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MEN WITH SOMETHING TO OFFER

Curtis W. Brannan

When we moved from Maryland down to Charleston,. SMdich was my last duty station,

we brought something that | had wanted for yeans ©ld 1961 Lincoln Continental - and |

underline the word old. | had always wanted one,had the chance, so | bought it and
believe me | don't ever want another--at leastarmobld one. It was great to drive on the
highway, but when anything broke down--and that wfsn--it cost a fortune and it had a
built in gasoline sensor--and you probably knowcan guess what an old Lincoln does to
gasoline. Technology is costly when it gets old eatof tune.

Just shortly after we arrived in Charleston we weué driving on a back road, getting
familiar with the area, when that doggone thing oamh of gas. Fortunately it wasn't hilly
and when | looked down the road | could see a iB&ilb6 sign sticking out of the trees
about 1/8th of a mile away. There was no placeuid gff so | decided to push it to the
station. Ever tried to push a Lincoln? Agony. Twas the longest 1/8th mile in my life.

What broke my heart was that when we got to tha algwe found was an old building
and some old pumps--all empty and rusty and diltpdl Talk about disappointment and
dejection! | literally could have cried.

But this in a real sense is where society seerbs today. This world of gadgets, machines,
and computers seems to have kind of run out ofgyamany people.

There was a time when these same things seemeaidtthie answers to all man's problems,
but now we are looking around at the junk heap awelcreated and wondering if we can
push it far enough to get some new life in it. Ailére are many who feel the same
desperation as that of a young sailor, standinghercorner in a new liberty port with no
place to go; wondering which way would take him sphlace worth being. There is
excitement and activity and it seems like thereuthde something to do. But somehow
there is an emptyness and dissatisfaction with. it a
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Albert Camus seems to me to have captured thengeetif our time and the
meaninglessness that many are talking about, whemrdte the little story of the Myth of
Sisyphus. Most of you have probably read it. Sisgptvas a rather caniving mortal that
was finally relegated to pushing a tremendous stortbe top of a hill. When he got there
the stone would roll to the bottom and he woulddgavn and start all over again, toiling
and struggling his way to the top only to do it@alker again. That, Camus said, is the way
life is.

And many people would agree. So they see a sigmdbe road that says "religion" and
struggle off to it expecting something that willvgilife meaning. But often all they have
found is empty pumps and a dilapidated system e once have held life, but now
stands empty and powerless. "Waterless clouds,is\Nmnfused waves," "fruitless tress,"
"Wandering stars" from which no one can get a diXihd where he is in life. And may |
remind you that Jude was talking about leader©iéenG@hurch when he used those words.
They were, he was saying, men with nothing to oftethis world. And what our world
needs is men with something to offer.

But how can it happen that the Christian Church @ame to this place in history and be
indicted--as we have been and are being--as bemgye irrelevant, and with no viable
message for our world. | have asked myself thagntg, and it seems to me, as | have
reflected on Jude's warnings to the church of g that he pins down and defines the
source of much of the failure that sneaks up on us.

They were empty, he says, because they had "gotieimay of Cain, and for pay they
have rushed headlong into the error of Balaam, @erdshed in the rebellion of Korah."

Three subtle pitfalls that, should we fall intoriheor should | say, when we fall into them,
leave us empty and make religion just another soofdrustration and disappointment to a
world searching for meaning.

Here you see, is the trap of CONTENTLESS RELIGIONe way of Cain. (Gen. 4:3-8)
The problem that day when Cain and Abel came taeshiprand Abel was accepted while

Cain was not, was not that there wasn't a religlmgpening--there was plenty of that--but
that Cain's had no content while Abel's did.
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What | mean is that Cain seems to have come tontlmabent with concern only to do

something religious; with no real reference to wBatd had revealed of himself. In the
Rabbinic teachings Cain seems to be thought di@asymbol of one who doesn't take God
seriously--who defies Him and does exactly whatikes. His religious act is empty and

perfunctory and, thus, unacceptable to the God dsrevealed what he truly desires of
man.

But Jude saw the Christian Faith as something vati content--not just an existential
religious happening having only momentary meanirtge Christian faith is based on and
rooted in the acts of a God who really is, and \Wwhs revealed Himself to man. A God who
claims to have all of life in hand--who createdard gives it meaning and purpose, and
because of this we have real answers that can selse out of the realities our world is
facing today-answers grounded in the "Faith onaeatb delivered,” that will give life
meaning.

And, if we don't believe that, we had just as vieltl up shop because we are living as a
bunch of parasites off a world that doesn't need us

But ours is a gospel with content--real answemman's problems--with something to say to
this technological world of ours. If we ever conmethe place of just doing something
religious, making pious sounds, leading people ifd'wership experience,” without
communicating the content of that faith, then we ampty, no matter how nice the
experience may be.

A second trap is what | would like to call EMPTY ®RESSIONALISM. The error of
Balaam. (Numbers 24)

| haven't time to review the whole Balaam storyNombers 22 thru 25, but do you

remember what the basic problem was? Balaam hamba jgb as a professional prophet
and business is better the more people you cas@l®&alaam could never bring himself to
go along with Barak, the Moabite, and curse Isrhet, neither could he bring himself to

break ties with him. He tried desperately to stantetween and stay on the good side of
everyone. Later we read that he was put to dealieiag the instigator in subverting Israel

into joining her neighbors in the worship of Baal.



4

He was no country bumpkin preacher like Amos--hs @rofessional--and a professional
has to watch out for his image. That's why he wihahe daylights out of that old mule

when he got balkey, and finally the mule just layvd, not wanting to run over the angel.
And the scripture says the Lord opened the mulestmand he said, "Hey man, why are
you pounding on me?" You laid that stick on me ¢htenes now." And Balaam said

"Because you made a monkey out of me." (Actually sleripture says "mockery” not

monkey, but it's the same meaning) A balky muld jga't good for my image as a

professional. You make me look silly.

And as a group, preachers are more worried abeutdignity and professional image than
most folks | know. Maybe it isn't the same with Blanaries but it seems to me that one of
the greatest concerns of many of us who are mylithaplains is to present a professionally
sophisticated image that is more respectable thancountry bumpkin image of the
past--to be acceptable to everyone.

Now please don't misunderstand me, | think we shta professionally competent. We
should know how to use well every tool possiblerdach out to this technological and
sophisticated world of ours, but if our professiotechnique or image becomes more
important to us than doing the will of the Livingp@&then we really have nothing to offer.
Like teachers who know how to teach, but don't kmdvat to say.

The third trap is that of BASELESS AUTHORITY. Thebellion of Korah. (Numbers 16)

Korah defied Moses when, in response to the commor@gbd, Moses told the people to
sew little tassels on their garments so that evieng they looked at them they would
remember "all the commandments of the Lord" and'fudiow after your own heart." But
Korah said "Why do we have to do all that stuffasTithole people is holy, righteous. We
can speak for ourselves, be our own authority.”

Jeremiah deals with this same problem in the wbolgk of Jeremiah. He says over and
over--and demonstrates too-that the emptinessahulef of his people was in "TURNING
AWAY AND REFUSING TO HEAR THE WORD OF THE LORD"-Tuaing to their own
way--to what seemed right to them in the situatiomtheir own authority.
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Could it be that the powerlessness we feel in dhtwday might stem from the fact that, in
the midst of this crisis in technology, we haventd to our own authority and away from
that of God?

We have nothing unique to offer our world unless ltbving God who created Heaven and
earth has in fact spoken and in truth given thisldvan authoritative revelation of Himself.

And He did--He acted in Jesus Christ, and in theotee that act, and its significance, is
perpetuated to men everywhere. The uniquenessroiessage for this world lies in the
authority of "Thus saith the Lord." And it's wher wpeak to our world on the basis of His
authority that ours is a message that can give ensstw life.

Ours is a world that needs men who have sometbidfér, not empty waterless clouds or
noisy confused waves or fruitless trees or wandestars, but men who have something to
offer that is unique and who can answer the nee@8th century technological society.

In these few days we have oppotunity to come afmaghare and reflect on what it means
to stand as a Christian in this world of realityigthis ours. May it also be for each of us a
time of new commitment to the Christ of God who Haeken into our world with a
message of hope and meaning, based upon the autbbthe creator Himself. And may
this be a time when we surrender every tool, talend ability, to the accomplishment of
His will.



MAN'S PLACE IN GOD'S WORLD

Harvey A. Smit

"Modern man becomes every day more conscious offabe that his way of life is
increasingly defined by his surroundings."l Thiatetent by Bernhard, Prince of the
Netherlands, intended as a setting for a studycology related to the pollution problem,
can be understood also in a wider sense. Pollugianborder conflict resulting from the
comprehensive changes which man has made in hissawironment, called technological
society. This creation of man, has taken the plaic&od's creation, Nature, as man's
dominant surroundings.

This shift in the milieu in terms of which man deds himself and his way of life, has been
profoundly disturbing to many Christians. The wodfinature as God's creation, though
corrupted and polluted by sin, remains after alr 'Bather's World' and thus, based upon
our trust in God's loving Providence, in a finahse, our natural home. But can we place a
like trust in man's loving nature to fashion andtcol technological society? Obviously not.
Instead we face a surroundings that threatenshandenize our way of life and rob us of
our personal freedom. How are we to understand tl@s/ surroundings we are
experiencing? How can we influence it as Christiand make it more hospitable to our
human and Christian way of life? These are the tyidg theological and ethical
guestions to which our Confe= rence will direct us.

Our basic theme is, in keeping with the spirit afr dime, an active rather than a
contemplative one. It seeks to define our task maddate as Christians to technological
society, rather than attempting merely to alterdeepen our understanding. However,
leaving to subsequent studies, especially our fipegber, this active question of the
Christian role in creating human society, | intdndexplore the prior question of man's
place in God's world. | shall deal with four facetghis theme: the Idea of Nature, the Idea
of Technological Society, Human Values in TechnaalSociety, and the Humanization
(Sanctification) of Technological Society.



THE IDEA OF NATURE

The idea which men have of their new surrounditgshnological society, appears to be
based to some degree upon their idea of their ofdosndings, the world of nature.
Accordingly we must first consider briefly this priidea.

In ecological terms man lives in a biosphere, omglex, related environment, which

provides the air he breathes, the food and watendeels, and the climate he enjoys or
endures. But this natural limitation in terms ofigfhman initially structures his existence
has not been understood or related to in the saayeby men of all lands or all times.

There have been very interesting differences.

To take but one variation, that of climate and hiwe has resulted in varying human
character, consider the book by the Japanese pphes, Watsuji Tetsuro, entitled

A Climate.2 He distinguishes three basic typesliofate, the monsoon, the desert, and the
meadow. Because of the high humidity, nature inrttemsoon climate is bountiful and
represents 'life' to man. Accordingly man learnsigeation rather than resistance. By
contrast the dryness of the desert is lifeless raatdre represents death. Nature is man's
enemy against which he learns to struggle for bry gurvival. The meadow climate is dry
in summer but moist in winter. It is neither main'snd nor enemy. Its passive subservience
encourages man to exploit and master nature. $tda extreme simplification of a detailed
analysis and discussion, but it illustrates howed#nces in the idea of nature or in the
relation to which man stands to nature, resultanations of man's self-definition and basic
character.

To complicate this matter further, each culture agd has its own varying idea of nature.
To illustrate again briefly, consider how the ide& nature has changed in western
thought-3

The Greek idea of nature was based upon an anélelyyeen man, the microcosm and
nature, the macrocosm. Like man, nature was coeded as alive and intelligent, filled

with living soul and orderly mind. The analogy presed an immediate connection
between these two non-created, semi-divine reslitiean and nature, which connection
explained man's rational and intuitive understagdifinature. Subject and object, natural
and supernatural, man and nature are not trulyrgegghfrom each other. Consequently,
man by understanding (rather than changing) nakeaens to understand himself. 4
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The Biblical teachings of creation and of God'seasial separation from the world of
nature, combined with certain Aristotelian ideasduced a radically new idea of nature by
the time of the Renaissance. The new analogy ischas man's experience in constructing
machines. Nature is seen as a sort of gigantic amesim, designed, put together, and set
going by the divine mind of a creative, omnipot8id. Its rational order is imposed from
without. Mind and body, sacred and profane, sulgect object, God and Nature (and also
man and nature) are sharply separated. They aneasegeing of different substance. After
the analogy of the machine both nature and man lkagebstance distinct from their
function; for a machine is first made, then semiotion. This substance idea increases the
entire tendency of this pattern of thought to dévicolate and contrast into dualities.

A new view of nature has developed in recent yebased upon still another
analogy--human history-5 Now nature is no longeinsas a closed mechanical system with
an imposed rational order, but as an open procébssan inner movement and purpose.
Dualities are being dissolved into new unities. Sabce is being replaced by function. A
thing is what it does. Relations are given cenimaportance in understanding any
phenomenon. Man is no longer seen as isolated tinemvorld of nature but as intimately
related to it. Anything which does not have an akcfunction in man's life (e.g., 'the God
out there') is dismissed as unreal. Reality iswiath functions and acts. Ethical values are
not eternal values imposed on life, but actual wafysrganizing and reorganizing societies.
All things exist for and in relation to each otheature is this interrelated process.

Much of the contemporary ecological problematicesifrom this new functional type of
thinking. Man can no longer treat nature as a @lyinlesigned machine that runs infallibly.
He has interfered and has discovered limits ofrémiee for life that he also must respect.
Man now sees himself as part of this larger lifegess. His own self preservation demands
that he responsibly use and protect nature, fas hepart of it.6 It is against the background
of this change in our idea of nature that we muasisier the variations in the idea of a
technological society.



THE IDEA OF ATECHNOLOGICAL SOCIETY

The idea of technological society is that of a mawnary environment created by man's
technological advances which has in many sensenttle place of nature. Our houses,
clothing, manufactured foods, polluted air, carsd drains, radio and television have
become the primary surroundings in terms of whiehmen now define ourselves.

Many voices have been raised of late bewailing tiels state of affairs and warning us of
its inherent dangers. While no one goes to theemrof the nineteenth century Luddites
who dedicated themselves to smashing all machingoyne do express an uneasy
conscience, as if technological development isra (foPromethean sin, whereby man in
his 'hybris' takes the place of God on earth. Gthpessimistically, see modern man as
helpless in the hands of history, unable to exteitamself from a situation he himself has
caused.? Another voice, Toffler's Future Shockdiote that the increasingly rapid rate of
change in technological society will reach the paulmere man, as "a biosystem with a
limited capacity for change," will no longer be altb tolerate it.8 The most comprehensive
and thorough presentation of such a 'technophdbe is that of the French protestant
lawyer and sociologist, Jacques Ellul in his Thehf®logical Society-9

Ellul convincingly disputes many of the traditiondéas

on this subject. He argues, for instance, thatriiegte is neither a predominantly western
development, nor a practical application of sciemtistorically, technique can be shown to
be an eastern development and one which precededcsc It is to Egypt that Greece

turned to learn techniques and it was contacts thighEast that inspired technical revival
toward the end of the Middle Ages. The Greeks,aHost scientists, did not relate science
and technique, neither did they desire to do sthdkdhey sought harmony and balance in
all things and consciously rejected granting a dami position to technique.10 It is true

that modern science has given a terrific impetugt¢bnological development, but actually
today "science has become an instrument of techditfu

Another popular misapprehension is that Christjaby teaching a conquering attitude
toward nature has "forged the practical soul ofvlest’ and the Christian secularization of
nature and discouragement of slavery have provithked basis for the technological
phenomenon. It is true that Christianity has beeiactor, says Ellul, but the Christian
civilization of the fourth to fourteenth centurieghile a vital, coherent society, was totally
a-technical. The only exceptions might be architectand the technique of reasoning
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called scholasticism. Rather, Christian moral judgte tended to slow technical advance
greatly, and it was only the weakening of Chrissacial bonds after the Reformation that
permitted a climate to develop in the eighteentitwg favorable to technology's rise-12

According to Ellul, technique is not limited to niges. It is far broader. The machine is

the ideal of technique and all techniques tend ¢ghmanize society--but technique as such
is really a peculiarly efficient means. It is a hred which aims to bring order out of chaos
and master things by reason. As such it is not ansi¢o an end, but a means which
becomes its own end, because of its efficiendg & method practiced for its own sake. It
is the one best possible way to do anything, magiieally provable, and thus involves no

human choice as to ends or means. It is the mbeieet way, so it must be used. This to

Ellul is unnatural, yet this is the heart of thewieature' in which man lives.

There are in general three kinds of techniquesn@wic techniques of production and
distribution which operate on nature; techniqueo@fanization, like the state or army,
whose object is society; and human techniques dikgpaganda, genetics, and medicine,
which have man himself as their target.

At one time, technique was an efficient tool usgdrian to deal with his environment. But
from a single factor in a balanced culture, techaitpas developed into an independent
reality which dominates man's society. It is undatr interrelated, spontaneous,
self-propagating, autonomous; a single closed wwoitld its own ideology. It is, in short, an
impersonal monster; the tool created by man whieh mow obeys; the machine to which
man is now being adapted; the enemy of human Bfe-1

Ellul is no fatalist. He believes that man can ceene this enemy. But not while men
continue to approve, as a matter of course, dtinelogical progress and are blind

to the threat this new determinism embodies foir freedom. As long as man abdicates his
responsibility with regard to life's values and Iwibt battle for his freedom, the tech-
nological order will be his fate.

You will perhaps recall a lead article in Time mziga last September which discussed B.
F. Skinner's contention that man can no longeraffieedom, but should rather submit all
facets of his life, his conduct and his culturetéchnological control. There are few
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westerners, | think, who will accept this extremesiion. Even Karl Marx, while
knowingly teaching the use of technique to contr@d communist economy, state, and
entire society, retained as his professed goabtleecoming of the alienation experienced
by the working classes and the final humanisatibtheir way of life. Technique was, for
him, a temporary expedient that would lead finatiythe fully free society.14 While the
Chinese Great Cultural Revolution has adopted acpéar technique, thought reform, to
bring individual attitudes 15 and thinking fully marmony with the socially approved ones,
and Mao Tse Tung in his Principles of Ethics compandividuals to cells in a biological
structure, which may need to sacrifice certainscér the good of the group,16 yet the
avowed goal of the Chinese revolution continuesbéothe recovery of man's entire
humanity and his complete deliverance from all feiwhalienation.17 The surprising thing
to many recent Japanese visitors to China has Heedively human spirit and light
atmosphere of society, that is said to pervadevticde culture.

To return to Ellul, there are various criticismsatthcan be made of this idea of a

technological society. Ellul's ideal of human freedand the balanced harmonious human
life seems to reflect more of a European contirmmatif the Greek aristocratic tradition than

a strictly Christian biblical position. His concapt of the rational, deterministic

order as the enemy of personal values and all ichgia¥ human ends, has little in common

with John Calvin's teaching that the social ordex Dift of God's grace, which prevents the
world from degenerating into the chaos caused 31 8i

Furthermore, Ellul's image of technological socieppears to be constructed on a parallel
to the old mechanical conception of nature. It smsety as an absolutely ordered, closed
system, like a machine, deterministic and impersomasharp contrast to the ideal of
personal human freedom. The dilemma of natural ss#tyeand personal freedom, basic to
the renaissance conception of nature is repeated Ae man was there separated from
nature, here between man and technological soitietg is the same sharp contrast.

There is a repeated swing in western thought betweeaceptions of nature as subject to
man or man's friend, and nature as man's enemiynifas swing seems to be occurring in
the idea of technological society. To the man-iestreet philosopher and technophile, Eric
Hoffer, nature is man's enemy, and technology thenfl that protects him from
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its ruthless power-19 For Charles Reich in his d&khg The Greening of America, the
state, symbol of society, is "the enemy of lifeits20 and the triumphant consciousness
Il which recognizes this enmity, has a deep tinsind love for nature. Nature is life-21
The entire pollution issue has been influencedhis/kind of extreme contrast and imagery.

Just as eastern thought does not conceive of nasutiee enemy of life, so also it holds no
such extreme view of society. It is surprising tvastern observer that Japanese society
can combine a high technological level with animive (natural) approach to life and a
strong emphasis on efficiency in business with epdeensitivity to human feelings and
values.22 Yet the very ability of Japanese sodetgccomplish this seems to indicate that
the western conflict arises from a conception aiety rather than from the necessities of
the human social situation.

There are, in fact, many aspects of Ellul's analgsat might fit the western situation but do
not necessarily apply outside the west, especiadiyin Japan. Japan has developed a
comprehensive technique for ordering society effily long before the mechanical
science-based, technological industry began tonpeited in large measure from the west.
Japan did not in the Meiji era have the individsiadi atomistic social structure, that Ellul
says provides a favorable environment for the ihoapof technological society, yet it
adopted technology with amazing rapidity. Japaritegking has long been characterized
by the relational, functional approach, typicaloats the latest western nature idea, yet it
has not fallen into operationalism, that is, makihg means the end and using method for
its own sake. Yet for Ellul technique is by defioit operationalism. Ellul believes a
technological order is in principle monolithic amevitably centralizes power and control,
yet modern technological Japanese society is ctaized by distinct, separate
bureaucracies and organizational complexes,23 ardefmore, contemporary American
society is also becoming more and more pluralBfic.

To the overwhelming majority of the actual practiters of technology, Ellul's dire,
'sorcer's apprentice' view is wholly unacceptabler. them, although technology has, in
recent years, induced far reaching social changdsgeeatly modified man's milieu, as a
means by which man manipulates his environmenhnigae works within the laws of
nature and can thus be called 'natural. '25 Ohtage it more accurately, as an historical
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process, technique is a part of man's total wevldch is made up of a multiple complex of
processes, including also the process called nafime modern idea of process, based on
the analogy

of human affairs, includes both the natural antinetogical orders.

The theology which expresses most fully this newngrehensive process approach is
probably the writings of Teilhard de Chardin. Ttegigus stages of the progress of life can
be described, he says, as spheres built upon ther Istage, the material cosmos, the
biosphere, the noosphere, the sphere of the deke@nd beyond this, to the sphere of the
hyper-personal.26 Here human socialisation is hodds with nature nor an accidental or
incidental addition. It is rather a part of the gien process by which the "greatest
consciousness has conquered Entropy."27 It is #@wolubecome conscious, with
technology as a new evolutionary tool. Here natevallution and world history have been
made a part of salvation history, understood cosgically. It is the historical process that
unites all these.

Much of the modern reflection on technological sbgiwhile lacking the final theological
approval and inclusiveness of Teilhard, shares hiitinthe process emphasis, characteristic
of the modern nature idea. Peter Drucker in his Af®iscontinuity describes the new
technologies as embodying a new perception of Bys&8 This means that it has the new
relational approach in which function and relattmminate rather than the old approach by
separation into distinct entities. A proper undanging of the new dynamics involved, he
says, will permit man to learn control. Marshall Miban states that out traditional means
of control, by splitting and dividing, or the teéhue of fragmentation, no longer works in
the new age of electric instead of machine tectgyland that we must learn to understand
and control our world in terms of wholes, or ingated systems-29 Herbert Richardson, in
attempting to construct a theology of the techniolaigage, speaks of sociotechnics, a new
type of knowledge whereby man exercises controlonet nature, but over the make up of
his own society. It is based upon a 'participati@ttude’ in which in place of the earlier
subject-object contrast, the controller is involwedhe system he seeks to control-30

Certain basic lines have now emerged in both tka mf nature and that of technological
society, but the problem of man's place in God'sldvoomes to even clearer expression
when we move on to the next question.
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HUMAN VALUES IN TECHNOLOGICAL SOCIETY

To many young people today, the establishment,udict the state, organization,
bureaucracy, and the whole infrastructure of modenmety is the enemy of human life and
values-31 The man who permits himself to be dorehdty this impersonal social order
loses all his human values, becomes hollow, draofedtality, creativity, worth and life
itself.

The explanation as to why technological societysush an enemy of human values is
varied. It ranges from its static character, whikeis movement,32 or a Freudian theory of
all culture as springing from repression of thaddand consequent guilt feeling,33 to
Ellul's view that technique by its very nature sea to tolerate moral judgments or
recognize any limitations, including moral ones.r,Fas the most efficient way to

accomplish anything, it leaves no room for the pmkigses of good or bad use, and as the
means which is its own end, it permits no moralichof ends-34.

In almost every case, this type of view of techgalal society goes paired with a belief in
the "absolute worth of every human being--every."88 The deterministic, impersonal
social order is sharply contrasted with individysrsonal freedom. This contrast or
antithesis is typical of the vast majority of madethical thining. It is reflected further in
the fact that protestant ethics of the last era é&a$rongly personal cast. It is personal
obedience of the individual self to a personal Gduch has become the keynote of
modern ethics-36 This has come to strongest expresa the various existentialist
theologies, where the dialectic of freedom versatune, leads to a personalistic ethics,
which concentrates on the themes of freedom, ressipitity, and personhood.37 A good
example of this is found in the ethics of Paulidfil

To Tillich the existential protest in the name bktindividual person against technical
society is a fight for humanity against the dehuiziag power of modern society-38 This
battle must be continued by the Christian in thmesgaerms. He warns against the 'short
cuts' of accepting technological society in conagve disappointment, or using the church
as an easy solution for all the problems of indailsgociety. The kingdom of God for the
Christian is sought in the unity of persons, andoarsonal values the glory of God is
actualized. The Christian struggle against modenmesy is a 'partial non-participation, '39
a withdrawal into the church where personal valaees maintained, and from which the
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attack on society is planned. But the frontier€hfistian ethical action is the rebellion of
creative life against the degradation of the petspaociety.

While it takes on a far different, even contrastiftgm from existential theology's
personalistic ethics, pietistic influences in ewaiggic and orthodox church circles, have
also resulted in a growing, sometimes one-sidedhasip on the individual person. The
personal experience of conversion to Christ isgmtel as the single thrust of the Gospel
and the influence of converted individuals on sgcthe sole ethical form of Christian
presence in the world. The church is that insttutthrough which individual souls are
saved and in which they learn to live in love wvittleir neighbors; nothing more. The source
of this ethical personalism is not so much the Reérs,40 as the tendency already
discoverable in Tertullian and Augustine to seestlé of the individual person over against
the world, to devalue creation, and to see theathwnly as the vehicle of individual
salvation.41 It is not that such teachings areriorebut rather that they are not the full
Biblical teaching. That is, to paraphrase Matt.233:"these ye ought to have taught, and
not to leave the others untaught.”

It is so typical of modern western thinking untiecently, to consider personal
self-consciousness as that which is alone ultimatsl. Widely separated though they be,
Bishop Berkeley's solipsistic world view which isthing more than the projection of the
individual self, and the evangelical idea that astyls of men, conceived of in contrast to
society and the world, are worth saving, show #raeesgeneral ethical idea. The individual
is the center of worth and value. In theology thas resulted in making the person of God
and the person of Jesus the central ethical thefoes personal God guarantees man's
personal dignity and freedom. The modern argumentGod's existence, the moral
argument, is also based on the idea of person.42

By contrast, much of contemporary thought is giiftits emphasis from the person to
society. It seeks to escape the social determirg@rsonal freedom antithesis. Consider the
approach of the Christian sociologist, Talcott Bass He agrees that technological society
is a deterministic order. Marx showed this in ecoius, Freud in psychology, and modern
sociologists in organizations and social interatd® The common reaction of fear of
alienation and overconformity is understandableweler, technology, by utilizing nature's
laws, has actually given man a healthier, freer IDf course, the individual is not a totally
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free agent. He cannot be. He lives within the knat a threefold deterministic order, but if
he learns to use these social orders in a positagg he becomes free to enjoy a more
complex, higher order of life. Freedom for the indual can be a function and product of
social orders, if he learns how to participate hie system and make it part of his own
nature.

One notices a kinship to the Russian and Chinegerewents. Marx tried by correcting the

social system to attain to true humanism, but adstsacrificed the person now for the
expected person of the future.44 In Marxism allueal are externalized. They are social.
The individual acts morally only when he acts secagromote social values.45 This is the
other extreme from personalistic ethics.

The Chinese cultural revolution is patterned alting same lines, although a specific
technique of reeducation was developed to foraermalizing by the individual of the new
social values promulgated. 'Individual firstism'cisndemned as a democratic sickness.46
Sincerity is not the western conception of thevriial man honestly expressing his inner
feelings and thoughts, but the sincere man is tiee who has submitted totally to the
communist social movement.47 The new identity a&diby thought reform is a group
identity, and 'brainwashing,' is always carriedioran intense group situation. There is a
close continuity here with traditional Chinese e#titheory, which was always "directed
toward the actual practice of man in society."48

Japanese culture has also not traditionally cotasnan and society, as it has not
contrasted man and nature. This antithesis is doiteign to it. In Japan there is no
conception of social organization abstracted orodigd from individual, actual men.

Rather social organizations are viewed as a sefiedirect man to man relationships.
Human values are expressed in society rather thanindividual, although there is a
modern, existentialist motivated student reactigairgst this group-value concept.49

One may seriously question whether Parsons's agipraany more than that of the

communists', can really arrive at individual hunfeeedom. Isn't the person nothing more
than a niche in the system? It is a basic errtnytto catch up the individual man in the net
of a social system. Remember the words of our Lowdcerning even that divinely

ordained social institution the Sabbath, "The S#blas made for man, not man for the
Sabbath." Mark 2:21

The individual's independence and freedom and iitiyegust be maintained, but how can
this be done in a 'process' age, and yet escapéeteeminism-freedom antithesis? A
solution is offered by the Jewish ethicist, Abrahdoshua Herschel. He sees technical
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civilization as man's struggle with nature in tealm of space, but laments the fact that this
conquest of space is achieved at the sacrifichkeféal heart of human existence, time-50
The solution is not to renounce civilization, batdurpass it and gain some independence
from it. For this purpose, God gave man the SabbEtis is the day when men should
abstain from all technical activities-51

The Sabbath typifies the peculiar Biblical emphasisholiness in time, not space. All
primitive religions have holy places, images, ayahisols, but all things of space are finally
at man's mercy. The God of the Bible comes to matime. He is the God of Abraham,
Isaac and Jacob. He calls Israel to become his pebyple. The Biblical festivals
commemorate historical events, not places or cgchappenings. The Sabbath is a palace
in time, made for the sake of real living. Spacga®d, for it is God's creation, but man
transcends space, while time transcends man dveyand his control and power. The dual
Biblical tasks are to conquer space and to saniitifg.

Herschel rejects the modern view of man as pathefprocess of nature. He contrasts
process and event; the first is natural orderst#eond spiritual order. Revelation is unique
event in chosen time, not a part of evolutionalcpss-52

This contrast of time and space is appealing aaditte orientation of Biblical faith, we all
now recognize. But what is lacking here is a pesitBiblical mandate to technological
society. Again human value and personal freedonicaréegatively conceived as freedom
from, and a new dilemma has been introduced. Wierhe connection between the
Sabbath and the rest of the week, between sarictifree and conquered space?

The Christian shift of the Sabbath to the Sundataicly indicates a more positive
conception of the gospel mandate to the world.tRerChristian society is neither an en-
slaving nor a saving order; but rather an ordewlrnich we can create Christian ethical
values. Organizations and institutions as wellhasindividual person, embody human and
moral values-53

One of the key questions is that of normal respmlityi in a technological society. The
pollution issue has made this vital. Techniquegktending man's control to greater areas
has vastly increased his responsibility. Consiseexample-54 At one time no man could
be considered morally responsible for the numbeahdtiren he brought into the world. He
did not understand nor could he control this prec&ut now that men are able to control
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this, they have an unavoidable responsibility. O8lyd can remove it from one. Drucker
says that the 'cop out' movement among the youndgoddy, is a refusal to accept
responsibility in modern society, because they gaze and fear the grave decisions and
terrible weight of responsibility participation society entails.55 The refusal to recognize
such social responsibility by many older people tmshrug off their involvement, is a cop
out in another sense. Both automatic conformitand complete withdrawal from society
are ways of escaping the responsibility of freedstn-

Personalistic ethics of the last era tried to hekn to bear the added burden of social
responsibility. But they attempted to do this bylueing social ethics to intrapersonal
relationships. True love of the individual for imgighbor and '‘concern’ was projected as the
healing for social ills.57 But this is insufficieilo moral achievement of individual good
will can ever be a substitute for the mechanisnsaxfial control-58 The gospel message
comes not only to the individual but also to socaatd the world.

Drucker points out that in technological societgmvsingle social task is being entrusted
to a large institution or organization. All the ksacial decisions are made by organizations.
The perennial myth that the one real gogetter iorganization makes the real decisions is
false-59 But where is our ethics of institutional arganizational responsibility. Are not
these social structures also under the Lordshiphoist? "The Son of man is Lord even of
the Sabbath.” Mark 2:28 And should not the Chnisba working to realize that Lordship
fully in all these institutions?

Our Christian faith should keep us from any naieaaeption of social orders. We are
aware of their demonic side, and yet we must agotlsese institutions as the gift of God's
grace for our good, as Calvin taught. The worlehas only an object of our control for
which we are responsible. The world is also resipba$or us. We not only form the world,
it also forms us. It is not only our task, it is@la gift to us.60 Our responsibility in an
organization and its responsibility to us are lgrgenexplored areas of most Christian
ethics.

While we may consider the Japanese custom of thd h@an resigning to admit social
responsibility as a fruitless formality, it is &alst a recognition of corporate responsibility,
which we in the west seem to lack. Our institutiossally shrug and forget the matter. Our
churches even, often lack a corporate sense obmegplity, so that they break tax or
housing laws with no sense of guilt. Recently ayfokovernment official warned the
religious juridical persons (shukyo-hojin) in Tokymcluding some Christian churches,
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against avoiding the payment of taxes on variouasrgercial enterprises, such as renting
out property for car parking. Japanese organizatalso accept a moral responsibility for
the welfare of their members or employees, that western organizations completely
disclaim, or leave to the law and the union to erdo Neither the 'improve the

world--begin with yourself' ethic, nor the 'improyeurself--begin with the world' ethic are

sufficient. The gospel makes man responsible ih botas.

THE HUMANIZATION (SANCTIFICATION) OF TECHNOLOGICALSOCIETY

Considered in its broadest form the Christian tag& often of late been described as the
humanization of society. Some Christians react regjathis term as an unwarranted

exaltation of the human, and as based upon an spitraonception of man. Others believe

that a truly Christian humanism is both possibld aacessary, as the fullest and best kind
of humanism, based upon the doctrines of man'siocreby God, the incarnation of Jesus

Christ, and Paul's teaching that the Christianraétgd into the human.61 Much depends
upon the content one puts into the word ‘human’.

Two errors must be avoided. The human must noudedhe Christian. The Christian must
not engulf the human. Van Leeuwen contends thatestachnological society has, as it
were, cut off the top of the pagan tower (that wlotdach to heaven, Gen. 11:4) by
secularizing society, the Christian is fully fresen duty-bound, to join the nonChristian in
complete equality in 'building a city and a towarthis world. Humanism can be his goal
in the same sense as it is for a non-Christian.62

On the other hand, some Christians contend tha¢revthere is healing there is Christ and
God's glory is proclaimed."63 This 'New Moralitgflects the same ‘triumphalism' that St.
Ambrose voiced when he said, "..whatever is trwepratter who says it, comes from the
Holy Spirit." Teilhard de Chardin, with his themé divinisation of our activities, tries to
balance the sanctification of human endeavor witle humanisation of Christian
endeavor,64 but one is left with the impressiort the human, will he nil he, is being
sanctified, and even deified as the process coediewer upward.

The relationship between the human and the Chmistidhe humanization ideal reminds
one finally of the doctrine of the natures of Chris the Chalcedon creed; united
'inseparably, indivisibly, unchanged, and uncondiuis¥et a Christian social humanism is
possible, if it is based upon a Biblical understagdof man, rather than some partial
ideological idea of man--whether Marxist collecsiviman or existentialist individual man.
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Calvin and the other Reformers joined the humamttbeir day in a search for true man,
but maintained steadfastly that because of sin, caanof himself know nothing essential
about himself, but needs God to tell him who hdlyea. It is Jesus Christ who is the

center of such a Christian humanism and the newr@aevealed by Christ is the model of
the new humanity. But this new humaneness, recdivemigh Christ, is not an isolated

thing. "By definition the birth into Christian lifes a communal phenomenon. Individual
Christian life does not exist."65 For it is as ammber of Christ's body, the church, that the
Christian lives his new life. Thus Christian hungmiis a social humanism.

Yet this Christian social ethic is never separdteth the personal ethic. It is the personal

grafting of the individual into the vine, Jesus Shrthat gives a personal root to his

Christian existence; and it is the personal retestnp of faith to Jesus Christ and obedience
in love to Him that is the power behind any Chastsocial ethic.

In Reformation theology, it is man and his worksttlare to be saved. Not just the
individual soul, but also his social relations fallthin the plan of God's gracious re-
demption. For Paul the man who is saved, whilenugk is destroyed by God's judgment,
is one who is saved through fire. He has suffergckat loss. Cf. | Cor. 3:15 The prayer of
the Psalmist says: "Let the favor of the Lord owd®e upon us, And establish thou the
work of our hands upon us, yea the work of our kaedtablish thou it." Psalm 90:17.

Yet we tend to vacillate in our view of the humardahe social between extremes. The
fault may be, as Richardson indicates, that we neaghderstand man in terms of three
unities, not two; the individual, the social (inlaton), and humanity (as totality). It is
striking that Japanese social ethics differs b#lgiga that it has centered traditionally in
the totality concept of one people and a God-dess@mation; rather than just in social
relations as the Chinese or the individual perssnn the West. These three correspond to
the three basic theories of value also, the subgatelativistic, and absolutistic theories.

These three cannot be merged in stages as Tetlloasl when he says, "mankind extends
within the cone of time beyond the individual; dils in collectivity upon itself above our
heads in the direction of some higher mankind."@éBr these three aspects must be held
in tension, the individual person, who is individlyaaved, the relational person in church
and society, and the total humanity in Adam ancewed in Christ, the new Adam. All
three of these are the Christian person, and ttheee are one in each Christian. In this
direction Richardson points us theologically. 67
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One question remains that we must deal with yedflgriFrom whom does this technical
world come? What is its source? This reflects Jekffisult question to the Pharisees in
Matt 21:25, "The baptism of John, whence was itthFheaven or from men?" The source
determines what quality it has for us and what idgges it offers us.

Many Christians cannot say from man, for this wobklto deny the omnipotence and
Providence of God. Nor do they wish to say from Gfwit then they could no longer
dismiss the world as being of no concern for thester.

The same problem rises when we speak of the kingafd@od and kingdom of this world.
Are they identical? This leads to an easy, libgnaé of humanism that can lose the Chris-
tian message within the world. Are they wholly sepa? This leads to a complete rejection
of this world, and a gospel message that speaks tonindividuals, calling on them to
transfer their kingdom loyalty, but says nothing the Lordship of Christ over the
institutions, social structures, and forms of th@ld also.

We cannot deny, as Christians, the demonic in soeied the power of the Prince of this
world to misform and misuse all of God's good giftsis. Yet, even as the "whole creation
has been groaning in travail together until now"itiwwg for its redemption (Romans
8:22-23) so also technological society. And evenbafore sin, God's creation was
proclaimed by Him to be good, so also technologscalety.

To me, the courage to live as a Christian in oudeno world can only be based on a deep
conviction that this too is finally God's world;sfigured and misformed though it is by our

sin, hate and ill will, it is never out of the haofdithe God who made all things for His great
purpose, and to whom, in the end, all things walldoibjected.
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Critique of
"MAN'S PLACE IN GOD'S WORLD"

Robert H. Culpepper

When | accepted this responsibility it was with tagssumption that the subject was
basically biblical, and that therefore | would ba ¢amiliar ground. What a naive
assumption that was!

Dr. Smit has given a penetrating analysis of whigthinmore properly be called "Christian

Responsibility in Technological Society." A regedtle feature about the paper is that
though the biblical conception of man is everywhassumed it is nowhere specifically

defined.

Within the limits in which he has defined his sudtj®r. Smit has given us a remarkably
thorough analysis of some of the leading currerftsnodern thought with regard to
technological society and Christian responsibiitgh reference to it. This is not an easy
paper for anyone who, like myself, is unfamiliatiwmuch of the literature upon which it
is based. Part of the difficulty arises from itsmgactness, particularly in the way in which
the essence of whole books is telescoped into paefgraphs. This same compactness also
makes it difficult to follow the many transition$ thought as the author in his attempt to be
comprehensive turns first to one facet of the sttlgad then to another.

Without any attempt to be all-inclusive | would diko pinpoint some of the salient
emphases of Dr. Smit's paper that need to be keptrid in our discussion.

1. The technological society, created by man, kst the place of God's creation, Nature,
as the primary milieu in terms of which man defihesself.

2. Many react negatively to this technological sbgiregarding it as a sort of impersonal
monster. For example:

1) Alvin Toffler thinks that the rapid changes puocdd by technological society may
accelerate to such a point as to exceed the talerawel, and that for this reason strategies
for survival are necessary.
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2) Charles Reich regards the state as the enerhyntist be conquered through a return to
nature.

3) Jacques Ellul contends that technique will braokcompetition because it is the most
efficient way of doing things. Its danger lies retfact that the means become the end, and
that it will accept no limitations, not even mopadlgments.

3. In almost every case an aversion to technolbgmaety goes hand in hand with a strong
emphasis upon individual, personal freedom. Thigrie in the existentialist protest as
illustrated by Paul Tillich as well as in the pstitc, individualistic emphasis in orthodox
circles.

4. Whether we like it or not technological societyere to stay. The crucial question has to
do with the acceptance of responsibility for it ate channeling of the technological
society in directions that are compatible with reaniie welfare rather than inimical to it.
Any kind of cop-out, or the refusal to accept resgbility, is to be rejected, whether it be
the automatic conformity to society on the one hamdhe complete withdrawal from it on
the other.

5. Dr. Smit thinks that we need to take a posisitance toward technological society. While
cherishing individual freedom, he recognizes thathave to deal with social institutions as
well. He feels that valuable insights and direcfimmters are to be found in the following:
1) In Teilhard de Chardin where "natural evoluteord world history have been made a part
of salvation history, understood cosmologically.”

2) In Peter Drucker's recognition that in technaafsociety social tasks are entrusted to
large institutions or organizations, and these hheeesponsibility for decision making.

3) In Marshall McLuhan's insight that we need tdenstand and control our world in terms
of wholes or interrelated systems.

4) And, with reservations, in Talcott Parsons' eatibn that by learning to use social
orders in a positive way man may arrive at a moragex, higher order of life.

6. There must be a synthesis between a personalattl a social ethic. An exclusively
personal ethic cannot cope with the complexitieteohnological society, for example, the
pollution problem. On the other hand, in the Marxdpproach, personal freedom is
destroyed and the person of the present is saatifar the expected person of the future.

7. Dr. Smit calls for a Christian social humanidmttis based on a biblical understanding
of man and recognizes Christ as the model of the menanity. He believes that God is at
work in this technological society, but that it tains ambiguities and stands in need of
redemption just as do nature and individual manréviitnan any other person, perhaps
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Herbert Richardson has pointed theology in thetriglection with his emphasis upon the
need for salvation for 1) the individual personil®) relational person in church and society,
and 3) the total humanity in Adam, renewed in Ghtiee new humanity.

In conclusion, | would suggest the following quess for thought and discussion.

1. What is the biblical understanding of man in Gadorld, which must underlie any valid
attempt to cope with the problems of technologscaiety?

2. Is Ellul's contention that historically Chrigtia

moral judgments tended to slow technical advanak that the technological revolution
waited for the deliverance of man from the socm@hds of the church by the Reformation
(and Renaissance) compatible with Harvey Cox'stiposthat technological advance rested
upon the desacralization of nature accomplishelarbiblical understanding of the

world as God's creation over which man is to eserdominion? Are not both Ellul and
Cox grasping different aspects of the truth?

3. To what extent is God exercising providentiatteol in this technological society?

4. How can we recover the wholeness of the gospetelting to man's total needs,
individual and social?

5. Itis to be noted that most of Dr. Smit's refiees

to Japanese society are positive in tone. To wkigne are his evaluations in this regard
correct, and how can this understanding of Japas@sety be used in the presentation of
the Gospel?

6. Is there a basis compatibility between the ttulynan and the truly Christian, as Dr.
Smit seems to affirm?
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HUMAN ENGINEERING

C. Delmer Johnson

A biological revolution is upon us. Fathered by sophisticated science of today which has
placed man on the moon and nurtured by the urgehbyman need, biological scientific
research has deftly and accurately unraveled dee afiother of the unbelievably complex
secrets of living matter. Such research has moven the study of gross anatomy and
physiology to the investigation of cellular moleaulelements and their function in the
control of life processes. Emboldened by the ihgiaccess in decyphering the genetic code
and artificially initiating the synthesis of thenftic material, DNA, some scientists, and
especially science writers, are now openly predicthe artificial control and early (that is
by the year 2,000)1 synthesis of human life itself.

Albert Rosenfeld in The Second Genesis feels cenfithat "man who has already learned
to remake his physical environment, will now acquir the capacity to remake himself."2
He suggests that this recreation of man can be doim®ut the benefit of the original
Creator's breath and given the keys of moleculatrobman can reproduce himself in any
image that he desires. Even while admitting thesibdgy of a supreme Creator he
speculates that man, if he can eventually disctweh the Divine ingredients and the
Divine recipe, should be able to mix them togethed come up with man without
supernatural assistance.

However exciting the speculation, the pragmatithtia that life may turn out to be more
complex than presently imagined. The individual,ipposedly a simple cell, is in reality
an extremely complex, dynamic organism. Microscopic size, yet within its cell
membrane, thousands of intricate chemical reacttake place. The cell "breathes,”
metabolizes food, sends out waste, receives amdnigs communication and, the most
miraculous of all, reproduces itself with remarlkalgrecision and accuracy. This latter
process is somewhat analogous to a large city ceegpof well developed transportation,
sewage disposal, power and communication systemaisywéh many complex factories in
full production, all of which within a matter of faw hours is able to completely divide
itself equally and form two precisely similar cgief the same size without disrupting any
of the facilities or causing injury in any way teetinternal arangement of either. How is
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this amazing process initiated and controlled?clenge right in feeling that if they can
understand and learn to control the cells, theylvalable to control life? Are they right in
believing that if they can reproduce all of the emllar components and the chemical
structure of the cell they will have life synthesil? Is life really only a complex system of
electrochemical reactions which are controlled bg sophisticated molecular structure
called the "gene" or is life more than the sumt®fmolecular parts?

BIBLICAL VIEW OF LIFE

Although the Biblical statement as to the beginroftjfe is tantalizingly brief, yet it seems
to be quite definite as to the nature of life. "Gotmed man of the dust of the ground and
breathed into his nostrils the breath of life anadnnibbecame a living soul." (Gen. 2:7) In
these few words we recognize the truths of mam®ation from inorganic matter. Even as
inorganic matter had been crystalized through Gdgisamic Word, so the inorganic
materials through the same Word were arrangedarganic matter including all of the
cellular elements with molecular structure, enzymesemistries, and organ systems
perfectly balanced and ready to function but natfyactioning. In other words, all of the
parts were arranged in the proper place and foptbper function but had not yet been put
into action. Some may say that the breath of Gdeere indicating a symbolic gesture and
indeed | believe there is some symbolism presetttah God did not use a similar method
to instill life into the lower forms of life. If weaccept the premise that the breath of God
corresponds to the Spirit of God (John 20:22) wicbreation moved upon the deep as the
energizing force of Creation, (Gen. 1:2) then theath of God may be adduced to
represent the energizing power of God applied ® rarvelously complex molecular
structure thus setting it into motion and causintpibecome a living soul or being. Life,
then, would appear to consist of inorganic matwrverted into organic matter according
to a definite and highly complex plan plus the gizing breath or power of God.

Man may be able to unravel complexities of physiogl chemistry both inorganic and
organic. He may be able to control the mechanismngrfetabolism and reproduction of
cells, organs and organ systems. He may even bdallpply his knowledge to guide and
control in the development and growth of theseugss but the power that gives them active
pulsating life must remain a power with which mawoerates or chooses to disregard, and
not a power that he possesses or commands. Lifie tba@uced to it's common denominator,
is an inter-related and complex system of orgaissues dependent for existence upon
harmonious obedience to the laws governing our d¢eeiand to the continuing
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energizing power of God's Spirit. A cooperative tuea between flesh and Spirit which, at
its most sublime, is also a union of the humanitspith the Divine.

Man, then, cannot look upon himself as an arrayotecules and tissues left to function as
best it can amidst the vicisitudes and dangersafrdriendly environment, but life itself is
a moment by moment fusion of Divine power and fkimd organism. Paul says that "in
Him we live and move and have our being" (Acts 8yiRdicating that we are not like toy
soldiers who have been wound up and placed upostéige to act out their drama until the
motor runs down, but rather, heart beat followsrtheeat and breath follows breath by the
moment by moment sustaining power of the Creatiois Was what Christ meant when he
said "even the hairs of your head are all numbe(ktiitt. 10/30) and that not one single
worthless "sparrow falls without the Father's natidMatt. 10:29) God's involvement with
our physical life is much more intimate and compiean even these statements can convey.
If this be our understanding of God's involvemeithvour cellular biology, then it makes
more significant David's statement in Psalms 18ilt praise thee; for | am fearfully and
wonderfully made: marvellous are thy works; andt timy soul knoweth right well. My
substance was not hid from thee, when | was madedret, and curiously wrought in the
lowest parts of the earth. Thine eyes did see rhgtance, yet being unperfect; and in thy
book all my members were written, which in contincewere fashioned, when as yet there
was none of them." (Psalms 139:14-16)

THE VALUE OF LIFE

What then can we say as to the value of life? Rtwermaterialistic point of view man can
be of no more value than what he can contributhisosociety and environment. Man's
value then changes depending on whether he isdoakas an object of economics, of art,
science or politics. But when viewed as a uniquyaession of God's creative power in that
he was made in God's likeness, capable of the sdimieutes of love, mercy and justice
and endowed with a similar ability as his Creatothink and to plan and to do then we
begin to grasp the fact that whatever man's presarievement, his greatest value lies in
his potential of God-likeness. And with this, ofucse, from the Christian viewpoint must
be placed the added wonder of the incarnation, ifiatnan's molecular structure being
arranged in such a way that Divine substance céus@ with it to produce a truly
Divine-human being capable of effecting man's rgoi@n. That which gives the ultimate
and transcendent value to human life is the patkmtithin each developing individual,
from the moment of conception until final death, pafrticipating in this Divine-human
encounter, of becoming a son of God and an hethefeternal riches of the Godhead.
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At which point can we say this potential does nast? Under what circumstances dare we
say that God's grace is inoperable and salvatioriferitself a mockery? To the
non-Christian, no wonder it is that the Christiardtue on human life seems excessive, but
it is this concept of the exceeding value of indual life which has preserved for each
succeeding generation the most noble and highpst#ens of freedom and justice, and it
is over this concept that some of our fiercest finoattles rage at present.

THE SCIENTIFIC MANIPULATION OF LIFE - IN THE BEGINNNG

The basic unit of organic life is the individualllcéAs mentioned previously this is not a
simple structure but a dynamic unity engaged intiplel and complex processes. Scientists
have been interested in what controls these presesghin the cells and what causes one
cell to do one kind of work and another cell anathaformation of this type is
fundamental to an understanding as to what goesigvio the production of cancer or
malignancy in which the cells seem to loose theli-control and multiply in a bizarre and
unnatural manner. Much research has gone into wksew, if possible, what are the
controlling factors within the cells themselves.3

The controlling center for the cellular functiontis nucleus. Within the nucleus are the
chromosomes or the genetic materials whose funt¢tasnbeen known for some time, but
the details as to how the genetic material was @mbt®ntrol the cell function only recently
has been elucidated. The genetic material is maderimarily of deoxyribonucleid acid,
DNA for short, which is formed in a coiled spirdhscase double helical structure. The
genetic messages which are written out on the DMA ia the form of a four-
letter-code--each letter being a specific chemicahpound of the DNA chain. There are 4
chemical letters in the code which are adeninenthg, guanine, and cystosine. DNA then
transmits its instructions by means of ribonucksa which is similar in structure but is in
a single strand and without the ability to duplkcatself. RNA also has a four letter
chemical code but one of its chemicals is slighifferent from those of DNA. Now upon
these infinitesimal molecular staircases are cdatledentire instructions for every cell of
the body which includes all of the functions of #ie organs, including the secrets of
heriditary, the plan of human development, eveagifig and perhaps of mind and memory
as well. Now all of this information is in everylicef the body. Each cell, of course, has a
double set of chromosomes, one set from the fa#imel one set from the mother.
Twenty-three sets of chromosomes in each nuclewev@fy cell. Although each cell has
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this complete set of instructions for the entirelypget as the cell differentiates most of the
instructions are muted, or covered or neutralizedtteat only certain instructions are
applicable to certain cells. This makes possib&edélls which make up the liver or cells
which make up the bones or cells which go intortteke up of the eye. This remarkable
substance, DNA, then acts as a minute complex ctanum which is programmed all of
the details of the function of each cell as welltlaat function of cell division or the
reproduction of itself. All cells are able to reguze themselves into identical cells
according to the program which is placed within theclear material. That is, all cells
except brain cells and heart cells. Recently bitBNA have been synthesized as well as
RNA and they have been able to function to a degm®rding to the instructions upon
them. This simple approach has given some encomegeto those who feel that given
time the secret of the genetic code, the progratuation upon the genetic material may
be learned by man and controlled or manipulatedw#it to change or to modify
characteristics within the body or within the deyghg organism. Science hopes to
elucidate further what are those chemical reactramsh mute or make inactive the genetic
code and what are the factors which turn it onna¢s. With this information should come
the ability to turn on and off the genetic messaigeill.

One of the tools which has made possible this adbvam cellular research has been the
science of tissue culture. This is the techniquevhich individual cells or tissues or even
entire organs are kept alive and functioning fgesiod of months or years in test tube
environment so that they may be examined, testedtlaeir chemical and physiologic
properties studied in a way that they could notifbtaey were within the body in their
normal state. The most celebrated example of thési¢ culture technique was that of Dr.
Alexis Carrol who in 1912 put into a flask a chinkbeart which was kept alive and
growing for the remaining 33 years of his life.fact it "out lived" its author by another
two years. Here again the impetus to the developuiethis type of tissue culture was the
desire to test medications and drugs against can@physiologic situation which would
help to determine effective methods for controllzancer without subjecting the body to
serious danger.

However, any cell or tissue may be cultured andistlintimately. Because of the interest
in the genetic make up of cells, perhaps the gémereells, that is the ovum of the female
and the sperm of the male, have been studied méeasvely than others. And within the

last few weeks | am sure many of you have readhef duccess which has attended
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the artificial fertilization of the human egg withthe test tube environment and the growth
of this fertilized ovum to a more advanced stage.f& this has not been of sufficient
duration to produce a recognizable human beingwithttechniques improved and refined
it is expected that within time it will be possible take a fertilized egg from its very
beginning to full maturation as a child completelytside the normal womb and inside an
artidicial environment.

In the Christian concept, human reproduction h&ntéeod ordained to be a function of the
marriage relationship. But the possibility of humaproduction outside of the marriage
relationship raises serious moral questions. Adtdsls couple desiring offspring of their
own would have several options. If the husbandsmeps deficient, artificial insemination
may be done at the right moment to fertilize higetgi normally produced ovum. If the
husband's sperm is absent then an anonymous dsperis can be used for the artificial
insemination with the consent of the husband. Gn dther hand, if the wife has no
ovulation or some other abnormality preventing dvem from reaching the uterus, the
ovum can be retrieved from the ovary and injected the uterus at the proper time--called
artificial inovulation. Or if the wife does not haan ovum that can be thus treated, then an
ovum from some other woman could be injected atititg moment into the wife's uterus
to be fertilized by the husband's normal sperm @ndrow to a normal fetus and child
within the wife's uterus. Or if neither husband¥ersn or wife's ovum are available or if
they did not wish to use their own, anonymous dsmould be used for both the ovum and
the sperm and either placed within the uterus efwife to grow and develop normally or
could be grown completely artificially. Probably rame is going to raise too much
objection to the scientific manipulation of life itg beginning if it is between the husband's
and wife's germinal cells and as a means of progigiosterity for them when they are
unable to achieve a normal conception. However,miheomes to the mixing of donor
sperm or ova then it raises the question of sdieradultery or calls for a redefinition of
the term "adultery.” If adultery is simply the cangling of seed then any type of donor use
is morally wrong whether it is done in a test tulrethrough artificial insemination or
inovulation. However, if adultery actually refer®ra to infidelity to the marriage covenant
then it is conceivable that the marriage relatignglan remain inviolate and both partners
continue in a true physical and spiritual uniondahen love even in the presence of scien-
tific co-mingling of seed. As to the possibility &fiture super-market type purchase of
frozen sperm or ovum with accurately labled genehiaracteristics more suitable to the
prospective parents, than their own God-given emdemts, or the wholesale use of
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completely artificial means for rearing of childrenpreference to the family unit and the
marriage contract, these all seem to be directhfraoy to God's plan for man and morally
irresponsible to the Christian.

Normal reproduction begins with the fertilizatiohtbe woman's ovum in the fallopian tube.
This usually occurs between the 13th and 15th diay o the next expected menstruation.
The fertilized ovum begins immediately to dividedato reproduce itself according to
instructions from its genetic material, forming &nate ball of newly formed cells. Within
3-6 days this ball reaches the uterine cavity witeaiaches itself to the wall of the uterus
and goes on to form an embryo and at 8 weeks a tetd after 9 calendar months or 10
lunar months a mature child is ready for delivditye question is, "When does life begin?"
Your answer to this question determines to a gtegtee your attitude towards some forms
of contraception and abortion in general. Therethose who feel that life begins at the
moment of the first breath of the newborn baby.e®hiake 7 months gestation as the time
of beginning of life because this is the time atickhmany babies are viable, that is they
will live if born even at that early date. Otheeke the time when the first heartbeat is
heard which is approximately 5 months gestationjembthers will take the time of first
fetal movement, approximately at 41/2 months gestaA related theoretical question, and
one which has been hotly debated through the destig when does the soul, if it exists as
a separate entity, enter the body? But with whaheow know regarding cellular function
and the completely programmed genetic material kwhiom the very moment of
conception determines the future characteristicliof its detail of the person; and since
we know that if only given sufficient time that ggit program will be completely fulfilled
in the developed mature human adult, it seems logigal to ascribe the beginning of life
to the moment of fertilization.

This does not necessarily mean there is no quaétatifference between the life in a
fertilized ovum and the life of a new born babyeTBible seems to imply such a difference
in Exodus 21:22-24 where a newborn child is equai#d the life of another human but an
unborn child is not. The exact degree of quali@tifference is not stated in the Bible.

In the light of our previous assumption that théugaof life is in its potential, we can
hardly consider the difference great, nor can wer elefine a time when the developing
embryo or fetus is a non-life. If a choice mustrbade between a developing life and a
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mature or fully developed life the latter must beeg preference, but there are scarcely
other circumstances or conditions which outweigh\thlue of the immature individual at
any level of gestational development.

At present a marked change is taking place in theides of the public at large and the
medical profession especially with regard to thdidgations for abortion. It is a very live
issue at this moment in the States and test caselseing presented to various courts of
justice regarding the repeal of present abortiarslad here is an astounding lack of concern
for the rights of the fetus and an excessive cander the imagined discomfort or
inconvenience of an unwanted pregnancy for the eroffhe shift is away from placing the
moral responsibility for the pregnancy upon theep#s to the immoral removal of the
offending fetus for the convenience of the parents.

Historically the only reasons for doing an aborti@ve been in order to preserve the life of
the mother in case such a choice was necessagyisThirelatively rare situation. Even in
cases where there is known to be some possiblertopiy for defect in the developing
fetus as a result of a viral type infection or pbgkinjury, it is not always certain as to the
degree of defect that might be present. Also, hewae to judge as to the value of the life
even of a defective baby? Not all are sufficiembfective to be incapable of living a useful
and productive life. Are we justified then in desting some who would be in this category
because we are fearful that a few might develogciviaiould be a burden to their parents
and society? Much impetus to the cause for abodimmemand has been supplied by the
proponents of planned parenthood who foresee irfutuee a major catastrophe for the
world in terms of over-population.

This in turn brings up a question as to whethés morally justifiable to sacrifice the fetus
for the supposed common good of the community. éf do not sacrifice the fetus and
over-population occurs to the degree that thefarisine and death of a large segment of
the population, is this morally right? Or is whatiight for the individual, the fetus, the best
right for the common good? Rene Dubo 4s tries tkama differentiation between
individual and statistical morality. He suggestattivhat is morally right for the individual
may not be morally right for the impersonal statat group. This is a relatively easy
assumption for him to make since he views all n®ga non-permanent and non-absolute.
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The Christian concept of the value of life is notthe aggregate or group as such but
always centers in the individual. Can we concehantof the situation where our concern
for the individual whether normal, defective or ignproduces such catastrophic social
conditions as to imperil the group's common good®YelLwould voluntarily sacrifice to
prevent injury to others, but involuntary sacrifitgs no moral sanction even if statistically
indicated. The Christian concept of the value & Imust continue to preserve the
individual even at the theoretical cost to the gro8hould not our efforts be directed
toward the salvaging of the individual, whetherafetus, infant or an adult? The problem
of population control can not best be solved thioomass abortions, but must be attempted
with the use of morally proper contraceptive infatan and methods. Unfortunately with
the question of abortion it is frequently not aickdetween good and evil so much as it is
between the lesser of two evils. There is needffequent reminding ourselves that
information regarding all our possible actions #meir results is only partially known.

THE MODIFICATION OF LIFE

Medical science has been concerned with the repand the bringing back to a normal

state of affairs to the sick human body. This hasnbdone usually through surgery or the
application of medication or artificial means wheaural means were not available. The
concept was to make man whole again or normal asngerstood normalcy to be. This

recently has reached a high stage of developmettieirtransplantation of organs when
necessary in an attampt to prolong life. Most drigafaas been the transplantation

of hearts, lungs or kidneys from donors to patievite could not survive without the new

organ.

The chief obstacle to the success of this partictype of modification of the human
organism is the fact that the genetic material Whscintroduced into the body is rejected as
a foreign object and is not compatible with theuss. In order to make them compatible it
is necessary to use strong measures such as Xiwad@ the use of special types of
medications which reduce the bodies immune respahss making it possible for the
foreign material to remain a much longer time witkiie body. The ideal situation exists
when a twin is present who has the identical gematikeup and who can then transfer one
of his organs to his twin with no change and noessky response. Unfortunately identical
twins are not very common and this particular pafadpare parts is not generally available.
However our tissue culture specialists now are @mito come to our help with a
theoretical possibility. As mentioned previouslgck individual cell of the body has the
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complete programmed instruction in the genetic cfmiethe development of the entire
individual. Now if it were possible to unmask ortton on all of this genetic material to its
full extent just as it was in the original generatcell, then any cell of the body should be
capable of regenerating an entire identical humgingo The material that masks or turns
off the genetic code must be chemical in nature thng susceptible to another type of
chemical reaction which could undo it or releadeoin its masking effect.

Interesting experiments have been done in whiagleshfy fertilized tadpole egg has had its
nucleus completely removed and a nucleus from anatbll of the same animal placed in
the original fertilized egg and this nucleus hasrbeapable of producing a normal tadpole
and frog. In one classic experiment the nucleusmfenm intestinal cell of the frog was
placed within the fertilized ovum in place of thegnal generative nucleus and grew a
perfectly healthy frog. These researchers notedeflrenthat this could only be done within
the first few days of life because as the cellsabez more differentiated their ability to do
this became less. This indicated that the genetde doecame turned off in increasing
degree as the organism developed. However, it lengport to the theory that if the entire
genetic material could be turned on and returndtbtoriginal strength then any cell of the
body could be cultured and from its developmengtire human being could be regrown.

Experiments with plants have demonstrated thatishemtirely possible, however there is a
long distance between plants and tadpoles andppkcation of this particular theory to
human beings. However, if it were practically pbssito do this so that a cell from an
individual who was known to have congenital heaefedt or some other serious
abnormality discovered early in life, was cultusedd a new organ grown to specifications,
then, in the future this organ could be exchangedhe defective part within the individual
thus giving him an opportunity to have a normasuis of his own genetic makeup as a
spare part. Now if we carry this a step further aag that we are growing more than just
parts--more than arms or legs, stomach or liverwmiactually grow the entire individual
and are able to grow as many of these individualwe want, all identical--would we then
be justified in using them for spare parts? Wouldyt not be also human just like the
original with brains and abilities and responsesness the original person--would it not
also be immoral to use say the brain or the heateensplant for the original who might
have had a stroke or some incapacitating injuryi® €htire process of growing artificially
through tissue culture using a single cell from trgginal person has been termed
"cloning".
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Such a theoretical procedure has raised all kifdspeculation as to the possibility of

turning out any number of copies of famous peoplassto preserve their identity and gifts
whether intellectual or artistic for the future mfinkind. At present this is speculative and
highly doubtful as to the practical possibilitythre future.

However, our biological scientists are interestedet another method of modifying man
and this is through direct manipulation of the deneode itself to correct any defects or to
modify the genetic code in such a way as to proaidged benefits to the future man. For
instance, we already are acquainted with sevebalrmerrors of metabolism or defects of
the human body which are traceable to genetic moatadr derangements. Knowing that
these occur, might it not be possible to deteantirethe very earliest stages of conception
and by removing these cells operate upon the gheasselves to remove or to correct the
offending genetic code? When we consider the caxtgl®f the cell and the genetic
mechanism it seems almost impossible to considsratiuture possibility. The accuracy
with which this would have to be done would be mhraimal and certainly nothing of this
caliber is even remotely a possibility at this tirRaul Ramsey in his book Fabricated Mans
points out the moral responsibility resting upoe ihvestigator who attempts this particular
type of genetic surgery and failing to do it prdpedevelops a monstrosity or some
aberrant type of human being. He comes to the ageiwei that there are some things that
on a moral basis man should not attempt to do.

Even in our present stage of modification of thenhn body there are moral problems that
confront us. For instance even with the problermsexfuring donors for kidney transplants,
the best material, if an identical twin is not dahble, is mmeone else within the family.
This often produces many psychological problemgiqadarly if the prospective donor,
although retaining one healthy kidney, must lookvard to a possible handicap in life in
the future, and particularly if there is some plosisy that the donor's future responsibility
to his own family and children might be imperileslaresult of such a donation. This does
sometimes assume a moral problem and has gene@tsitlerable psychological tension
within the family unit.

Also there is the problem of availability of artitl kidney machines to be used for those
who have failing kidneys. Insufficient personnebanachines are available at present to
take care of the number of people who need thens. Aighly specialized type of treatment
can be provided as a means of prolonging life fimsé who would die of kidney failure.
How are we to choose who should receive the beokfitr present facilities? Is it morally
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more justifiable to give preference to those whe performing some needed function for
society? Or is it morally proper to provide thisiétion to those who have not yet proved
themselves but have capabilities for the futureettgment? Should these facilities be
provided for the artist or the composer who hasweth to offer to the world--or should it

be in preference given to the housewife who hagameily to raise?

These are sometimes difficult questions and asuwtrare often decided by a committee of
experts who bring all of their discipline and judgmh to bear upon the factors involved.
These decisions should not rest upon single indal&lwhen so much is at stake.

PROLONGATION OF LIFE - THE UNCERTAINTY OF DEATH

Another problem which is often in the newspapesé¢heays is with reference to when is a
person really dead? This, of course, is most ingmbrivhen transplant operations require
organs in good condition and they must be takem fagperson before he has been dead too
long. The ethical question is when can an orgataben from a dead person? What are the
signs that must be present before he is legallytatatly dead and not a living donor who
is hastened to his death by the involuntary donatimt he makes. It used to be that a
person was pronounced dead when his heart stomgzethdy or he stopped breathing or he
stopped communicating with his loved ones. Now passible to keep the heart beating for
an extended period of time after life has ceasékwise through mechanical means the
lungs can continue their function. At times theitbrean be almost completely destroyed
and yet the entire body can be mechanically maiathfor long periods of time in seeming
good health but without any mental function whatsveAre these people dead? Are they
still alive? What is their status? In many courgrédforts have been made to define death
and to arrive at a standard criteria which woultp lmesearchers and transplant surgeons to
know when a person has legally and completely dted.even though death may appear to
be instantaneous or sudden, it, in most instansesgradual affair. Tissues die at different
speeds so that even though consciousness may bediately lost it takes time for the
body to completely die. Taking advantage of thissipossible to revive hearts that have
stopped, to initiate respiration that has ceasad, ta correct circulation to the brain in
order to revive areas there that have been damdded.which once was thought to be
death is now found frequently to be a reversibler@mena. This has favorable aspects for
it means the salvation of some for additional yedrsfe who would otherwise have died.
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On the other hand, it does provide situations iictvimoral dilemmas occur. For instance,
is it morally right to prolong a life of an elderfentleman who is in poor health and has
suffered from a terminal illness for many months?Here a moral responsibility for the
physician to prolong life at all costs? Is therénae to die even as there is a time to be
born? At which time is it morally proper for the yslician to let nature take its course
without interfering? Is there any moral virtue iaelping a person alive after he has lost
contact with the world and has no hope of resurmantal activity? Compounding this
problem of course is the fact that doctors are aletays 100 per cent correct in their
evaluation of the seriousness of the processeg gwinwithin a person. Miracles do occur
and it is possible for those who sometimes appeaethopelessly beyond help to recover
and to go on to useful life. This occurs just freqily enough to keep doctors humble and
to make them cautious in being too quick to giverugheir efforts to sustain life.

A recurring theme in modern literature in regardhie advance of science is the hope that
man will be able to modify his present organisnth® point where he can postpone dieing
and reach an artificial immortality. Modificationf dife and the improvement of the
individual so as to best serve his Creator and fal®wmen is certainly a moral
responsibility for physician and patient as webl. Seek immortality as a result of scientific
advancement in this life is both unbiblical andgbically beyond the reach of man. It can
be expected that materialistic man, basing his siefalife upon an evolutionary hypothesis,
will be encouraged to think that immortality mag Within his grasp.

To Bible-oriented Christians the hope of immortaliannot lie in any type of molecular
rearrangement or improvement. Although God's paweresent momentarily to sustain
life as presently found, the active ingredientdternal life found only in the Tree of Life,
(Gen. 3:22, Rev. 22:14) is presently not on thithedVhen through faith in Christ we have
that privilege of access to that life prolongingify then this molecular structure called
humanity will have access to immortality.

SUMMARY AND AFTER THOUGHTS

What is man that thou art mindful of him? (Ps. &4)ence is eagerly trying to discover the
secrets of life. Each fresh discovery brings tdhtligncreasingly complex and minute
structures which function with a precision, orded daarmony beyond the present ability of
scientific man to completely understand or dupicdiowever tempting the speculation
that man can synthesize life, it does not appepraatical possibility either from man's
present state of knowledge or from the Biblical agpt of God as the sole Creator.
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However, man's endowment from the Creator includesind capable of conceiving,
reasoning, judging and choosing, and of acting upisnchoices for good or evil. As
discovery widens man's horizon of action it alsréases his opportunities to chose rightly
or wrongly. He has demonstrated consistently has bor choosing unwisely.

Religion has not been consulted seriously by thensiic mind for guidance in the moral
choices which scientific progress raises. If relighas nothing to contribute to these moral
guestions, then science may destroy us as certaimdygh more slowly, through genetic
manipulation as through the hydrogen bomb. Scientiéibbling or interference in the life
processes will bring only confusion, chaos andrdeson if not governed by the Christian
concept of the value of life and an understandihgsod's purpose and will for man.
Science must not be permitted to accomplish whatéve able to perform. There must be
moral guidelines which will protect the individual society as well as direct scientific
endeavor into fields which will harmonize with Gltran principles. This will require
spiritual leadership of unusual caliber. Men whdl Wmow God so intimately that they can
be certain of His will for mankind. We need mencotirage who can say "thou shalt not"
when Science comes in conflict with the Creataorterit and purpose. We need men who
can bring God's love and compassion into the ntl@nmas of our complex age.
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Critigue of HUMAN ENGINEERING
Lardner C. Moore

Dr. Johnson has pinpointed for us some importagtes that are coming more and more
into the fore with the advances that are being niadke realm of science in recent years.
Some of the issues are ones with which we havenbedamiliar through newspaper and

magazine articles. Other issues and details aretmemany of us and are rather staggering
in their far-reaching implications for the future.

Dr. Johnston emphasizes the fact that science faglut in recent times some very
awesome and amazing advances--and yet our God se¢htor and author of life and in its
essence life is dependent upon the energizing potv&iod's Spirit, so that Christians are
not to be over-awed by science. | appreciated éneldpment of the Biblical view of life
and his summary statement that ..."Life, then, Wappear to consist of inorganic matter
converted into organic matter according to A dééimind highly complex plan plus the
energizing breath or power of God...." Dr. Johnsays that it is because of the Christian's
concept of the exceeding value of human life tihatre¢ are therefore raging now some
fierce moral battles, and he feels that the Clami effort "should be directed toward the
salvaging of the individual, whether as a fetufanit, or an adult.” This is one of the points
on which Christians sharply disagree, especiallthen matter of abortion, and many of us
are familiar with the conflict in ideals in thisea.

Recent advances in deciphering the genetic codenaadificially initiating the synthesis
of the genetic material, says Dr. Johnson, hasethseme scientists to predict the artificial
control and synthesis of human life itself withiretnext 30 years. For those of us who are
not so scientifically informed as to the complexd§ the individual cell about which
scientists are talking, it was helpful in the pafoerDr. Johnson to liken the work of the cell
to a large city: "This latter process is somewhatl@gous to a large city composed of well
developed transportation, sewage disposal, powgrcammunication systems, and with
many complex factories in full production, all ohiwh within a matter of a few hours is
able to completely divide itself equally and formot precisely similar cities of the same
size without disrupting any of the facilities orusag injury in any way to the internal
arrangement of either.”



CYBERNETICS AND THEOLOGY

Richard E. Seacord

Cybernetics is the study of human control functiand how to replace them by inanimate
systems. We need a simple example of cyberneticshédsame time, we need a simple
example of the art of the theologian in contexthwitybernetics. To get at both these
examples, let us talk about the interface betwean and a digital electronic computer
system.

A digital electronic computer system is a highlymgdex collection of apparatus. Its job is
to do certain operations of human logic. It doesthmany times faster than man can do
them. It operates with moronic simplicity, sincgodrforms only those steps of elementary
logic it has been instructed to perform by its hamaer. Its two bid advantages are speed
and precision. Its major disadvantage is a compietbility to resolve the ambiguities of
human communications. What can it do?

The outside world communicates with it by meansaufed electrical signals. It can decode
these signals. It can also encode signals genevatad itself and convert them to the
language of man. It can display these resultsedadutput, in print, in TV images, or in
oral communications. It can also pass these owgrals to other cybernetic systems
which control processes. Some of these procesees ar

-illumination of traffic signals on roads

-guidance of machine tools

-regulation of valves and motors in an oil refine

-regulation of furnaces and rolling mills in steghking and shaping

-regulation of speed, direction, and internal emwiment of a missile in outer space

-suppression of the discharge of air or water oita recording of physiological signals

from the bodies of hospital patients or astronauts.

The computer system uses a rudimentary internak.cdid can recognize only two
symbols--call them plus and minus. It interpretgussces of these binary symbols. Some
sequences it interprets as commands. These commaotify the condition of its internal
circuits. It interprets other sequences as datpasises data through its internal circuits.
What do these internal circuits do?
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They store pieces of this binary coded data intldda components of themselves. These
storage components are located by addresses. Hdotsa becomes a piece of data to be
stored for reference. They move pieces of storgdd tfam some components to other

components.

They add, subtract, multiply, and divide data.
They compare two pieces of data to determine whethe is greater then, equal to, or less
than, the other.

By performing these simple functions, they can laeleto perform mathematical logic. An
other name for this is Boolean Algebra, named after of its inventors, George Boole of
England, early nineteenth century. Let us see rmwputer systems do this job.

They use three basic logic circuits. Each one ssmts a fundamental tool of logic. The
AND circuit consists of two imput lines and oneuitline. If both input lines receive plus

signals concurrently, the circuit emits a plus aigon the output line. The OR circuit also

has two inputs and one input. If either of its infines receives a plus signal, the OR
circuit emits a plus signal on the output line. W®T circuit has only one input and one
output. It is a very contrary device. If it recesve plus input, it sends a minus output. Its
response to a minus input is a plus output.

Long ago (early twentieth century), logicians caored us that all our human deductive
logic can be performed by connecting propositiogsthese three logical. connectives:
AND, OR, NOT. In deductive logic, we must previoudeclare each proposition to be true
or false. We combine into statements groups ofspaifr these propositions with a
connective in the middle of each pair; such as (B)+ (A + rB). We can then determine
the truth of such a statement from the values, TRUEALSE, which we have previously
assigned to each proposition. In our example: @& + (A + rB)

We can easily figure out that an assignment of TR Rroposition B makes the statement
false, since the rB denies the truth of B. A fdalyssimple set of circuits to handle this
statement would look like this:
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In this statement, we can see that a TRUE valué faakes the statement true.

The logical device we are using, or, rather theclalgdevice we have designed circuits to
use, is called a truth table. The logic a compptforms is simple truth table logic. The
deductive logic you use is simple truth table logic

To understand how man relates to a computer systésnjital to understand that computer
logic is deductive logic. Human logic can be dethecor inductive. As we said before,
deductive logic arrives at a true or false condnghrough a reasoning process based on
the assignment by man of the value TRUE or FALSEhéopropositions man puts into that
process. If man says proposition A is true, a dedeiprocess will treat A as true wherever
A is encountered. In the real world A may be falBkee deductive process will reach its
conclusion in spite of this fact.

Inductive logic is more skeptical, warier. In it maavents a proposition. He does not know
whether it is true or false. Then he puts this ittgd proposition through a process of
deductive logic in combination with other propasits. Man has full faith in these other
propositions. He gets this faith by drawing sucheotpropositions from the real world.

This deductive process is a test of his inventeggsition. If the conclusion appears to be
true in the real world, man assumes that his ireegproposition, or hypothesis, is true. He
keeps assigning the value TRUE to it until someeothest proves it false.
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For example, man's faith in the principle of comaion was shaken by his repeated
observation that some closed systems actually fusts in the course of an internal
reaction.

Man had to admit as true that some radioactive ydpcaduced a loss of mass. He clung
tenaciously to the conservation ideal. He invenltedproposition that mass was convertible
to energy. He tested this hypothesis by constrgdtirs truth table for a closed system:

Mass not constant AND Energy not constant AND Maas energy constant

This third proposition appeared to be true in & world. Man accepted this hypothesis.
Up to now, man has not programmed computer systemsrform inductive logic. A lazy
logician can, however, instruct a computer systemsearch through a set of simple
propositions and plug each one into a deductive Itgst. He is using the computer as an
aid to invention. For example, there is a relatmpdetween the chemical properties of
ions and the crystal structure of compounds witheotons in which they are found in
nature. All the crystals so far discovered in natdo not include all the combinations
possible by chemical properties. Man can use tlmepoter to propose new crystals for
invention.

A computer can compare data. It can store thetsesticomparisons. Within the limits of
the program which a man assigns to it, a compwernosodify its behavior in response to
the results of these comparisons. The process earefeated. The behavioral pattern,
within the program, can be evaluated by man agamsie standard established by man. In
human terms, this is called a trial and error psecdt may even be called "learning by
experience." One example is the computer systernohatan now defeat any human oppo-
nent in the game of checkers.

Some people develop a highly subjective reactiom ¢computer system. They imagine that
the computer has its own personality. They alsogin@that the computer is, somehow,
manipulating them. We shall talk, in a moment, dbbaw some people get these
misconceptions. There are other cybernetic systennsh affect man more profoundly and
which man does not endow with personality. Take erample. Radio and television
transmission systems take sound and sight fromlagation and electronically distribute
them to other locations. The system itself appédarsid of personality. It functions or it
does not function as a tool. All aspects of perBgneemain in the performers, not in the
system. Or another example, the guidance systerohwkeeps an aircraft on the proper
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course and at the proper altitude for its fligtgrplit does this even when all visual contact
with the ground is lost. It may even guide the planto a safe landing without visual
contact with the ground. It functions or the plasméost. Noone endows this system with a
personality. If it is successful, people might sayhat wonderful equipment you pilots use
to keep us passengers safe in bad weather.” tfeis ciot function, people might say, "you
dead pilots and your stupid airline should havedubetter equipment to keep the
passengers safe."

Why, then, do some people endow computer systethspsrsonality?

First, the way a computer system performs dedudtigie is by following precisely those
logical instructions given to it by a human beifiepe human beings involved are systems
engineers and programmers. The computer's logieedopality comes directly from its
human instructor, subject to limitations we willsduss later. Second, the precision with
which a computer system operates makes it appeae tughly reliable. Reliability is an
attribute of personality. Third, it appears to bedulous, as a naive human being might be.
As we said before, it uses deductive logic in whiclmust treat proposition A as true
because its human instructor says that A is troerth, it can be instructed by a human
being to proceed in a more skeptical fashion. i ba told to test the validity of the
assignment TRUE to proposition A against other psiiipns connected to A. If the
assumption, A is TRUE, leads to previously ideatifand programmed contradictions, the
computer can be told to stop work on A and refergbestion of its validity to its instructor.
A computer programmed in this way would appearearore intelligent than many waiters.
Last month at the American Club, my wife orderdtbafudge sundae with mint ice cream.
She received precisely what the waiter was prograchta deliver: one hot fudge sundae
constructed by pouring hot fudge sauce over vaodaream, with a dish of mint ice cream
beside it. Fifth, because computers are logicdktadbey have been assigned some of the
drudgery formerly performed by human beings. Amdhgse tasks are: searching for
references in Biblical literature; comparing physgical measurements against reference
standards in medicine; grading test papers in éducaediting text in journalism;
analyzing statistics in business and governmentl searching for both statute and
precedent in law.

Let us think about a couple of computer systamiegibns and then ascribe a personality
to each of them. In this exercise we will be exangnthe interface between mankind
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and the computer system. An interface is the areehich two entities confront each other.
This is the only place where the idea of a compsystem personality would appear.

The first system keeps track of your gas stati@dicrcard purchases. It holds your account
number. It is programmed to add to your account @ded information it receives about
your charge card purchases. It is programmed térasztbfrom your account any coded
infromation it receives about payments you have ertadthe oil company. It cannot read
the gas station attendants handwriting and it careaal your handwriting on your check to
the oil company. Somebody has to read these ard lputsons on an auxiliary machine to
get the amount of your purchase and the amounbof gayment into coded information
for the system to read.

After all the additions of charges and subtractiohpayments, perhaps millions of them,
have been made each month, the computer systemgsampmmed to write your bill. The
program is like this:

Read next account number/Print name and addressiagsl with this account number on
the bill/Subtract total amount of payments fronat@mount of charges/If result is negative,
print error message for supervisor and read necduwat number/If result is positive, print
"you owe me $ ." on bill/Fill in blank with positv result/If result is zero, read next
account number and save postage/Read next acomumnivien

Suppose, now, that the person who read the chipgeasid pushed those keys to translate
the gas station attendants' handwriting into codelena mistake. Suppose that person
charged someone's else's purchase to your acé@mnknow that you do not just take the
computer system's message "you owe me $" as réagmy a bill. You are going to keep
that system honest and the oil company helps yaitdches all those charge slips to your
bill and mails you the package. There it is--sontgbelse's charge slip, say for $5. And
there is the $5 charge to your account. Nobody @speu to pay that.

You write a note on the back of the offending slgking that it be charged to the proper
purchaser. You write a check for $5 less than yailirand mail both items to the oil
company. The receiver at the oil company follovesdard instructions. Your check is sent
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to the cashier and a record of it is prepared f@ ¢omputer system to process. The
offending charge slip is sent to the billing depaent. The billing department follows your
instructions explicitly. The proper purchaser isugied.

Next month the same computer system goes to workybar account number, the
payments add up to $5 less than the charges inhystary The program says to print
"you owe me $5" on your bill. You now begin to akera personality to this system.
Perhaps a letter will help. You explain that yowwdd not pay for a stranger's purchase.
You tell the rest of your story. The stranger'srghaslip had your note on the back. Please
look at his account. By this time the strangerargh slip has been sent to him, along with
his bill. He has paid everything and has kept @trdged that charge slip. He had no reason
to return it. Months will go by while you and thé company have a futile dialogue. Your
honor will be offended by the insolence of the sygstThe final personality you ascribe to
this system is one which rejects you as an honasiah being. You will not tolerate the
way it resolves ambiguities.

1+9
2+8
3+7
7+ =10
6+ =10
5+ =10
5=10
6=10
4=10

~IETMUO®y

Now the next system we think about has a diffetask. It is going to help us teach some
young children arithmetic. For example, we takéngke set of exercises:

How can we arrange this interface between a comgyttem and a child? Let us try this
idea. The teacher will tell Sylvester to type hame and the name of the course on the
keyboard. We will program the computer to display the screen, "Good morning,
Sylvester, are you ready to try some more aritrongitis morning?" We shall have it
compare Sylvester's answer, YES or NO, with thgsebsls in the computer memory. If
the answer is not yes, we shall program the compatpass a signal to the teacher about
Sylvester and display on the screen, "l wish youldplay

The child will see each problem displayed on a €kéan. In front of the TV screen will be
a keyboard with the ten digits and the alphabat.drhe child can communicate with

the system by using the keyboard. The system canmtmicate with the child by
displaying words, numbers, and other symbols onsttreen. To answer a problem, the
child needs to be told what to do.
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with me. Miss Rector is coming to tell you why.yibu change your mind, please call me
again." If the answer is yes, we shall make themdsr system look up Sylvester's record,
to see how far he has gone in this exercise, wisadore is, and whether he had trouble at
a particular point.

Suppose that, last time, Sylvester had completeB,Aand C, all correct. Suppose that he
had done D, E, and F, all wrong. We have programriexl system, under these
circumstances, to take Sylvester back to the bagyot the series. The system displays on
the screen, "Sylvester, you had a little troubkt kEme with the hard questions. Let's go
back and try again. We'll start with some you kridMow the system puts A on the screen.
Sylvester enters 10 on the keyboard. The systenpaes this with the answer table, finds
that it matches, and displays, "Good, Sylvesten tiee next one." The it displays B, and so
on, until Sylvester misses. Suppose he again mids&&e could program the system to
display, "Sylvester, you seem to be having a littteible with D. Maybe you can find a
clue in C. Let's see them both together. You anivérst, just the way you did before,
then give me another answer for D. OK?" If Sylvestees not answer OK, we program
another call to the teacher. If Sylvester says @k,system displays both C and D on the
screen. When Sylvester enters 10 as his answertteeGystem displays 10 in the box in C.
Then it displays underneath, "That is the rightwaersfor C, now see if you can figure out
the right answer for D. What is it?" If Sylvestayesd not answer 3 this time, our program
should call the teacher again. If Sylvester erBethe system displays 3 in the box in D. It
then returns to the regular routine, "Good Sylvestew the next one," and displays E.

What kind of personality would we ascribe to thistem? Perhaps helpful, or even friendly.
It presents the image of a thing which wants ty playame. At the interface between man
and machine, these systems appear radically difféoeman. One persists in robbing him
of $5. The other persists in helping him. Eachhefse systems is doing everything in its
power. That is, obeying completely, moronicallydgmecisely the commands given to it by
its human instructor. It has no choice in the nmatte

The responsibility for choice in computer systerhdor lies with the same old heros and
villains of our human population. The only diffecers between the people who instruct
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computer systems and the rest of us are languageaaareness. The computer-using
heroes and villains know the language of theseemyst They have a responsibility to
instruct computer systems in that language. Theyaavare of the limitations of these
systems. They have a responsibility, within thasettions, to optimize the effectiveness
of computer systems as powerful tools of mankind.

Theology for cyberneticians must be responsibleltgy. | almost said the theology of
responsibility, because that is what | really meBmse theologians who would cope with
the cybernetic age need to be different from otheologians in language and awareness.
They need to understand the language of the menimgtuct computer systems. They
need to be. responsible for instructing those mmetinat language which both understand.
They need to recognize the limitations of those niéren they need to be responsible,
within those limitations, for optimizing their humaffectiveness as powerful tools of God.

Let us examine some of the limitations of those nleose scientists and technologists. Let
us also recognize that they are not so far apam frs, nor we from them. So, let us use the
pronoun "we" to describe us all.

We aspire first to understand our environment, thenmodify it by putting this
understanding to use. We find that, by using ow kaowledge, we have modified our
environment. The modification is so pervasive thatfind ourselves in a new environment
which we must, again, seek to understand and agtijn, seek to modify.

The job for the technological man is not to setifa complete and final compendium of
universal law. His job is to devise and test neeoties about the nature of the universe.
From these tested theories he will design new w@ogy and new structures. With these
new tools, we will modify our environment again.this new environment will be revealed
again the possibilities of new, untested, theoridge technological man is responsible to
the everadvancing mystery. He is dedicated to atiesl; that is, the revelation of more
mystery beyond that which has already been reveélsdown,-powers, as an individual,
are infinitesimal in relation to his task. Thergas much for him to learn and too much for
him to do. He needs all the power of the feebldstdv® can build with his theories. He
needs all the help he can draw from an enthusiaetiety dedicated to the same pursuit.
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The job for the theologian in context with the realrld is not to set forth a complete and
final definition of the Mystery. His job is to desé and test new theories about the nature of
the Mystery, to proceed from revelation to revelatof further mystery beyond. He should
admit that there is too much for him to learn aod much for him to do without more
powerful tools and an enthusiastic society. He khoealize that these, when brought into
being, will only reveal more mystery.

What power has put us into such intensively act@etact with our environment? What
power changes us when we change that environmeht @face preserves us through
these changes? The dynamics of unlimited power rntowdrontiers of human knowledge
and action endlessly ahead. Man does not haveawergo overtake the Mystery. He can
only pursue it.

R. E. SEACORD - Background
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School. Served in submarines and in submarine arsin shipyards until 1956. Worked
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Critique of

CYBERNETICS

Ralph Calcote

Dick Seacord has effectively introduced us to cgbgcs, "the study of human control
functions and how to replace them by inanimateesyst" He has shown how computers,
"the inanimate systems," can be made to replace imaman control functions. Operating
with "moronic simplicity" and following slavishlyhe instructions of the human operator,
they work with speed and precision. He has stromghphasized that these systems are
merely tools which obey "completely, moronicallpdaprecisely" the commands given by
their human instructors. Even as he was speakirg} ofaus were aware of the tremendous
changes that have been brought about in our oves by the cybernetic revolution, which
has greatly multiplied the goods and servicesdnmatavailable to each one of us for a day's
work. | see no need to attempt to discuss whetieecybernetic revolution is good or bad.
Like the spade, the wheelbarrow, and the bulldabexse systems are accomplished facts
which will more and more affect our society and own private lives. How can we as
theologians use and lead others to use computensy<effectively as the "powerful tools
of God" about which Dick spoke?

Mr. Seacord reminds us that we must be differeainfitheologians of the past in the
language that we use and in our awareness of tpkcations of the cybernetic revolution.

We have a responsibility toward the men who instagmputer systems; to understand
them, their language, and their limitations, that mvay assist them in becoming effective
and powerful tools of God. We must use the res@urnade available by cybernetics to
understand our environment and to change our emvient.

I would have appreciated further indication of ttteanges, both good and bad that are
being brought about by the cybernetic revolutionill list a few of these changes:

1. The vast increase in goods and services avaitalshankind.

2. The increase in leisure time. Even the hard-wmgrkkimben na) urban; from physical
labor to mental; from blue collar to white collar.

4. The loss of many types of jobs, increasing urneympent, and related human and
welfare problems.

** Note by ljd: Point 3 absent in original book
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5. Huge data banks made available immediately itbeegood or bad purposes with data
only as dependable as the human instructors wiviceghem.

6. Instant communication from all over the worleyiding us with more information than
the human mind can comprehend either intellectuallgmotionally.

During our discussion we might consider some offtlewing questions:

1. How can the church minister to and through #isure

time of its members? How can leisure time be madammgful?

2. What is the mandate of the gospel in relatiothéounemployed and untrained populace?
3. How can the dangers of the huge data banks hienlmed? What new laws are needed to
protect the individual from the improper use ofshelata banks? What is being done and
what should be done in this field?

4. How can theologians and churches use advantslyecomputers in our work to
increase efficiency? Are any computers availablelwmight be helpful for small churches
such as we have in Japan? What is the possibifityssng rented computers for data
processing?

5. How can we retain basic human values in theestrdf infinite communication brought
on by the cybernetic revolution?
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REVERENCE FOR LIFE

Yoshiro Tamura

1. Three Evils of the Modern Culture

As to the modern culture it can be said that theee three evils; loss of humaneness,
alienation of oneself, and lack of totality.

Loss of humaneness has been brought about by thermabl development of the
mechanical or technological civilization, which adso an expression of secularity and
artificiality. Therefore, in order to recover hunesuess it is necessary to cry for the revival
of religion and the return to nature. Concerning thvival of religion, Christianity as
representative of holiness will be called up, andcerning the return to nature, Japanese
thought in accordance with nature will be taken up.

Alienation of oneself results from the great orgation of the mass-communicative culture.
Here we should stress

the establishment of subjecthood. Lack of totaditiginates in the excessive development
of the informational or specialized culture. Them should make efforts to regain the view
of the total or unified world. Concerning the abdawe points, Buddhism will be especially
deserving of notice.

2. The Characteristic of Japanese Thought

Western thought or culture, based on the artificghbrmation, placed man above nature,
and promoted the cultivation of nature by man's growhe so-called mastery over nature,
till it came to destroy nature. Destroying naturgnsies destroying man. Accordingly
Western thought or culture is liable for loss ofrtaneness of today. It may be said that a
part of the responsibility lies on Christianity whiinsisted that nature was created for
man's use.

Japanese thought or culture, based on the nataraiion, regarded man in the same light
with nature, and praised natural life or mind. Egample, in the Manyoshu, a collection of

ancient poems, things of human life are always esged in reference to things of seasonal
nature. Japanese people of ancient times obsehedransiency of life just like the
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transition of nature, and gave themselves up tdhiey found beauty in the transiency of
life as found in the seasonal changes. Kenko Yas(i@83-1350), essayist in the middle
ages, defining it as "mono-no-aware" (pathos aigh), insisted that there is a charm just
in it. Zeami (1363-1443), the accomplisher of Naidsin his book named Fushi-kaden or
Kadensho that a fading flower is just charming.dt® insisted that No should be played
according to three categories of jo (arranging)(bdraaking), and kyQ (speeding). Such a
doctrine may be called Japanese dialectic, forigirmates in the natural transition as men-
tioned above. About that time, a similar doctrinesvestablished in the tea ceremony, that is,
shu (arranging), ha (breaking), and ri (leavingh flower arrangement, shin, gyo, and so
were combined with jo, ha, and kyu.

Norinaga Motoori (1730-1801), a Japanese classisaholar also insisted on
"mono-no-aware" and used this concept in annotatiegGenji-monogatari. He advocated
returning to Japanese original life and mind whigre rich in naturalness. He tried even to
drive away Buddhism, because it preached deliverdnram natural life and mind, or
worldly existence. Norinaga admired feelings byunat and found the Japanese spirit in
them. Such an opinion was common to scholars cfetluays.

In the new religions of today we can also see tiaacteristic of Japanese thought, that is,
the accommodation to nature. It is known throughftict that nature worship or animism
supports them.

3. The Concept of Man and Life in Buddhism

Buddhism started with making clear a human beirtge Avatagisaka Sutra or the Lotus
Sutra, classifying all existence into ten realnas la human being midway. It means that
man is a medial being between Buddha, the besglaid hell, the worst being. It proves
that the actual aspect of man's world consists ahé B, such as good and evil, life and
death, oneself and others, young and old, man andan, body and mind, beauty and
ugliness, pleasure and pain, etc. Buddhism preabae# and B exist transformatively and
inter-dependently. In other words, A and B haveémmovable and independent substance.
It expresses that A and B are originally non-dunal ampty Non-duality or emptiness is
the eternal and true aspect of man's world. To ddrathe attachment to the actual aspect
of A and B, and to catch the true aspect of noriguar emptiness is to become buddha.
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As to emptiness, there are two kinds, that is etin@tiness of subject and the emptiness of
object. Positively speaking, the emptiness of stthjgeans objectivism, namely, observing
a thing as it is, while the emptiness of object ngesubjectivism, namely, establishing the
subjective freedom. Buddhism oftenly criticized uratism, saying that it is apt to fall in
fatalism or determinism. On the other hand, howe8addhism made use of the concept of
nature in the above-mentioned case, that is, isé¢hse of objecthood and subjecthood.

In conclusion, the doctrine of non-duality and emggs in Buddhism will be valuable for
recovering totality and subjecthood.
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BIBLICAL BACKGROUND

Lloyd Neve

In relation to the technological society, threegfigms must be asked of Scripture. What is
the world? What is history? What is man? Scriptetks us that the world is the workshop,
history provides the (production) goals, and mathéssteward or foreman.

1. The World, The Workshop

Scripture tells us first of all that the world iseated. This is the witness of all the voices in
both Testaments, from Genesis 1-2 in the histoboaks, from the prophets, Isaiah 40 for
example or the creation hymns in Amos, from thdrRsa33 or 104, but above all from the
wisdom literature where creation is given speampkasis, Proverbs 8 or Job 38-40.

When Proverbs 3,19 or Psalm 104,24 says that the dreated the earth by wisdom, this
can be interpreted to mean that the creation ttextepaccording to God's own rational plan
(Cf. Isaiah 40,13-14). The creation was not acc@hpt in a helter-skelter fashion nor was
it desultory or a result of coincidence. This irad&s order or reason built into creation,
making creation open to rational or scientific istigation.

A created world precludes a divine world in whotdropart. The world is a creature not a
divinity. It is separate from the creator. Terrigas suggested that the motif of spirit placed
together with word in Genesis 1,2-3 (also in PsaB6; 147,18) prevents the interpretation
of creation as a process of divine emanation (PhNmne of those ancient near eastern
divinities, rain, wind, sun, moon, earth, sea, dasds, mountains, are considered divine in
the OT. On the contrary, there is a conscious ettoindicate their creatural nature, sun,
moon and stars, Genesis 1,16; serpent, Genesistli®ldragon, Genesis 1,21; Psalm
104,26; Job 41,iff; the sea, Psalm 104,25; 95,hi&dys has made an interesting study of
the wind in the OT. He finds that even in the estlitexts there is a conscious effort to
dissociate the wind from creation contexts. Thigr@#sents a demythologization for wind.
Both in the Babylonian creation epic as well aghie Ugaritic Baal myths the wind is a
divine helper. This process of demotion continuesater OT texts in which the wind is
only a natural phenomenon and finally, as in Edat#ss, indicates emptiness or
nothingness.
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Finally the concept of creation implies a good wpfbenesis 1,31; 2,1. Imperfections, then,
are not due to the creator but are something faclhwiman must take the responsibility.

The world is created as a home for all living coeas$, Genesis 1,22; 2,19-20; 8,17; Psalm
104,24; including man. In this sense man is notirdjsished from the rest of God's
creatures.

But in the fact that the world is considered a vebidp (or a garden which man cultivates
and works, Genesis 2,15) man is sharply distingaisfrom the other creatures. The
creation blessing to be fruitful and multiply anlll the earth (and the sea) is given to both
man and animal, Genesis 1,22,28; 8,17. But onlynn, Genesis 1,28, comes the
command to subdue the earth, to have dominion "every living thing," or to give names
to the other living creatures, Genesis 2,19 (thesibdity of expressing meaning with
words, that is, language, is the gist of man'sstee authority and scientific prowess).

Subduing the earth, having dominion over everyntivihing, is only a possibility in a
rational creaturely world. It is not a possibility a world whose parts or whole are divine
or semi-divine. Even Prometheus, no mere mortabblitan, was punished when he stole
fire from the gods to give to man. The divine sghisrnot open to invasion by man. Only
when the elements in the world are natural elemearighey be placed under man's control
and studied. And only when there is reason andrdodét into the universe can it be
investigated by scientific means. Lesslie Newbigas said (in An Honest Religion for
Secular Man, p. 32), "The roots of modern sciemneenl a society shaped by the biblical
understanding of man's place in the natural woit.'again, "It is a matter of plain record
that the beliefs and the technique which are drgwiran together into a single world
civilization have their origin in that part of tiveorld which has been most continuously
exposed to the influence of the Bible, namely westeurope... There is no reason to
attribute the leadership of western Europe in tlesetbpment of the modern world
civilization to any special endowment of skill artelligence. But there is good reason to
believe that the rise of modern science and tedgyoWas directly related to the beliefs
about the created world and about man's placewhiith are distinctive of the Bible.” (p.
21ff.)
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2. History, The Goal

If God provides the creation as a workshop, it also be said that He provides history
(time) as the goal or as a norm for man's techmcdébgendeavor. This is true in two
different senses.

First of all, because history works with a begimmn{or former things), Isaiah 41,22-24 for
example, a standard is provided against which pssycan be measured. For example, the
OT remembers a time when iron (a big improvemeet ewonze) is just coming into use, |
Samuel 13,19-22. The technique of iron-working i sot available to the Israelites,
putting them at a disadvantage, economically aridamiy, in relation to the Philistines.
Genesis 4,21-22 also recognizes both music and-met&ing as progress in civilization
over a more primitive time. This text, however, slg®t imply but rather contradicts the
idea of moral progress. It is only technologicabesthetic development.

But secondly, history, primarily in the fact thathas an end or culmination point, can be
said to be the goal or stimulus for a technologsmdiety. Even though the daily task may
retain the aspect of a treadmill, neverthelessp8a®e, in its promise not only of an end in
the sense of termination but also in the senselafination, shows us what we are working
for and towards. It is no less than a new (or resthvheaven and a new earth, Isaiah 35 or
65,17-25 for example, a new world.

At this point it is well not to move too hastily oof the Old Testament. The renewal (and
not destruction) of nature in an eschatologicaltexinis found repeatedly in the prophetic
books. The desolation of the earth is temporagyréistoration and renewal, accompanying
the final redemption of man, is forever, (Hosea92,Paul speaks of the same thing in
Romans 8,19-23. Just as the natural world sufféreceffects of the fall, Genesis 3,17-18,
so the whole creation will share in the blessinghef redemption through Christ. Can it be
said that the Gospel is for all of creation, nat jior man?

In order for history to provide a culmination (aamdoal) rather than just a termination point,
it is necessary to believe that there is a contiongin some sense) of this world in the
new world that God will bring. This is true of tBéble's teaching on the resurrection of the
body. God is not going to terminate my existencd atart all over again with a new
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creation. Rather he is going to give me a new bb@ygrinthians 15. In the same way, God
will not destroy his creation, the world, and stalitover again. There will be continuity
between the world which is man's workshop, anchéne world that God will bring. In this
sense, history provides the goal towards which imavorking. All that is done in the name
of Christ to make this a better world will not beng in vain. It will contribute to the new
heaven and the new earth.

At this point it is necessary to warn against ausgsor misinterpretation of apocalyptic.
Apocalyptic cuts the nerve of Christian serviceslibrt circuits the power, it takes the
spring out of the watch, if it is taken only to mean escape from a doomed and evil world.
The apocalyptic message was aimed specifically diméed audience in particular
circumstances. It was meant, and still speaks todayencouragement for believers
suffering severe persecution and in danger of irentimleath. It should not be used to for-
mulate an attitude towards the world on the paraathurch living and working in the
world.

History, with a culmination point, | Corinthians ,28-28, "the end when he delivers the
kingdom to God the Father," also provides a vataadard. The perfected creation is to be
handed over to God. Will it please him? Will my warease him? Matthew 25,14-30, in
the parable of the talents, closes with an esabgitdl punishment for the unfaithful
servant. But it is also followed by the scene @& kst judgment when the righteous, who
fed the hungry, gave clothes to the naked, andedsihe sick and prisoners, enter into
eternal life. Are not their deeds also includedha new creation? Thus the work that has
value is the work that pleases the Lord. If Brothawrence could please the Lord by
washing pots and pans, is it not possible to beligat a man who loves the Lord also
pleases him when he tightens bolts on a Toyotaoche used by a Tokyo missionary? And
will not that work be received and included as timain's contribution towards God's new
creation?

3. Man, the (Shop) Steward (Or Foreman)

Genesis 1,28; 2,15; 2,20; Psalm 8,5-8; all speakarf's special place as vice-gerent in
God's creation. He is the steward to whom the estaentrusted. He is the foreman to
whom the workshop is entrusted. But vice-geremwatd, foreman, all imply a relative,
not absolute, authority. The foreman (or shop stéjia not the president of the company.
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To say that man is the vice-gerent implies, fifsalh that God is the Lord, and this is his
world. There is no hymn to man in the Bible. Ps&mapproaches this in verses 5-8, but
verses 1 and 9 show that man's glory and honasrdyementioned by way of praise for the
creator, Yahweh the Lord. Psalm 104 places mare aquit of the picture in order to focus
on the creator. The Bible insists that this is Gaddrld. Even the land belongs to Yahweh,
Lev. 25,23. This is the reason for the redemptibtine land and the sabbath of solemn rest
for the land in the jubilee year, Leviticus 25,4hweh also is not dependent on the burnt
offerings and sacrifices brought by man becauss tiee owner of every beast of the forest,
the cattle on a thousand hills, all the birdstlzit moves, Psalm 50,8ff.

To say that man is the steward implies, secondithaity and responsibility entrusted to
him.

The fact that man can act with authority, the that he is made just a little lower than God,
bespeaks the value of human life, Genesis 1,27P%&m 8,4-6. Man is not the measure of
all things, by any means, but human life, investeth this degree of glory and honor,
certainly provides a value standard in a techneklgage. Human life has precedence over
property rights for example. Do property rightségkecedence over civil (human) rights?
Scripture says that in a relative world, human isfenore valuable than any other kind of
life or thing. So in a technological age, next skiag, "does it please God?", the question
of value or worth may be decided by the questianit ‘for the good of man?"

Finally, man the steward implies above all respaitigi. Creation was never handed over
to man lock, stock, and barrel, to use as he please a steward he is constantly held
accountable for his stewardship. He is respondibtethe use of that which has been
entrusted to him. He is not permitted to bury hie dalent, hoping to avoid error by a
careful non-use of all that has been entrustedrto 8o an atavistic desire to return to a
less complicated earlier age is not the answerd@erplexities of our technological society.
Neglect of the stewardship is just as much a viohatof that trust as is misuse.



62

But misuse is the present reality. The shame sfrtlisuse should not be laid at the door of
Christianity with an undue emphasis on the one wasubdue.” Man, the steward is to

subdue the world for the sake of his Lord. He ngis¢ account of his stewardship. Much

of the subduing has had more of the characterped than of development. In the concept
of man the steward is found the most cogent repsassible for good ecological behavior

in a technical age.

A Critique of BIBLICAL PERSPECTIVES
Richard Norton

Considering the fact that the writer has been tioe®am over a vast Biblical landscape, he
has written a good paper setting forth the bibllzatkground of the problem at hand, and
in a way which provides a good outline for us te irsour discussion.

One could easily have been tempted to start out thié more traditional approach, i.e.,
sketching in the biblical concept of God, and tieoving into the three points. But Neve
has kept away from the ontological discussion ef lature of God "in himself’, and has
chosen the better, more dynamic way, indeed, thiéchl way, of coming to grips with his
theme. Through his three points he lets us seedSdbe God who acts and who is known
in his acts. It is this God who has created theldvas his own workshop, who has placed
man in it as his steward, and who has given mae fjhistory) in which to fulfil his
stewardship, all within God's plan. | wonder if ewonsidered changing the order of the
three points. The first point, it seems to me, $esd naturally into the third point--but this
is a small issue.

The first section--the world, the workshop--is higadwell. The basic aspects of traditional
theology are all here, facts which we should frametto time recall, for we live in a time

when the concept of God, not only being involveadun world but also transcending it, is
being blurred over with a large dose of incarnaldheology. As for the command to man
to "subdue” the earth, | wonder if there are amyitd set to this process in Scripture?
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It seems clear that man is free to destroy creagienhis is a freedom with responsibility.
The resting of the land, which Neve mentions later suggests there are ways in which
man is to take responsibility in the process ofdsuihg the earth. Perhaps some of these
would be relevant to our discussion of man in tedbgical society.

The section on history is perhaps the weakestwbestling with the Christian meaning of
history is no easy task. | am not sure just whateNmeans by history as the goal or norm
of man's endeavor. God takes man into his contgareative (recreative) process, and so
history is time extended by a merciful God so man work with God as co-worker in the
recreative process. Man who makes a shambles afdheshop is given time, not only to
put things back in order but to work on toward theitv order which God has always had in
mind. But God has his own time schedule and sethemes a time when man's work is
done and he is held accountable for the work halbas or left undone.

In the discussion on the eschaton several postinphases are made which we will want
to touch on in our discussion. But it would havergood if in a few sentences Neve could
have spelled out more what apocalyptic means, &dfyec'misinterpretations of
apocalyptic" which may well bug our discussion late

In the third and final point ethics are touched miploow does technological man act--and
two guidelines are set forth: does man's activitg ap to something which pleases God,
and is it for the good of man. The question is Wwaetechnological man can actually grow
up into the mature stature of Christ, and in sangdielp others to that same maturity.



THE CHRISTIAN ROLE IN CREATING A HUMAN SOCIETY

R. L. Ramseyer

What is the Christian role in creating a human ety@ Or to put the question a bit more
modestly as well as more specifically for this @ehce, what are some aspects of a
possible missionary role in helping to create a &rsociety in Japan? Is there such a role
for us? Many of us are acutely aware of the vempses handicaps which we face in
attempting anything involving significant change Japanese society. However, | would
like to suggest that we also have some unique adges in attempting to work toward a
more humane society here.

First of all, as Christians, we have as our sadiel love and concern for people as people.
We believe that human beings are never to be mktgulimerely as things. We believe
that God loves all men and that Jesus gave hinfmeHll men. In theory at least we exist
for others rather than for ourselves. Therefore,owght to be strongly motivated on the
guestion of building a more humane society.

Second, each of us lives in Japan as a foreigaeh Bf us has been able to look back at his
own society and culture from the outside, somewlbgctively, to see culture in a sense as
something apart from himself. We know from persaggberience that the way that "our
people" have always done things is not the only tay things can be done. This should
help us to be creative and innovative in thinkibhgat society, free to think about change,
to see that people do not need to merely take srasghey come.

Living as foreigners in Japan also prepares usiatheer way for thinking about this subject.
As foreigners in Japan we have experienced whaedns to be present and at the same
time left out, to be part of the group of our fiiisn yet never a completely full member of
the group, to share with our new friends in fellbyps but always to be different, never
able to completely share in their experiences. ®xperience ought to have prepared
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us to feel with the rapidly growing numbers of pkeowho feel displaced and lost, those
who feel themselves to be outsiders in an urbashystmial, computerized society; those
whose existence causes us to choose topics suthasg a more human society in Japan.
The sensitive missionary ought to be able to uridedsthe problems and feelings of such
people in a way that a solid citizen firmly rooiedJapanese society never can.

When our topic was assigned, we were asked to spesdifically with creating a human
society in Japan.

| interpret this assignment to mean, not that Japarsociety is uniquely inhuman, but
rather that in some more general sense societyhaobecome inhuman and we are asked
to deal with Japan because this is our immediateezb What then is it that we are
concerned about?

Why this sudden concern at just this point in hgtwith things like humanity and
humaneness? Obviously this concern is closely toethe fact that an urbanizing, in-
dustridlizing, computerizing society is creatingwmgroblems for men and causing many to
have serious concern about the possibility of lpsheir identity as human beings, as real
persons. Moreover, these changes in human soomhe ¢o us with the appearance of
inevitability. The quantitative growth of human kmedge, the growth of the place of
science in society, brings with it the rise of teclogy, and technology and science work
together, each promoting the growth of the othea irelationship which can be seen as
benevolent or malevolent depending on one's pdiniev. In any case, this increasingly
scientific-technological society seems to be irsMig accompanied by the growth of cities
and an urban society which is both quantitativety ajualitatively different from the
communal societies in which most of mankind oncedi

Japan furnishes us with one of the sharpest exanplihis change. In 1868, eighty percent
of the people of Japan engaged in agriculture9Bb1 only five percent of the people were
full-time farmers. In 1880, 57 percent of the na#b income of Japan came from
agriculture; in 1960 this had shrunk to eleven eetcin 1890, ninety percent of the
population still lived in rural areas; by 1960 thiad shrunk to 36.5 percent and since that
time the pace has accelerated.
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We need to remember also, that while these chamggsgive us concern and we may talk
about a dehumanized society, many other concereeplg work hard to bring about these
very changes. Japan today is looked upon not aqlgraexample of pollution, but as an
example of successful development which other #ess&loped nations might do well to
emulate. Governments have spent vast quantitiesined and money promoting an

urbanizing society. Prominent social scientists ehaspent their lives analyzing

modernization, trying to discover what it is thaables an economy to "take off", what it is
that enables an "underdeveloped" society to devedopl become an urbanized,
industrialized, comuterized society like the "adwedli' societies of the world. Not only

government leaders concerned about national pdwegrmen of genuine humanitarian
concern work for the development of a modern urkaciety, believing that this really is

for the benefit of human beings.

Social scientists in attempting to describe thel&iof things which happen when a society
moves from the simple to the complex, from a ragdicultural to an urban-industrial base
have used various kinds of ideal or polar typolsgi®erhaps the most helpful in
understanding our problem is the scheme which timeercan anthropologist Robert
Redfield developed to describe the "folk society“contrast to urban society. Redfield's
typology was based on research which he did invtloatan Peninsula in Mexico in the late
1920's. Redfield's folk society is

small, isolated, non-literate, and homogeneous) wistrong sense of group solidarity. The
ways of living are conventionalized into that cadrdr system which we call "culture.”
Behavior is traditional, spontaneous, uncriticall @ersonal; there is no legislation or habit
of experiment and reflections for intellectual endmship, its relationships and institutions,
are the type categories of experience and theitdrgiloup is the unit of action. The sacred
prevails over the secular; the economy is one atustrather than of market. (Redfield,
1947: 293)

The folk society is small enough that people caovkmach other as people. Its members
are all much the same and share the same setusfsvalhere is a maximum of sharing and
a minimum of conflict. Habits and customs are thms. Members of the folk society have
a strong sense of solidarity, of belonging togetfibey are able to communicate intimately
with each other and each person has a strong @airan the sympathies of the other
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members of his society. Redfield goes on to say,

behavior is personal, not impersonal. A "person'yrha defined as that social
object which | feel to respond to situations aso] dith all the sentiments and
interests which | feel to be my own; a person isetyin another form, his qualities
and values are inherent within him, and his sigaifice for me is not merely one of
utility. A "thing" on the other hand, is a sociddject which has no claim upon my
sympathies, which responds to me, as | conceivaathanically; its value for me
exists in so far as it serves my end. In the folgiety all human beings admitted to
the society are treated as persons; one does abingigersonally (“thing-fashion")
with any other participant in the little world dfét society. (1947:301)

Described in this way, the folk society, the sociehich presumably we leave behind as
we move into an urban-industrial age, sounds fulwmaneness. It is defined as a society
characterized by a rich and warm atmosphere ofegpgiron for people as people, in which
each person is treated fully as a person, as@vféllman being. Is it this which we feel we
are losing when we move into the modern urban WWolarl Marx seemed to think
so-when he wrote about the alienation of labor.

What then constitutes the alienation of labour3tFithat labour is external to the worker,
i.e., it does not belong to his essential beingt th his work, therefore, he does not affirm
himself but denies himself, does not feel contentunhappy, does not develop freely his
physical and mental energy but mortifies his boadg auins his mind. The worker therefore
only feels himself outside his work, and in his wbe feels outside himself. He is at home
when he is not working, but when he is working $i@aot at home. His labour is therefore
not voluntary, but coerced; it is forced labouisltherefore not the satisfaction of a need; it
is merely a means to satisfy needs external ttsitalien character emerges clearly in the

fact that as soon as no physical or other compulsixists, labour is shunned like the
plague. (1961:72)

In other words, in modern industry, a man is treéatet as a person, but as a thing, a unit of
labor.
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Both Redfield and Marx are attempting to describéuadamental change in human
relationships which occurs with the shift towarduaban-industrial society. In any society
no matter how simple, each individual occupies almer of different positions in the social
structure, playing a number of different roles. nh @&imultaneously a father, a son, a
husband, a missionary, a citizen, an alien, andynmaher things. Society prescribes
appropriate conduct for each of these. Howevehefolk society defined by Redfield,
these roles are never treated in isolation. Thevitchaal is never thought of in terms of only
one of his roles. In any situation all of his rolesve relevance. What Marx is decrying in
post-industrial revolution European society is tthetse roles have now become separable.
A worker in a factory, while he is on the job, islpa worker, a unit of labor. Who he is,
who his children are, what he does at home, arstigms which have no relevance to his
role as worker. In this situation the person cedsdse a person and can be treated as a
thing. To some extent this trend is obviously it&vie in urban society. In a rural hamlet it
may be possible to know well everyone with whonmliavolved. In the modern city | am
involved with far too many people and it is phy#licampossible for me to know them all
as persons.

How then can we build community in an urbanizindustrializing society? How can we
build community in which people are treated as @es8 How can we build a human
society today? This problem has special relevancddpan because Japan has been able,
with its paternalistic corporations, to retain lenghan most industrial states what Tonnies
called a Gmeinschaft-like society, a society inahhinterpersonal relationships are formed
more or less on the basis of given status-rolessinidtions rather than on the basis of
rational decisions in order to attain certain entsus in traditional Japan the important
social groups have been the household, hamlethipeigood, or corporation rather than
common-interest associations. When these traditignaups are broken up under the
impact of urban mobility, the individual has no isam experience for forming new ties
more appropriate to the new situation. He feel§ isplaced and dehumanized because he
has no relationships in which he is treated asta person. Thus the trauma involved in
change in Japanese society may be especially exté@hge psychiatrist Doi Takeo describes
how the incidence of anxiety-neurosis with regaodnteeting people has increased
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dramatically as the basis of interpersonal relatigps in Japanese society has undergone
radical change. In traditional society there welatively clear ways for an individual to
develop relationships with others which would givien the psychological support he
needed. In present-day urban society there aremget such clear-cut rules, so that when
the individual moves from the village to the city, when the graduate leaves school and
goes out into the world he feels lost and alone tmds to withdraw, developing a
pathological fear of people whom he does not knoegll.wn the old society there were
ways for even a shy person to find a place, inrteeer society this is no longer true.
(1971:125-127)

From what has been said thus far it might seenf aseturn to a simpler level of society
would solve our problem. However no one has yetesded in reversing the direction of
cultural evolution in any significant way althoughfew have built rural utopias which
seem to have solved the problem for a very fewviddals for a very limited time. In any
case, a return to some kind of peasant societyealuld not ensure a society in which
people were treated as being fully human. AlthoRghifield based his definitions of the
folk society on a study of the community of Tepaeate in Mexico, another anthropologist,
Oscar Lewis, studied the same community and fowmalénce, disruption, cruelty, disease,
suffering and maladjustment. (1951:428) He says,

Gossip is unrelenting and harsh in TepoztecaractsFabout people are unconsciously or
maliciously distorted.... Relatives and neighboesquick to believe the worst, and motives
are always under question.... Successful persengaular targets of criticism, envy, and
malicious gossip. (1951:,294)

One suspects that there have been dehumanizitg ittaany human society in any period
of history, that man has always been tempted tat tnes fellows as things rather than as
persons.

However, throughout human history there has alvimen at least a small group in which
the individual could find his identity as a pers@ne suspects that much of the fear in
present-day Japanese society arises from the detblat this group in which the individual
finds his identity as a person is rapidly shrinkiagd may in fact become nothing
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more than the nuclear family. Thus although in cemse we are confronted with a
guantitative change in the size of the significgrdup as it shrinks from the village or
neighborhood perhaps to the extended family andhikingroup and then to the nuclear
family, the change is so drastic that it does bexamfact a qualitative change for the
person involved.

For some the search for identity in modern Japasesrety has led to a kind of nostalgia
for the good old days-taking up the tea ceremoageg, flower arranging, military songs,
or fanatic dedication to the emperor. Others hattengpted to form small utopian
communes, often in a rural setting. But all of thastempts are essentially escapist, they
deal with forms rather than with basic issues, ey provide no solution for the average
urban dweller who has neither the time nor theimation for such activities. For the vast
majority of men including most of us here, the solu will have to lie within general
society rather than in escape from it.

Some of us may feel at this point that the answeour problem lies simply in more
effective evangelism, in winning more men for Chrsnce it is in Christ that we find the
true answer to our identity problems, in Christ bbecome fully human. The sad fact
however is that often in the presentation of theis@ian gospel itself, in evangelism, we
treat people as things rather than as real perstresit people as things, for example, when
| reduce the Christian witness to what Eugene Nalls a mass message-

simplistic answers to unasked questions.... thesmasssage is simply a depersonalized
panacea, which fails to recognize people as peaptetreats them largely as statistics.
Such mass production of the message denies fundaimdiiferences in people's
backgrounds and problems and ends up institutznglifaith as a popular technique for
getting something from God, rather than a pers@malounter with Jesus Christ and a
decision to take up one's cross as a follower @Glucified. (1971:248)

Although Nida here seems particularly concernedhvépproaches which reduce the
Christian message to "Four Spiritual Laws" or serses of scripture which must be
accepted to get into heaven, we could say thdteextent to which we try to force people
into pigeon-holes in our evangelism, insofar as wge methods designed for "the
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Japanese,™the student,” or "industrial labor" asulstitute for really getting to know the
individuals themselves and trying to help them G&eist as the answer to their specific
problems, to that extent we are in reality denyiingir humanity, treating them as things
rather than as persons. If instead of listeningdople and finding out what questions they
are really asking we use an evangelistic approasigded to answer the questions we wish
they would ask or think they ought to ask, we cdadeeat them as persons like ourselves
with whom we must interact and instead treat therthangs to be moved according to our
own wishes. Often our own missionary jargon, tajkalbbout so many "contacts" instead of
people for example, helps us to dehumanize themumown minds. With our lips we
proclaim Christ as the liberator in whom men fihe key to being fully men, real persons
as the Creator intended them to be, and at the siameeour method of communication
denies the verbal message, showing that we realgve that men are things to be
manipulated into the Kingdom of Heaven. Insofawasfall into this trap, to this extent we
contribute to the formation of a society whichasd than human.

Back then to our basic question. Staying within eradurban-industrial society in Japan,
how can we build community in which men can findithdentity as persons, as complete
human beings? This can be broken down into twdéurguestions. Within this rapidly
changing society, how can we develop ways of enguithat we ourselves will be truly
human? And, how can we build into modern societysaat acting which will ensure that
all members of society will be treated as persatker than as things? And the answer
must obviously be that as missionaries living ipalg while there may be a great deal that
we can do to provide answers to the first questioere is almost nothing which we can do
vis-a-vis the second. In this society we are oetsidstrangers, and guests, never fully
participating members. At best if all goes well may be granted the status of honorary
adopted brother, but we will never be full partanps in significant decisionmaking. It is
for this reason that | am suggesting that we resticselves primarily to discussion of the
first question dealing with ways in which we can as whole persons within this society
and leave the problems of structural reorganizatifosociety to those who might conceiva-
bly be able to do something about them. This isto®ay that we are not concerned about
structural issues nor that if we are well informed may not have valuable insights
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which could help those who can work effectivelystructural problems. What | am saying
is that a meeting limited to missionaries wouldnsde be a peculiarly unfruitful place for
discussion of this problem. In any case | wouldgasy that our most fruitful role will lie
not in attempting to do things to make changeshis tociety, but rather in being or
becoming ourselves some of the things which migiitenreal community possible.

For example, real community can come only when arehwomen are ready and willing
to open themselves up to others, only when weeattyrwilling to share ourselves openly
with other people. This is not something for whialssionaries as a group are well known.
We share our goods, our time, our talents, et¢.séldom do we really open up ourselves.
Yet there is good evidence that this is reallywas that men were created to be, that when
we open ourselves up not only is life more plegsaumt our mental and physical health is
much better. For example, males in Western sodiatye a shorter life expectancy than
females apparently in part at least because Westgitnre makes the male role less
expressive, less open than the female role. TheeWwemale, unable to open his life and
share himself, is subject to tensions and frustnatiwvhich make him more susceptible to
physical breakdown (Jourard 1964: 19-30). Openungalves up to others then becomes a
step toward being what our Creator intended usetaridl at the same time becomes a step
toward the kind of relationships on which commumiéyn be based.

Further insight comes to us from the Biblical ursti@nding of the marriage relationship.
Oki Hideo in a recent article on the eschatologimahning of marriage suggests that in the
Biblical use of the term "to know" with referena@edex and the conception of children we
meet the idea that the real purpose of marriages¢ends its purely biological function in
the procreation and nurture of children and invelviae mutual understanding of
individuals as persons. In this sense then hers@esage as a kind of model for the truly
human society which goes beyond the mere groupingdividuals found among other
animals and leads to a society in which people mane together to form the social
institutions which they feel to be desirable andeassary. In this sense marriage and the
home become a kind of training school for develggims kind of mutual knowledge of
people as persons which becomes the basis fasdhisty.



73

Oki goes on to suggest that this is the mystenylath Paul writes when he uses marriage
as a symbol of the relationship between Christ #mel church in Ephesians five.
(1971:66-68)

As missionaries, as foreigners living in a strasgeiety, we should be acutely aware of the
problems involved in building open relationshipslationships of love and understanding
with those around us. In moving to a new land, & seciety, we have experienced in a
sudden and sharp way the problems, difficulties famstrations involved in living among
people without having the relationships with theimck enable us to be fully part of their
community. In some sense, this is the same kinfilustration which all men face in this
urbanizing society. As one anthropologist says,e¥yTbften feel lost and alone in this new
impersonal context, but they mask their insecwitigth an aloof conventional smile, not
realizing that the one at whom they flash this sralso wears a mask and is suffering from
the same insecurities." (Loewen 1965:51) In ordeprbtect ourselves in a strange world,
in a world in which we feel insecure, we put on ask patterned after what we think is
demanded of us, so that from the outside we witleap to be what we think we need to be
in order to be safe. Going back to the idea of, role have a mask which we feel is appro
priate to each of our roles. | have an ideal imdgegexample, of what the role of mis-
sionary demands. Insofar as | can, | try to appeaarmony with this image, hiding those
parts of myself which | don't feel conform to thdealized role-image. A Mennonite
missionary ought to be this kind of person, therefowill try to appear like this, keeping
back all my doubts, fears and interests which woaitdl to distract from this image. When
| first came to Japan | was very conscious of mgsionary-sensei image. | wanted people
to feel that they could come to me with their pesb$ and | would have answers for them.
Therefore | felt that | must try to hide the unsadvproblems in my own life. Only later did
| realize that church people were fully aware of prgblems, but because | felt | had to
cover up, they could not speak freely with me amdwere denied that fellowship which
could have helped us both to grow. | tried to cloBemy real self from public view and let
filter through my mask only that part of myself whil felt was appropriate to the role |
was' playing at the moment. What this means ofsmis that | was doing to myself
exactly what we have said that urbanizing societyds to do. When | failed to make
myself open to others, when | wore a mask whicleaéad only part of myself, | was
treating myself as a thing, not as a person, | etsumanizing myself. | had effectively
separated my real self from the roles which | pteydaturally, if | treated myself as a thing
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rather than as a person it would seem inevitaldedthers would also treat me in this way.
It is hardly surprising then that | was unable tdldthe kind of relationships which lead to
true community, to a truly human society.

Much of the trouble and misery which comes in hursaciety today comes not because
men have deliberately set out to do evil or harmmerst, but because we have grown
accustomed to thinking of men as things or staig@ther than as persons. There is a story
told in India about a very warm, kindhearted, dodgr, maternalistic mother elephant who
truly wanted the best society for all the animalsuad her. One day she was walking
happily through the forest looking up at the bdautlue sky and thinking about what a
lovely day it was. Not watching where she was walkishe inadvertantly stepped on a
small bird and killed it. Of course she felt vegdbabout this, but since there was little else
that she could do she gave the bird a careful band then went on her way feeling very
depressed and watching the path very carefullyttla farther along the path she found a
nest full of tiny baby birds. Now she felt terribl&hese must be the babies of the little bird
which | killed. Now there is no one to care forrhand they will starve, and it is all my
fault. What can | do?" But then she had an ide@réHare babies without a mother because
of my stupidity. But am | not a mother? | will beae a mother to these babies." And with
this expression of maternal affection this kind+tee mother elephant went over and sat
down on these tiny baby birds in their little neBhe mother had fallen into the trap of
thinking of herself and the babies in terms of omiyg of the roles that they played --parent
and child--and as a result totally failed to untsd the situation. Without this full mutual
understanding, her attempt at help ended in tragbedykind of tragedy which has been
repeated countless times in human society.

We can achieve this necessary mutual understarmaitygvhen we stop trying to hide part
of ourselves. Obviously this does not mean thatwllego around forcing our life story and
all of our problems on everyone that we meet. Imdp®pen to others listening is just as
important as speaking, perhaps more important. @gemyself up however does mean
that | will stop trying to hide things in order pwotect myself. | am no longer defensive
about my weaknesses. When | do open up in thistawayother, then he is helped to open
himself to me and a new relationship leading tee toommunity can be begun. Jacob
Loewen records the following experience from Ecuado
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When | was introduced to one of the congregationghe Altiplano as an

anthropologist | was sure that most of the Indiahs were present did not know
what the word "anthropologist” meant.... Precedmgtalk there had been a Bible
story about the public woman who washed Jesus'weéht her tears and dried

them with her hair. Instead of saying some of thiegs that | had intended to say,
| took off from this story and told them a littlet labout myself. Among other

things | recounted (a) frustrating preaching ex@we... and also pointed out
several other experiences in my life, in which Gaatl to deal with me in a

special way. | ended up saying that | was veryefuathat God had had so much
patience with me, but that | was sure God was @ssgood to Indians. | was
wondering now, since | was a stranger in their tmiddether they might want to

share with me some of the things that God was doitigeir lives.

A man got up and asked me what | would do if | leadarreled with my
brother-in-law. Not knowing whether this was a reab hypothetical situation, |
said, "Now you must recognize me as a foreignéio hot know what to do in
your culture, but let's ask the people here what stwould do if you quarrel with
your brother-in-law. (1965:62)

Loewen goes on to relate how this sharing led ttualiconfession and forgiveness and the
healing of a quarrel which had divided this congtem for a very long time. Because

Loewen himself was willing to open himself up arwae his troubles, his problems and
weaknesses, because he was willing to be seem raot ideal role as an anthropologist or
missionary, but as a real person with real wealageas well as strengths, those with whom
he shared were also able to drop their masks aitdi fielations between people rather than
only between roles. In this way Loewen was able#éie a definite contribution toward the

creation of a truly human society.

This illustrates what some have come to feel isntlost significant role for the missionary
today, the role of the missionary as catalyst. Tisns that the missionary is less involved
as an actor in the process of change, yet becausethere things happen which otherwise
might not have occurred. (Taber 1970) Our own d@rpees may not be as dramatic as
Loewen's in Ecuador, but each of us, in our chdetlowship and in our other personal
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relationships by being open and honest ourselveselp others to do the same and build
the kind of social relationships which help mefiinal their identity as persons. However, if
this is our role as missionaries, it obviously degsea great deal more on what we are than
on what specific work we do.

The Christian, because he is a Christian, be lediomissionary or Japanese citizen is in a
unique position to make a contribution toward thiding of this human society because
as a Christian he has nothing to be defensive aboutce to save, no reason to try to hide
the less lovely aspects of himself. In theory astethe Christian ought to find it
comparatively easy to be completely open about dlinvgith others. When the Christian
begins to be concerned about what others thinkirofre has already fallen a long way
from Christian discipleship. | think it quite plain the New Testament that as Christians
we do not belong to ourselves, nor do we existdorselves. We are rather agents of
reconciliation, men who speak for Christ (2 Coriatis 5:18-20), and as agents we are
concerned about what has been entrusted to uaponat what happens to ourselves.

In 1970 I interviewed a great many Mennonite chuegders, pastors and laymen, in Japan
and Taiwan, asking them about missionaries for ftitare. Will there be a place for
missionaries in the future, and if so, what wilhtiplace be? Everywhere the answer was
the same. "Yes, there is still a big place for misaries, there is much that they can do. If...
if they are the right kind of person. We need mdrownow how to cooperate. We need
men who are open and frank, men who can share éheess men who will work as part of
a team, who will do what needs to be done." Thesple are saying, "Give us men who
are capable of opening themselves, of buildind¢imahips on a personal basis which will
lead to the building of community, a real communityich will include both them and us."
And | strongly suspect that this need and desinmeoispeculiar to Japan and Taiwan, but
will be found in essentially the same form in arytpf the world, among any people.

These men are more concerned about what the masgi®) about his being, than they are
about the precise activities which he will carryt,ohis doing. And here | believe is
something basic which produces a great deal oiderfer a great many missionaries. |
imagine some of us here are growing increasingyive because | have gone on and on
without any concrete suggestions for things whieghmight be doing. | have done this for
two reasons. First because as | tried to make eletive beginning of this paper, | do not
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believe that there is anything significant whicly af us can do to change Japanese society.
Obviously the social structure of Japanese sootgf any society, the structures which
bind men, distort men, and make them less than huread to be changed and it is part of
the Christian task to work at this change. Butriagor contribution which you and | can
make will not be by doing something to bring abolinge. The second reason | have not
dwelt on doing is that | believe we are called upmmsomething a bit more radical. Arthur
Gish in The New Left and Christian Radicalism putdearly, "We are not called to make a
sick world well. We are called to act well. Thisaigpowerful political act in itself. It means
being the revolution.” (1970:124) This is the trodyolutionary path for the Christian. lvan
lllich tells of the following development in his owife as a missionary.

It was a turning point in my life as a mission ealac when a Doctor told me, "Your pupils
will deal with the indios exactly with the delicaeyd loving tact with which they believe
themselves treated by you." He did not tell me tHwvhich you treat them" ... but "with
which they believe themselves treated by you."dswhen | discovered that as missioners
we will be judged even more on our deep attitudes tour external behavior; that as
missioners we assume a new responsibility to descand develop properly these often
unconscious attitudes. (1970:107)

This idea of being truly open to people, of lettihg human society begin with myself, is

not an easy one to carry out. Last year | discussisdat some length with a group of

foreign students studying in American universiti€geir reaction was blunt and honest.

While this may be the ideal for us as Christiahsytsaid, we cannot open up ourselves in
this way. It would leave us defenseless, at thecynef others. Some said that they had tried
it in a small way, but they had been hurt and wawddtry it again.

Interestingly, the most closed missionary | knowoagives the appearance of being the
most active in doing. Unwilling to share of sely, apen up self to others, one uses one's
sense of call as a kind of defense mechanism,ngdhenetically here and there in a flurry

of activity. Yet there is no community and thisiwidual is not treated as a real person by
others and seems unable to appreciate people pkepPerhaps all of us are tempted to use
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doing as a substitute for being and run the riskobeing full of sound and fury, but
signifying nothing.

Today there are many missionaries leaving Japasiréited because they feel that there is
no longer a meaningful role for them here. AndyfHaving a meaningful role here they
mean being able to use their talents for doinggthito their maximum potential, they are
absolutely correct. Almost any missionary couldadmore significant work in his country
of origin than he will be able to do in Japan. Haild preach to more people more
effectively, administer a more efficient programad more people to Christ, withess more
effectively to government and society, counsel mpse®ple who need help. Almost
anything we could name can be done better in the &nd culture where one "belongs."
Only if we shift our priorities from doing to beirgan we see a creative role for ourselves
in building a more human society in Japan. Here tbea unique challenge which faces us
today. We can use our experience of foreignnesdjeofg outsiders, to gain a deeper
understanding of the need for community and of takationships which can build
community in our world today.

The most tersely cogent words | know on this wevergto us almost two thousand years
ago. Unfortunately many of us have come to regheintas somewhat trite because we
learned them when we were so very young and haael ltbem repeated so often, often in
a frivolous context. However taken seriously theydnthe key to a truly human society.
"Treat other people exactly as you would like to tbeated by them" (Matthew 7:12,
Phillips). Recognizing yourself as a multifacetedividual, see others in the same way.
Refusing to hide part of yourself from others, avitie temptation

to force others into categories where they can baipulated. If we will drop the masks
which we have put on to defend ourselves, so ttiers can see us in all of our roles, as
total human beings, we can cease thinking of edoér grimarily as units of some larger
whole. Resisting the tempta tion to fit each otimto typological pigeon-holes, we can
learn to see each other for what we really aretegad each other as persons. As we work at
this will not so much be creating a human socistyva will be becoming a human society
ourselves.
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A Critique of

THE CHRISTIAN ROLE IN CREATING A HUMAN SOCIETY
Clement Walbert

Bob Ramseyer has asked us to consider the quekbancan we foreigners living in Japan
build community in which people can find their idiéyn as persons, as complete human
beings? His answer is that we as defensive, clogeasked missionaries should
demonstrate wholesomeness, acting as whole perbgnspening up, by taking off our
masks, and that we should work toward building opelationships of love and mutual
understanding. Emphasizing the being aspect ohtissionary, rather than the doing or
role-playing aspect, he concluded that only bytstyfour priorities from doing to being
can we see a creative role for ourselves in bugldimore human society in Japan.

The emphasis on being in this paper is a wholesconeective note. However, it seems
appropriate to point out

a few areas in which missionaries who have develepgeoleness and openness can act to
help prevent the massive breakdowns of both th@&lsooder and individual personality
which Toffler has called "future shock." Peoplelvilcreasingly need "personal stability
zones" where they can establish and maintain emgluglationships through life, despite
radical changes in other areas of life. Missiorsadan help local congregations in Japan
become this kind of community.
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There will be an increasing number of people gdhrgugh transitional experiences with
greater frequency in technological society. Misaitgs can encourage the development
of laymen counselors trained to give support ang gjuidance to people in various
transition experiences.

There is an increasing need in fast changing spfoetcommunities which keep alive older
traditions, life-styles, and patterns of thinkidg.the same time, Toffler suggests, enclaves
of the future where radical experiments with unknevare encouraged and permitted will
also be necessary in the society of the future.sidimries who have developed an
openness toward others and an inner wholenessi@alll to recognize and encourage both
the conservation of tradition and the breakingradlitions in the church to meet the needs
of people.

A traditional role of the Christian missionary Hasen propagandist for his beliefs. To the
extent that our beliefs help make sense of theyaigzwhirl of events and processes that
have shaken the foundations of society and perddeatity, we should continue in this
active role. If today's changes cause us to questione of our beliefs, then we should
stand alongside our Japanese friends and searethéodor those truths that will restore
our common humanity. As a whole person, the missyppmeeds to participate in the
painful task of critically sifting our inheritedaditions for the authentic message for people
in a technological world. In shared activities likeese, perhaps being and doing come into
a wholesome and truly helpful balance.
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CLOSING SERMON

Jack Marshall

| feel this morning much like one of the two cowsthe pasture who looked over the fence
and saw a beautiful semitrailer truck go by with lieautiful stainless steel tank. On the
tank in big letters was printed, "Homogenized, @easted, Inspected,
Vitamin-D-Added-Milk." The one cow turned to thehet and said, "Now doesn't that
make you feel inadequate?”

It has been a good conference, it's been my fwsdl | didn't want to come. In the early
years of my ministry | felt that to the holding odnferences, there would be no end. But
this has been a good experience. I've enjoyed it.

The subject we have discussed has been very mdalnifigne technological society
reminds me of the story of an efficiency expert veme to the factory. He went up to one
fellow and said, "What are you doing?" He said, tiilog." He went to the next fellow and
said, "What are you doing?" He said, "Nothing." &fé you are,” replied the expert,
"duplication already."

One thing that our technological society has den®igive us television. Somebody said
that the greatest thing about television is th&iag allowed some Christians to get caught
up on the movies they missed for the past 20 years.

I would like to read something to you from the bd@akt of My Mind by Joseph Bailey. "In
his stimulating column in The Church Herald whichda publication of the Reformed
Church in America, Howard Hageman says that a fiiomn Henry Lyte's hymn, "Abide
With Me," recently triggered his thinking about clge.

'‘Change and decay in all around me | see'. It ddvareme for the first time that to the
author, a good Victorian that he was, the two wordse synonymous. To him change
meant decay. And it was as simple as that. For gdoeen Victoria herself, change was
something which was highly improper.

'What puzzles me," Hageman continues and speaksohdéne church in the United States,
which can apply to other areas, 'is the way in Whihis attitude appears to have
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been so thoroughly transferred to the mind of yipécal American Protestant Christian. It
puzzles me because it was not always thus. At éng time when Victoria was steadfastly
setting her face against any change, we in thisittpwere delighting in it. To us at that
point of our history, change did not mean decagetant progress. With wild abandon we
discarded the old and threw open our arms to wedctile new. We were people who
claimed above all others to have realized that tdoes not stand still and that destiny
belongs to those who are willing to march with fineire.

We resist change. We hark back to the 'good olé.t&g Marshall McLuhan suggests in
his interesting analogy, our attention is fixedtba rear-view mirror of the past, rather than
the scenery of the present or the curve in the tbad will reveal the future. And the
rear-view is rosy tinted. Everything looks greatenht is past. Everything we choose to see,
that is. The rear-view mirror is highly selective."

"Perhaps we oppose change because it involvesWskknow this present situation, we
don't know what the changed one would be like drad'd true. But all life, even simply

staying with the status quo also involves risk. fhar church it is the risk of a lost audience,
the risk of empty pews and the risk of a vanishexegation.”

This conference has impressed upon my mind moreediiar, the need for change. During
these days, a lot has been changing in my own pafrexperience. | don't know what your
family situation is, but if you have teenagers ouyhome, you are probably beginning to
revalue a few things and take a new look at ottiegs. | hope you are. And | hope you are
beginning to probe, if you have not been probingaly. | have three children. Two of

them are married., living in the United States. skh&ids are very much a part of the
modern scene. And | have to thank God for my Kaisthey have brought spiritual renewal

to my life. They forced Dad to take a look at a fawmgs which he has not been willing to
look at before. Now this can be exciting! Grantédan also be threatening. But many of
us are afraid to change because we would rathe@obsistent than right. And to change
would mean that maybe we weren't right. Or maybewere right for that time but we are

not right today. It has been an exciting thing both my wife and | to face this change. |
said once to a group of young people, these wessiomary's children, "When you stop

changing, you are dead."” And they said, "Mr. Malishiaat's an indictment,” and they are
right!
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When the church stops changing or stops lookingstops probing or when we as
individuals stop changing, we are dead. Changareatening, there is no doubt about it.
There is something out there and | don't know vithiat but to me, that's the challenge and
excitement of the day in which we live. It's exagito live in this technological society.
There should be excitement and | hope | can ldaigeconference even more excited. What
a day in which we live! Change may come hard, lattig on the excitement that can take
place in your life, in your experience with God,tagether you face today's world.

The old formulas, the old ideas we have hung orgitee us security but not excitement.
And to face new situations with God brings vitakityyour Christian experience whether it
be in your home with your children, in your chumhin the society as a whole. When you
walk into that principal's office, and your boytigere, you are either going to panic or you
can say, "God, this can be exciting too."

Some of us are nervous about change and it rermedsf the story of a young fellow who
had a church in the country. These were down-hoeaplp, and they did a lot of shouting
in their worship services. The young pastor wenthw city and got educated. He decided
that he had to change the whole situation so he dmok and told his people that there was
no need to worship God like that, and they wereagad change. They were going to be a
part of the sophisticated society. Well, he hadwady under his hand except one deacon
who just couldn't adjust to this. And everytime dtarted praying, he shouted, "Oh, God!"
and shouted through the entire prayer. The longesrayed the louder he got and the more
irritated the young preacher became. When the @ldw got through praying, the young
man just stood there vibrating and said to him,d@@m Jones, | told you before, God is not
deaf.” The old deacon looked at him and said, "¢goiglow, you are right. God ain't deaf,
but he ain't nervous either!" Well, we may be nessabout the changes but I'm sure God
isn't.

You know, Jesus says a lot to us. | don't knowoif are reading Jesus these days, we are
reading everybody else. | can remember soing thr@ghase when | preached, "Jesus is
not our example. He came to be our Savior!" And ttpreached hard and long! And there
were those who were preaching that Jesus is oungraand deemphasized his being our
Savior. It seemed like there was no place for tivseminds to get together. However, they
are coming together in my personal experiencevé liead a personal relationship with God
through Jesus Christ for many years.
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I am just now recognizing the fact that God hasnind forming me to the image of His
Son, Jesus Christ. And if that is the direction @othking me, | want to know where | am
going. I've taken a new look at the New Testamemigw look at the life of Jesus Christ. It
is amazing how little has been said about JesussiGhrthis conference. But He gets to
you. | am a Christian and Christian means "Chrigt.6 And a "Christ one" is one who
follows Jesus Christ.

We have got a movement today called the "Jesudg@éop

Do you know why they call them "Jesus People?" Bseaa lot of these kids are simply
trying to be like Jesus. That may be an over-sificplion to you. But | think, gentlemen,
that they are trying to bring us back to somethirag a Christian. | am a follower of Jesus
Christ. Therefore | want to know what Jesus haslalp | want to know if Jesus Christ has
anything to say to me today, to this situation.

As | have gone back into the gospels to look atliteeof Jesus Christ, | think | am almost

as excited as some of the young people. | know ythathave all read things about this
movement. Now, wherever you have something hapgensomething else always

develops. But believe me, there is, at the cerftatl ¢his, a group of kids who are going to
force the issues with the church, just like thengpeople in your family are going to force
the issues as far as you are concerned. They agomg to put up with the veneer or the
masks. They want them torn away. The truth is,réa Jesus wants to deal with the real
you. And that is what it is all about. So they aght!

Can | read you something that | think applies? desid this. "One day an expert on
Moses' laws came to test Jesus' orthodoxy by askimgthis question: 'Teacher, what does

a man need to do to live forever in heaven?' Jel®d, 'What does Moses' law say about
it?"

'It says," he replied, 'that you must love the Lgodr God with all your heart, and with all
your soul, and with all your strength, and with ydur mind. And you must love your
neighbor just as much as you love yourself.'

'Right!" Jesus told him. 'Do this and you shaléllv

The man wanted to justify his lack of love for sotgpes of people, so he asked, 'Which
neighbors?'

Jesus replied with an illustration: ‘A Jew going a@ririp from Jerusalem to Jericho was
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attacked by bandits. They stripped him of his dstnd money and beat him up and left
him lying half dead beside the road. By chancevaskepriest came along; and when he
saw the man lying there, he crossed to the otlter sf the road and passed him by. A
Jewish Temple-assistant did the same thing; he,léfiohim lying there. But a despised

Samaritan came along, and when he saw him, heldelp pity. Kneeling beside him the

Samaritan soothed his wounds with medicine and dged them. The he put the man on
his donkey and walked along beside him till theyneato an inn, where he nursed him
through the night.

The next day he handed the innkeeper two twentiadbllls and told him to take care of
the man. 'If his bill runs higher than that," helsd'll pay the difference the next time | am
here.'

Now which of these three would you say was a naghb the bandits' victim?' The man
replied, 'The one who showed him some pity." Thesud said, 'Yes, now go and do the
same."

| see the pharisee and | see many of us. Howeeenaps today, it can't be said that the
church is not looking. | think we fall more intoetltategory of the second man than we do
of the first. But we have all identified sometimeather with the first. We would rather be
identified with the pharisee than with a samarit@tause it better fits the image we are
trying to project. He is on his way to a meeting. isl giving the image that he is very busy.
He sees the man. He doesn't let on that he seeartdrwalks on his way. Now thank God
that day is just about to an end as far as thecbharconcerned.

The fact we are meeting here during these daysadkidg about a society and the needs of
that society reveals that we are at least stopjeingok, and this was the second fellow. But
gentlemen, it's not enough. He stopped and lookdd aan hear him say, "The poor soul-"
Beautiful! He has a heart of concern. He reallydder that fellow. "Poor soul,” he says, "I
want to remember to tell the folks at the templeigbt about the man | saw.” And that
night he says to the people, "l saw a man by tte af the road. Yes, and he was all beat up,
stripped naked, the consequence of sin. Let's forakiim.” Well, prayer is good, but this
doesn't help the man by the side of the road.

The man who did help him was a despised Samawtad.this reminds me of a story |
heard recently.
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This happened to a family in the United States iy of you have been to the United
States lately, you know that our highways are bémgded. Our young people are on the
road and they are all walking along with signs #mely are all travelling by air, "Air you
going my way?" They are all on the move. They drdrassed in comfortable clothes and
many wear long hair. Well, this family was doingrsotravelling and they were in their big
automobile, going down the road. Here was a baakfsé of young vibrant children very
much a part of the scene today and here are tremtsain the front seat making many
disparaging statements in regard to the young kaaged people on the road. This went on
straight across the country and the kids in th& Isaat were just as uptight as kids can get
but there wasn't much they could say. They wepemtmunicating with Dad & Mom, not a
bit!

Now, they were coming along this super-highway #rete was a Volkswagen microbus

ahead of them. Also what's happening in the Urfdtades is that these kids are getting old
Volkswagen buses, and painting them up with flovaerd love slogans. This family passed
this Volkswagen and the parents said, "Oh no! Latothat. A whole car load of them," and

zipped by the old bus. Well, pretty soon the terapge gauge on the family car started to
climb into the red. Soon the steam started to firmum under the hood. Father pulled over
to the side of the road and said he would go antim next town to get help. He got on the
highway and tried to flag down a car. Well, all $bostraight people in their beautiful cars
went zooming by.

Now, who do you think stopped? You are right! Tlesglsed Samaritan. Out of this old
microbus jumped long haired kids with big smilég/Hat's wrong Mister? Got trouble with
your car? We'll help you!" You know something? Tiest of the summer he never said
another word about long haired kids. Now these gopeople are trying to say something
to us. And | think Jesus was trying to tell us stiimg) and that's why he didn't have a good
hearted Pharisee do this. Now frankly, | don't wantdentify with long haired kids. But
when it comes to being like Jesus, | have to saspime ways they are closer to it than we
are. And here, I'm glad to identify with them.
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Now Jesus says, "Go and be like this Samaritant' @od | don't want to be like
Samaritans, they are despised, they are looked dgeam, tell me to be like a good
Pharisee. But Jesus didn't say be like a Pharideesaid be like the Samaritan. | get the
picture. It's dirty. And he gets down in the divg gets his trousers dirty, and the man he is
helping is stripped of his clothes and bleeding dinty. And believe me, this is a very gutty
situation. | don't like this kind of situation. bd't like this kind of involvement. Yet | hear
Jesus say, "If any man would deny himself," no, dety himself candy, movies, dance or
whisky. No! He said deny yourself, and | want tefzenyself. And | hear Jesus say that the
man who loses his life for my sake 'finds it and than who keeps his life will lose it. You
say, "But the Samaritan had nothing to lose." Youraght, and he had nothing to protect.
And I've got too much to protect. I've got too muchose. And I'd rather be like a Pharisee.
Jesus says, "Come on back Marshall," "Come over had look at people and look at
society, will you please?" And | look at the sogibut | don't think | really see it. But |
want to see it. | want to get involved in its neddsw, | don't know what | can do.

| don't know how | can get on my knees and wragah&ounds. | don't know what it's all
about, | don't know where God is taking me.

But | may be like the young fellow who told me harig ago, "We are not looking for men
with all the answers, we are looking for men whe asking the right questions." Maybe in
my experience, | am beginning to ask some righsgoies. | say, "God, how?", "What can
I do?" Now there is an interesting thing here. T&a&maritan took this man to the inn,
bound his wounds, put him in the room and the nexthing when he got up he went to the
inn keeper and paid this man's bill and went onwag. And we say, "Wait a minute. Aren't
you going to wait for your 'thank you'? Aren't ygaing to wait for this fellow to come
down and tell you how good it was that you were dhé/ one that stopped and helped
him? Have you had a chance to talk to him yet? Hawue given him your pitch? You
haven't told him that you have a meeting every 8yrad 11:00 and if he can come, please
make it. You haven't told him that yet, have you?"

Someone asked in this conference, what is loveRkEdto say love is giving. Giving of
yourself and wanting nothing in return. That's widdristmas is all about because God
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gave of Himself. And this is love and love is gigin

Now I'll tell you something. If that night there metwo meetings going on, and the
Pharisee was preaching in one meeting and the 8amar the other, do you know which

meeting | would have gone to? Oh! | want to hear $amaritan. Don't you? Maybe that's
the value in what he did out there. And maybe telédw out there in that need, somehow,
womewhere, someday in God's providence will knoat ithwas a Christian who helped

him because he loved him. And there was no hoekiat he did.

God speaks to me in this. He speaks to me abousdbeety that's knocked down and
bleeding and crying for help. | want to love thefmd | want to give of myself. | want to
give wanting nothing in return.

Here is something else that Jesus said, "TherelKihg, shall say to those at My right,
'‘Come, blessed of My Father, into the Kingdom pregdor you from the founding of the
world.

For | was hungry and you fed Me; | was thirsty ot gave Me water; | was a stranger
and invited Me into your homes; Naked and you @dtiMe; sick and in prison, and you
visited Me.’

Thenthese righteous ones will reply, 'Sir, whenw&ever see You hungry and feed you?
Or thirsty and give You anything to drink? Or aasiger, and help You? Or naked, and
clothe You? When did we ever see You sick or isgrj and visit You?'

And I, the King, will tell them, 'When you did ib these My brothers you were doing it to
Me!" Then I will turn to those on My left and s&yvay with you, you cursed ones, into the
eternal fire prepared for the devil and his demons.

For | was hungry and you wouldn't feed Me; thirstyd you wouldn't give Me anything to
drink;

A stranger, and you refused Me hospitality; naleed] you wouldn't clothe Me; sick, and in
prison, and you didn't visit Me.’
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Then they will reply, 'Lord, when did we see YowQuy or thirsty or a stranger or naked or
sick or in prison, and not help You?'

And | will answer, 'When you refused to help thaskeof these My brothers, you were
refusing help to Me."

As far as | am concerned, that's what it is alludbo

I am not so concerned that we don't have all tlesvars. But | am concerned that we ask
the right questions! And | don't know what thag@ng to mean. | don't know what that is
going to mean to my family. Sometimes the hardespje to give to are the people next to
you. But God, | am going to give to my children.dAham going to give to my wife, and |
am going to give to my friends and | am going teegio the technological society that
seems so uptight. The last issue of Time magazaegogyme with its report on differnt
people and the things they were doing to help meopheed. And | thought, "God | am not
doing what | can do in my situation right wheren!d am talking about something big out
there and | am not doing enough here! So | saywtdé@zod, bring the change to my life!"
He is doing it, and it is an exciting experiencevdnt to reach through the faults of a
technological society and touch its needs, and ignounds. | want to give because Jesus
gave--1 want to love--because He loved--and | hiar say-oh so clearly--"Now go and do
the same!" By God's grace | will.
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Additional copies of this book as well as books 1865-1971 are available at ¥700 or
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We take this opportunity to invite all Protestanssionary men to the Fourteenth Hayama
Missionary Seminar at Amagi Sanso on January 88631

The designated theme is "The Contemporary Workefoly Spirit." Address inquiries to
Carl C. Beck, 1-17 Honan 2 chome, Suginami Ku, Tok§8.



