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A Christian Affirmation on the Stewardship
of Natural Resources

The existence of all life requires the use of energy and natural resources. Responsible living
requires responsible use of energy and natural resources.

We, who are citizens of the USA, have been using almost six times more energy per person than
citizens of the rest of the world, (Coal equivalent energy use in kilograms per capita was 11,244 for
USA in 1971 compared to 1,927 for world average.—United Nations Statistical Yearbook, 1972.) This
imbalance is not only in terms of personal affluence and luxury, but also in terms of social and industrial
practices.

Even the development of new sources of unlimited energy will not alter the crisis presently com-
ing upon us. (1) If it were possible to bring the rest of the world up to the standard of living current-
ly enjoyed in the USA, and if in the time required to do this the population of the world only doubled
and the overall use of energy (from fossil fuels, or nuclear sources) only doubled, we would be within
a factor of two of generating enough heat on earth to melt the polar ice caps and inundate the coast-
lines of the world. There is an absolute limit to the amount of energy that can be generated from these
sources, even if their supply were unlimited. Of course the increased environmental pollution result-
ing from such energy use would, in itself, be totally limiting. (2) Our civilization depends critically not
only on energy, but also on a host of materials such as metals, which are in limited supply. Unless
use is followed by recycling and re-use, we will find ourselves without the basic materials needed
for human welfare.

The Christian has specific reasons for responding to the needs of his community and the world in
a time of crisis for energy and natural resources. It is essential that Christians be leaders and example-
setters in the days ahead, not indifferent or reluctant followers. Christians in the USA have been blessed
with greater affluence; they have also been given, therefore, greater responsibility.

1. The Christian believes in God as Creator and Sustainer of the world. Natural resources are a gift
to us from God. They merit our respect and careful attention because God has made them. It is part of
our responsibility to use and manage these resources in a way that glorifies God and contributes to the
well being of our neighbor.
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A CHRISTIAN AFFIRMATION ON STEWARDSHIP

2. The Christian believes that the human being is made in the image of God and has been given
a unique position in the created universe. God is pleased to act under ordinary situations through hu-
man beings who are committed to Him. To act responsibly with respect to natural resources is therefore
to serve God.

3. The Christian believes that Jesus Christ is the Lord of the Cosmos. He who died for us on Cal-
vary and rose again three days later is the same Lord by Whom all things were created, for Whom
all things exist, and to Whom all things are intended to be gathered. To be an obedient disciple of
Jesus Christ is to be a responsible steward of the resources of the Cosmos.

4. The Christian believes that he is called to serve God and be obedient to Christ in many cases
through his neighbors, those presently living and those still to be born. Thus to be wasteful of natural
resources or to use them thoughtlessly or selfishly in indifference to the needs of our neighbors, is to
yield to disobedience.

5. The Christian believes that he is called to be a witness to the new life that is in him through
every aspect of his life. Living responsibly toward the natural world and toward his neighbors is an
essential aspect of Christian witness to the saving grace and love of God.

Because of these specific reasons and others that might as well be adduced from the biblical rec-
ord, we Christians pledge to live in a way that is responsible with respect to the natural resources given
to us by God. In particular we pledge:

1, To discipline our pattern of living so that energy and resource conservation is fed in at the be-
ginning along with our personal preferences and conveniences, thereby permitting energy conserva-
tion to be achieved simply by better planning and thoughtfulness.

2. Consciously to decrease the amount of energy that we use by doing for ourselves what might
be done for us by an energy-using machine whenever and wherever possible.

3. To limit our individual use of the automobile insofar as this is possible, and to attempt to co-
operate in sharing automobile transportation, or to substitute bicycles and walking wherever feasible.

4. To replace, as it becomes possible, our large gasoline-inefficient automobiles with smaller gas-
oline-efficient automobiles, and to decrease the number of automobiles deemed “essential” per house-
hold.

5. To avoid overheating our homes in the winter, seeking rather to put on sweaters and seek better
insulation, and to avoid overcooling our homes in the summer.

6. To reduce to an absolute minimum, and to eliminate if possible, all purely recreational uses of
gasoline, which also have negative environmental impact.

7. To reduce to a minimum the use of natural resources for activities that are purely in the luxury
category, guiding ourselves by the remembrance of how many others will be cold, hungry, or without
the preaching of the Gospel because of our unnecessary activities.

8. To avoid foods and other commercial products that are packaged, treated, processed or in
other ways manufactured at the expense of energy and rare natural resources, without corresponding
nutritional or health benefits, simply for the sake of convenience or sales attraction.

9. To seek other modes of energy supply as the opportunity and our own situation allow us, e.g,,
the adaptation of solar energy to meet at least a portion of our heating needs if we can afford to do
this, in order to release scarce oil and gas for those who must use these fuels,

10. To avail ourselves of opportunities to become educated on what it means to be truly respon-
sible stewards of energy and natural resources in a particular situation, recognizing that many problems
may not have obvious and simple solutions. (For example, is it better to use glass containers for milk
that can be re-used but require heat and water to sterilize them, or to use paper containers that must be
manufactured anew for each use but can be disposed of after use, although probably not without en-
vironmental degradation?)

11. To support those public officials who truly seek to face and resolve the problem in a way that
is as fair and equitable as possible to all involved, particularly to the poor and underprivileged in the
United States and in the Third World countries, and to oppose those public officials who do not.

12. To develop a consciousness of what it means to be God’s steward of energy, of water, and of
natural resources, so that waste and indulgence become as offensive to us as sin, and conservation and
responsible use become rewarding whole-hearted service to God.

R.H.B.

JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN SCIENTIFIC AFFILIATION






JOHN PETER TIEMSTRA

that economic growth and maintainance of high em-
ployment are not possible in the face of this special
scarcity of energy.

To an economist, this line of reasoning is a bit
strange. Of course energy is scarce, but so are a lot
of other things, like building  materials and human
labor. An economy that is working properly should
be able to balance the scarcity of one thing against
another. As exhaustible energy resources become more
scarce, the economic system should induce people
to substitute renewable for exhaustible energy sources,
energy-conserving for energy-using technologies, and
labor- or material-intensive goods for energy-intensive
ones, This idea of substitution is not foreign to Bube—
it is important to his idea of conservation. What is
different is the notion of many competing scarcities
and an allocation mechanism to balance them.,

We Must Economize

With this broader perspective we are better equip-
ped to answer the question of how much of our scarce
real resources we should expend in order to save
exhaustible energy sources. We should as Christians
conserve energy to the point where the resources
we use in conservation efforts are equal in economic
value to the energy we save. In other words, we
should minimize the pecuniary costs of the activities
we decide to undertake. We must economize,

Economizing behavior has the advantage that it
takes into account our responsibility as Christian
stewards to care for and protect all of creation, and
not just the special subset of exhaustible energy re-
sources. In that sense it seems to me a much more
complete response to the Cultural Mandate than be-
havior that focuses exclusively on energy.

The course 1 suggest does not seem startlingly new
or different. Indeed, it does not seem to reckon with
our newly perceived energy problem (Bube insists on
the term “crisis”) or our new consciousness of the
implications of Christian stewardship. It is the course
that our shrewd Christian fathers have followed for
generations before us. I do not think that is a bad
thing, for in spite of all our changed perceptions, the
predicament of mankind is not much different from
what it always has been. We have always been run-
ning out of something, whether virgin forests, rich
ores, arable lands or fresh water. Economizing has
brought us through these recurrent crises to a life
better in material terms than ever before, a great
blessing. We must think hard before we reject our
fathers’ approach.

Economic Efficiency

Now I must become technical. The idea that market
prices provide the information needed for responsible
Christian behavior is not intuitive, and I must be
careful in sketching out the argument.

It is an analytical proposition that in a model
economy with certain properties (which we come to
later), economizing behavior leads to an allocation
of resources that makes everyone as well off in his
own mind as he could possibly be, subject to the
resource constraints on the economy. Hence econo-
mists naturally claim that economizing behavior is
best (in fact, they usually assume it is the only
rational behavior), and most of their policy recom-
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mendations are attempts to make the real economy
more closely resemble the model. When economists
disagree, it is usually about how close reality is to
that model.

Many Christian economists (and a growing number
of others in the profession) find this argument un-
satisfactory.! The main problem is that the standard
of morality employed is utilitarian—“the greatest good
for the greatest number” is the maxim at the base of
these normative claims. No room is left for the demands
God places on us as economic actors to pursue a
lifestyle based not on our own desires, but on our
calling to be His servants. So the normative claims
of secular economics fall.

I believe these problems can be solved, at least in
part, by reassessing the role and character of actors’
preferences in the theory. Let us discard the notion
of arbitrary preferences, and instead say that our
economic agents have needs and desires for certain
qualities that economic goods possess.? In the case
of Christians, these needs and desires ought to be
determined by God’s will for them in the social setting
they find themselves in. It is then true that economizing
behavior will allow Christians to pursue their calling
in a way that makes the least demand on the scarce
resources of the earth. It seems to me that this is the
essence of stewardship.

This view does not permit grandiose claims of social
optimality in the style of the old theory. Scarcity is
a function of demand as well as supply, and the bulk
of demand comes from people whose needs and de-
sires are not informed by Christian sensitivities. So
prices and quantities will look very different in the
real world from the values in a hypothetical perfect
world. T do not think this consideration vitiates the
claim that economizing behavior is best. The spirit
of generosity toward our fellows and guardianship over
the earth that prompts economizing must be related
to the actual demands that are placed on resources,
and not some hypothetical demands, If we are going
to conserve resources, we must conserve those the most
that are being utilized the most, no matter what pur-
poses they may be utilized for. What we have done
in undercutting the social optimality claim is to make
the foundation of economic policy more uncertain, for
at the policy level the moral character of end re-
source use must enter the decisions, as well as scarcity.
Policy analysis is the analogue of individual steward-
ship.

My view also raises certain questions about the
specific properties of the Christian’s preference field,
the proper role of prices in determining the shape
of the lifstyle itself, and the psychological foundations
of positive economics. These are complicated ques-
tions, and I do not have good answers to all of them,
so I will leave them for another occasion. I do not
think my main argument is affected.

Real World vs. Model World

The nagging question remains: How close is the
real world to the economists’ model? Do the prices
we observe reflect true scarcities? Are those prices the
proper guide for Christian behavior? As I recite the
familiar litany of divergences between fact and fiction,
I want to argue that Christians should act collectively
to make the economic system work better, but that in
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their individual decisions they should stick to econo-
mizing behavior nevertheless.

(a) If there are significant monopoly elements in
the industrial structure, prices will not reflect true
scarcities. Other things being equal, monopolists will
charge prices that are too high, and consequently sell
too little of the good they offer. Some areas of the
economy are characterized by monopoly more than
others. The OPEC cartel having monopolized the
market for crude oil, theory and empirical work both
suggest that the price of petroleum is too high, and
the quantity consumed too small.®

To control the monopoly problem in the domestic
economy we have public policies such as the antitrust
laws and the public regulatory commissions. Inter-
national monopolies like OPEC are beyond such
controls, and are much harder to deal with.

Can the Christian by manipulating his purchases
do anything to mitigate the effects of monopoly? I
think not, unfortunately. If he buys less than the
economical amount of the monopolized good, he may
hurt the monopoly financially and strain a cartel
agreement. But at the same time he discourages po-
tential competition, and he moves the allocation further
away from efficiency. If he buys more than the eco-
nomical amount, he plays into the monopolists’ hands.
His income is transferred to them. The only reasonable
position is to take a political posture favoring more
effective public control of monopoly or public action
to offset the power of foreign monopolists.

(b) External effects can ruin the efficiency of the
price system, An external effect occurs when the
economic decision of one agent has a direct impact
on the well-being of others. When I decide to drive
my car, the exhaust affects the quality of the air that
others have to breathe. If I maintain a lovely garden
in front of my house, I am thereby increasing the
happiness of my neighbors. External effects are es-
sentially goods that are scarce (clean air, lovely
gardens) but that for practical reasons have no price
attached to them. The examples are endless.

Should an individual Christian take into account
external effects when he allocates his purchases? In
some cases no doubt the answer is yes. In those cases
where the external effects are localized and easily
discernible, the individual is in a good position to
make an intelligent decision. On the other hand,
where the externality falls in small amounts on a
large number of people well removed from the de-
cision-maker, he has an impossible decision to make.
Clean air is scarce, but so is transportation, and more
of one means less of the other. At what point does my
decision to drive make the balance between the two
unfavorable? It is impossible for me to tell, simply
because I have no way of measuring the incremental
effect of 1y driving on the millions of others who
will breathe that air.

Should the Christian boycott the products of a firm
that pollutes or engages in other undesirable behavior?
My own research? indicates that individual actions of
this type have no impact on the firm’s decisions ex-
cept when such actions are part of a political protest
against the firm’s behavior. And even in that case,
satisfactory redress is likely to come only by way
of a legislative remedy.
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We should as Christians conserve en-
ergy to the point where the resources
we use in conservation efforts are equal
in economic vqlue to the energy we
save. We must economize.

Fortunately, again the collective decision-making
process can help us out. The responses of government
to the problem of externalities have enormous variety.
In terms of our examples, pollution-control require-
ments on automobiles and provision of public parks
come to mind. The Christian should take a leading
role in these decisions.

(c) Time has a price, too, and that price is the
interest rate. In a competitive economy it is determined
by people’s degree of impatience and by the techni-
cal opportunities for transforming goods today into
goods tomorrow. In turn, the interest rate determines
how much we will save for the future. If the interest
rate is too high, we will use up our exhaustible re-
sources too fast,

There has always been a feeling among thoughtful
economists that time is more scarce for the individual
than for society as a whole, giving an interest rate
that in some sense is too high. Individuals, after all,
are mortal, while society is not. Uncertainty about the
future makes people more present-oriented, or im-
patient, than they should be. One great economist once
said that a positive interest rate was simple failure of
the imagination. The Bible prohibits usury, which
tends to support the idea that market interest rates are
too high. The biblical position, however, could be
explained as concern for the poor in an agrarian
economy.

Since capital is scarce, it seems to me that the
proper social discount rate must be greater than zero,
though it is most likely less than the market interest
rate. But the effects of a too-high interest rate so
pervade the economy that it would seem impossible
to give our Christian steward any sound guidance on
how to allocate his own resources between present and
future. Anywhere that time enters the production
process the interest rate will enter the cost calculations,
and it is beyond the individual's powers to sort that
out for every different good.

Again, there are some public policy steps that may
be appropriate. It may be that the government should
use a lower discount rate in evaluating public projects.
It may be that private investment in certain kinds of
industries should be subsidized, not for the sake of
the incomes of investors or the “trickle-down” effect
on employment, but for the sake of a larger future
production capacity. It may be that the rate of de-
pletion of exhaustible resources should be slowed
somewhat for the sake of future generations. But all
of these are social, not individual, decisions. Chris-
tians should be involved in them in their role as
citizens.

(d) Even if all else is working smoothly and the
allocation of resources is correct, the distribution may
still be flagrantly unjust. And it is true that if the
income distribution were different, the efficient prices
would be different, too. But we do not know very
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Economizing behavior will allow Chris-
tians to pursue their calling in a way
that makes the least demand on the
scarce resources of the earth. It seems to
me that this is the essence of steward-
ship.

clearly what the prices would be under a just income
distribution (even if we knew exactly what that dis-
tribution would be). It is also no simple matter to
predict the distributional impact of a given price
change. And it is by no means certain that a given
individual action will result in a particular change
in prices.

It would seem foolhardy, then for the individual
Christian to try to improve the income distribution
by manipulating his demand for certain goods. The
economizing mode of behavior at least has the ad-
vantage that it maximizes the amount of income the
Christian has “left over” after meeting his own needs,
and thus available to be given to the poor directly. One
can have a far more powerful impact on the lives of
the poor by donating resources to Christian relief and
self-help organizations than by frittering away one's
income on misguided attempts to lower the price of
this or that good by substituting something more
expensive,

It should be obvious that it is also important for
Christians to support public policy measures, like
tax reform, that would improve the income distribution.

Economic Growth

The topic of economic growth in the presence of
exhaustible resources is big enough to merit a large
and growing literature of its own. I will leave the
details to another essay, but since Bube raised the
subject, I would like to add something here.

The view that economic growth is impossible in
the face of declining stocks of fuel and materials be-
came popular with the publication of The Limits to
Growth in 1972. The analysis in that book is quite
faulty and has been widely criticized since.3 The
commissioning body, the Club of Rome, was dissatis-
fied enough to start another study, and has now re-
pudiated the earlier book. The Hannon article® quoted
by Bube suffers from the same kinds of difficulties,
and worse.

In analytical growth models of the sort that econo-
mists are familiar with, it is easy to show that if there
are sufficient opportunities for substitution of the
sort we discussed earlier, and sufficient technical

progress, then economic growth is possible even with
exhaustible resources. The direction of growth will
be different from what we know now—there will be
more reliance on labor and reproducible capital. Some
observers derisively talk about taking in each other’s
laundry, while others are inclined to envision Mozart
quartets by candlelight in lieu of television. Indeed,
there is a passage at the end of Limits that talks about
the growth of such labor-intensive activities as art, edu-
cation, research, and athletics in their steady-state
world.” That these are economic activities seems to es-
cape the writers, even though they make their own
living in research and education.

The kinds of activities that seem destined to give
the impetus for future growth are those that receive
much government support, though they may be under
private administration. There is a great temptation
during hard times like the present to cut back on
those activities. We who are concerned about the
future economic health of the country must resist those
impulses.

Conclusions

[t is a good thing that scientists and engineers have
a different view of these problems than economists and
other social scientists do, Economists like to theorize
that the rate and direction of technical progress is
determined by the direction of the economy, but it
seems clear to me that if that were the whole truth,
we would not enjoy the benefits of technology nearly
as much as we do today. To some degree technical
researchers must focus on what ought to be done,
not just on what can be foreseen to be profitable.

However, it is true that we can learn something
about what ought to be done from the workings and
outcomes of the economic system, provided we know
how to interpret the signals properly. Market prices
can provide a great deal of in}f)ormation about a great
many social and technical relationships at very low
cost to the user, and we are foolish to ignore that
information when we make decisions about our life-
styles.
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of their own sex. These incidents would not, in our
opinion, be considered homosexual. It is most de-
structive to label a person “latent homosexual” be-
cause he has some thought or past behavior with
regard to members of his own sex. It is our opinion
that people must be actually engaged sexually over
a span of time before they should be diagnosed as
homosexuals.

One must be careful whom he labels or calls a
homosexual, for it can prove to be detrimental, as in
the case where an individual has an occasional erotic
thought about a person of the same sex, or is impotent,
frigid, or masturbates to excess. Even within the realm
of a diagnosed homosexual there is a continuum. This
continuum appears to range from the occasional sexual
experience to total homosexual involvement with no
heterosexual orientation. The danger in labeling a
person homosexual because he had some past homo-
sexual experience or thought, is that he may live up
to that label in a self-fulfilling prophecy, or give up,
thus moving him toward the other end of the con-
tinuum and increased homosexual behavior.

A Choice is Required

It must be noted that the Scriptures point out that
homosexuality is not a condition, but rather a conduct,
The Bible never speaks of being a homosexual, but
rather speaks of homosexual behavior. Heterosexuality
is considered the natural state or condition of man.
This can be seen in Romans 1:26, 27.

A choice is required. We believe a man or woman
is not born a total homosexual nor is he born as a
bisexual with a heterosexual and homosexual orienta-
tion being natural to him. But rather, he is born with
a total heterosexual orientation and chooses to in-
dulge in homosexual behavior.

As to the question of why a person is homosexual,
there seem to be two points of view:

1. Homosexuality is the result of some glandular
disturbance or some genetic predisposition.

2. A person is homosexual because of societal con-
ditioning and parental upbringing.

Basically, these two statements state that a person is
either born a homosexual or learms to be a homo-
sexual, which in most cases implies a choice. If one
accepts the fact that there is a basic endocrine im-
balance or that genetic heredity is the basic cause of
homosexuality, then it removes all personal responsi-
bility from the individual and prevents any significant
psychotherapeutic treatment or spiritual awakening.
On the other hand, if one accepts the social learning
theory as the etiology of homosexuality, then the prob-
lem can be treated. Possible conditioning situations
could include parental role reversals (weak father or
overindulgent-dominant mother), cool parents, poor
parental marriage relationship, or a pathologically close
relationship with a parent of the same sex, all coupled
with poor sex education and a basic spiritual impover-
ishment in the home. The social learning theory im-
Elies that the person is not determined by his past,
ut by knowing his past, he can take responsibility
for his actions now and change in a favorable direction;
the current research tends to offer evidence to support
this.
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A Social Basis

There appears to be little support for a genetic
or hormonal cause of homosexuality in the Scriptures,
which teach that the homosexual is responsible for his
behavior. This appears to rule out any notable physio-
logical cause of homosexuality. The Scriptures, how-
ever, do lean toward a social theory of homosexuality.
Although Scripture does not see man as completely
determined, i.e., man always being in constant re-
sponse to stimulus around him without any free will,
nevertheless, our sinful environment does have an ef-
fect upon us. For this reason, some individuals will
have a greater number of homosexual-determining
factors going against them in their environment than
will other persons. It must be remembered that if a
person can be led to perceive the effects the environ-
ment has had upon him, then he has a responsibility as
a result of his free will to choose to act contrary to
those negative influences. Society and Christianity
especially, does not have the right, however, to re-
ject or condemn an individual suffering from inap-
propriate choices resulting in homosexuality.

Distorting Factors

Even though the facts concerning the state of homo-
sexuality and its etiology lie before us, there are
certain factors which, nevertheless, tend to distort and
muddle a clear understanding of homosexuality. In
the final analysis, there seem to be four basic factors
serving to distort a clear understanding of homo-
sexuality and adding to its rise in prominence.

The first factor is a general attitude of self-indul-
gence in our society. Hedonism, more and more, is be-
coming the order of the day. Sin is momentarily
pleasurable, which tends to reinforce its reoccurrence.
Homosexuality is a particular sex sin which is pleasur-
able in that a man and woman performing sex on one’s
own gender find it far more stimulating than hetero-
sexual contact. The reason for this is that individuals
of the same sex have the full capacity to know what
is pleasurable and therefore can perform sexual inter-
action at a greater degree of intensity and pleasure
than could be performed by one of the opposite sex.
This, by the way, is a good reason why it is inappropri-
ate to recommend sex with the opposite sex to a
homosexual as a treatment modality.

A second factor tending to distort a clear under-
standing of homosexuality and adding to its current
upswing of popularity is the open acceptance of homo-
sexuality as a way of life. The founding of the Metro-
politan Community Church in 1968 by Father Troy
Perry, a gay minister, has served as a forerunner in
the drive for the current popularity of homosexuality
today. Since homosexuality is a moral issue, the gay
church has provided society a way in which it can
assuage its guilty conscience. Hence, we see the rise
of such things as “Gay Pride Day,” in major American
cities, as well as, the ordination of gay ministers. It
is interesting that the particular sin of homosexuality
has a “Pride Day” when to our knowledge no one has
ever suggested an “Adulterer’s Pride Day.”

The third basic factor is the fact that homosexuality
satisfies man’s basic nature of selfishness, The homo-
sexual basically confuses lust with love and uses the
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homosexual relationship in most cases to satisfy his
own sexual desires, Because of this there is no need
to develop long-term relationships that require day-to-
day submission and a general selflessness in giving to
another person, There are, however, rare occurrences
where stable relationships have developed, but this is
by far the exception rather than the rule.

The fourth and probably most important factor which
adds to the distortion of a clear understanding of
homosexuality is the often ignored fact that homo-
sexual behavior becomes a way of life. As one reaches
adulthood, certain thought patterns and ways of living
become ingrained in us; a certain lifestyle is developed.
It is the experience of most that certain habits and
patterns of behavior are difficult to change after a
long period of time, The problem with changing par-
ticular habits and patterns of behavior is that when
one tries a new behavior it’s usually anxiety-producing;
therefore, one tends to stay with the learned behavior
even though it may be unfulfilling with regard to one’s
total life needs. When the homosexual has some de-
sire to change, he finds himself in a rut that’s so deep
there appears to be no hope. The homosexual does not
pull out of his lifestyle or pattern of behavior easily;
like any other habit or pattern of behavior, there is
an immense amount of effort and discipline needed
to change.

Basis for a Christian Stance

Having reviewed some aspects of homosexuality, as
well as the basic factors which distort one’s view of
homosexuality, it is time that we as evangelical Chris-
tians take a knowledgeable and firm stance on the
issue of homosexuality. However, it is not enough just
to take a stance, but rather we must reach out to the
homosexual and truly minister to him. In order to do
this, four points should be kept in mind concerning
homosexuality,

(1) The belief that homosexuality is physiolog-
ical and that homosexuals are created homo-
sexual is a myth. Homosexuality’s alleged
“incurability” or “constitutionality” as es-
poused by some in our society today is
supported by neither Scripture nor solid
medical evidence. It is time that the homo-
sexual is told that he has chosen this life-
style and that he is responsible for it.

(2) There are certain environmental factors dur-
ing childhood which may predispose a person
toward a homosexual orientation. However, a
person can become aware of these factors and
being aware of them, can then choose an
alternative course of behavior. Man is not
determined to the extent that he has no will.
Homosexuals have chosen their behavior. This
again points out that the individual is re-
sponsible and that homosexuality is not a
condition but rather a conduct.

(3) There can be healing, In I Corinthians 6:10
(The Living Bible), we read the following:

Don’t you know that those doing such things have
no share in the Kingdom of God? Don't fool your-
selves. Those who live immoral lives, who are idol
worshipers, adulterers or homosexuals—will have no
share in His Kingdom. Neither will thieves, greedy
people, drunkards, slanderers, or robbers.

SEPTEMBER 1977

One must be careful whom he labels or
calls a homosexual. . . . Even within the
realm of a diagnosed homosexual there
is a continuum.

Too often the homosexual reads this verse and
then turns away in frustration without reading
the following verse. Verse 11 goes like this:

There was a time when some of you were just like
that, but now your sins are washed away and you
are set apart for God, and He has accepted you
because of what the Lord Jesus Christ and the
Spirit of our God have done for you.

This verse boldly proclaims that there can be
healing. But first, there must be a repentance,
a giving up of oneself and an acknowledge-
ment of weakness and wrongdoing. With con-
fession, and a turning to God, there can be
healing in a very supernatural way. This
healing comes from the indwelling of the
Holy Spirit,

(4) Be aware of attempts to modernize ethics.
Many Christians have fluctuated in their
stand on homosexuality for the simple reason
that they fall into the trap of basing much
of their knowledge on their own experience
and then apply this to their interpretation of
the Scripture. We forget, in doing this, that
much of our experience is based on societal
pressures, as well as our own sinful per-
ceptions. Eventually, our vision becomes dis-
torted and our truth becomes untruth. Rather,
we must look to the Scriptures and apply
their mandates and truth to our experience.
If we do this, our vision will always remain
clear and our lives will always reflect a true
image of God.

Prevention

There is, then, hope and treatment for the homo-
sexual. However, before we consider treatment let us
consider prevention. The key to prevention rests with
the parents and the relationships within the family.
Parental influence, also of course, involves spiritual
development within the family as well as encouraging
the appropriate sex education both within the family
and in society at large. Parents must accept their re-
sponsibility for their children and must develop ap-
propriate sex roles. Parents of homosexuals also must
accept their responsibility without guilt, There is a
difference between wasting energy in self-condemna-
tion and being convicted to change.

The Scriptures have set up basic guidelines con-
ceming the roles parents should take. The father
should assume an appropriate father-figure in the
home, that is, one of love and authority. He must be
able to show love and affection to his children as well
as tenderness, yet to be able to be firm and strong
when the situation calls for it. Parents must look at
their own marital relationship and decide if they are
conducting their marriage with the appropriate godly
principles. Does the wife respect her husband? Does
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“When was the last time I really reached
out beyond myself and cared for and
tried to understand the homosexual?”

the husband love his wife and children? It is essential
that there be open affection in the home and that
Christ’s love be the focus of the family interactions.
This includes praying as a family, talking about the
blessings God has given the family, and a general
recognition of His role in family life. We must re-
member that homosexuality begins in the home. For
it is out of a distortion of one’s early homelife that
the seeds of particular sins and personal misery are
planted and come to full fruition in later life.

Education is a second important preventative mea-
sure. Since our society will not, it is important that the
church take an intelligent stand against the flaunting
of homosexuality in our present-day society. Proper
information must be provided concerning homosex-
uality; this includes its psychology and etiology. For too
long, homosexuality has been a hush-hush subject
in the modern day Christian church and must be dealt
with openly. However, this does not mean that the
church, as it has in the past, should begin to “modern-
ize its ethics”, but rather we must begin dealing with
the problem of homosexuality in a truly Christ-like
manner.

Treatment

Having taken into consideration the preventative
factors of homosexuality, where then should treat-
ment of those already homosexual begin? A good
starting place is with the homosexual himself. The
homosexual must realize that he has a choice with
regard to his homosexuality. He had to choose in
various situations over a period of time to become
a homosexual. The homosexual must want to change,
and, therefore, must stop asking what the straight
world can do for him, but rather what he can do
for himself, Not only should the church and the out-
side secular world be given a proper understanding of
homosexuality, but also the practicing homosexual must
receive education as to the etiology of the problem and
the current pressure of today’s society with regard to
the fostering of homosexuality. In essence, the homo-
sexual mast remain aware of the fact that he can
escape homosexuality and that God did not ordain
him to be homosexual.

A second step in the treatment of the homosexual
is the recognition that homosexuality is a sin. Until
the homosexual recognizes that his homosexuality is

a sin, Christ cannot heal the homosexual. He must
recognize that his lifestyle and homosexual behavior
patterns are no different than any other sinful aspects
of one’s lifestyle, but that they are, nevertheless, a
sin. Christ came into the world so that we might be
reconciled to God in all aspects, including our sexual-
ity. In addition, the homosexual must understand that
his sin is not any greater than any other and that God
does not measure the intensity of quality of sin, but
rather sees all sin as the same.

The third, and probably most important step in
the treatment of the homosexual, is the discipling of
the homosexual who has made a commitment to Christ
and has chosen to turn from his homosexual lifestyle.
This discipling process will many times involve a
great deal of counseling as well as understanding and
caring for the changed homosexual. It is not an easy
road he has chosen to take once he decides to re-
nounce his homosexual lifestyle, but rather it is a
long and arduous journey back to a more fulfilling life.
It is essential during this time that the homosexual
be supported and cared for by members of Christ’s
body, the church.

Probably the most effective discipling is done by
individuals who have dealt with the problem of
homosexuality themselves and have subsequently re-
ceived victory over their problem. The peer self-help
approach to discipling of the homosexual has unique
healing aspects in that judgment and condemnation
many times are replaced with understanding and hope.
This peer self-help approach can be seen in the or-
ganization of Alcoholics Anonymous, which has had
a remarkable healing rate and ministry among the
alcoholic community. In the long run, the discipling
process must involve building a good self-image, learn-
ing to submit to others in love, and accepting God’s
forgiveness with the reality that one must still deal
with the historical consequences of one’s sin.

Conclusion

In conclusion, we must each ask ourselves, “When
was the Last Time I Hugged a Homosexual?” Or, in
other words, “When was the last time I really reached
out beyond myself and cared for and tried to under-
stand the homosexual?” In the long run, it is our
attitudes toward the homosexual and our basic con-
cern for his plight which will truly make the healing
difference. We must see the homosexual’s sin as no
greater than any other sin and as no greater than
our own sin, For all men have sinned and fallen short
of the glory of God, but praise God we have a
Redeemer through Jesus Christ and He will not fail us.

POSITIVE THOUGH
INACCURATE

The preceding article by Campion and Barrow pre-
sents a positive Christian response to the current
controversies about homosexuality within our society
at large and within specific Christian communities. To
it I must add my dissatisfaction with its scientific in-
accuracies, but also report on my personal observations
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that support their thesis.

Incidence and Prevalence of Homosexuality

To begin, the authors suggest that homosexuality is
rising in prominence, which seems to imply a greater
incidence and prevalence of homosexuality in our
society. To be sure, the prominence of homosexuality
is more manifest, but that does not necessarily mean
that more persons are becoming homosexual (inci-
dence), or that more persons in the population are
homosexual than in the past (prevalence). It is ex-
tremely difficult to obtain accurate demographic fig-
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ures for deviant behavior in a society. In his massive
review of the world history of homosexuality, Arno
Karlen! cautions against glib historical generalizations.
For although social views and social acceptance or
rejection of homosexuality have varied with time and
culture, we have little objective data upon which to
judge whether the incidence or prevalence of homo-
sexuality does change with cultural mores. I suspect that
it does, but the general limits of change are obscure,

A Deviant Stereotype

Second, the authors, unwittingly it seems, perpet-
uate a deviant stereotype. That is, they plead for a
recognition and extension of Christian love toward
“homosexuals.” Although they point out that if we
take one piece of behavior—homosexuality—and make
that behavior the label for the person, we violate per-
sonal identity, the authors perpetuate the error in their
title. As Sagarin® points out, there is no such thing as
a homosexual, but rather a wide range of persons with
variations in their sexual identity and orientation. Thus
if we are to follow the authors™ proposals for Christian
love we must replace the stereotypic label of “homo-
sexual” with the real persons who experience a homo-
sexual orientation.

The Development of Homosexuality

Now several caveats about the development of homo-
sexuality. I concur that our scientific evidence strongly
supports a psychosocial etiology for homosexuality®.
However the child is probably not born with either
homosexual or heterosexual affinities, but rather the
capacity for eventual sexual differentiation. We do
know that gender identity can be changed early in
life, and that distortions of gender identity result from
early child experience before the age of four. Thus the
notion of inborn heterosexuality does not seem to fit
well with the facts* Even more important, however,
is the fact that sexuality orientation and sexual activity
is rooted in and reflects one’s gender identity. Put
simply, homosexuality is not basically an issue of gen-
ital sexual experience. It is not a sexual problem at
root, but an identity problem. The person of homo-
sexual orientation tries to find identity through homo-
sexual activity, Thus it is not surprising that such
persons develop a homosexual “life-style”. Consequent-
ly, the person who changes from a homosexual orien-
tation to a heterosexual orientation may have achieved
little if anything in terms of personal development, if
his identity is still centered around sexuality.

If we understand that the development of homo-
sexuality is an attempt to compensate for missing ele-
ments in the acquisition of identity, then it follows that
sex education, or lack of it, probably has very little
to do with the development of homosexuality. Good
parent-child relations, solid gender identity, acquisi-
tion, and unequivocal development of self identity are
the preventative measures against homosexuality.

In their attempt to transmit a view of personal re-
sponsibility, the authors over-emphasize the notion of
“free-will” and the choice of homosexuality. All of
our behavior is determined to some extent, just as we
have degrees of freedom to choose in different social
contexts, states of consciousness, knowledge, etc. It is
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It is a gross overstatement to say that
homosexuality is chosen when we real-
ize that it grows out of the murky ante-
cedents of infancy, childhood, adoles-
cence and young adulthood.

true that the homosexual person is responsible for his/
her actions, and can exercise choices about behavior,
appearances, life style, etc. But it is a gross overstate-
ment to say that homosexuality is chosen when we
realize that it grows out of the murky antecedents
of infancy, childhood, adolescence and young adult-
hood.

I have given only a few examples of what I feel are
very weak sociological and psychological analyses of
homosexuality, in which the authors have continued
to muddy the waters of understanding, which I have
detailed elsewhere.’

Some Personal Experiences

Nevertheless, I find myself agreeing with their con-
clusions and proposals based on recent experiences I
have had with groups of “ex-gays”. Heretofore, con-
ventional wisdom and available clinical research data
have suggested that to change homosexual orientations
and activities was difficult at best and accomplished
only through tedious, long-term, intensive psycho-
therapy. It seemed that “treatment” approaches had
little to offer except for a very select few.

I am happy to report that some exciting and intri-
guing events have occurred over the past five years.
Across the country in various places, Christian men
and women have achieved successful changes in their
homosexual orientations, their life-styles, and achieved
major emotional and spiritual growth. As a result,
much like Alcoholics Anonymous, small cells or groups
of “ex-gays” are now offering counseling within the
context of a nurturant Christian community, with ap-
parent success. Although I plan to publish later a
series of scientific studies on this process, I should
like to share some preliminary observations.

1. Based on my personal intensive interviews, I am
convinced that these persons were of a classic homo-
sexual orientation and that there has been a profound
and fundamental change in their sexual orientation,

2. In all persons I have observed, they first became
Christians, began to develop a pattern of spiritual
growth within which they came to view homosexuality
as non-acceptable and sinful, and as a result of their
spiritual growth changed their sexual orientation.

3. In all instances, the growth of their personal
identity and selfhood preceded and produced a change
in sexual orientation.

4. In all instances these persons were all intimately
involved in a guiding, sustaining, and disciplining
Christian community which was critical to their growth
into a new being. :

The import of these observations is tremendous, for
it suggests that homosexual orientations are indeed
amenable to profound change and it highlights the
importance of the Christian community for such a
process. In conclusion, the Christian approach sug-
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gested by these authors is viable and I have seen it
successfully at work in the lives of people.
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CHAUVINISM, PATERNALISM
AND PUT-DOWN

I find this article quite distressing. It helps to assume
that the authors did not intend a scholarly work but
rather something in the nature of a sermon, still, the
quality of scholarship is sometimes claimed and cer-
tainly an article on a topic as important as this can
afford to be evaluated in terms of scholarship. In this
respect I find a great deal that is inadequate.

Fact vs. Opinion

If the authors were content in remaining in the dis-
cipline implied in their subtitle, “A Biblical Perspec-
tive on Homosexuality and Its Healing,” I would have
then had questions as to the quality of their biblical
theology and exegesis, but would not be in a place to
make such evaluations. Even if they had stayed with
their “we believe,” “it is our opinion,” etc., it would
have remained an expression of their views. However,
they choose to incorporate psychology and medicine
as substantiations for their beliefs and frequently use
such words as “facts.” For example, they say, “Even
though the facts concerning the state of homosexuality
and its etiology lie before us . . .”, in spite of the reality
that the medical and psychological community has a
great many differing theories at present with respect to
homosexuality, and that few feel that we are in a place
where we really understand it. The authors, themselves,
in something of a contradiction, have noted that there
are differing points of view.

This fluctuation between dogmatic presentation on
the one hand and a statement of opinion of the authors
on the other hand can be seen in the difference be-
tween the two sentences they use to define the goal of
the article,

. . . to define the problem of homosexuality and recom-
mend a treatment. The article is not an attempt to sys-
tematically present research findings with regard to the
issue of homosexuality, but rather to share our percep-
tions as practitioners of the basic issues involved as
well as a general treatment methodality for change.

Sharing perceptions and defining the problem of homo-
sexuality are qualitatively different, They certainly
have their right to share their perceptions and have
done so quite well. However, their defining of homo-
sexuality in the absence of any careful and scholarly
presentation of the many difficulties with such a defi-
nition leaves much to be desired.
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Genetics and Psychology

Their treatment of genetics and homosexuality is a
case in point. To dismiss this as “a myth” shows con-
siderable lack of knowledge of the scientific enterprise
and scholarly work. This is even more evident to me in
their treatment of psychology. “Social learning theory”
is treated as if it were a unitary theory and highly cor-
related with their Christian beliefs on this issue. How-
ever, social learning theory is not a homogeneous
theory, even in the loose sense of the word, but is a
collective term for a number of differing “microtheories”
of leamning that have varying strengths and weaknesses.
Obviously, an eclectic collection will have many incon-
sistencies and none is more evident than the question
of “will” or “choice,” a topic that has not been very
acceptable in psychology in general nor leaming
theories in particular, the authors’ claim notwithstand-
ing. Indeed, their thoughts that “conditioning” occurs
in the development of homosexual behavior, might
easily lead to the thought that the way to treat homo-
sexual behavior is through “de-conditioning” pro-
cedures, but this is given no prominence apparently or
even a place in the authors’ considerations of treatment.
Most psychotherapists who work under the general
model of “social learning theory” would not feel in the
least comfortable with the authors’ position on homo-
sexuality either in terms of definition cr treatment. The
use of value-laden terms such as “indulge,” “weak-
ness,” “wrong doing,” and “sin” is antithetical to the
position of most learning theorists and outside the
assumptions or propositions of learning theory, yet
the authors make no attempts to point this out nor
attempt an integration.

In a related way, they press an outdated form of the
heredity versus environment issue; they pose it in
terms of genetic factors versus social learning as the
etiology of homosexual behavior. While this question
still remains one of considerable interest in psychology,
it is no longer “either-or” but rather an increasing
knowledge of the complex interrelationships between
the two, the way each interlaces with the other and
serves as a trigger for the other, in a complicated inter-
twining. The authors seem to have no understanding
of this.

Responsibility and Guilt

In many other ways their paper lacks the quality of
careful and systematic work with the ideas presented,
their interrelationships, their implications, etc. For ex-
ample, they say that “parents of homosexuals also must
accept their responsibility without guilt.” The question
of the interrelationship of the ideas of “responsibility”
and “guilt” is not explored nor elaborated. It seems
quite clear that the authors feel that guilt and respon-
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sibility go together for at least some aspects of the
homosexual’s work with himself. Still, even there, it
remains unclear whether the homosexual is or is not
responsible for his past homosexual behavior, and at
the very least, there is no exploration of this difficult
question. In another area, the question arises as to
whether psychology has any part to play in their view
of the treatment of the homosexual. Clearly, they see
the basis of treatment to be that which has been very
much a part of the evangelical church rather than the
psychotherapist’s office. Why a homosexual should
come to a psychotherapist at all is left unanswered.
One might guess that if they were consistent in their
position, they would not accept a referral of a homo-
sexual (and charge fees) but rather refer him on to an
appropriate church.

Here, of course, the authors depart from social
learning theory by a distance of a few light years,
There is no social learning theory of which I am aware
that talks about this kind of treatment for homosexual
behavior, yet the authors omit any mention of this or
any attempts to integrate the two together.

A Disturbing Tone

In general, the tone of the paper seems to be that
the authors have a certain position with respect to what
is the appropriate way to treat homosexuality, and have
presented this, but have borrowed here and there, in
a superficial and eclectic way from some aspects of

Their defining of homosexuality in the
absence of any careful and scholarly
presentation of the many difficulties
with such a definition leaves much to be
desired.

social learning theory to support their views, ways
which on closer look are not justifiable. Beyond that,
there is a quality of presentation, a tone of the paper
that is disturbing. Upon reading the title, I had ex-
pected that there would be some considerations of the
way in which homosexuals are alienated and pushed
away by so many aspects of our society, including
the church, and that there would be some appeal to
close the gap. Instead, there seems to be a dogmatic
presentation which, in my judgment, would have the
effect on homosexual people with whom I have worked
of alienating them even further. There is a guality of
chauvinism, paternalism, and put-down. A reader might
well end up feeling that the authors are much more
interested in sweeping sin and compromise out of the
church than in relating to homosexuals.

JAMES A. OAKLAND
Fuller Graduate School of Psychology
Pasadena, California 91101

VALUABLE BUT
SOMETIMES SUPERFICIAL

We should commend Campion and Barrow for their
courageous attempt to bring before Christian and the
scientific communities a subject we have all been run-
ning away from. They make several valuable Eoints.

First they condemn the casual and irresponsible la-
beling of young men and women as homosexuals who
may have experienced an erotic encounter or who expe-
rience erotic thoughts toward bodies of members of their
own sex. Again, they rightly point out that homosexual
behaviour ranges from occasional homosexual en-
counters to an exclusive homosexual life style. I agree
wholeheartedly with their view that homosexuality
should be defined (both scientifically and biblically)
as conduct rather than condition. They should also be
warmly commended in coming right out and calling
homosexual behaviour sin, while at the same time
pleading for compassion and help for the sinner.

In other sections of their article they seem to be less
well informed and to underestimate the problem. 1
agree with them that Holy Scriptures must be our
guide. But the Bible says nothing either about the eti-
ology of homosexuality, or about its “treatment.” This is
understandable, for a sinful act is still sinful whatever
the psychological causes leading up to it. And sin calls
for forgiveness, not “treatment.”

I am also unhappy about the Campion and Barrow
attempt to deal with etiology. To say that the idea that
“homosexuals are created (I presume they must mean
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born) homosexuals is a myth” may or may not be true.
Many of the older physiological theories have long since
been discarded but modern research still comes up
with new genetic evidence. I would prefer to say that
genetic transmission of homosexuality is unproven.

To say that environmental factors account entirely
for homosexuality is again a commonly held but un-
proven viewpoint. Both behaviourists and analysts
would agree with the view—but neither of them (ana-
lysts or behaviourists) has demonstrated satisfactory
evidence for their hypothesis.

The issue is important since the authors base their
suggestions about preventing homosexuality on ideas
which are neither biblical nor scientific, and which may
add to the distress of already guilt-ridden parents.

I also am unhappy about what I feel is a superficial
understanding of the gravity of the problem. While
many male homosexuals behave in the way described
in the opening paragraphs, I have encountered others
(both male and female) whose search is not for eroti-
cism, but for intimacy and companionship, and while
their chances of finding it are not nearly so good as it
is for those of us who enjoy heterosexual marriage,
homosexual love (as distinct from homosexual eroti-
cism) is a real and profound emotion. Many of the
suicidal patients I treat are persons who have been
abandoned by a homosexual lover. Many (men as well
as women) weep heartbrokenly in my office over a
sense of isolation or abandonment.

The word “healing” in the article is not defined. Does
healing mean a change to heterosexual urges and feel-
ings? Or does it mean peace with God and a willing-
ness to accept life as a single person?

Among the many men and women practicing one-
night-stand homosexuality a good number find it rela-
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I am unhappy about what 1 feel is a
superficial understanding of the gravity
of the problem.

tively easy (depending upon the length of time they
have adopted a homosexual life-style) to adapt to
heterosexual relationships.

Others find it extremely difficult (and I refer now
to born again homosexuals) either to have a warm re-
lationship with, or an erotic relationship with a member
of the opposite sex. Regenerated or not, they react with
fear and revulsion to the very idea, and while I agree
that the Holy SEirit through prayerful loving counsel
will sometimes change such a situation, there are times
when these unhappy people must adopt sexual absti-
nence.

After all, a man who is sexually intimate with a dif-
ferent woman every night is morally no different from
a one-night-stand homosexual. He can and should be
told to flee temptation and to quit his promiscuity. A
homosexual can be given the same advice.

My final concern is the unrealistic advice to poten-
tial parents of homosexuals. In my experience, by the
time parents wake up to inappropriate parental be-
haviour, these children are already too far along the
road of homosexuality for the advice to help. Let us by
all means teach parents to be good parents, but having
had long experience in this too, I question whether we
will thereby cut down-children’s vulnerability to homo-
sexual behaviour,

I warmly commend the authors’ comments on dis-
cipling homosexuals. There is a tremendous need for
such men and women to be brought back also into what
should be the healing fellowship of the church. I have
one caution on the idea of ex-homosexuals helping new-
ly converted ones. The comparison with A.A. is valid.
But it should be remembered that A.A. can reach only
5% of alcoholics, and that while the contribution of a
sober alcoholic cannot be overemphasized, there are
some alcoholics who respond better to non-alcoholics.

JOHN WHITE

Department of Psychiatry

The University of Manitoba

Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada R3E 0W3

The Authors Reply

When efforts are made to comment on controversial
issues, one is apt to generate controversy. We ap-
preciate the comments of Dr. White, Dr. Pattison, and
after re-reading Dr. Oakland’s response, we will be
starting an article entitled, “When Was the Last Time
You Hugged a Seminary Professor?”

Drs. White, Pattison, and Oakland’s remarks added
greatly to the overall presentation, but basically, they
get off the point by dealing with our article as a
“scholarly work” rather than as an easy-to-read article
based on personal opinion developed through observa-
tion as therapists.

Dr. White’s question as to our definition of “healing”
is well taken. However, we feel that the Scriptures
do not necessarily point to healing as a re-directing
of one’s sexual orientation from homosexuality to hetero-
sexuality. The emphasis in IT Cor. 6:9-11 is upon the
washing, sanctification, and justification of the indi-
vidual into a new life in Christ. One does not re-
nounce his homosexuality in the name of Christ so as
to hopefully become heterosexual in his sexual orien-
tation. This is not the ultimate motive. We feel that
in some ways, heterosexuality may develop as the re-
formed homosexual grows into his new identity in Christ.
Dr. Pattison’s observations seem to confirm this. How-
ever, this is not always, nor does it necessarily need
to be, the case.

In reference to Dr. White’s concern as to our “un-
realistic advice to potential parents of homosexuals”,
this advice was not intended to be seen as a “cure-all”,
but a call to action for a more thorough Christian
family nucleus. We do recognize that choice of sexual
orientation is ultimately the child’s responsibility and
no amount of “parental prevention” can be a deterrent
to an act of the will,

We feel that both Drs. Pattison and White, had
some difficulty in accepting our view that constitu-
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tional homosexuality is a myth, Dr. White feels that
this may or may not be true. Rather, he prefers to
state that “genetic transmission of homosexuality is
unproven”. Dr. Pattison states that the “scientific evi-
dence strongly supports a psychosocial etiology for
homosexuality.” He goes on to state, however, that
“the child is probably not born with either homo-
sexual or heterosexual affinities, but rather the capacity
for eventual sexual differentiation”. In both of these
views, there is an uncertainty as to the nature of man’s
sexuality. We agree with Dr. White that the scientific
evidence is inconclusive. Dr. Pattison’s statement is a
Freudian viewpoint, espousing a bisexual nature of
man. We feel, however, that Scripture does not neces-
sarily see this as “natural”. Homosexuality is natural
only in the sense that sin is “natural” to the Adamic
or fallen state of man. Scripture, we feel, strongly
supports constitutional heterosexuality. The creation
story, as well as Paul's statement in Romans 1:27
strongly suggest a natural inborn predisposition to
heterosexuality due to the fact that we are made in
God’s image, We strongly feel that this issue of con-
stitutional homosexuality is a key issue in terms of our
understanding this problem and providing help for
those dealing with this problem. We have known many
who practice homosexual behavior who feel they are
“caught” or that this is “the way they were made”.
Freedom lies in the fact that they are not made this
way, but rather that through help, this “habit” may be
overcome. We are not ruling out scientific enterprise
or research, but are encouraging it. However, we are
encouraging research in this area based upon solid
Christian presuppositions.

In conclusion, let us state that we are not mini-
mizing academic excellence, but rather would like the
reader to focus on the question—“When Was the Last
Time You Hugged a Homosexual’?

Michael A. Campion
Alfred R. Barrow
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‘Why do you look at the speck of sawdust in your
brother’s eye, with never a thought for the great plank
in your own? Or how can you say to your brother,
“Let me take the speck out of your eye,” when all the
time there is a plank in your own? You hypocrite! First
take the plank out of your own eye, and then you will
see clearly to take the speck out of your brother’s.
(Matt. 7:3-5, New English)

The second passage suggests that we realize that
there are cause-effect relationships in the earth and
sky about us, but we fail to carefully analyze the
cause-effect relationships that exist in the world of
behavior.

He also said to the people, ‘When you see cloud banking
up in the west, you say at once, “It is going to rain”,
and rain it does. And when the wind is from the south,
you say, “There will be a heat-wave”, and there is. What
hypocrites you are! You know how to interpret the ap-
pearance of earth and sky; how is it you cannot inter-
pret this fateful hour?

‘And why can you not judge for yourselves what is
the right course? When you are going with your op-
ponent to court, make an effort to settle with him while
you are still on the way; otherwise he may drag you
before the judge, and the judge hand you over to the
constable, and the constable put you in jail. I tell you,
you will not come out till you have paid the last farth-
ing.” (Luke 12:54-59, NEB)

One important class of stimuli which must be under-
stood if we wish to control behavior consists of dis-
criminative stimuli (antecedent cues). When a response
has been reinforced in the presence of a certain
stimulus, that stimulus increases the probability that
the response will recur when it is again presented
(i.e., “physical circumstances, social settings, the be-
havior of other people, and your own thoughts”® may
serve as discriminative stimuli). Christ seems to sug-
gest, as have psychologists,® that we may need to
eliminate some discriminative stimuli which set the
occasion for inappropriate behavior.

‘If your right eye is your undoing, tear it out and fling
it away; it is better for you to lose one part of your
body than for the whole of it to be thrown into hell.
And if your rignt hand is your undoing, cut it off and
fling it away; it is better for you to lose one part of
your body than for the whole of it to go to hell.” (Matt.
5:29-30, NEB) (See also Matt. 18:8-9 and Mark 9:43-
47)

A second important class of stimuli includes re-
inforcers (rewards), pleasant events which follow a
response and increase the probability that it will recur.
One important reinforcer which psychologists have
recognized and which Christ warns us about is the
attention of others (social reinforcer’). He wams that

in our acts of devotion we can receive man’s reward
or God’s, but not both,

‘Be careful not to make a show of your religion before
men; if you do, no reward awaits you in your Father's
house in heaven.

‘Thus, when you do some act of charity, do not an-
nounce it with a flourish of trumpets, as the hypocrites
do in the synagogue and in the streets to win admiration
from men. 1 tell you this: they have their reward al-
ready. No; when you do some act of charity, do not let
your left hand know what your right is doing; your good
deed must be secret, and your Father who sees what is
done in secret will reward you.” (Matt. 6:1-4, NEB,
See also Matt. 6:5.6, 16-18)
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Christ also assures us that our acceptance and aid of
others will be rewarded.

‘And if anyone gives so much as a cup of cold water to
one of these little ones, because he is a disciple of mine,
I tell you this: that man will assuredly not go unre-
warded.” (Matt. 10:42, NEB)

‘For the Son of Man is to come in the glory of his
Father with his angels, and then he will give each man
the due reward for what he has done.” (Matt. 16:27,
NEB)

‘But you must love your enemies and do good; and lend
without expecting any return; and you will have a rich
reward: you will be sons of the Most High, because he
himself is kind to the ungrateful and wicked.” (Luke
6:35, NEB)

A third class of stimuli consists of aversive stimuli,
annoying events which tend to decrease the proba-
bility of the recurrence of a response they follow and
increase the probability of the recurrence of a response
which removes them. Christ warns of the aversive
consequences of our inappropriate (sinful) behavior.

A little later Jesus found him in the temple and said to
him, ‘Now that you are well again, leave your sinful
ways, or you may suffer something worse.” (John 5:14,
NEB)

‘He who does not dwell in me is thrown away like a
withered branch. The withered branches are heaped to-
gether, thrown on the fire, and burnt.,’ (John 15:6,
NEB)

He who puts his faith in the Son has hold of eternal life,
but he who disobeys the Son shall not see that life;
God’s wrath rests upon him. (John 3:36, NEB)

Another important principle involved in the contro]
of behavior is modeling (imitation). “New responses
may be learned or the characteristics of existing re-
sponse hierarchies may be changed as a function of
observing the behavior of others.”®

“Treat others as you would like them to treat you.’
(Luke 6:31, NEB)

‘Pass no judgment, and you will not be judged; do not
condemn, and you will not be condemned; acquit, and
you will be acquitted; give, and gifts will be given you.
Good measure, pressed down, shaken together, and
running over, will be poured into your lap; for what-
ever measure you deal out to others will be dealt to you
in return.” (Luke 6:37-38, NEB)

A Behavior Modification Model

One of the major objections to behavior therapy
has been the control that the therapist possesses when
he decides what behavior needs to be changed and
manipulates the consequences of that behavior. In
recent years there has been a move toward self-control
in which the individual sets the goals and designs
and implements his own change strategy. This seems
to be what |. B. Watson, the founder of behaviorism,
was calling for fifty years ago:

1 think behaviorism does lay a foundation for saner
living. It ought to be a science that prepares men and
women for understanding the first prineciples of their
own behavior. It ought to make men and women eager
to prepare themselves to rearrange their own lives, and
especially eager to prepare themselves to bring up their
own children in a healthy way.?
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BIBLICAL BASIS FOR BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION

The behavior we engage in seems to be determined
by our perception of the cost-benefit ratio (environ-
mental consequences). I am defining cost as the
presentation of an aversive stimulus or the postpone-
ment or removal of a reinforcing stimulus, and benetit
as the presentation of a reinforcing stimulus or the
postponement or removal of an aversive stimulus.
Christ pointed out the many benefits of becoming a
Christian, but he also pointed out the costs.

And to all he said, ‘If anyone wishes to be a follower of
mine, he must leave self behind; day after day he must
take up his cross, and come with me. Whoever cares
for his own safety is lost; but if a man will let himself
be lost for my sake, that man is safe. What will a man
gain by winning the whole world, at the cost of his true
self?’ (Luke 9:23, NEB)

‘If anyone comes to me and does not hate his father and
mother, wife and children, brothers and sisters, even his
own life, he cannot be a disciple of mine. No one who
does not carry his cross and come with me can be a dis-
ciple of mine. Would any of you think of building a
tower without first sitting down and calculating the
cost, to see whether he could afford to finish it?” (Luke
14:26-28, NEB)

Although the principle that we engage in that
behavior which we perceive as maximizing benefit
and minimizing cost is quite deterministic, it allows
for freedom of choice. As frequently happens when we
try to establish a new and appropriate behavior, benefit
is perceived to be greater than cost, but when we
initiate the behavior, we discover that the cost (fa-
tigue, loss of reinforcement from the previous behavior)
is greater than originally anticipated. Unless something
is done to increase the benefit, the behavior ceases,
At that point in time when we perceive that the bene-
fit outweighs the cost, we can structure our environ-
ment in such a way that the benefit will continue to
be higher than the cost in the future.

In order to diminish or eliminate an undesirable
behavior, we must increase the cost of that behavior.
It is also very helpful to increase the benefit of a
desirable behavior which is incompatible with the one
which is to be eliminated.®

Let him who steals steal no more; but rather let him
labor, performing with his own hands what is good, in
order that he may have something to share with him
who has need. (Eph. 4:28, New American Standard)

The basic principles of learning which
have been investigated and applied by
experimental psychologists are sup-
ported by Christ’s statements about be-
havior.

The ultimate goal of the change strategy is to
increase the benefit of the desired behavior until the
period of greatest cost has passed so that the behavior
will persist even in the absence of the added benefit.

The structuring of a self-control strategy involves
at least three important steps, “the specification of
a behavior, the identification of its antecedent cues
and environmental consequences, and the implementa-
tion of an action plan that alters some of these
antecedents and/or consequences.”® The books by
Mahoney and Thoresen, Watson and Tharp, and
Williams and Long (see References) are excellent
guides for the person who wishes to implement a
self-control strategy.

In conclusion, the basic principles of learning which
have been investigated and applied by experimental
psychologists are supported by Christ’s statements about
behavior. The appropriate application of these prin-
ciples can modify our own behavior.
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For many years there has been talk about the need for engineers to get a
liberal education. . . The development is an encouraging one, but not because
of the false notion that study of the humanities will improve the engineer’s

character and make him a better citizen.

... I submit that study of the liberal

arts will rob him of his innocence, stain his character, make him less “moral’—
or at least, less naive. And this is exactly what the engineer needs. In all of his
thinking, henceforth, he will have to take into account the imperfections and
the absurdities of his fellow human beings.

Samuel C. Florman

The Existential Pleasures of Engineering, St. Martin’s Press, New York (1976), pp. 38-40.
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PSYCHOLOGISTS AND THEOLOGIANS

sounds like debates on the number of angels that could
stand on the head of a pin; many ideas were shared
but no one ever got the point. While these topics were
interesting, they could not be studied objectively and
thus lead to formulation of testable hypotheses or
practical theories concerning man’s behavior.

It was this very circle that the behaviorists did break
in order to make psychology a science in the strictest
sense. Severing this circular process was not accom-
plished without a great struggle. Couching this dilem-
ma in the rhetoric of existentialism, one would say that
man’s psyche would at once be the object and tool
of circular discussion and dialog concerning man. Until
methods could be developed that would allow for
direct measurement and testing of behavior, theories
would go untested. Only clinical information and
subjective assessment would be available to study
man’s behavior, Behaviorism came to the rescue in this
area and specified the need to study objective, con-
crete reality that could be consensually validated by
independent researchers. The most salient feature of
the scientific method for psychology is the demand
for inter and intra observer reliability.

Psychology and Theology in History

The history of psychology is full of instances where
the struggle to break through the inductive method has
been thwarted by various forces. One such area of
conflict is that of early religious tradition and super-
stition, Due to the suppression of an empirical study
of man, both physical and psychological, by organized
religion, man’s understanding of human behavior was
limited. Humanity was being denied truth—scientific
truth. “The truth shall make you free,” John 8:32.
Man was continuing to be bound by ignorance, fear,
and superstition. The organized church was apparently
frightened by scientific truth about homo sapiens.
This seems unreasonable since God is the Creator of
the universe, man and the natural, as well as physical
laws that govern the whole. Whenever science dis-
covers ‘real” truth, that truth does not differ from
the truth authored by God himself. Jesus said, “I am

. . the truth,” John 14:6. A scientist’s objective de-
scription of God’s creation will not lead to falsehood.
The difficulty comes when man tries to explain the
creation without God.

» ««

Nowhere is man’s fear of the psychologists’ “revealed”
truth more obvious than in the study of abnormal psy-
chology. Abnormal psychology is one branch of psy-
chology that studies the bizarre, morbid behaviors
accompanying personality disorganization. Due to a
belief in animism or pandemonism, that was sponsored
by early organized religion, man’s understanding of
mental health was locked into a closet for centuries.
Pandemonism is a term coined by the author to imply
a belief that demons were blamed for any and all
aberrant behavior. Because a person was viewed as
demon-possessed and not mentally ill, he could be
tortured and subjected to all sorts of inhumanities in
the name of “Christianity.” Demons were thought to
be extremely sensitive to pain; by torturing a person,
therefore, the demon should be exorcised. This belief
in pandemonism lasted well into the 18th century, As
late as 1793 an official trial for witchcraft took place
in New England (Kisker, 1972, p. 45). Pandemonism
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Psychologists should be aware of the
theologian’s quest for understanding
man. Both psychologist and theologian
have a common purpose, understanding
man and being of service to him. It is
time to call an end to distrust of one
professional group by the other and
work together.

as an idea is too radical and overly simplified. Also,
experience seems to show that ruling out demons js
inaccurate.

The fact that this article can discuss demons and
science side by side is evidence of a change in the
thinking of scientists and laymen alike. More psychol-
ogists and psychiatrists are willing to consider the con-
cept of demon possession today, which implies a move
away from the more psychoanalytically and behavior-
istically oriented views of mental health so prevalent
until the last ten to fifteen years. Conversely most
theologians are willing to see that demons are not
the cause of all mental illness. Pastors are coming in
contact with church members who experience deep
emotional and psychological turmoil that could not
possibly be due to demon possession. This trend shows
that both theologians and psychologists are allowing
the facts to speak rather than their stereotypical role
expectations. This latter point is a good indication
that the reactance between theologians and psychol-
ogists may be beginning to dissipate.

Demonism, Past and Present

The pandemonism of early religious thinkers is simi-
lar to neurotic thought patterns that focus attention
on the all-or-nothing principle—either all behavior is
due to spiritism or none is. Conversely, ruling out the
spirit world completely by psychologists would be too
restrictive and overly simplistic. Some persons do
develop mental disorders due to demon-possession or
oppression. Therefore, to say that a portion of mental
disorders is caused by demons is plausible. However,
when an extreme position is taken an error usually
results. Pandemonism implies that one’s behavior is
not a response to environmental or psychological pres-
sures, but an enactment of an inner spirit. This view
leads to a philosophy foreign to therapy as a method
for treating mental illness. Belief in pandemonism as
the cause of mental disorders reached its peak during
the 15th century (Kisker, 1972, p. 43). Two Dominican
monks in Germany, Johann Sprenger and Heinrick
Kraemer, published a book entitled Malleus Malefi-
carum (The Witch Hammer). This book was designed
to aid in exterminating witches, and was written as
a result of a statement in 1484 by Pope Innocent VIII
urging the clergy to do everything possible to detect
witches (Kisker, 1972, p. 43). A movement to destroy
witches spread, and the end result was the death of
hundreds of thousands of mentally ill men, women, and
children. It seems that this fanatical behavior was
undertaken in good faith, to make the world a better
place. However, the true Christian principles of love,
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prayer, salvation, grace and Christ's own examples
of treating demon-possessed people with love and com-
passion were overlooked (see Matt, 8:28-34, Matt,
9:32-34, Matt. 17:14-21, Mk. 5:1-20, Mk, 9:14-29,
Lk. 8:26-36, Lk. 9:37-43). The greatest of all attri-
butes a' Christian can possess is love (I Cor. 13:13).
Most organized church behavior during the 12th
through 18th centuries did not use Christ’s example
as a model for treating demon possessed people. There
were exceptions, but the majority were not using the
example of Christ as their model. It was the demon
that Christ banished, not the human soul! (See Mat-
thew 8:28-34.)

A few early scientists and thinkers such as Hippo-
crates, who lived from 460-367 B.C., felt that mental
disorders were not due to spirits or demons, but natural
causes. Johann Weyer’s book, De Praestigiis Daemonum,
written shortly after The Witch Hammer was pub-
lished, went the way of many before and after. The fire
of interest he generated in a naturalistic view of mental
disorder was drowned by the “holy water” of the
church. This struggle was a bitter one that left its
mark on history. It remains for Christian thinkers to
explain this phenomenon reported on the pages of
history. One thing that needs to be said is that the
infamous events tied to the history of the church
during those medieval days are man-made errors by
organized groups of men resulting from a departure
from God’s plan of evangelistic, humane, man-to-man
encounters.

Hypocrisy and Behavioral Analysis

Psychologists engaged in the study and treatment of
persons having personality disorders have seen how
inhumanely such people were treated under the aus-
pices of early organized religion. Behavioral scientists
view man’s actions as the product of the motives or
learning that operate within him. If a person claims
Christ as Lord and motivator, and behaves a certain
way, it should be because of Christian mandates, If
there were no hypocrites, or if the term Christian
were not so misused and profaned, the simple cause-
and-effect relationship between professing Christian
faith and proper behavior would be more sharply de-
fined. Psychologists have had a difficult time cor-
relating principles of Christianity (1 Cor. 13, for
example) with practices early organized religion used
for treating mentally ill persons. As psychology emerged
as a science in its own right, it began to trim away
the vestiges of misapplied theology and philosophy
that had so encumbered its development.

Outcomes of the Past Conflict Between Psychology
and Theology

Many psychologists viewed theology and philosophy
as unnecessary and irrelevant to psychology. Once
Freud made the break between psychology and theol-
ogy there seemed to be no need to ever reunite the
two. Philosophy was seen as an attitude toward ex-
perimental findings, and in this way became a vestige
of psychology rather than vice versa. Also, since the
break, so many strides had been made in understanding
man’s behavior that this seemed to further reinforce
the schism, Psychologists who adopted radical be-
haviorism and ruled out mind and soul saw this as
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a necessity if progress was to be made in the field
of psychology. This monistic “philosophy” was adopted
by behaviorists who studied overt behavior.

Reactance: A Behavioral Qutcome

Reactance is a phenomenon made famous by Brehm
(1966) in his book A Theory of Psychological Re-
actance. Brehm (1966, p. 9) defines reactance as a
motivational state directed toward the re-establish-
ment of the free behaviors which have been eliminated
or threatened with elimination. Hollander (1971, p.
119) points out that a freedom we see slipping from
our grasp takes on greater value than one which is
not immediately vulnerable to loss. Hollander calls
this a “boomerang” effect. This is one way of viewing
the unfavorable reactions of some psychologists and
theologians to one another. Research by Brehm and
Cole (1966), and Goranson and Berkowitz (1966)
indicate that unfavorable reactions can be attributed
to the impression of a loss of freedom, or to the extent
of coercion perceived to be operating on another sub-
ject. This succinct treatment of reactance shows im-
mediate applicability to the problem that has existed
between psychologists and theologians. Both groups can
be seen to have unfavorable opinions of one another
because each views the other as a threat to their own
perceived freedom.

Psychology, having evolved from the parent disci-
plines of philosophy and theology, can once again
allow for their existence without being threatened.
There comes a point in a child’s existence when ac-
cepting one’s parents can occur without fear of loss of
autonomy. As a child grows and develops a strong,
functional self concept, parents no longer pose a
threat to autonomy and uniqueness of being, Granted,
the struggle to maturity and freedom to be one’s self
is in many instances difficult. However, once the ma-
ture offspring feels at home with “self” it is possible
to establish new relationships with parents. These re-
lationships can be reciprocal and on an adult to adult
level. When either party refuses to relate in an adult
way they are creating a conflict that will lead to
faulty communications and eventually to mistrust of
the other party. When such failures continue, a valu-
able and meaningful relationship is destroyed. Child
and parent alike can learn from one another. Each
exists within a unique world. As the center of our own
unique phenomenal world, we view experiences in our
own way. Therefore, parent and child can at least
learn to view the same phenomenon from different
perspectives and allow each a distinct view.

Oue parent of psychology, philosophy, can be seen
as a study of values, how man views himself in re-
lation to his world. Philosophy can be viewed as a
way to approach or apply findings of psychology.
Philosophy is necessary to give direction to science.
Technology is advancing more rapidly than man’s
philosophy of life and ability to formulate adequate
moral codes. Science, as it develops a technology and
life style all its own, needs to have some philosophical
guidelines. Theology, the other parent, is concerned
with man’s relation to God, others, and self. Scientists
need to see that they do not live on an island unto
themselves. Their discoveries come crashing down upon
others in their shared environment. Eventually what
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they do influences others. Psychologists need to feel
a responsibility to others and themselves for their
discoveries. Without an adult relationship between
psychology, philosophy, and theology the psychologist
can lose his feeling of responsibility to anyone other
than his fellow professionals. If a group of people
do not try to relate to others, they will find a gulf
developing and as the silence progresses, breaking this
silence with meaningful dialog becomes more difficult.

New Trends in Psychology

Cognitive theorists were convinced that a monistic
approach to man was at best an oversimplification, Be-
haviorists had been trapped by their philosophy of
not allowing anything to exist if it could not be ob-
jectively measured. Perhaps the behaviorists’ conception
of existence was too concrete or their measurement
techniques not yet sophisticated enough to do battle
with mind (psyche) or soul (pneuma). Cognitive
theorists or those using the concept of mind did not
hesitate to study self perceptions. A simple definition
of mind could be one’s own perceptions of self. As the
cognitive theorist began to “reinvent” mind, a third
school of psychiatry, called existentialism, began to
speak of man’s soul. Existential %sychology is not
afraid of philosophy or theology, but weaves these
fields into its view of psychology. This action does
not necessarily sacrifice scientific status. As contra-
dictory as it may seem, there are existentialists en-
gaged in experimental research employing the same
inductive methods used by behaviorists. To restate an
earlier idea, it is not important whether one is a
behaviorist or not; what is important is that the
method of the behaviorist be employed. If these psy-
chologists who accept mind and soul can still subject
themselves to the vigorous methodology of the be-
haviorist, then this shows hope for lowering distrust
among the entire community of psychology to theology.
This will lower reactance as both groups no longer
need view the other as a threat to their freedom.

Humanistic psychologists have been alarmed at the
way man’s basic dignity and meaning have been over-
simplified to a series of stimulus-response connections.
For man to be studied completely, it is necessary to
study man as a complex organism that consists of more
than overt, directly observable phenomena. Pleasure
principle, drive reduction principle, and law of effect
are all concepts used to help understand human be-
havior. These principles lead to a view of human
behavior that is logically self seeking, pleasure seeking,
and tension reducing. However, with these tools it is
impossible to “fix” a theory of man that is compre-
hensive and preponderantly accurate. Will, search for
meaning, love, and superordinate goals are principles
which are more abstract, metaphysical or difficult to
quantify. These latter principles can be seen as threats
to the parsimony of the earlier mentioned concepts.
They allow the organism freedom to do itself harm,
to do things that do not follow the-logic of hedonism.

Why should some psychologists be upset with the
present predominant behavioristic method of studying
man? For very few reasons actually. The deterministic
philosophy, and behavioral views concerning man have
been essential in the progress of understanding human
behavior. However, what is to be desired is a more
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open attitude toward phenomena that can be studied
or even allowed to exist in man., What harm does a
mind or a soul do to psychology, the discipline? No
harm pragmatically as I see it. However, if psychol-
ogists accept mind and soul, they are then faced with
two concepts that are- more difficult to conceptualize
and study empirically. This seems to be one reason
why behaviorists are so reluctant to allow these con-
cepts to exist, There is nothing wrong with stressing
the need for operational definitions of terms. This is
necessary. There seems to be nothing wrong with
saying that the only things that can be studied scien-
tifically are overt behaviors. However, it does seem
wrong (or incorrect to use a less value-laden term)
to say that if something does not exist in a way that
our finite minds can comprehend or measure, it does
not exist at all. This seems to be deistic anthropo-
morphizing. When Thordike made his famous state-
ment about measurement and existence, it was needed.
However, have we not progressed enough to know
that for every fact we have discovered there are
myriad other facts hidden from our present view? New
technology continually makes overt that which was
covert and hidden yesterday.

Psychologists need to be open to new ideas that
come along or even to new interpretations of the old.
Perhaps theology may provide input to help this
process. However, as long as reactance of psychologists
toward theology is high, this is nearly impossible, A by-
product of reactance is the continuation of a cog-
nitive set that can hinder solution of a problem calling
for a new solution; this is rigidity. New data from
sources today considered mystical or subjective may
tomorrow provide keys unlocking mysteries concerning
human behavior. New theories of psychopathology may
be necessary to replace or augment classical theories.
We know that man is influenced by his culture and
society. Culture is changing and developing; therefore,
is it not possible that theories that held consistently
for one epoch of time may be misleading in a later
time? The environmental causes of man’s behavior are
changing; therefore, psychologists may need to study
phenomena heretofore considered irrelevant. Victor
Frankl stresses the need to consider a spiritual plane
of man’s existence and stresses the need to guide peo-
ple to find a meaning in their lives. This lack of
meaning is what he calls noogenic or existential neu-
rosis. This neurosis is different from classical Freudian
concepts of neurosis as shown by Crumbaugh and
Mabholic (1964). Frankl was open to new sources of
conflict, value conflict, that led to neurosis. By being
open to new sources of data concermning man, new
discoveries should be forthcoming.

Reactance by psychologists to subjective areas of
study in psychology, e.g., meaning in life, soul, and
conversion, should diminish if they can see relevant
advances concerning man’s understanding of man
stemming from a study of such variables. Also, if
studying these areas does not remove freedom to do
research as dictated by empirical methods, reactance
will be lowered.

With the increased understanding of learning pro-
cesses (cognitive functions) teachers, psychologists,
and ministers are able to help persons with learning
and behavior difficulties. Therapy techniques utilizing
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PERSONAL KNOWLEDGE

Personal Commitment: The Coupling of Faith and
Love

In the first article of the Nicene Creed Christians
confess their faith in the “one God—The Father Al-
mighty, Maker of Heaven and Earth, and all things,
visible and invisible.” This confession contains a pro-
foundly biblical theme—God’s guarantee of the trust-
worthiness and wholeness of creation. The material
of which the entire cosmos is made (Heaven and
Earth) is an orderly continuum, interwoven and struc-
tured together, The very nature of it, its wholeness
and trustworthiness, is a revelation of the uniqueness,
the oneness, and the totality of God in what He has
brought into being. The Creation is not God but has
implanted in it the mark of His nature. It is therefore
quite appropriate that we examine God’s revelation, as
expressed in the Bible, for general principles that apply
to the interaction of humans with all reality.

There are two key attitudes expressed throughout
the whole Bible that are essential parts of any suc-
cessful human activity, whether the endeavor be in
everyday human relations, religious experience, ar-
tistic creation, philosophical speculation, or scientific
work. The biblical attitudes that I am referring to are:

1. Faith in the sense of deep commitment to God,
other humans, oneself, and one’s vocation.

2. A deep self-giving love with respect to God,
other humans, oneself, and one’s vocation.

These two attitudes are intertwined; both must be
present for creative accomplishment to take place.
Furthermore, the Judeo-Christian tradition teaches
that the capacity to express trust and love towards
both people and concepts stems from man reflecting,
however marred, the image of the infinite-personal
creator God.

Faith is a word that is badly misunderstood by our
present age. Faith can be defined as an act of af-
firmation, of belief, or of commitment that leads to
positive action by a person. This act of affirmation
takes place through a filter or matrix of presuppositions
that one trusts in even though the evidence for such
trust is not right before one’s eyes. Faith is not, how-
ever, a leap in the dark; true faith is not blind assent.
True faith always arises out of the totality of one’s
prior and present experience,

Faith consists not in what can be proved by results.
Faith precedes results; faith motivates us towards re-
sults. Contrary to much popular opinion, faith always
without exception precedes logic, intellect, judgment,
reason, and the seeking of experimental data (and then
leads the knower beyond them). You cannot begin
any personal encounter, mathematical analysis, or ex-
perimental work in science (as typical examples)
without some prelogical notions (presuppositions) that
you commit yourself to by faith. Figure 1 shows how
acts of faith play the role of leaven in all human
experience, from simple everyday life to complex ar-
tistic, scientific, or religious experience. The ability
to express faith, to be able to place trust in people and
concepts when all seems to be going wrong is a
uniquely personal, human attribute.

In what ways does love join with faith in any act
of human discovery? This question has been thought-
fully answered in the recent work of Richard .
Pendergast! who has with great insight pinpointed
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Faith consists not in what can be proved
by results. Faith precedes results; faith
motivates us towards results.

the universality and the deeply personal, interwoven
structure of the faith—love relationship. He points out
that just as a religious act of faith is a free act,

. so the natural act of faith one makes in order to
understand scientific truth is a free choice. Among the
implicits which undergird our acts of understanding are
desires, our ‘intellectual passions’ as Polanyi calls them.
The creative act which calls into being a new scientific
theory, or even the act by which a person assimilates an
established theory is not completely determined by the
data. Like the constructions of art and music, these con-
structions are partly determined by what the person
wants. Scientific creation is therefore a moral act, an
act which expresses the love of beauty and order which
motivates the scientist. In his famous essay on the psy-
chology of mathematical invention, Poincare? suggests
that the mathematician’s sense of beauty is one of the
most powerful enabling factors in the creation of new
mathematics. This sense of beauty clearly involves the
will’s attraction by the intellectual good. The same is true
in all fields. Intellectual acts are not only acts of
understanding, but also acts of love, though the rela-
tive weight of the two components can vary greatly in
different fields of endeavor (Pendergast, p. 98) . . .

In seeking understanding of any part of reality

. we take a stand toward it, put ourselves into a
certain relationship to it. In other words, we decide
whether this thing is good or bad for us, whether we
love it or hate it. . . . To contemplate it is not only to
know it as something distinct from us but also to know
it as related to us. This relationship is either one of
harmony and peace or of incompatibility and disquiet,
The same external object will be symbolized and known
quite differently depending on whether we love it or
hate it. This is obvious, of course, in the case of human
beings. We can’t really know another person unless we
love him. This is true even in the case of someone like
Hitler. The one who knows such a person best is the
one whose hatred of his deformities is situated within
the context of a more fundamental love of his basic
humanity and a painful awareness of the way it has
been perverted by evil. The same thing is true in a less
obvious way even of scientific or mathematical knowl-
edge. The knowledge of physical or mathematical struc-
tures cannot be separated from an appreciation of their
beauty. In fact, as Poincaré suggested, those who do not
appreciate them will not be able to discover them or
understand them well. The person who ‘hates math’
brings forth a distorted and imperfect symbol of the
reality with which he is in contact (Pendergast, p.
119) . ..

Complete Objectivity in Science is an Illusion: We
Know Far More Than We Can Telll?

The average scientist is disturbed upon first hearing
Polanyi’s assertion that complete objectivity in science
is an illusion. How can a man who made significant
contributions to physical chemistry disown his heri-
tage? How can a scientist say that experimental evi-
dence is not important? But this is jumping the gun,
for it ignores what Polanyi has actually written in
Personal Knowledge and many other books and articles
—it is not first listening to the evidence that Polanyi
wishes to introduce! Polanyi is not attempting to
downgrade the seeking of clear-cut experimental evi-
dence. What Polanyi is really concerned with are the
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Figure 1. Faith—an undergirding and unifying component of
the spectrum of all human experience.

A. The arrow points toward increasing “abstractness” of
human experience and accordingly, “seemingly” less direct,
personal involvement. By “abstractness” is meant not capable
of simple explanation using concepts from everyday experience.
Such an “abstract” act often requires deep, personal involve-
ment by an individual. In all of these varied human activities
the unifying factor of the leaven of faith is present.

T;—A husband trusts his wife to always have his best
interests at heart.

T,—An apprentice trusts the master mason he works under
to be truly showing him the correct way to lay bricks.

T3—College students trust that their faculty are presenting
subject matter which is both valid and relevant.

T4—An artist trusts his mental vision and manual skills are
sufficient to him in his work to reflect some part of reality
(no matter how abstract the art).

Ts—A scientist trusts that the many long and difficult hours
spent attempting to get a finicky piece of scientific apparatus
to yield complex and often puzzling data will eventually
lead to the discovery of “simple” laws truly universal in slope.

Ts—The scientist trusts that the language and concepts of
mathematics created originally for sheer intellectual pleasure
(Group theory, as an example, with its invariance properties
which can be used to represent physical conservation laws)
will be applicable to the description of specific physical
phenomena.

T,—The theologian trusts that God has revealed His true
nature in one spacetime portion of human history by becoming
incarnate in the man, Jesus Christ. This trust in what Christ
said and did during. his earthly life and ministry enables the
theologian to take Christ’s words about Himself as truthful.
Thus such trust causes the theologian to formulate the doctrine
of the Trinitarian God in order to do full justice to the rich-
ness of the biblical revelation concerning the nature of God
as revealed in Jesus Christ.

theoretical interpretations of experimental evidence
and the basic question of why certain sets of observa-
tions are made and considered significant rather than
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others (originality in science is partly seeing in existing
data relationships that others have not seen). Science
is not the collecting of data on a random or wholesale
basis and the subsequent stringing out of possible
relationships in telephone book fashion. What Polanyi
has created, to my mind, is really a model of scientific
discovery and this same pattern can be extended to
cover all acts of human discovery. Polanyi is concerned
primarily with the development of a perspective that
emphasizes the unity of the knowing process in all
human activity, science, art, philosophy, and religion.
All knowing is similar in some ways even though there
are distinctions in the objects known in science, art,
and religion.

The central presuppositions of Polanyi’s epistemology
are:

1. We are as knowers partly conditioned by our
environment and genetic inheritance; nevertheless, we
can actively commit ourselves to altering our environ-
ment; we can take actions not determined by our
environment and genetic inheritance.

2. As personal beings we can actively commit our-
selves to the affirmation of our own existential reality
(the self) and the affirmation that there is a consistent
structure to that reality which is outside us. These
personal acts of commitment are to be clearly dis-
tinguished from our subjective states in which we
merely endure our feelings.

This distinction establishes the conception of the per-
sonal, which is neither subjective or objective. Inso-
far as the personal submits to requirements acknowl-
edged by itself as independent of itself, it is not sub-
jective, but insofar as it is an action guided by in-
dividual passions, it is not objective either. It trans-
cends the disjunction between subjective and objective.4

3. Reality outside us has a structure to which I
entrust myself (I commit myself in advance—for I do
not clearly perceive the whole structure) in the hope
that through such acts of responsible commitment to
perceiving such an open-ended, independent, external
structure I may come to know something more about
it. I am indwelling a set of commitments about reality
in order to gain further knowledge. It should be noted
that Polanyi strongly argues for the validity of sup-
posedly intangible realities.

For surely, there are a great number of things our
knowledge of which dissolves if we look at them in a
thoroughly detached manner. The meaning of a word
vanishes if I cease to mean anything by it; the proof
of a mathematical theorem dissolves if I cease to trust
it; and likewise, a moral ideal dissolves if I stop re-
specting it. I cannot know that someone, say Lincoln or
Gandhi, was a great man unless I revere him. You need
reverence to observe human greatness, just as you re-
quire a telescope to observe spiral nebulae. But rever-
ence is not an objective approach in the tradition of
Newton, and hence our ideals—along with the greatness
of men who embody these ideals—must cease to be vis-
ible if they are approached in this Newtonian sense.5

4. The claims of both extreme existentialists and
positivists are rejected. In particular, existentialism’s
claim that knowledge of myself can be gained inde-
pendent from any external reality structure is denied,
as well as positivism’s claim that knowledge can be
gained by completely impersonal means,

Positivism claims that scientific truth is impersonal,
possessing an inescapable quality in that discovering
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Figure 2. Integrations of perception and the conceptual know-
ing—the structure common to all human acts of discavery.

R—Reality.

§;, 8a, ..., Sp—Subsidiary clues, details, basic presupposi-
tions that are tacitly accepted.

F—QObject of focal attention.

P—The person, the knower, who causes the subsidiaries to
bear on the focus of his attention,

I-The person indwells the subsidiaries in order to focus on
F. Since this indwelling is tacit, we are not able to render them
explicitly. 4ii—of intrinsic interest in this integration. —ii—
not of intrinsic interest in this integration.

1,2,3,—indicates the chronological order of the knowing
Progesses.

1. The knower indwells a set of subsidiary clues, particulars,
basic presuppasitions.

2. The subsidiaries bear on the focus of the knower's
attention.

3. The knower becomes aware of new details, laws of
the focal object.

it is merely a systematic process of testing random
hypotheses in an exhaustive fashion until the right
one arrives. The typical statements of “scientific meth-
od” found in science textbooks are, according to Pol-
anyi, not descriptions of how discoveries are made
but rather how to verify a hypothesis already be-
lieved by the scientist to be correct. Discoveries are
made in science, rather, by a scientist being actively
committed to a theoretical framework evolved from
the experience of the present and former scientific
commuaities. Acts of personal judgment, or selectivity
of commitments to guidelines of “intellectuzal beauty”
acquired by an apprenticeship of working in the scien-
tific community, and finally, an active hope that a
theoretical framework will reveal more and meore: of
such extra-empirical “stuff” is science made. If you do
not accept the assertion that science requires commit-
ment, belief—“consider that originality is the main-
spring of scientific discovery, and originality in science
is the gift of a lonely belief in a line of experiments
or speculations which at the time no one else con-
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Figure 3. Disintegration of perception and of conceptual
knowing. R, 8;, S5, ... Sp, F, P, I, + ii, and —ii, 1,2,3 as in
Figure 2. But indwelling is no longer tacit.

1. The knower indwells a set of subsidiary clues, particulars,
basic presuppositions.

2. The subsidiaries bear back upon themselves,

3. The knower becomes aware of the subsidiaries, but
new details, laws of the focal object are no lo