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Communism: A Christian Critique
By SAMUEL W. WILLIAMS

IT IS IMPOSSIBLE that Christianity should not take critical
notice of Communism today. There are at least two reasons
for this. The first is to be found in the fact that communism is
now a serious and very real threat to the continued existence of
Christianity. The second reason may be found in the nature of
Christianity itself. At the center of Christian doctrine is the
conception of a living, righteous God who makes demands upon
his children in terms of his own nature. He has made known and
does make known his will to men. Hence those who believe in
such a God and what he wills for men must find themselves pass-
ing judgment upon all existing systems or orders of mankind
which do mot fit the pattern of the will of God, who is a living,
righteous being. In a word, the will of God is always normative.
All human behavior is to be judged by the will of God and of
course communism comes under this j udgment.

There can be no questioning of the fact that with the fn-
creased and increasing political strength of The Union of Soviet

Socialist Republics due mainly to the conditions am.i cirfiumst:.m.ces
resulting from the second world war, communism 18 gaining
ds of men all over the world. To

mightily in influence in the min !

those who regard communism as anti-Christ this fact must be
frightening. Well might it be, for communism is a distinctly
live option in our world today, possessing a moral strength which
the Christian community will find it increasingly difficult to
reckon with unless there is a hurried cleaning of h.ouse on the pa.l't
of the Christian community itself. This poifxti is made t}esPlte
the fact that in this paper I shall iry to criticize commumsntl_ ;&’i
theory and shall do so from the point of view °f'the::§ o
Christianity. Even this, however, can hardly . be done efﬁchgm{
without reference to the practice of communism and' o e
anity. I believe that men lose faith in a way of 'hfe wdo not
fails them in practice or they discover that the believers
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themselves believe enough in the faith t ice i i
that men seek a new faith. © practice it. It ls- then

a lI see therefore this growing moral strength of communism
eveloping out of two conditions, one being the promise of com-

- munism. This would not be effective in our world today were it not

for the great failures of Christianity in the areas of Communist
f romise. Like the_relig'iO}1 of Christianity, communism promises
atl)l dsa\;e mex; from ms_ecunty- to security, from injustice to justice
lai peace. In short, it promises men a better world. Communism
claims to ’1’)e in all respects the only truly “working man’s
Philosophy.” This claim was made by the founder, Marx. Ninety
per cent of the world’s peoples have all their lives known
iuﬁ;:'mg' and 1nJustice.even until now and at the hands of their
Wl:s tirii, Marx proclaxme(‘i that the purpose of his philosophy
template :}Illge the world. “The task of philosophy is not to con-
time in th ehworld but to change it”” He placed for the first
they might £ ands of the exploited an instrument with which
o aght forge the techniques of their own Liberation from
commun.iSm el}'f- 15 'then', first this great ethical promise of
instance cOW ich gives it its tremendous appeal. In the second
of the fa’\ilur?ml;msm. 18 t.he logical and necessary out-growth
as a mOVemeS: Christianity, Christianity itself arose in history
forth with thn calculated to free men from bondage. Ii came
confusion ande good news of the Kingdom of God at.a time of
line of her de (15!‘1813 in the life of man. Somewhere along the
When men d."e opment she has faltered in fulfilling her mission.
to analyze thljcic‘w.:i failure in the practice of faith, they begin
failure to live thal f e seeking to find, if possible, reason for this
with a new f ‘ti, aith. In so doing they very often come forth
with a new re?'l o My own judgment is that we are dealm_g
a new religion Ililon when we deal with communism. That it i3
One can hardl ope will become clearer as this paper progresses.
and his (oY 88V that Jacques Maritian is friendly to Marx

aching, and yet he admits that the failure of Christi-

anity is ; ]
Christian Iv-::x%(:ir.mble for the growing resentment toward the

_But the i . . i
up in the latt?tsg;tllgl ?nd typical point is that communist thought, as it was built
energies of Christiano oil;xe' mineteenth century and as it is to-day, has turned these
gin to the service of an atheist ideology whose whole
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structure is turned against Christian beliefs. What is the cause of this? It is,
I hold, because it originates, chiefly through the fault of a Christian world un-
faithful to its own principles, in a profound sense of resentment, not only against
the Christian world, but—and here lies the tragedy—against Christianity itself,
which transcends the Christian world and should not be confounded with it .. .. 1

I

It has been denied by some that Marxism has any world-view-
It is regarded therefore as being primarily a social philosophy.
This, however, is an incorrect view. It is a metaphysical philosophy.
The world-view of Marxism is dialectical and historical material-
ism. Failure to comprehend the world-view of Marxism i.s to
fail to understand the present workings of communism.. It is to
fail to comprehend the tremendous influence it is having upon
contemporary history.

Communism is called dialectical because it seeks to interpret
nature dialectically. The method of the dialectic is exten.ded t.o
the study of society and its history. In a word, the dialectic
method is an attempt to apply the law of motion to human social
institutions. Marx and Engels took this method fror.n Hegel w!lo,
working with the implications of a theory of evolution (not with
what Darwin gave us in 1859), came to the view that thﬁ
development of thought and things is occasioned by and throgl gt
a conflict of opposites. For Hegel this did two things. In the firs
place, it described the manner in which thing?. came into beu}g
develop, and behave. Secondly, it was descriptive of the Wﬁ u;
which we learn the truth about things. In Hegel's thmk?ﬁg grath
two were not separated- The development of things and' e oen
about them were all one process, With the second Ec)f;mge\;melop-
preeminence by Hegel. Marx, however, stressed more 118

hen he said
b i is i t Marx meant 1o doubt when he sal
s iy he. “rati ernel,” dismissing the idealistic

he was taki the “rational k "

shell, Mar];mégzgrored to develop this “rational k?milt’ t(;ss?:;lz
an extent that it took on scientific form. The dlal:er:al world
“science of the general laws of motion bqth of theh e;r te found in
and of human thinking.” Engels was quite surs 1; atic. For him
nature sufficient proof of the law of the dialec

nature was fhe test of the dialectic.

) , p. 33 '
Jacques Maritain, True Humanism (New York, 1938), P olitics (New York,

2C. E. M. Joad, Guide to the Philosobh
1938), pp. 664-665.

y of Morals and P
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I. think it is clear that we have here the Hegelian synthesis.
Not}}mg can be understood when it is considered in isolation. So
considered it is meaningless. All things are interconnected, de-
pendent upon and determined by one another. Thus, understand-
ing requires knowledge of these facts. It means, as well, seeing
things whole. It means also recognizing that, although all things
are rela.ted and dependent upon and determined by one another
.char.lge is a basic characteristic. Thus, nature and human social
1ns?1t1‘1‘t10ns. must likewise be studied from the point of view of
1Ehe1r coming into being and passing out of being.” This process
1s.g0\{erned by these laws—laws Marx and Engels regarded as
scxentlﬁc. They are (1) the law of transformation of quantity in-
to quah.ty and vice versa, (2) the law of strife, interpenetration,
and u.mty of opposites, and (3) the law of the negation of the
negation. Proper understanding of these laws should make

possible predictions regarding the development of human social
institutions.

It is not an accident that communism is called materalistic.
One must not, however, confuse this materialism with nineteenth
century .mech:.mistic materialism nor with modern positivism.
Communism views the phenomena of nature materialistically and
therefm:e is call.ed materalistic. This means that for communism
inatter 18 the primary reality. It is opposed to the doctrine which
Se ac Ifei’, f‘hat the world is the embodiment of some “Absolute
it:lxl;:zt, Idea” or some “universal consciousness.” The world .by
ol og nature is material a.nd the manifold manifestations W1§10h
Mot ez\fre are b}lt the (.hﬁ'erent forms of matter in motfon-
Nature’ " :-‘Ioquse, is estal.)hsh'ed by the dialectical laws of motion.
aeomn nd human social institutions develop, then, only 1
ccordance with the laws of the movement of matter.
is sec]fzg:r exists independe‘nt of mind or sense perception. Mind
mind i ryta}nd 1s a reflection of matter. Physical events set the
mind, Tt Iinotl}?n- They determine the action (thought) of the
dete - 1t 18 thus obvious why Communists look to things as the
Tminers of the course of history.
t’flh e theory of history in communism follows logically from
eory of the dialectics and of materialism. Events occuf

use of the conflict of opposites. The truth about history

V'its
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can be possible only upon understanding the opposing tendencies.
This includes the two tendencies and the result of the conflict of
the two. It therefore follows that all that exists—ideas, events,
institutions, social systems—has a history. That is to say, they
have all developed out of and by means of some historical con-
ditions and circumstances. Every existing thing contains its
opposite. Any notion whatsoever is occasioned by the con-
frontation of its opposite. The new which emerges from the
confiict of the confrontation of opposites has in it the previous
stage of development, yet it goes beyond the opposite of which
it is the fruit. The correct theory of history is then a theory
of movement, of the development of society.

Communism cannot accept the thesis that events in history
are accidental or that they are the result of some outsid‘e force
or divine, supernatural power. Events in history are the mtemgl
laws of development at work which, when known, will explain
all historical development and change. The central fact in
historical development is the class struggle. The class.struggk
is itself the result of change in the methods of production. This
is the condition which produces classes in the first ?lace- The
present chaotic circumstance in which the world ﬁnds !tself, and
especially in America, is easily reducible to the condition of the
modes of production of the material life. This fact of the h}story
of man, being that of class struggle, introduces the Manif e..sto.

The antagonisms in society result from the struggle tok.h;'e(;
Men in the process of trying to make 2 living have to wor o
labor, men have to have tools with which to exploit natu;e. on
men who can manage to get control of these tosﬂs are t e mIn
who will become the masters of other men—their exploiters. i

i i hands

of a few people and are increasingly com ust
fewer. Hence, in modern society, there 18 create;it:rid::ny :
two opposing classes—the bourgeoisie anfi tl}e prole the abolition
The goal of history for the Communist lsf’ g::z' by man will
of class. This means that all explcitation 0 erefore moving

T s ‘History is th
be eliminated from human society. History s ability to control

toward freedom. Freedom means simply man’ :
. is 1i t his needs
and manage the conditions of his life to the end that |
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and desires shall be satisfied. Since history is seen as being in
motion and the motion is from the lower to the higher, progress
literally becomes “the growth of freedom.”

I am of the opinion that here is the ground for the
messianic hope in communism. Here we see the belief that history
has a goal and is moving toward the fulfillment of that goal
according to the inexorable laws of nature (the dialectic). Hence
Communists must have no fear for their day is surely coming.
This I think is just as strong a basis for hope as is the Chris-
tian’s for the coming of the Kingdom of God. Psychologically,
the basis for the hope is just as sound. On metaphysical and
logical grounds, the basis may not be so sound. All I am seeking
to point out is that the Communists have a basis for the great

religious zeal or passion which characterizes them in their devo-
tion to the faith of communism.

An examination of the Communist world-view is not com-
Plete without some attention being given to its epistemology. I
am corifident that here, too, we find reason for the passion for
the faith held by the devotees. I regard their epistemology as
a logical development of their world-view, of the basic theoretical
assumptions about the nature of matter and the theory of motion.
Theory of knowledge is essential to social theory. The con-
clusion to which the British empiricists came, including Kant,
caused Marx to find them all objectionable. The net result of
the empiricist position is this: while all of our knowledge comes
by means of the senses, it is not possible to trust the senses to
convey to us reliable knowledge even of the sensations them-
selves, not to mention their inability to inform us of the nature
of reality itself. The external world was in fact thought to be
unknowable. Men can make no contact with it. Kant informed us

Phat the thing-in-itself cannot be known except perhaps by
inference.

Ma.rx, qf course, refused to accept such conclusions. He was
strong in his conviction that the external world is prior to our
thought about it; that thinking, perceiving, is only a part of the

action of nature and that therefore our senses do report reality

to us. There are good reasons for Marx’s taking the position he
did take,

He was attempting to be scientific in his approach to

i
i
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iety. Only in such a way did he think that men could
fr(l);ke yfor the}x’nselves a better world. If they diSCOVer?d the laws
which govern society and followed them, men could build a decel;t
social order. Consequently, if what the emPlrlc}StS had taug
was correct about knowing, there could not in fac}: be a'nl}I
science of society because scientific laws have a reality Whltil
go deeper than mere impressions. They are more than m:nth
states. Not to be able to have reliable and valid knowledgtcle] Ot thz
social development of human institutions wou-ld mean fal and
exploited classes would then be deprived of their most ufeﬁl:) nary
effective weapon. Knowledge for Marx was a reve ut lid
tool. It it still such a tool for a Communist. If ltflS I(lizmvaaré
deception becomes inevitable and men seeking reedece tion
helpless in their fight for it. The oppressor could by decepton
continue to delude the oppressed. This Vf’Oulfi m?:feh p}?istory
supernaturalistic theories of history—theories In W ic e later
iz said to be fulfilled in some other Wor}d and at]lsorixil'orts to
time, thereby permitting even the contention that all e
create a better world here and now are unnecesf"“‘ryil external

Our senses do give us actual knowledge of e br faint

world—of external reality. It is no mc.:re sensatxgn wages to
impression that the oppressed receive just emoug sions with
subsist on. Poor homes are not just H}enta] l-mpl,:sssions. The
no reality beyond the series of association of 1mp bread which
bread which is an idea in my mind is not the saﬁt)en in the best
abates my hunger. That I cannot get my ?ducire than a series
schools in my State because of segregation 1; " not escape the
of impressions. That is real and reality does I%%

senses. Inowing
. : theory that ki
One can hardly fail to apprecxatc: B}f:rrnﬁi e being itself a

is no mere act of contemplation, th : e significant,
product of nature is a part of nature. Wha tt:;emc;&ind becomes
the mind has become a potent factor in n:f ma:king men. It is
co-determinant with nature in the process

ledge of Marx
not incorrect to say that in the ﬂ{COTY t‘f ekﬁf:’ have evolution
and his interpretation of its place I DAt i '

made conscious.

hich must be
Marx emphasized another side of knowledge ¥
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mentioned here. That is the ideological character of knowledge.
Knowledge is subjective in the sense that it represents our class
position, our thinking, as the product of historical events which
have conspired to locate us where we are in the social order in
relation to our fellowmen. The existential character of knowledge
is produced by or because of the existence of class society. So
long as there exists class (a social order in which it is possible
for men to exploit other men), just so long will knowledge possess
its ideological character. This is one of the lasting contributions
of Marx to our thinking. It is still not uncommon to find those
who regard knowledge as something absolute, eternal, and be-
yond history. Marx helped us to see that knowledge belongs
where men as knowing subjects are—in history. This view
establishes the dynamic character of knowledge which was so im-
portant to Marx and which is still very significant for modern
communism.

- Marx’s treatment of knowledge gave it a double character.
It does two things at the same time. It both communicates and
conceals. Here again the emphasis is placed on the determinative
character - of the class system. Knowledge is conditioned and
determined by the conditions of social existence at any given
period in history. The conflict arises in society when those ideas
become useful no longer because the social relations which made
them possible are no longer functionally useful. It seems clear
also that Marx is saying that ideology of any given historical
epoch i3 such as will serve the class in power. Hence, in 8
capitalistic economy men’s thinking is conditioned and their
conduct is shaped by a bourgeois morality, which is slanted
toward the preservation of the existing social arrangements.

One should raise at least one question at this point. If all
knowledge is conditioned, is such knowledge ever to be trustefl?
If all knowledge is relative in this sense to historical cir-
cumstances and conditions, can there be any knowledge which i
sufficiently free from this bias to provide man the knowledge
even that Marx claimed to have about knowledge? Obviously,
t}}ere ‘must be some truths which transcend the dilalectics of
historical circumstances sufficiently to make possible valid know-
ledge about the historical situation itself.
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A revolutionary philosophy has developed from .this world-
view of Marxism. It has been embraced with great passion by those
who follow Marx. There remain now to be examined some of
the deductions communism makes from its metaphysical views.
I shall discuss first their view of human nature.

Man is interpreted as a product of nature just as all other
organic life. Man, like all other life, must engage 1n necessaxl'(y
activity to make a living. As man goes about the business of rga ;
ing his living, he invariably and necessarily efoCtS some ;un nﬁ:—
relationship with his fellows. Human life and living 18 f}ln am;his
ally social life and living. Men live by means of society. di
that is called human nature is something which is I31'0(1‘“:eiixc1;dl
the process of social relationships. There is no such thing 8‘5 said
human nature. The only constants human organisms may ; n
to have are such features as sex and hunger. Tpe kind of m}ﬁ?:h
nature men have at any given time in history 1s a natu;eswbeen
has been made by the social relations In which he ha
living.

At this point, it seems good to point out that Mﬁrzi,:aitng:
an economic determinist as so many seem fo reg;alz'nateri:;l nec-
correct to say that Marx considered the gettmg Y re built, but
essities the foundation upon which all social 01'(.iers szc‘)cial ch;nge-
this is not to say that economics only detex,'mme time. Engels
The problem existed in Marx’ and Engels’ own

. ys ok ing words:

sought to define his position in the following determining clement i

According to the materialist conception ‘:,fihéffg;y inth:eal life. More than { o
history is ultimately the production and repr thu fore somebody twists this in
neither Marx nor I have ever asserted. It ere"l determining one, he trans-
the statement that the economic element is b‘hed"p;fmsa The economic fsxmﬂ%‘}
forms it into a meaningless, abstract and 3hwsuperstmcture—-pohm3‘ Pct":rsious
is the basis, but the various elements of the S s established by the ¥ flexes
the class struggle and its consequences, cons%tfutll:w en even lt'h'cca!ic fegal
class after a successful battle etc.—forms f the combatants: polits tcm;
of all these actual struggles in the brams 28, oo developxgent.é‘;;" ;{t’m”
philosophical theories, religious ideas and e course of the historical §
of dogma—also exercise their inﬂ-ue!a?tc?&o;ﬁ;getheif form .. Th
and in many cases preponderate in da social detelmlmst. L

Marx more correctly may be called wmode of production
central factor in social determinism is the mod :

York, 1947), 9. 383
*Quoted in Win. Ebenstein's Man and The Stafe (New ~
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of the material life of society.” A quick glance at what Marx
means by labor may help in appreciating the view taken by Marx.
Labor was unquestionably a social factor. In Wage, Labor and
Capital we are told:

In production men not only act on nature but also on one another. They
produce only by co-operating in a certain way and mutually exchanging their
activities. In order to produce, they enter into definite connections and relations
with one another and only within these social connections and relations does
their action on nature, does production, take place.t

The forces of production are not merely tools, nature, and men
who labor, but an important factor is the relationships into which
men enter in the process of production. Human nature is pro-
duced in this process. It is this fact that makes Marx place 80
much stress upon the element of relationship into which men
enter as they go about the task of making a living. Hence pro-
duction is at all times social production and human nature is like-
wise a social product which is changed as the relationships enter-
ing into the process of production are changed.

This view of human nature and its relation to the forces of
production gives rise to the theory of value in the Communist
theory—a theory which is of tremendous importance in an evalu-
ation of communism. If all labor is social labor, it follows that
value is social as well. This is to say, the value which an object of
production possesses will depend upon the amount of “socially
Decessary labor time which has been employed in its production.”
This is a theory of value contrary to that of the classical econo-
mist. The classiecal theory of value follows logically from the epi-
stemological considerations of the British empiricists, Locke,
Berkeley, and Hume, Mill, and Bentham. Such epistemological
considerations led men to regard reality as being nothing but the
association successively of individual sense data and the pain,
Pleasure, and wants associated with them. As the determinant of
yalue: the value of a thing depends not upon its use or upon
its exchange necessarily, but solely upon its being wanted. Value
becomes, then, psychological. This view of value throws light
upon the theory of demand. It means that there is nothing
Very predictive about such a view of value. Marx wanted 8

4 1 - * -
;ng_‘“i in J. Stalin’s Dialectical and Historical Materialism (New York, 1940),

i
|
|
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theory of value which had predictive significance. Marx f:hltI:S
gives us a theory of the nature of value and does not go into
theorizing about the measure of value.

Marx’s theory of value is significant in that it represents
society as a unity, as being interdependent, and. not as an
aggregation of discrete, atomic individuals each seeking his own
individual wish. On Marx’s view, the welfare of one is tled.to the
welfare of the whole. The individual himself is 1}0t a dlscrf:te
plurality but a unity, a oneness himself. H_ere is a mea{u;i
which those who have been nurtured on thfa tﬂ’ls",emdog1 ca }: ?heose
of empiricism can hardly appreciate. It 15 2 ey wh;c d find
of us who have grown up on capitalistic 1'ntel.1ectua1 3? cte
it hard to understand. Our total approach to life 1s on the dlscr ) é
individual basis. It is on this foundation that we vyou: ac;:o;)g
the thesis which holds that anything one does 1S l.lghfsothers.
as what he does does mot infringe upon the rights to :t hold
Hence, if I by virtue of being born first can manage c(;f hardly
of most that is available, the rights of one born 12§tex;:he light of
extend very far! It is on his analysis of value in

: f surplus
such considerations that Marx set forth hllsﬂf:oe:yryofo valu?., It
value. It follows logically from his generafor the accumulation

is this “surplus” in value which provides p
*tati n by man.
of capital and the consequent exploitation of t!:aas a); o1 thing.

Communism looks upon the existing sta

e the class
It is nothing but an instrument of exlg%t:‘etéoﬁn:ztedb:ydestmyei
 Power. The state as presently Sor lling class. The “State” is

The state is the police power of the ruling exist in society.
indeed, the product of the antagonisms Which :;:;V until the prole-
Such conflicting interests will not be done tz; = aroduction have
tariat comes into power and the instrumen

. Py tate"
become common property of the people. In suse it will no longer

1 ot ca
will “wither away.” It will wither away b ds also upon the
be needed. The condition necessary for ﬂ(‘;sc(tl; l;enwhich have also
utmost development of the mOd_e? of pro ;;pe fo,r the transforma-
changed hands. When the conditions ar‘:i transform the modes of
tion, the proletariat will seize power ak e, T have been guided
- H ue, . : :
SFor the point of view expressed in this sec;ons‘ox&‘ Northrop's in his Meelind

in my thinking by the excellent treatment 0% "~ t0 Gy
of the Bant o2 st (New York, 1947), Chapter
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production into the property of the people. In this act the prole-
tariat will not only put an end to themselves but will also put
an end to all class differences. '

. One needs to indicate here that this view of the “withering
away of the state,” which Lenin believed to be the inevitable
course of Communist development, is one about which Stalin does
not seem to be optimistic. He says:

Those comrades have failed to understand the essential meaning of this
doctrine . . . what is more they do not understand present-day mternthonal
conditions, have overlooked the capitalist encirclement and the dangers it en-
tails for the socialist country . .. . They likewise betray an under-estimation of
the role and significance of our socialist state and of its military, punitive an
mtelé;{gence organs, which are essential for the defense of the socialist land from
attack.¢

It is clear that Stalin plans to use the state for a long time as an
instrument. He wants it to prevent attacks upon the Socialist
state and to prevent any possible counter-revolution from occur-
ring in the Socialist state itself.

Iv

There is much more that could be said, and which perhaps
should be said, in setting forth the theory of communism, but
I think I have stated the essential thesis of the system and
there remains now the task of evaluating the system from the
point of view of Christian theory. In doing this, I shall @
indicate areas of agreement which I believe to exist between
the two systems, (2) show what Christianity might take over

from communism, and (3) point out the areas of disagreement
and objection.

With regard to agreement, I find that communism and
Christianity have essentially the same goal. Both promise man-
kind deliverance from oppression and suffering in this life,
especially that oppression and suffering occasioned by the 1n-
justices of man to man. Both are driven by great passions for
social justice and each promises people that it will free man
from the oppression which hurts most. It is not merely salvation
from economic injustice that communism promises. It, t00s
promises a better world. A world order in which men will live
as brothers is the hope and promise of both systems.. I should

*Quoted from C. J. Friedrich, Inevitable Peace (Cambridge, Mass., 1948), o- 217-

 bearer of historical destiny. It is the pro
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think that it should be admitted by Christians that in this area

igion of Jesus and that of Karl Marx are
ggeft%z{?yoihzhesaﬁggl 0This admission would, 1.t seems to mef
strengthen the Christian in his efforts to convince mankind o
the weaknesses in communism. Iso
There is a decisiveness in history that bot.h agree on aiso.
History is meaningful and all events take the.lr meaning fr:hn;
the future. Thus, Christianity and communism lop y -totes a
future. There is a reason for this and this reason indica ro-
difference in the views of history the two take. History 1s p of
gessive and events take their meaning from ‘the futm.e;nes
course, but the center of history is where the difference ::r of
Communism regards the revolution of 1917 as t.he ;enm this
history and all time—before and future—take meaning hrto of the
fact. One must therefore interpret all history in tlze lig ted in
revolution. For the future, all events must be lll-terpll;eo; be-
the light of this revolution. This single event 1n -tm}e regards
comes the norm for all historic judgment. Chnsnamtyt be in-
Jesus as the center of history. All historic event‘srﬂrlnl;d death
terpreted in the light of that single event—the bl. ohich the
of a man of Nazareth. History is the arend md insecurity,
struggle between justice and injustice, §ecur1ty -aiteousnessy of
freedom and slavery is fought to the finish. Unrig '
course, is destined to lose in the bat.tle- ider a class as the
In this connection, both world-views 12(1);::;% for communism
e church. Th ’
m:g;'ettl;d as not being mans
sfallen” man. Salvation

and for Christianity it is the %-ed.ee
state of man by both views is inte >
real state of existence. Present man 15 lace in history-
from this present state is possible. It will take P ig. will

and when hl? e
Of course there is disagreement as to g‘:}; of the responsibility

come about. Historic Christianity leave.s. >+ united © Forts of
for this to God, while communism pelieves

t . ccomplis
all the exploited of the,Worllgnc??f :he gituation seems call

Communist would employ vio insist ©
for it. Christianity or, better, Jesus would BT .
nonviolence. and practice there 1%

When it comes to the unity Oftth;:rydivor 4 from acﬁon.’ ;

essential agreement. Truth canno
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Truth is that which is done. It must be acted. The New Testament
is full of admonitions on this point. “Be ye doers of the word
and not hearers only.” “By their fruits ye shall know them,”
etc. Perhaps one ghould not say it, but at this point Christians
are weakest and Commmunists strongest. It is on this point
that any social movement designed to bring salvation to people
must succeed first if it hopes to do well in other respects.
Communists have seen the wisdom of trying to succeed at this
point first for they know that world peace or any other kind
of peace will depend greatly on the success of this factor. I
refer mainly now to the problem of the relation of the races
of mankind. In fairness to communism, I think it must be said
that in practice it has done better than Christianity. This I con-
sider to be one of the very strong moral considerations favoring
communism in its appeal for the minds of men.

The person is said to be valuable by both systems. He is
a social being and his good or evil depends on his social existence.
I have here some misgivings about the sincerity of Communists
on this point. The theory is there, but I am doubtful that it works
out. Doubt arises at the point of the treatment opponents of com-
munism receive at the hands of professed believers in the doctrine
of Marx.

What may Christianity learn from Marxism? It may learn
the value of “existential thinking,” but must not debase it into
an easy-going relativism. Christians have not given enough thought
to the fact that material production is the basis of historical de-
velopment and that knowledge of this fact provides additional
insights into the nature of man! Use could be made of the dialecti-
cal method in the interpretation of history by the Christian. There
will no doubt be disagreement here. Yet, I believe that use of
?he dialectic would free Christianity from some of its idealistic
idealism which, in my judgment, divorced it from the historic
scene and thus prevents existential thinking so essential if
thorough comprehension of social development is desired.

On the objectionable side in communism, one cannot read
the doctrines of communism nor observe the behavior of its
devP tees throughout our world without seeing the fanatical
desire to dictate the total cultural life. In fact, communism has
apparently become a “static system of dogma.” There is really

S . .
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no room for what Christians regard so highly—.-f.reedom t:§
.conscience. The principle of the liberty of conscience 18 mterpre:

by Christians as one safeguard against tyranny and oppresj,suﬁl.
against the stagnation of society. This doctrine.fol.lows loglca‘ y
from the Christian theory of the worth and dxgmty' of thed 1;1(;
dividual person—of his right to be a person, to think, an ot
assume responsibility. In communism this is denied. It opel'f;, s
on the thesis that “the rules must be made by those who knl(: ;
that only a few, therefore, are competent to do correct thinking,

which all others are to follow.

The Classless Society is thought by Cqmmumsts to b:cz:::;’rz;
able in history. This is possible on their view once the n o
alterations are made in the relations of men t.o the pro ey
of material life. All else will automatically fall into Ol'd;I;n these
tianity regards this as utopian. It teaches that even ¥ + in men
changes will have been accomplished, there will 'y8t :vfllssake sel-
the tendency to vanity, pride, love of power for its 0 forms, and
fishness, etc., which will express themselves in other

must be eradicated. __—
hristianity 1s por-

The Ki of God as interpreted by C ingdom
mative.eTI}{&:giiorrrllot true of the Classless Society. iﬁioﬁ?gﬁli&
of God will not be realized in history, l.mt beyond d society in
however, does not mean that the creation of ?t gi;)oto recognize
this earth is impossible. Quite the contrary. pe completed in
that human growth toward goodness can ne‘éer n therefore be-
history. The Kingdom is beyond history and ca

icular.
b DeY are particu
come normative for all historic events. F.Jvents a

good society in history will be a pa
impermanent. It will be time-con static
cught to pass away. Particularity that b?::;ns:? can enjoy the
an evil. Only the mormative and the ur;;d py time for it is
status of permanence. It is mot contro \ doctrine of the King-
eternal. Such is the nature of the Christian

ich
1 toward whic
dom of God. The universal serves as 2 g‘“de’: f;;, theory of the
particulars may strive. I therefore 100‘1; ul:;under,
Christian idea of the Kingdom as.bel g

ethically tanig
i f its fulfillmen ‘

Philosophically, than the Communist idea ©

history.
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Finally, Christianity finds objectionable the dictatorship
principle in communism, even though it is theoretically an ad
wnterim dictatorship. For it presents the problem of power for
power’s sake, and the idealism of communism has been trans-
formed into justification for the oppression of those who differ
ideologically with it. The desire for the good must never become
a reason to do wrong. Christianity explicitly teaches that the
only way to treat an opponent is to love him. He is not to be
liquidated, exterminated, or annihilated, but loved! Communi.sm
has no healthy record of dealing with its political enemies.
Christianity does not find that the end justifies the means and
communism does. An immoral means can destroy a moral end.

The moral end must control the means, that is, must keep the
means equally moral.”

In our time two great ideologies, two world views, two
religions compete for the minds and hearts of men. The grfaat
question that will decide the issue between them is not going
to be which system is the true one. The issue will be decided on the
basis of the answer to another question: What difference does
either make? If Christianity is different and is said to be better
than communism, what practical differences does it make? No
longer do men consider it too important to speculate as to Whet.her
a doctrine is metaphysiecally sound. They will ask, and are asking,

for the practical difference. Which will meet the test? History
will tell.

iTwo books have been especially helpful in guiding my thinking in the final sec-
tion of this paper: John C. Bennett, Christianity and Communism (New York, .
1948), and Paul Tillich, The Protestan: Era (Chicago, 1948).



