvindividualistic
observatibn‘and ééﬁséabérééptibﬁ; David Hume was indicative of this
school, holding that "expérience" was equivalent to sense-data in
succession, John Locke, really the.foundef of empiricism, ﬁainm
tained ﬁhat'sense~experience can produce ideas, though he balanced
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this conception with the reflective processes, These European-

based ideas found a broader interpretation in America in the thought
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of Charles S, Peirce, William James, and John Dewey, This American
development can be considered to be the "pragmatic braneh” of the
"empirical school”. The recent trends in empirical philosephy main-
tain that empirical knbwledge is>thaﬁ which is obtained from pub-
lic experience, but which is much more than mere sensation and
assoclation., It ineludes affective, volitional, and valuational
elements (which are terms that Martin never defines), and uses the
method of experimentalism to explere and to organize experience.
Verification here is in terms of consequences, and not in terms of.
its origins or its "‘correspondence with reality'"B. But it must
be noted that many modern empiricists do not follow this recent

‘development.

1

The term "émpirical", in modern times, has three connotations
{derivable from these thrée "sehools" )T —the general attitude of
James® "tough-mindedness”; the empirical method, which itself is
variougly Interpreted; and a general appeal to experience., The

_problem in this last category concerns what is constitutive of norma-
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tive experience - is it the immediate experience of Bergson?; is it

the mystical experience of Royece and Hocking?; is it the sensations

of the early moderns?; or is it any one of a myriad of other defin-

itions of "experience"? These three commotations are, of course,

related and mutually affect each other in d@%ermimimg the final meaning,

o

Thus, for Martin, the term "empirical phileosophy of religion®”
has three connotations: |

Sometimes it refers simply to the "empirical™ or “realistie”
attitude of the thinker, suggesting that he is attempting to
take seriously all of the faets, no matter how "stubborn®,
which should be taken account of in a religious philosophy.
Again it refers to the atiempt on the part of the philosopher
to base his thought upon an appeal to "experience”. This,

in turn, may mean an appeal to various areas of experience



and a defense of a theistic "hypothesis"™ of some sort as
the best "explanation” of experience; or it may mean an ap-
peal to some type of specifically religious experience as af-
fording the normative data for a philosophy of religion, Or,
again, it may mean that the philosopher seeks to employ some
form of empirical method in the-intergretation of such data
as seem signifiecant for his purposes, ‘
Most empirical theologians have the empirical "temper”; thus, they
differ in terms of the experience appealed to and the empirieal
method used,
In brief, then, empiricism holds that all knawiedge is derived
from experience, without recoﬁ%e to innate ideas, a priori truths,
or real "knowledge“ of concepts. And certain knowledge is not
-poséible, for genefalizatians that are based on experience give
only probabilities,5 In a sense, due to the broad range of “experm
ience” available to the theologian, all except supernaturalists

are empiricists,

Having thus looked at the general context éf empiricism, we
can now take a closer look at the philosophy of pragmatism (an& its
development in instrumentalism) and its major adherents. Pragmatism -
a philosophy whiéh had its heyday in the first quarter of the twen-
tieth century in America - is a system which considers "thought” to
be a'proceés with useful purposes, whose truth is tested, not only
by agreement with reality, but élse (and more importaﬁ%ly) by the
praeticai reéuits and by tests of consequeneas,7 It was felt that
beliefs shoﬁld be tested in ex?erience, These ideas opposed the
metaphysical doectrines, in which the intellect was considered able
to discern the nature of truth by way of a correspondence of ldeas
in the mind to "objective reality”.7 Holding that an lidea is tfue

if it works, it constituted a reaction against speculative philosophy



without a 1link to practical living. Pragmatism had an immediate
apoeal to the religious mind, which was often more interested in
the religious experience itself than with the concomitant inter-
prating and validating theelogy.8 |

In a sense, pragmatism started with Socratas, wﬁc said (in
the name of Protagéras) that although one judgmenﬁ is nbtvigggg
than another one, it can be better, with better consequenées,g

F. C. S. Schiller followed in the same tradition, as did Hobbes,
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who sald that any doctrine repugnant to peace could not be true,
Bertrand Russell considers pragﬁatism to be a practical "action®
philosophy, as intrinsic to and derivative from the industrial
technological world, in eontradistinetion to philosophiesAof "hap-
py*" feelings or theoretical "knowledge" philgsmphiesoil Pragmatic
or utilitarian ethics;‘an offshoot of pragmatic phileosophy, tells
us that "goods” are not the absolutely final goal of moral action -
rather, they depend on the psychologieal, soeciological, and his-
torical circumstances, and on consideration for the social consew -

quences involved.lz

A8 we shall see shortly, pragmatism fits into religious form-
wlations in two major areas: in theism, the theistic (God can be
validated by recourse 1o ﬁra@tical'consid@rationsw follbwing the

. précedure made famous by James; and in naturalism, as shown in
the pragmatic developments undertaken ﬁy Deweynij "Further, re-
ligion~is said to have practical functionss the integration of
one's life, the idealization and sanctification of sociél morals
and customs, the expressien of man's ultimate concerns, and the
dependence on cosmic support for the fulfillment of human aspirat- !

. 1k
ions,



It must be noted that it is difficult to apply pragmatism,
for "pra@%icaJ results” ig a very ambiguous term: what does pract-
ical mean?y how does an idea work or}not work?; if an idea is aimed
at deception and it succeeds, doeé it work in a pragmatically trus
sense?; can there be any standardizatibn, since different beliefs
word differently for different people?lsﬁnd further, some ideas may
work enly partially - e,8.,, belief in God*s omnlpotemte works to
elevate the splri* but does not work to explain evﬁllﬁ 16 Some of
these problems will become a little clearer when we look more close-
ly at ﬁhe thought of some pragmatic thinkers, |

Charles Peirce really started the American pragmatic school,
with his postulating of certain pr1nc1plea of the Dragmatic theory -
and method.17 William James followed through, fulfilled, and went
far beyond Peirce's theory of ingquiry, adding his own individual-

18 In the early

istic interpretations of the pragmatic philosophy,
1900’3, people wanted to somehow combine empiricism with religion,
for the world views on the scene did not fulfill the people’s needs
{according to Jamesa), A system was desired that would affect one's
lifes that would deal with facts, human adaptation, and valuesg
that would be religious without religion”s-ahallaw o@timism. James
thus applied pragmatism to f}ll:*.this gap - for it was religious
like rationalism and dealt with facts like empiricism,

Following Péirce’s thought, the pragmatic method for James
meant an interpretation of'metaphysical notions by #racing the
practical consequences, and a decision fodiﬁpute by compafing the
consequences of the two ideas, But for James, the practical econse-

guences meant the individual, concrete, material results., "“James
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interpreted ‘practical’ to mean the particular import thaﬁ a belief
has in the life of the individual,"19 And we must, of course, havs
a "pre-knowledge” of the consequences in order to determine the
validity, wvalue, and truth (pragmatically understood) of any idea,
Beliefs were considered to be rules for action; ideas were to become
true instrumentally, "Truth® and "rightness” thus attaiﬁed fun-
ctional definitions., - There can be no difference in abstract |
truth that d@eé not somehow expregs itself in a difference of fasté |
and conduct., Yet, to use James*® example, if two different chemical
theories yield the same results, is it not still imp@rtant - for
the sake of"knowledge® -~ to know whieh theory is Cerréct? Doesn*t
"objective" truth have its ewh type of mErit?

, Unlike traditional and strict eﬁpiricists, James was williﬁg
to use abstractions, ; ) |
‘In%erested in no conclusions but those which our minds and :
our experiences work out together, she (i.e,, pragmatism) »
has no a priori prejudices against theology, If theological |
ideas prove to have a value for conerete 1ife, thev will be

true, for pragmatism, in the sense of being good for so much, |

For how muen more They are Lrue, WilLl depend entirely on their 20
relations to the other truths that also have Vo be acknowledged.” .

If a certain theological idea is the best.worlduview that fits in :
with the rest of the person's needs and usses, thén it is trﬁes James
feels that - in a sense - this use is really an agreement with con-
erete reality., (We shall see that this last idea is similar te an -
gsgential element of Peter Berger's theology. )

There can be, in pragmatism, success, and losseé can be accept~
ed; but there is no nae@ssity for the triumph of good. Pragmatists Lo
are willing to sacrifice for ide;éls9 and they trust other forces -

human and superhuman - to cooperate with them in a melioritstie uni-




verse, Janes asserts %hat'religious monotheism (not metaphysical
monotheism) "has always viewed God as but one helper ... in the midst
of all the shapers of the great world's fate@"21 And further, if
one accepts this assertion, which is historically doubtful, then
one “can well believe, on the proofs that religious experienee>af-
fords, that higher powers exist and are at work to save the world
on ideal lines similar to our own, "2% |

James"® eaflier workg3 contaiﬁs the precursors of his pragmatism,
but does not constitute any systematic presentationvaf his theories.
Bu% some relevant ideas are contained in it. Defining God as a
power who is not ourselves and makes for righteousness, is serious
about it, and "recognizes us" in a universe that we desire to be |
friendl?, he agsserts that theism has a "subjective congruity”™ with
the "triadic" reflex structure of our minds, This theism - knowing
that God ig there but also knowing that man may and must act - James
calls "empirical theism”. The religious choice is an option that
we must make, whether to accept the theistie view or to reject it -
for the cholce is "1living", “forced”, and "momentous”.

One wonders - as mentioned above - what haé happenad to "ob-
jective truth®, James® functional definitions rob God of some of the
ultimacy that is intrinsiec to the religious sitﬁaﬁion; To quote a
Chinese proverb - "'If you believe in the gods, the gods exist; if
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you do not believe in them, they do not exist,*” This is just too

"wishy.washy” and equivocal to maintain any real hold on the beliewver,

Te the man who desires an object of worship, this is unsatis-
factory, He is not conecerned to say, "If I believed in God

I should be happy”s he is concerned to say, "I believe in

God and therefore I am happy.” And when he believes in God,
he believes in Him as he believes in the existence of Roose-
velt or Churchill or Hitler; God,for him, iz an actual Being,
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not merely a human idea which has good effects, It is this
gepuime be%ief tggt has the goodIEffectsg not James® emascu-
late substitute,
James® "subjectivistic madness" substitutes “belief-in-God” for
God Himself. There is the further question of what "works" means -
does it meén that predictions are fulfilled, or that it helps those
Wwho ha&e.the belief, or whét? It is also hard to apply the pragmatic
method, for one must determine and evaluate the consequences of an
idea beforehand, and many variables can‘entér the picture.

John Dewey ﬁarted company with Jamés, remaining within the
pragmafic tradition though his “school" is usually referred to as.
instrumentalism, Dewey felt that James confused the pragmatic mean-
ing of an idea with its value - pragmatic meaning should really be
"experimental meaning”, but James ignored this and focussed his at-
tention on value, Dewéy,algo denied that the pragmatic method could
find meaning in a conception that can never be empirically verified -
and traditioﬁal theology would pr@sumably fall into this category.
But beliefs were still judged in terms of practical.@bnSEQuenc@sg**‘

As a humanistic theistzV, Dewey showed how certain activities

_connected the ideal with the actual, -Religlous walue was interpret-
ed as the result of the "actualizing of ideal possibilitiessg®, and God
Was censidered to be the process of aectualizing the ideal, But this
actualization is "selective", only realizing that which will lead
to a good in a basically good and ordered universe, This aétualizat-
ion is not pérformed by God, it is CGod - but we fulfill the possi-
hilities inherent in human possibilities, experiences, and relat.
ionships, God, the idea of the divine, is

one of the ideal vossibilities unified through imaginative

realization and projection., But this idea of God, or of the
divine, is also connected with all the natural forces and con-

*#Practical social consequences become a truth-test, for"ideas become true wha}
thelr *draft' upon existence is honored by the verifying facts they promise.”
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ditions - ineluding man and human association - that promote
the growth of the ideal and that further its realization.

We are in the presence neither of ideals completely em-
bodied in existence nor yet of ideals that are mere rootless
ideals; fantasies, utoplas. For there are forces in nature
~and society that generate and support the ideals, They

are further unified by the action that gives them coherence
and solidarity. It is this active relation betwegy ideal
and actual to which I would give the name ‘*God!‘'"

In this "thoroughly humanistic naturalism”, then, God is the order

or process that shapes human existence, and religion is devetiuh
to thét activify and those ends which actualize these (human) ideals.
This sense of God is different from that in most forms of natural-
ism, where God is the order or process that shapes cosmlc valuesD
and where man adjusts to thé ordering process, Dewey's ideas are
based on the assumption (pragmatically derived) that religious real-
ities are social phenomena that oceur within human experience,
Thisikind of religious humanism does not inquire into realities be-
yond human affairs. o |
For Dewey, religious humanism has more pragmatic truth-value
than does liberal theology, which is often inconsistent. And here,
since God is the sum-total of ideal ends, traditional ideas of theo-
logy are inapplicable, for God is not a Being with a priori exist-
ence, And tradition itself becomes a hypoé%atization, whereby man
gonverts his object of desire into an antecedent reality,29
The main theological problem with Dewey is his aguéﬁing God
with the sum of social ideals., If ideals change, does that mean
that Cod changes? And can such a naturalistic type of Cod adequately
rserve as a guarantor for human vietory? Altheugh gtill with the fun-
ctional aspect, God becomes also a symbol, so that unliké James,

Dewey barely allows for the possibility of God’s reality.




10,

Pragmatism as a full philosmphy in its own right no longer holds
an important position on the American intellectual sceﬁe, But it
provided a pragmatic strand for empirical theology, a strand that
was to run alongside the Whiteheadian motif, as well as others, in
the empirical theologiecal tradition, The most general statement
one can say about empirical theology is that it is grounded in ex-
perience - beyond that, one musf go on to specifics, judging each
empirical theoiogian individually, The pragmatic nuances inherited
from James and Dewey are important in empirieal theology, though
they are often overlooked by the less experiméntal and more abstract
theelogiané. ThHese nuances emphasize the experimentallmethod, leav-
ing the task and the system of religion unfinished, and the experi»
ential content, assimilating all types of religious experience,

Only in the post-Kantian era were the first serious attempts at
empirical religious philosophy undertaken, with appeals to “‘practical
’reascﬁf“éi“‘feiigi@ﬂgfbonsciousness’",.and “*religious experience, "
Schleirmacher was the first outstanding thenlogianm to appeal to
the religious consciousness, and thus was one of the "founders” of
modern empirical "cheology.z9 Appeals to the religious conseiousness
appeared in many formsy depending on dne”s interpretation of experi-
ence, Others began to appeal to "value-~experience"” and to moral-

ity, basing the existence of God on such "empiriecal facts"ajo

Sometimes, the world in general is seen as having%@heological characteroaoj

The American empirical emphasis has been on the significance of
religious experience as such, and on the empirical method to inter-
pret the data of religious experience, Due to these emphases, the

more serious attempts at empirical theology have been carried on

i
I
\
|
|
|
|

|
i
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mainly in America,jl American empirical theologians have also in-
corporated certain empirical elements from idealism, ineluding an
"idealistic concern for *the source of human good’".BG (British
empiricism, on the other hand, perceived itself with an absolute
antithesis to certain forms of idealism.) Empirical theology (like
empiricism) split over whether facts were isolated entities or
were complex contextual wheoles, with the American tradition - fol-
lowing James' example of experiencing relations - taking the latter
position, |

‘The tﬁ%logy school at the University of Chicago has been the
foremost mouthpiece for empirical theology. From 1900 - the 1920°'s,
the enpirical method was in the pragmatic tradition. Then it was
shaped by "organismic" scilence and philoSOphy.Bz That'is, a "broad-
ly pragmatiec empiricism” was supplemented by and partly éupplanted
by Whitehead's organismic philosophy, which offered “the most via-
ble eosm@logical or metapﬁysical articulation of modern scientific,
moral, a@sthe%i@, and religious experiencee"33 Elsewhere in Ameri-
c¢a, the empirical philosophy of religion was strongly influenced by
Dewey,Bu |

Appealing to value-experience, empirical ideélists rationally
deduced a supreme ideal being from an initialvethical énalysis»of
the “'facts of éxperience,""Bs God, the %?anséendent; Absolute Unie
ty, becomes immanent, temporal, the "poWer for goqdnesé"g and a
force struggling against evil, All of experience is perceived in
"divine"” terms, but God is not equated with that experience.

Empirical theism can be considered to be a part of the wider
"philosophico-religious” category of "naturalism";jﬁ Empirical

theism 1s less metaphysical than traditional theism, but is more
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concerned with the motivating "cosmic interests” that is religious
humanism,

At first, empiriecal theism (at the Chicago school) emphasized
man‘’s role in the ereation of value, Gerald Birney Smith ( a "mys-
tical naturalist")37 felt that the character of God is found in
the "experienced reciprocity® between man on the one hand and his
environment and its sustaining power on the other hand. God is the
Creative Order that fulfills the human ends and to whom man adjusts;

The functiohalraspeets of phenomena later began to take hold.
Shailer Mathews38 (a"conceptual theist"), taking a "scientific”
world view that interpreted God as process, but recognizing the relim
gious need for personal relations with God, interpreted God” fun-
ctionally. For him, man uses “the term ‘God® ag an instrumental
concept to ald his adjustment to these personality-producing and
sustaining fbrces in the eosmic envirénmehtg"ag Thus, all thought
of God is grounded in human behavior; God is instrumental, con-
captual, aﬂvexperience of certain relations, and not ontological, Be-
ing; principle, or the activities themzelves. This is largely a
pragmatic stance, though there are some tﬁ&stic assumptions, for
God is more than the soecial forces in reality, relating the personal
cosmic forces to man., Cosmie activities are concelved of through
gocially determined symbols,

Edward Scribner Ames, (a "humanistie theist")%o saw God as
the "cosmic life” which comes in throﬁgh the soecial process, God

became the cosmie processes idealized; He was equated with Nature,

Life, the Absolute, But Ames did neot consider God as all that is -

» s l L3
He was"'the Power which makes for raghteousness'?#ag(an idea identical
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to that in the thought of Mordecal M. Kaplan, a contemporary Jew-

ish representative of empiriéal theology of this type). Like Dew-

ey, Ameg goes beyond humanism, changing emphases but remaining a

pragmatist and thus not becoming a theist. Human problems - in-
cluding religious problems - were seen as psychological and cultural
phenomenapbexpressing basic human needs, And without translating
theology into the psychological equivalent, Ames looked at psycholo-
glcal reality as having religious sign*fieaﬂcegba, thus introducing
the strand of the psychology of religious experience inte empirical
theology.

Both religious realists (e.g., D.C. Macintosh) and theistic
naturalists (e.g,, H.N. Wieman) positié& a2 basic continuity of
God with nature,aB‘ Wieman, rooted in Dewey and Whitehead@ held
a naturalistic view of walues, so that God becams the supreme
value as a "percepitible natural process". Like o%hers-before him,

Wieman%uu

starts with the experience of value in the cutside
world, but iz more thoroughly empirical, holdihg that God is an
objeet of experience? ”per@eived‘and discerned®, like any other
object of experience, He is not merely an instrumental symb@lg
He is a perceptual - not a conceptual - reaiityg God is a8 process,
operating in the world, "shaping and fulfilling the good”, Rather
than merely appealing to religious experience or deseribing a
"social” process, Wieman also made the ultimate cosmie reality
of thinkers befGre him an actual "objeet" of inquiry.

Wieman defined value as that which is part of the interaction
of enjoyéble acfﬁvities@ leading to mutual and reciprocal support,

enhancement, and the clarification of meaning. Thus, there is an



prganic functioning, with the progressive growth of "the good" and

with purposive and worthful endeavor on the part of men, "The Su-

premely Worthful is that activity in our midst which shapes life

toward that progressive attainment of mutual Support and meaning.

Supreme Value, then, is growth of meaning in the world,“ns This

Supreme Value is God, because the "growth of meaning"” commands man's

supreme d@V@tion; Wieman does not say that his God is personal, due

to the ambiguity of the term, though he does assert that reality

is responsive to man. This empirical theology, functional and in-

strumental aé it was, was tinged by the "idezalistic absolute"u'

Wieman went beyond what he considered the shallow pragmatism that

éaid that reality is what is experi@needg to reconceive the ultimate

dimengion of experience inte "terms consistent with living experience”,
What Wieman asserts so easily here is net all that clear to me-

there is no "proof" that God is equivalent to Wieman's Supreme Value.

Wieman wasg not truly empirical, in a sense, for what was observed

was really occurrences and relations believed to be implieit in

+the empirical world. But such rela%imns were discernible only to

those who shared the same basic view of realitymné
Ultimately - and I may be entirely missing the point -~ I see

1little difference in these various formulations of empirical theology.

Some of these thinkers hold that God is merely symbolic and others

hoald that He is a proecess in some mammer; and both conceptions have

something of immanentism, But I think that once one moves beyond

the sgphere of "theism¥, traditionally - and even existentially -

understood, God becomes primarily funetional in aspect, and any

real existence is of seecondary importance, This, I feel, is con-
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trary to the gist of traditional religious formulations, And any
such formulations must Jjustify such an "unorth@dqx" divergence,
which none of thege theologians do. And besgides, functionalism

in theology -~ as the ﬁltimate religious principle -~ takes away from‘
the motivational and devotional‘aspeets of religion.

In a later stage at Chicago, the Whiteheadian type of process
theology was incorporatéd more thoroughly into empirical theology,
for there was a "natural® relati@n‘between the two, And further,
pProcess %healogyvis empiricéi in method as well, though unlike prag-
matiec and instrumental empiricism, it deals more with the total
structure and context. And it does have some legical (i.e., ratio-
nalistic) structures, which are applied to the empiricai data of
“lived experience", ’ |

For Whitehead himself, God, the first emergent of ereativity,
produces the "subjectivésaim” for each "entity". This he.bases on
an empirical view of the universe, Charles Hartshorne, perceiving
the @mpirical universe in a "panpgychic" way, sees God as the "Su-
preme Creative Reality”, while including the world in His self.

Bernard E., Meland, dealing with thé nature of the religious re-
gponse as something more than mere consciousness, attempted to art-
iculate "the witness of faith, éxpressed as an enduring mythos of
the eulture, to critical and secular minds of modern culiure in
a way that can inform and enhance our secularity with ultimate de-
mands and resources,“47 Meland uses Whitehead's empirical meta~-
physics to help analyze and describe the cultural milieu.

Hartshorne and'Meland -~ as did Wieman - used Whitehead's
thrust, without fully pursuing Whitehead?s metaphysical concerns,

such as Ogden did, For Schubert Ogden, empirical theology refers
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to the type of thinking that seeks to arrive at an appropriate con-
ion except that of the claims of our common human experience, He
1limits his conceptual usefuineasw however, by his specificity for
the Christian tradition, and by his definition of experience as
that type which is open to the divine Christian reality, uging
- Whiteheadian categories. Admittedly, Wieman and the other theo-
logians saw experience in a transcen&ent sense, but it seemed to
be a more open attitude. In a more general context, Ogden feels
that the goal of philosophy is to appropriate all of experience,
and since theology is 6ne of the eentral tasks of philosophy, it
immediately gains an empirical aspect.48
And there are some contemporary théalagiams at Chicago who
go beyond the Whiteheadlan categories, approaching empirical theo-
lagy‘in a different manner. There is a modern felt nsed to deal
with contemporary problems of culture, wman, and religion in phe-
nomenological and existential forms - both of which are at least
partly empiricaleug Langdon Gilkey asserts that tﬁealogy'mugt be
both secular, incorporating linguistic analysis, and empirical,
incbrporating process philosophy., A "neo-phenomenal™ mode will
deal with the religious dimension in the new secular context.
British empiricism largely deals with linguistic logicai anal-
ysis, and Fred Bertﬁol&ireiaféé7émpirical theology to this “tradit-
ion". He feels that at least some theological assertions should-be
open to public evaluatién, using certain kinds of evidence., Scien- .
tific models should be analyzed as paradigms for theology. Ber- |
thold insists that it requires careful thought - and not facile

reasoning - to "jump directly'from concrete data to .,. high-level
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gtatements” concerning GonSQ Thé real connections between "theo-
logical utterances” and "sclentifically-warranted factual state-
ments” must be shown, F, Ferré tells ussi that theological lang-
nage has certain familiar functions - to reassure, is existential,
is ethical, iz quasi-factual, is attentionsdirecting ~ and same
unique functions - assent and Worshipg convictiohg commitment, and
address; These are all experience ~ and not knawledge - oriehted.
We can use theée funetions to analyze religions, but the questioh
arises that if a religion automatically fulfills these functions,
does that necessitate the pragmatic conclusion that that religion
is trﬁe? Meland feels that it is in this difection, as well as in
the direction of (empirical) phenomenology and existentialism, that
the future of empiriecal theology lies.

Martin gives us his idea of what the concerns of émpirieal
~theologians should be: theories of experience; experience as the
beginning and end of inguiry; analysis and interpretation of experi-
ence through a seientificaily based method; a f@ntative and realistie
attitude; and presumably - though he doesn®t épecifiéally mention
it! -~ a discussion of how and what theologiecal insights are obtain-
able from such an empirical method.SE Empirical theology -~ especi-
élly that kind which is most affected by the pragmatie influence -
~should provi&e an understandable guilde to life and how it is lived,

The empirical theologians before the time of the wvery ﬁro_
nounced effect of process theology,
as representatives of the "liberal"}traditicn in Protest-
antism, have been concerned to state in terminology meaning-
ful for the modern mind what is the "meaning of God in hu-
man experience,” One of their aims is to make the life of
devotion and its guiding concepts "experience-centered™, and

to this end they seek to ground thelr systems in what they
take to be publicly available and semi-familiar experiences
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like "right religious adjustment” and “problem;sclving
mysticism”.  They would give new significance to traditional
theological terms by pointing to specific "happenings” in
the world, experiences which are, they believe, publicly
available and valid ag,interpreted in terms of modern sci-
ence and metaphysics, >
These thg;iggians - and their successors to varying degrees - have
constructed "normative” religious philosophies empirically, using
different methodological assumptions, interpretive systems, and
implicit or explicit personal religimus convictions %haﬁ are the
pre-suppositions - and not the results - of the empirical analysis,
(This latter point is not quite so obvious‘in the more contemporary
thinkers, though it exists there too.)v-The empirical realm they
deal with is thus colored by thelr assumptions, often stemmiﬁg from
a;specific religious context, They often use only a sagment of the
totality of experience and deem thaf to be normative, thus using
pre-conceptions and predilections, instead of remaining "open” to
experience asg they wishéd to do in opposition to the rationalistic
- metaphysicians, And by what logic can we authenticate the experi-
ence - by intuition?; by philosophical assumptimﬁs?g by religious
pre-suppositions?; or by any other g prioris? Some of these experi-
ences, assumed to be universally valid, are not, for the Systems‘
rest on particular religious traditions assumed to be aceepted by
all,  Often the "universal” theology arrived at is applied to inter-
pret the particﬁlar revealed theologies, though it is not noted that
that the "universal™ theology really comes from a Sp&cifi@ context,
Empirical theologians seem to have emphasized the pfablem of
the interpretation of religious experience (and belief) into (quési-)
metaphysical terms, rather than the problem of the true reference

and meaning of religious expsrience, belief, and practics,
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Not only is it no easy task to analyze empirical theology, it
is no easy task eithér to undertake the formulation of an empirical
theology, somehow relating religious experience, natural (so-called]
experience, God, and man, In a sense, there is an alr of futility
about the whole probleﬁ of the feasibility of empirical theology,
well summarized by James,

"(Wihat religion reports, you must remember, always purports
to be a fact of experience; the divine is actuallky present,
it says, and between it and ourselves relations of give and
take are actual., If definite perceptions of fact like this
cannot stand upon their own feet, surely abstract reasoning
cannot give them the support they are in need of, Conceptual
processes can class facts, define them, interpret themsy but
they do neot produce them, nor can they reproduce their indi-
viduality., ... Philosophy in this sphere is thus a secondary
! function, unable to warrant faith's veracity. ... In all
sad sincerity I think we must conclude that the attempt to
demongtrate by purely intellectual processes the truth of the
delivera%ge of direct religious experience is absolutely
hopelesss
A BT Y
I am not sure that empirical theology only attempis to "deliver®

religious experience, There is more to it than that, but James

does give the flavor of the difficulty in the endeavor,

T have purposely left most of my eriticisms and constructive
ideas for the end, But before I present them (however Sﬂperficial
they may be) I would like to make mention of an iﬁﬁeresting 50c10-
logical work by Petwmer Berger: in which, perceiving that the "sup-
ernatural” has departed from contemporary experience fof most
people,-he shows us the possibilities for present-day theologieal
thinking, He characterizes our age as being empirieal, secular;
humanistic, pragmatic, utilitarian, and,seo forth, The development

of secularization and of "cognitive minorities™ who believe in

the religious supernatural experience has resulted in a theological
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erisis because of which the traditional religinmg_(@spécially Pro-

testantism) have felt to need to accomodate teo the cmntempdrary mood,
The secularizing trend, Berger f@elsg is continuing., The

extant choices are cognitive deviance in sectarian communities or

“cognitive surrender”, In this latter alternative, the

traditional religious affirmations are translated into terms
appropriate to the new frame of reference, the one that al-
legedly conforms to the Weltanschaung of modernity. ... The
supernatural elements of the religlous traditions ars more.
or less completely liquidated, and the traditional language
is transferred from other-worldly to this-worldly referents.
The traditional lore, and in most cases the religious insti-
tutions in charge,of this lore as well, cagéthen.be presented
as 8till or again ‘relevant®to modern man,

Possible tranglation grammars are existentialism, Jungian psychclégy§
linguistic philosephy, or soclology. Berger rejects the first alter-
native as being untenable in modern soclety, and the 1after as'ah
inefficient means to produce an “existentially happier per@@nﬁ'or a
"political liberal” through a truncatedrsecular theology. And the
niddle road is a tenuous and difficul® path to stay on,

Seience, history, psychalégyg and soclology have all “shown"
that theology is faced with av"@fedibility gap”, relativization,
and ideas concerning the §gg§§$ foundation and reinforcement of be-
liefs (no matter how empirical the original formation of those be-
liefs wére)u This is not helped any by contemporary pluralism,
But by "relativizing the relativizer", we may see that the sﬁper~
natural still exists in reality, though the contemporary consciousness
prohibits man from perceiving it. Reversing the Feuerba@hian thrust,
Berger says that the religious ideas that man projects out of his own
conscliougness can correspond to some external reality, which is re-

flected in his own conseiousness, That is, real religious phenomenam,
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in an empirical sense, will also be human projections, in a (differ.
ent empirical sense),

The theological decision will have to be that, "in, with,
and under” the immense array of human projections, there
are indiecators of a reality that is truly "other® and that
the religious imagination of man ultimately reflects, «..

If the religious projections of man correspond to a reality
that is superhuman and supermatural, then it seems logical
to look for traces of this reality in the projector himself.
Thig is not to suggest an empirical theelogy -~ that would be
logically impossible - but rather a theology of very high

empirical sensitivity that seeks tg?@orrelate its propositions

with what ecan be empiricallyknown,

Berger gives us certain "prototypical human gestures"™ in the

empirical situation that may serve as "siegnals of transcendence."

These gestures ares (1) the human propensity for order, which im-
plies albasic trust in the order of reality., Thus, religion becomes
a projection of and ‘the ultimate vindication of human order, (2) lu-
die, or playful, elements, most poignantly seen in the face of death
and destruction. Joyful play points to a supernatural jusﬁificaﬁmr
fon, and through induetive faith religion becomes the final vindi-
cation of jov and play. (3) courage and hopg?ig;ile defying death,
point to a "religious interpretation of the human situati@n“g}(h) the
human sense of Jjustice for evil and consequent damnation which, like
the other gestures, is not empirieally verifiable; Religion gives

a context for both condemnation and damnation, (5) humor, as a fun-

damental human experience, always involves a discrepancy or an

incongruity that ultimately refers bhack to the discrepancy betwsen
man and the universe., Humor comments on man's finitude, transcend-
ing empificél limits and thus findiﬁg religious justification,
Berger ignores religious expverience, itself, because he does
not want to emphasize the projection, but the projector, with its

empiriecal data.This is an attempt to link daily reality with meta-
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physical reality.

This is in'the tradition of liberal theology, which induces
from experience, though faith is there, as holding the.greatest
promise of approaching raligious‘truth in a secuiarg relativistic
society, Berger also feels that the religious traditions (all of
them! ) must be confronted, in order te search for historical Sigm‘
nals of +transcendence that are bérceived as discoveries - and not
as revelations., When one discovers how these signals are related
to transcendence, then he will have moved into the realm of métaa
- physics. And "culture” may even be found to yield signals‘of trans-
cendence as well, |

Once these signals have been perceived, and the transcendence
has been “experienced" - once we have heard these "rumors of angels” é,'
we can and must move on te a religon that will truly confront the

age,

T can find little fault with Berger's amalymisg‘ In an inter-
esting "proef”, he shows the existence of the Biblical God to be
that of one who stands outside and against man and the world, but also
one who relates to and is found within empiriecal exmerience, especial-
1y in terms of the ethical demand. (This is to be differentiated from
the inner salvation of neo-mysticism and psychological formulations.)

To reaffirm this discovery of God in our situation might
necessitate the formulation of new creeds, though their
content would in this case be quite traditional - the resf.-
firmation of Ged who is not the world and who was not made
by man, who is outside and not within ourselves, who ig not
a aign of human things but of whom human things are sizns,
who is symbolized and not a symbol. It is this God, totally
other and yet accessible in human experience, in whom faith
will see the foundation of order, justice, and compassion
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in the world. It is this transcendence of which certain
human gestures in the world are signals, And is is the
faith in this God that (as it did in the religious history
of Israel) evenﬁgates in a hope that reaches bsyond the con-
fines of death,” ‘
Thus, Berger legitimates the Biblical God and gives to Judaism an
empirical foundation. Methodologically, I think that Berger's ap-
proach is a sound one, one that can be applied to Judaism -~ as in |
the case of the Biblieal God. His socliological method is clearly
empirical, and it has deep roots in the empiral tradition. However.
(and here I may be showing myself to be a “liberal theologian") I

think that those translation grammars that Berger so handily dis-

migses as the tools for cognitive surrender, can be helpful
in,expressing, inrthe final stage of the methodelogy, what has pre-
ceded it,. That is, taking Berger‘'s route to a point where trans-
cendence is "per@eived",'such a "grammar” as existential lénguage
could express the route taken, the point reached, and the metaphyg-
ical/transcendent reality that onéinduces, in a way that will ex~
press and fulfill human needs.

And what of the other empirical fheolcgians? Jamesg, 1 feel,
phas value, His emphasis on facts and experience (widely under-
stood) is na% misplaced; and T think we‘are-still gbverned by that
attitude., Such an emphasis can work against the "shallow optimiam"
that one so often sees, His idea of a "melioristic theism”, whieh
holds that though there is no Absolute necessity for'improvement,
things can be béttér,"but man must co-operate with God in doing
the work of the world, parallels certain Jewish Midrashiec references,
where man becomes God‘*s partner in creation., This attitude that the
world can be improved, but with man's help, must never be ignored.

But with James'® pragmatic sanction, I run into diffieulty., I




24,

do not see how - in any way - truth and goddness aie dependant upon
practical consequences, Hitlef may have been "trus" and “good”

for the "good Germans®, but was he "true” and "good” for the rest

of mankindg and especially for those he slaughtered? The ethical
relativism that comes out of James?&umctional view of truth and
value is fraught with problems, If one removes determinations of i
truth énd‘value from the roke of practical consequences, then T

think that James® idea of God as a "workihgihypa%hesis" may have

some wvalue, But here I maintain with Berger that though God méy
have functional use, as a human projection, there may still be a
transeendent reality that is reflected by this projeetion, Jamss
hints at this idea, but only in passing. Such an idea can helﬁ
a congregant, for example, who wishes to establish falith, but is
unable to do so, If one established the "plausibility struecture®

for a belief in Ged, showing how belief in God may lead to certain
practical ccnseqmencesg that inread into belief may st the stage
for a realization that this functional belief is a refleetion of
' a transcendent reality - of the Biblical, commanding God. The Jeww
ish idea of a commanding God is largely lost in functional interpret-
ation, Why should I follow the commandments of something that is
marely the projection of mﬁémagina%ion? So we must see James'! ideas
ag a first step, not to be taken as the end point and as having final
authority in the religious life and search,
I did not find Dewey %o be of greét value, perhigﬁwgigause

some of his material overlaps James® ideas, as well as,the possi-
blllty of subguming Dewey's naturallsm - in whieh God becomes a
ymbol for actualized ideals ~ into the functional svstems of James

and Berger,
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The same holds true - and maybe even more so - for the later
empirical theologians, TFirstly, they give us either Christian sys-
tems, which pose problems to translations into the Jewish tradit-
ion, or systems that are so general and equivocal, that they lose
all meaning. And secahdlyn_in heavy language in stark contrast to
James' wonderfully beautiful style, they all say essentially the same
thing - God is either process or symbol, but either way is susceptible
of a functionai or pragmatic type of'im%erpretati@ﬁa

The eentemporarybempirical theologians each have something
unique to offer - Berthold applies linguistic analysis to the
problem; Meland épplies metaphysics to the cultural milieu; and so
on,  As interesting as these efforts are, T ao not find them very
applicable to Judaism. |

Ahd g0 if one were to apply e&éifi&éirtheﬁlwgy to Judaism, one
must first define the aspects one is referrimg to, In terms of
functional éspects of consequences of "ideas", I find that aspects
of Berger and James would be relevan%ﬂ in the ways I have mentioned,
while the resf of this wealth of materiélp redundant as it is,
would either be superfluous (for James said it first) or inappropri-
ate, The “open" pragmatic, empirical attitude is, to an extent, in-
digenous to Judaism, for it has never besen a dogmatic, doctrinnaire
religion, And since Judaism has always emphasized doing, action,hala-
cha, there is more of a connection with experience,; no matter how
that experience is understood, It must be remembersd, however, that
empirical tggo%%§yﬁ§gﬁ§&335 ﬁ?%m@yﬁiriﬁgiriiﬁﬁf is the resultant of
religious inguwiry, Rather, from experience - whether historical,
aesthetic, daily, or any other - one induces a theological framework

by "experiencing” God, And Judaism, I feel, is susceptible to this.,
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Whether one makes recourse to the historicél survival of the Jew-

ish People, O;Zthe *existential” experience of the modern American
Jew, or to the I-Thou experience, it is part of the empirical
ﬁheological process of inguiry, from which an idea of Judaism may
come forth, And lastly, we can apply the empirical method to Jew-
ish religious phenomena as such - to religious consciousness, @xp@?i;

ence, institutions, and practices. And some good may come out of

these endeavors,

Said the Kobriners "The wise man learns how to serve the
Lord from every phrase he hears, from every event he ob-
serves, and from every experience he shares, We read in
Ecclesiastes 12:13: °(Frem%98verything that is heard
(Learn how to) fear God.'"
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