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l. The listhod of the Soclology of Religion

The sociology of religion is one of the most rzoent
attenmpts to desoribe ths phenomena of religion. it the same
time, 1t 1s one of the neweat applications of the sociologi~
cal methods. lience, it is a nov uodus operandl for both
the theologian end the sociologiste To the theologian it
stands as a distinctly junior branch of learning cocpared to
dogmatios and exogesis as well as to botis the "hero® and
the "dootrinal™ types of cihurch historye 70 the sociolo-
glst 1t is a junior {icld coupared to such fields as the
goneral tiheory ol soclety, soclology of the family, urban

land rural sociology, andi sooial psychologye

Congequently, the field is singularly lscking in cou-
monly accepted definitionms, in method, in aystei:, and in
organized material. %he purposs of this thesis is not to
provide any of these. [0 attempt has been wade to construoct
a valid and complete methodology, much less system, of the
sociology of religion, either Ly primary research in, or
observation of, the religious inatitutions and groupings, or
by careful study or coupilation of the theories and ;rinoi-
ples shioh have bec: advanced by other writers. Rather we
have chosen to sample the literaturs of the field in an at-
tempt to break down, plot out, and isolate into component
olements many of the concepts which are with greater or lesser



regularity used by writers in the field. In some cases we
have tried to summarizs the theories as a whole with the
erguments advenced in their favor. &Hut our wmajor concern
has heaﬁ. in eaol: oase, to attenpt an evaluation of the con=-
clusions they have reached largely in respect to definition,
assumptions, and method, hoping thereby to set.down some
basic requirements of, and perhaps a few methodological pro=-
legomena to, a valid approach.

sSome justification may be rnecessary for the limited
scope of the thesis., FUhlle we are aware tkat the failure
to cover all the literature of the field may seriocusly im=
palr the validity of tie atudy, the fact remains that,
lacking a body of organized material in a defined aree, per-
tinent material mmust be found in anu urorganized mass of
theologioal and soclologlcal theories, in the works of wri-
ters who have sensed the rossiblility of the sociologlcal
study of religion buf, writing before the definition of the
- field, have not adequately delineated their methods and
theories.

At the same time, it 1s our hope thai by studying only
representative writers in the field ws have not completely
precluded any legitimate value to the thesis. The limitations
that exist are common to studies in new fields., In beginning
to urestle w.ik the problems of the new field, various uri-
ters have chosen oertain small areas in atteupts to define
‘and seek a method for that particular area. 48 a result the
names of these men have beoome attached to the partioular areas



in which they have done thelir work. Thus a study of these
ropresentative uriters does succeed guite well in covering
the fielde Murthermore, writers in each of the variocus
sub=-divisions of the field have hy and large followed the
aamwe underlying dlsciplines and methods. These were of par=—
tioular interest to us, since this paper is primarily a study
of such approaches.

The method of the paper has been primarily that of seek=- -
ing out from the statements of definitions, assumptions, and
conclusions the underlying disoiplines whiohk were utilized
in the various atudies. This, in turn, has been the point of
departure for the oriticlscz and evaluation of the work., Sone
of the key antitheses ia roferance to whioh the underlying
disclplines vwere disozrned and which we shall discuss below
wore: mnaturalisa and supernaturalism, subjectivity and ob-
jeotivity of "religious experiences,” and the use of the
desoriptive and normative techniques of linvestigation. %ith
these as points of reference, the arguments were oriticized
from both the desoriptive aﬁd nornative viewpolintse
Sociological gomgepts

Sociclogy has in coummon with the sclences the desorip=
tive approsch and method; it is completely regulated by the
desoriptive disoipline. The studies thus governed all pur-
pose to tell what is, to relate that whioh oocurs, to plece
together demomnstrzble realities. Evaluation does not go be-
yond acourate comparison; ratings are made only by comparison



of characteristics with an arblirarily cnosen standard, such
a8 age, complexity, inclusiveness. Inherent worth, sbsclute
ﬁalue. rightness or wrougness are, by nature of the control=
ling disoipline, deliberatsly mot discussed, though mot
necessarily denied. rarsto, wiiile perhaps expressing an
extreme position, suts it very forelbly (es summarized and
paraphrased vy Sorokin):

&y scientific sociology fareto means a *logico-
experimental acience' based exclusaively on the ob-
servation of and experinentation with, the facts,
{0 reasoning, N0 speculation, no moralization, no-
thing wiiloch goes beyond the faots, or doss anot des-
orive thelir unlforwities or qualities can cozpose
an elensut or a theory of logloo-experimantal soc-
iologye In other words, mno a priori element or
principle is to enter iun, or to be admitted to, soc=-
ioclogye « « o 7The categories of 'mecgessity,' 'in=-
evitability,' ‘absolute truth,' or ‘absolute deter—
winisnm,' and 80 on, arse out of such a SClencSe « o
Nothing that is beyond observation or experimenta=-
tion may becone the objoot of such a sScloncee « o »
theories whioh prsacsa what ouzht to be and what
ought not to be; theories whioh evaluate what 1s
good and what is bad; and various "laus®’ of evolu=
tion aud devslopment, =--all suoh theories and prop=
ositions, so acundantly scattered throughout con=
texporary social and sooio-logical thought, are as
unscientific as any 'theology,' because they are
pothing but a modification of it. 1ike it, they
are not based on fucts or observation nor do they
desoribe the characteristiocs and uniformities of
the facts, but dogmatically command what ought to
be or postulate some entities Yhieh lia beyona ob=-
servation and experimentation.

Sutherland and hoodward draw & further distincticn be=

tween the descoriptive and the matural=-scicntific procedure:

l. V. Pareto, Iraite de socioloszie generale, vol. 1,
PPe 1=64, iu Fitirim Soroikin, lonteuporary Sosiological
Theories, ppe 4U-4l.



Uescriptive soolologists viori ia tho saue uni-
versal gpirit of sclence as do their mnatural-scien=
tific brothers: blas is e¢liminated so far as pos-
sible, or allowed for; observations are oheched
by differont investigutors; and there is an ezrnest
effort to got &« true and accurate picture of human
rolationships aa they actually oxist, The differsuce
lies in tho fect thut a descriptive soociologist is
content whon he has degcribed, analyzed, and inter-
preted the phenomenon he 1s investigating. He does
not attempt much genmeralization, nor does he try to
predicte « ¢ o "Creoative shaping' itself is not the
work of the descriptive scientist. Such a task .
ianvolves considerations of value, of betier and
worse, of progreas, and these concepts have no plage
in descriptive science, any more than in natural
s8ienco.

This iz the birthright of the descriptive socieutist,
and tuerefore of the sosiologist, to rofuse to admit into
discussion anything but empirical data which'may be received
by the h.men senses. Unly natural phenozena (as Opposed to
suyernatural) will be considered. '

‘hree patis, thon, lis opsn to the sociologist in re-
spect to those areas of 1life or thought or experience which
are customarily thought of as having a supernatural elemsnt:
ne can refuse investigetion in those areas; he cau deny the
supematural and consider the phenouens whioh cau be enpir-
ically studied to constitute the whole of the area (or at
least postulate natural causes instead of the supposed super=
netural ones)s or he can limit his investigatiou to those

phenomsna in the avea whipgh can be empirically studles.

2. fovert L. Sutherland andlauléan L.'ﬁbo::azﬁ, Iutro-
ductory Sociology, Pe 6. S8 also George Ae. lundverg, soc-
ial Regearoh, ohaé. l, as well as tie opening chapters ot
1zoat introductory texts in svcioclogy or social rosearch. -



The eszence of socliology is the study of association,
the Sogiug with his soolii. Soeiology concerns itself only
with, and therein differs from all other seienceﬁ, individual
to 1ndividual, individual to group, and grour to group rela=
tionships., 1t constitutes a geomeral study of the basic aas=
poctas of soeclal phenomena, leaving detailed study to sosial
anthropology, work in specialized areas to economiss and jol=-
itiocal science, and muchk of the individual=-individual ané in-
dividual=grovy worik to social psycshologye. It seeks to descoribe
the phenopmena inherent in and resulting from the social near-
ness and social distance of two or more individuals and
characterizes suoh groupings in respsoct to purpose, perma=
nence, unity and unifying faotors, etc. - .

Such are, however, definitions whioh emphasize oaly the
statio or structural aspeot of huven society. A more real
and helpful view of soclety sees it in contiaucus interac—
tion and therafore emphasizes a dynamic definition with great
emphasis on interaction. Thus the definition of Kimball
Young:

-=the study of the non—-economic and non—-political
bebavior of men, with partiocular refersuce to groups,
their inter-relations and basic proceases, their cul-
ture and to garsonality ag it is influenced by soolal
interaction.

and that of Router and liart:

-=the general problem that soociology sets for
itself is a description of the social process. it

3. Ximball Young ﬁkyﬁmw. pe xiv,
quoted in Verne E&'r:l.gl’xt and Manuel :Zlmer, General S00i0logy,
Pe 4.




secks to discover the mechanisms of social inter—

ality and the cnangos in siltorertr T T

The socioclogist canznot well avoid the field of social
interaction oun the religious lovel. Among the oldest of
relationshliya, judged by any school of history, whether tho
Soriptural history is accepted or not, are thoss ceatered
about the vorsilp of a delty with its attendaant rites and
ceremonies, ihkether this relationship is a secondary one as
in natural groups (groups that have the saus religion be=
cause they are ethnically one group) or primsry (specifi-
cally religlous assoociation; groups in whioh religion is
the major cohkesive factor such as a Christian congregstion,
a monastic order, a nyatery roligion) religion (ﬁsra ad-
mittedly undefined) is a faotor, usually cohesive, at times
divisive. 48 soon as other faotors, likewise cohsaive or
divisive, such as dependance upon a single food supply,
neges:zity of protectioz from attack, the principles of
endogany and ezogany, incest prohibitions, matrilinoal or
patrilineal kinship ars given ocareful attention by the cul=

tural antaropologist and sociologiat, there is the academio

- negcossity of studylug also the religlious faoctors in sooiety
as a whole oF in any individusl culture under investigation.
Stopping short of studying religlous puenomena would lsave
out of etinography and the study 6: sosial inatitutions and
interralationships what has, fromx the evidence of history,

4, e Be Router and C. Ve Hart. t gtion tﬂ Jon.‘l.o-
lozy, Ue 6, quoted in uUright and Elzer, %oo. cite
TRITZLAFF MEMORIAL LIBRARY
CONCORPIA SEMINARY
ST. LOUIS, MO.



been ono Of the most powerful factors in soclety ln moul=-
ding its structure and 3ovaru1ds ifs astion. o

The questlion is whether this area ls subjeot to sscio=
loglcal study. Ia approaching it, tie sociologist is con=
fronted with & dilommae JShall ke hars bavk and stand fzst
upon his profession ez a desoriptive sciontist and refuse
€0 consider this ontire area O human Mliationships be=
cause the oniire coutout of the matter, the wholo ideation
of ths institution, has to do mot primarily withk humsn To=-
lationsaiyps, but rolationships with a supsrostural, supsrTau=
man euvity, & deity be it reul or imasginedt e is roluce=
tant to chooss thls course bDecauso be is aware of the Lfact
that his study will thon bLe seriocusly incomplete.

Shall he accapt at fage val&a tho goncapt ot the in-
stitutioun, accept as true all that ths people wiox he is
studyiug accapt as true and real inoluding aot only matural
tut supposedly supernatural plienoncna and experiounces? Then
he is betraying his sclentiflic oresd wilcoh adoits nothing
beyoud observation and experimentation. Tuiis, he insists,
he cannot do and still mesain a socclologist.

Ur shall ho ontor the Tield but limit Rhis study to that
which L1is osn obsorve and measure and analyze? Shall ho
gonsider religicus asgosiatlons as realitles de fz20t0, aslde
from whatever factors may have caused them to exist, to take
their particular form, to govera thelr aotivity? This, too,
iis soholarsuip telis hinm, will mskeo his study incomplete and

he will be studyln; mere structures as hollow shells. He



will be studying effeots and olosing his eyes toward the
0auses.

He haz but one salvation: to find that the entire
phenomenon 1s, despite all the convictions and protestations
of the partiocipants, one completely natural and human, one
which haz groun completely out of the mind and emotions,

He must then formulate the hypothesis that thelr "religious
experience®” is a system of "oculturalized fantasies."™ This
i3 the path which the great majority of the soclologlats
have taikon.

liany of the individuals who have engaged the problem
and have followed the last-named procedure have been per—
faectly avare of the course whioh they have taken. They are
avaro that it means setting the desoriptive discipline
direotly against that of a normative disoipline as old as
theology and at the ssme time contending a priori that any
confliot bstucen the tuo must be decided in terms of the
former.

To modify 3o bold an approach to this problewm of ulti-
nate realities many socliologists have Joined forces with a
whole school of professional studeats of religion, who have
likewise pledged obodience to the scientific method in
thoir atudies of comparative religions, of the history of
religions, the paychology of religion and sundry other g:le].da
of religious inguiry. The working solution to this problem
was to adopt the term "religlous experience™ for whatever
voality it was or is which motivates and causates individuals



to display "religious™ behavior. The fact that while &
whole literature has grown up around this teri: the anaswers
and conoclusions have becn almost as numerous as the attempts
seems to give ample evidence that the definition ia guestion-
begg;ng and the term meanlngless and capabls of teing filled
with any meaning whioh a person might desire to load into it.

The ter:: must be admitted to be hardly serviceable in
caroful disquasion. in view of the paucity of any data on
the subjeot any argument based upon it is at the outset
perilously weak. The conscientious empiriocist gives grudg=-
ing consent to it, although he way consider it to be a
crags concesscion to obscurantism which he is willing to
make only because of his embarrassment in the lack of ade=
quate enpiriocal data,

iior is the quesation thersby resolved. Tihe role of the
divine in the human individual and in human soclety has been
variously thougi extremely dogmatically defined by theo ad—-
haienta of this genersl convioction in numerous conoretions.
The sociologist is confronted with a multitude of revelations
and theologies, cosmologiea and cosmogonies, creeds and
confessions, canons and deorees. iust he or can he &8s &
gesogiyt;!g sclentist affirn or deny their reality? In
either case what is the role of the content of these oon-
cretions? What is their relationship to religious group-
ings and associations, to religious institutions, to the
entire social process?

The question is not completely abstruse and theoretical,



{or there are practical involvewments. Does the divine actu=-
ally objectively influence thie individual and sooial workings
of men, or is such divine operation a reality only is the
sense that its propoments have made it a reality for them-
selves? If tho reality of the divine is but a projection
of the human mind, perhaps even a pathological one, then,
despite its apparent reality, it 1s yet totally humanistiec
and the part of the homo rsliziosus in sooiety is one ob-
Jectively causated by mnatural reasons alone., Or ias the
matter deeper? Is the role of the divine in the human
"objocotively objective"? Does the divine actually "dwell
within the hearts of men" end motivate them and impel them
to a qualitatively different conduct in the human soclety
of whioch they are a part?

On the question of religious experience or religioa in
general, many soolologists are significantly non-committal.
tfaclvor says:

Religion implles an attitude of man, not pri-
marily to his fellowman, but to soms powar beyond

his range, & power regarded by every nonothelstic

religion as supreme. Comsequently the church seeks

+t0 establish a form of communication or rapport with

an invieible and superior being. Thus it poatulates

a suprasooial form of relationsiip which within the

religious assemnbly prescribes the soclal relations

of the nmemnbers. « « « Religlion involves generally

two=fold communion, that of man with a non—human 5
powsr and a derivative communion of man with man.

Kallen in the Znoyolopedia of Social Sciences saya:
"The meaning of religion . « « reducea itsell to a parcel

$. Robert ii. kaclver, Sogiety, p. 3i7f.



or collection of practices in relﬂtion'to the unsesu powsrs
or causes, thus to the ways of getting right with God."®

t appears from an exanination of a selection of texts
in sociclogy that the majority of the authors either in=
Plicitly or explicitly approach tae subject of religion in
soclety with a totally humanistic view point., Each of the
vaTious theories ultimately sees religlous experience as
the mentel and emotional ettitude of man toward the unknown
in nmature and particularly to the operation of nature, which
to him is supernatura1.7 The personification of the ele=
ments of nature into gods, the rationslization of birth, life,
sleep, decathy,; eto.y, into the body=soul dichotomy, and the
belief in the ebility to manipulate the otherwise ocsapricious
workings of the unkunown through imitative, repetitive, and
sympathetic maglio completes the pioturs of primitive religion®
from which all more complex religion has evolved.? The msni-
fold variations of this feeling or attitude in man resulting
from individual psychiocal temperaments, from the nature of
the physiocal environment, and from the stage of the develop=-

cent of understanding the nature of the universe can be

6. Horaoe ii, Kallen, "Cults,” Enoyclopedia of Social
Seiences, vol. iv, pe. 618f,

7. ndward iA. Ross, MQL c 0losy, e 68, See
aleo uright and Slunr. Igf Git.y Fe 3 Kimball Young,

8. See George Feter hurdo::k, Gur Primitive Contemporaries,

ESSE

g, wright and Elmer, log. cit. for Tyler's theory of the
origian of religion (religious experience)}, sse Sutherland and
Goodward, ope 8it., p. 1S8; for the amimistic theory, ibid,.,
p. 139. ffor a st of tusoriea see Faul Radin, Erimitive

Religzion Hat Qrig;g ,pp. 75—7?. For religion as
"oultura'ized Ehnxaay." so8 5 oit., p. 1758f. Iin
general, Ross, Op. git., pp. 85, ?5.
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characterized as varicties of Treligious experience.

. Despite the inacceptability and meutrality and vague=
ness of the ternm "religious experience™, which permits most
writers to display & sort .of sophilsticated non-comnittal at-
titude in this probles, certsain writers have been compara=
tively frank in staoting their positious.

Joachim Wach in his Sooiolozy of Reliziom, probably the
outastanding text in the English langucgo in thie fielag,
makes Cfrese usa of the teri, sometimes using the term without
adequate dafinition, but at other times he is very careful
in his gualifications:

Some studenis, dazzled by the new light, had
imagined that they had now been provided with the
universal key to a complete undersatarding of rel-
igion. Those of us who study the sooclological im-
plications of religion will err equally if we ima-
glne that our work will reveal the nature and es=
ssnce of religion itself. This injunction is dirscted
at those theorists who apply the philosophy of Erx
and Comte to the study of religion and soclety.

In the light of the calamity whioch has veset
civilizatior in our tise, a thorough understanding
of the role of meliglon, past and present, is of the
utmost importance., The era in which scholars ian the
field of comparative religion could display their
wares with an air of supreme indifference is about
over, It would bs enlightening to collect dogmatic
Judgments Trom the pens of the thinkers at the end of
the nineteenth century who frequently betray, directly
or indirectly, argunents aud modes of thougit rele=-
vant to the perlod of I-'.nughtenment-ag age of one=
sided intellecotualism and skepticiem.l

He, however, lnsists on a great number of various

10. Joachin Wach, Sogiolozy of Religion, Dpe 4=D.
11, Ibide, DPe 6-7e
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religious experiences, failing to show alweys just what he
means:

The first rsquirement for the study of the
sociological implioations of reoligion is an
appreciation of the vast breadth and variety of
roligious experionce. This implies that the-
basls for all sociological treatueuts of rsli-
glon must be found, in the first place, in a
wide range of phenomenological and psychological
types, the existsnce of which has baocome gener=
ally acknowledged, thanks to James's famous spal=
ysls, and second, in the multifarious historiocal
types of religious experience. In othsr words,
any attenmpt to limit the scope of our study to
on2s religion == our own or one familiar to ug ==
is bound to lead to insuffiocient and perverted
counclusions. The wider the range of character=
istioc expresaions of religlous experience to whioch
the student has access, t?% greater will bse his
ingight into the subject.

Yo show that in considering various types of religious
experiences he does not preoclude the possibility of a "true™
religion, he says:

It is easy to see that two avenues of approach
are open to the students of religious phenomens,
of religious attitudes, and of personalities and
groups. Une approach is motivated and determined
by the oconviction that here is the truth. It 1is
the *imnanont' approach, used in at least halfl of
the sources from whioh the sociologist, like the
historian of raltsion iu -gensral, d:aua. $§:t?§§;T
approaci ggga no e ti 88 r

tatement, 'uere is % fm%g,'v is (Italics
ours) %ut tries to take advantage of all material
-=that positively and that negatively wvalued by
the 'insider' == to sift and examine it oritically,
to place it in its context (social, historieal,
cultural, psyechological), and to interpret the
phenonmenon, firat in its own neture_and seocond,
fron the background just mentioned.ld

12. Ppe 8=9
13, ﬁ%:: Ppe 10-11.




Waclh's rojection. of a shallou historism or subjeotivism

can be seen even more olearly from the following:
An ezaulnation of definitions of religion is

beyond our sgope. lowever, the moat workable ome

8till seens to be short and simple: *Religloa is

the exporience of the Holy.' This concept of rel=

igion streaces the objective charscter of religlous

experience in sontrast to psychologisal theories

of its purely subjective (illuasionary) maturs which

are so commonly held among anthropologiats. e

agree with Heoiiurray that a great deal of our nodern

astudy of religion attempts to give an acoount oi a

vesponse without any roference to the stimulus,l4

Hos must this method, approach, and terminology be
evaluated froa the normative wvieupoint of Chricstlan theo=
logy? Obviously fmch of the material which the sociolo=-
gists accept, partiocularly under the subject of the history
and evolution of religion is diametrically counter to the
fundanental tenets of the Christian faith, such as the
divine creation of man, the fall, the inspiration of the
Seripturez, otc. :

Likewise any atteapt to “humanize™ or "naturalize® the
great realities of the relationship of man to his God, such
as the separation fron God bzocause of 8in, the atounement,
the scnship, and two states after death, must be seen for
what it is.

what about "religious experience"? The Christian con-
siders the one experience above all cthers conversion by the

Holy Spirit through the means of grace. This is the true

1¢e Ibide, Do, 14e
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experience of God, the "knowing God," whioh changes wan from
a peraon who is spiritually dead to one who is alive and in
union with God.

But even uefore coaversion, or even in its total absence,
Lutheran dogmatics have posited, claiming a basis ic Sorip=-
ture, an innate knouledge of thc:s existence of a god and, in
faot, a knowledge, dim and blurred though it may be, of the
law of God. This is clearly a supernatural element and to
the manifestations of it the term "religious experience”
might be applicd without violenmce to language.ld

15, M™isil die Heiden das Dvangelium von Christo micht
kennen, wohl aber nooh eine Xenntnis von Gottes Gesetz ha=
ben, 80 bewegen sich alle religloesen Gedanken der Heidea
auf dem Geblet das Desetzes. Sle verstehen unfsr Religion
die menschliche Bemuchulg, sich durch eigenes Tun odor eini-
ge tierke (Gottesdienste, Opfer, moralische Bestrebungen,
Agkese uswe) die Gotthelt gnaedig zu stimmen, das ist, sie
verstehen unter Religion eine Religlon des gesetzes.”

Franols Pieper, Christliche Dogmatik, vol. 1, p. 7.

"Die Schrift weist auf diesen menschlichen Ursprung der
vielgestaltigen Gesetzesreligion sely nachdruecklich hin.
{fas die Schrift hieruseber sagt, stellen wir hier nochmals
in etwas weiterer Ausfuehrung unter den folgenden drei Punk-
ten zusammen: Erstlich haben die Yenschen auch nach dem
fall noght::lne Giecen:;%s vﬁs goettlichen Ge:etz;ms:le uis-
sen um Gottea Gere gke ooma tou ou epi-
gnontes. Das vom @ettuohan:%eaa Z getorderte werk steht,
auch wenn die das in der S:gi.tt geoffenbarte G“at%a aloht
haben, in lhren Herzen ges elben u [iee echontes

o1s eisin momos %mm_; funtay, to sreon tou
a
oZon

1o
omou en tais autocn., zum endern haben sie
ein boeses Gewissen G T Uebertretungen des goet—

tlichen Cesetzes. Sle wissen dasz, sie solches tun', ==
naenlioch die vorher genannten helidnisohen Suenden =—, ‘des
Todes achuldig sind. « « Daber meinen sie drittens durch
moralische Bestrebungen und durch von ihnen erdachte Got-
tesdienste und Opfer Gottverscehmen zu sollen und zu koen=-
nen, selbst wenn sie auf den altar schreiben muessen:

'Jem unbekannten Gott." !m.. De 0.
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It is, therefore, our comclusion that one can raise
no objeotion from the normative viewpoint to the tora "re-
ligious experience."” As long as the comnotation of pure
naturalisa, historisn, and humanism is not accepted wmith
the term, it is as acceptable as any other teri, since the
present dogmatical terminology does not have a term which
means what the soocloclogists have to work withe

The Christian dogmatioclan can offer little help to the
scclologist for his phenomenology, especially in respeot to
uhat he (the dogmatician) terms the “unregenerate." Fronu his
normative viewpoint he can point out certain general charac=
teristios of it: that it is self-centered, bYased on work—
righteousness, and is therofore absolutely incepable of re=-
oconclling man to God; oonéequntly thers is in the entire .
sphere of natural religion no hope of life and salvation.l®

He can also point to numerous references in the Serip-
ture, particularly in the 0ld Testament, where the psyoho=-
logy of the man without God 1s very a‘outely described.
but by and laréa the Soripture makes no partioular at=-
tempt to describe or analyze or pressnt in systematic fas-
hion the inner feelings and resultant activities of the
unregenerate. Dy the same token, the -normative scholar
cannot condemn the descriptive scholar who by purely
hunan methods of psychology and sooiology tries tc desoribe
elfeo"tgRon B ST 3 Pl o
whole literature of ian apologetics.




the mental .(or spiritual) phenomena -of men.

The normative scholar can oriticize the desoriptive
scholar on the latter's ground only if the latter?s des~-
or.:l.ption is faulty or .inadeguate because some factor, which °
the normative scholar knows is left out of cousideration by
the desoriptive. This can take place at two points: (i)
the sociologist does not acknowledze the natural knowledge
of tie law in hic enalysis; and (2) the sociologiat doés
not acknovledge the supernatural nature of comversion and
the supornatural elemexnt in the sanctified life. -In these
pointe, the description of the soclologist, by the very
zature of his controlling discipline, is unequivocally
inadeguate, incomglete, and, therefore, wrong.

In other points, where individual sooiologists err,
it is bescause of peraonal ineptress or prejudice, and their

errors are accidental to the nature of their studies.
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Il. The ifield of the Soclology of Religion

However, even in full consideration of these oriticisms
of the descriptive sociologiocal approash to the guestion of
"religious ezperience,” it would be useless to maintain
that because of this admittedly fundamental shortooiing the
entire bulk of the work and findings of the socioclogists
of religion would be inconseguential and invalid.

It is therelore uecessary to discover just what the
proponeats of a soclology of religion consider the core of
thelir study and the significance of their contribution to
the theory of soclology and to religion,

liost soclologista of religion would accept the three-
fold division of the manifestations or exzpressions of re-

ligious experience proposed by Wach: (1) a theoretiocal

 expression (dootrine); (2) a pmotloal expression (cul.tua),

(3) a sooiological expression (oommum.on, collective re:l.:l.gion).
Obviously these are not olear-cut categorioal divisions, but
are extremely intertwined., It is impossible to think of a
religion of worship without doctrine or a religion of doo-
trine without worship. Likewise a religion without some re=
lationship to the aooieﬁ in which it finds itself and even
without assoolation of the likeminded homines religiosi is
unthinkable. It is the last of thage fields of religious

1. Wach, Op ﬂ_c. PDe 10=27,
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inquiry vhich becomes the special object of study for the

sociology of religion. 5Hut little reflection is necésaqry
to see that both theory aud practice (dootrine and ocultus)
can and do irnfluence the very form which the raugiot;a aa-;
soclation will take. _

There arae, of course, vast differences in tie concept
of doctrine. While most orthodox churcamen would eﬁphas:l.ze
dogtrine as normative and as mérély a aystematiza,tion of .t'he
rovelation, many others, and with them the soociologists, see
it as an expression of falth or bellef through the medium of
words and logical presentation, or perhaps only, originally,
in visuval symbols. - X

from the normative epproach of the Christian religion
the question beoomes oritical in respect to the revelation
itself, for to the Christian the Scriptures are essentially
and in all parts & direct revelation in the very thought
concepta, sense and words, all being literally inspired.
This, of course, dops not necessarily preclude its being
the ezpression of the faith and thought of the writers.®

In the succeeding apologetic and didactio works (the
church rfathers, reformers, etc.,) there is room for seeing
the formulations not only as the restatement of Bible doo-
trine but as verbal expression of the “"religious experisuce"
of the writers. This is perhaps more pronounced in the

2, Cf. the whole literature on verbal inspiration, es-
pecially &lso of Lutheran writers since 1925, 4ilso see pas=~
sages like Aots iv: 20 and iI Corianthians iv: 13.
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devotional and sermonic (hortatory) literaturs,

- The development (in distinotion to the revelation) of
dootrine ocau be seen in the natural religions. Hers there
is development fron comparatively unrelated myths, to ryth=
cycles, to & more or leas iantegrated body of normative doo=-
trine. Iere, especially, as we shall discuss later, can be
acen the great ilufluence of sosiologlcal factors upon the
form and content of the doot%-ine.

laturally, most soclologists do not here make the wvital
distinction between the natural dootrine of the non-Christian
religions and the supernatural character of the Christian
gorpus dootrinae, a distinction which, to tie descriptive
scholar, seems presumptuous.

What is moat commonly thought of as expression of .
"religious experience™ is the practical expression or ou].tu;. j
"In e wider sense, all actions whioh flow from and are de=
ternined by religious experience are to be regarded as prac—
tical expression or gultus. In & narrower sense, however,
we call cultus the act or acts of the homo religiosus: wor-
ship."® This phase of religlon cannot be overenchasized; in
most religions it plays almost the primary role, and is of=-
ten the index of the vitality of the religion. kiany re=-
ligions ocan be best atudied from this aspeoct.

In its primary subjeot matter, the third area of the
manifestations of religious experience, the sociology of

Se Waoh, Op. 8it., P. 25.
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re:l.:lglion is concerned with the various associations, primary
and socondary, whioh ars either direotly caused by, or in=
fluenced by, "religious experience." lany writera. including
nost of the classical soclologists, hava gone completely
overvoard in identifying this manifeatation with the es=-
sence .of religion or raliéioua exporience. ijurkheim, as we
shall see later, saw in soclety both tho originm and the ob=
ject of worship. #aciurray claims that "in all our relations
with ono another we are in the fileld of rasligion,™ that religion
is "the consoious roalization of cutual interdependence."s

dut the more careful socioclogist will be sure to mote
that human association or "gommunion™ ia ultimately a deri-
vative aspeot of religious experience, and not the ocore.
%“ach: "This realization of mutual interdependence is the
sociclogical consequence of the basic religious experience
ol dependence upon the holy; it is secondary, inportant as
it 18,"® lmolver: "Religion involves generally two-fold
conminion, that of man with & aon-human power snd a dsri=-.
vative communion of zan with man."S

Granting this limitation, it is hard to overemphasize
the importance of the social aspeot of religion. The most
obvious impression, the one first gained upon.observation
of praotically every religion is that there is aassociation,
grouping, common worshiy or ceremony. With almost every

4, John lisckiurray m%w. DPe 235, 41=42,
quct;d in ¥ach, op. él.;.. Pe 28Be

59 ﬁa(!h. { ] ] o

8¢ laclver, » mo



emphasis upon the importance of the individual there has
been an equal.stimulus for assooiation., The streas of im=
portanoe of individual piety in Fietism brought also the
clossly-bound egalesiolse in eagclesia; the individualisn of
Fothodism (us a protest against the institutionalism of
Anglicanism) is off-set by the revival or-teoi;nzque with its
mass=-psychology. To see ixun Ianther?s great contribution to
individualism, the right of private judgment and of the in-
dividual conacience, & renunciation of the sooial or col=

lective would be closing an eye to his keen congept of the

upa goclesia gatholica, the gommunio sanctorum, die be-
kennende Kirche,.

Again meny have gone too fay in insistiang that any - in-
dividualist: in religion is a comparatively recent develop=
ment. 5ut here it is doubtful whether those maiking the
clein have considered anything beyound the nost obvious
phases of ancient religlon, with the possibility of finding
there a considerable amount of individual feith, prayer,
struggle, communion with the deity, ete.

To be sure, there have also bean those (Faoh here
mentions Fascal, Xant, and Kiorkegeerd) who have insisted
that religion can be only individual, with a resistance to
all nommuni'oat:l.on to others, and with protest against all
church organization, church discipline, and church law.

' There is hardly any denying the:fact that emphasis on
the individual has beaome more marked through the centuries.
But this may have & very simple explasation in the faot that
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Christianity orougnt not only a new emphasis om the relation=-
ship of the individnal and his God, but also the first real
instanos of a houo religmiosus in a completely sccular state
or even antagonistic state. The Reformation’s reemphasis of
this principle and the more xecent glorification of it
(reelly more of a perversion) by Ameriean scotarianisu may

heve provided the naterial for the clain of developuent.

Dafinition

llost definitions of the sovlology of religion ere based
on the concept of inferrelation betwsen religion and soclety,
but the closer intermrelation of the members of the religious
community is usually alsco considered.

iyors dofines with emphesais on the latter point:

Just as a sociologlat studies the sosial iater—
action of society in general, so will a sooloclogist
of religion study the sovcial interaction of the re=-
ligicus sogiety. The aociology of religion, ac—
cordingly, is an epplication of tie methodology
of soolology to the religious soolety in an at-
tompt to study religlous institutions and analyze
the forms through which the foroes of interaction
and sooial;aaticm arc at work in the religious
commnnity.

tiach emphasizes the former point:

Die Aufgabe der Religionssoziologle lst dile
Untersuchung und Darstellung des Verhseltulases
zZwisohen Religion(en) und Gesellschaft in ihrer
veghsalseitigen Bedingtheit, und der Geataltungen
des religioces bestiumten Vergessellschaften, und
zuar in empirinch—deskgiptiver und phaenomenoclogisch=
apriorischer Hinsicht.

7. Richard A, liyers, "Soclology of Religlon," Jliff
(] 701. 5. N0« 1- “’ﬂﬂtel‘, lm). pp. 1‘.15.
e Joachim Wach, "Religionssoziologile,” Religio
in Gosohiohte und Gegenwrt, 1920, vol. iv, 2% higlon



In expanding upon his definition iyers outlinea the
folloming four areas with whioh the sociology of religion
should be concerned: (1) identification.of the forms of
raligious sooial interaction; (2) systematic arrangement of

_ these processes of sooialization and sooial interaction;

(3) psychological explanation of those forms of assooiation
found iu religious sccietys and {4¢) tracing of the his-
torical development of the scvoialization proceas in an
attempt to understand better the process.?

It can thus be readily seen that the ‘object of study
is primarily the forms of religious association rather
than "the gontent of the concepts around whioh the religious
activity is built. Certainly both studies in content and
in form are neeasarir in the study of muglon,l_o but the
sociologist finds "conteant" important only as it pani=-
faests itsell in, affects, and is affecteé by the forms of
Teligious soclety. -

While the field is thus partialiy delimited in the
nature of the approach, the field is still wide open in
aroas of study, for the sociologlst is concerned with the
general principles of the rolationsiip of religion and the

Do LyeTE, LO_O_. E&o

10. In respect to the differentiation between "form aund
“gontent" iyers supporis the deseriptive-mornative bifurca—-
tion: "This differcntiation betmeen *form' and *content?
of raliglon as sxpressed in and by a religious soclety,
provides the basis for the distinotions betwsen the field
of soclology of religion and tiis other disciplines by whioch
religion is studied, i.0., church history, ritual, theology,
payochology of religion, church polity, etec., In one sense,
these other disciplines are normative iu approach while
socciology of religion is more desoriptive and anmalytical
of present religious institutions as social forocea."

liyers, ibid.
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religious institutions with scolety, tuhe influences of

the cultural milieu upon the nature and form of the religious
institutions, tihe influence of the institutions upon the
culiure and the institutions of soolety, the intsrzction
within the religious 1nat1tutidﬁ, and the influence of the
institution and of the interaction and socialization within
the religious community uzon the individual.

We do not believe it to be beyond the scope of socio-
logicel invectigation to deternine whether and how varying
elsments in the theoretical expression of religious experi-
ence, differiug hermeunsutical systems and exegetical em=
pheses have had significant sociologlcal conssquences in
tiie formation and character of spscifiocally raligious
groupings, in the nature and concept of their vreligious
institutions, in the nature of the forumal and informal
relationsiip with'souiety and its instituticns in verying
dezrees of socisl organization and disorzanization. It
should also be investigated whether in many of these as=-
peots there has been not only unilateral consequence but

reciprooal interrelation as well.
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IIl. Sociology of Religion: The liatural Religions

Une of the simplest ways of dividing the field of ye-
ligion for soclological study is to categorize the various
types of religion in respect to their moat obvious and fore
mal relationships with the society and culture which sur-
round theni. Such a Givision might yield something like the
following continuunm of tyres of the soociological aap:eot of
religion: (1) religion iu the simple folk society whers
thers is complete identity of nmatural and religlous group-
ing; (2) religion in the simple folk sooiety where assooi-
ation is based upon age, s0x, oto.; (3) specifically re-
ligious groupinga: aeoret and uystory soclatles; (4)
specifically roligious grouping: the founded religions.

The latter can again be subdivided into the actual religions
(Christianity, Buddhism, Liohacmedanism, e¢tce.). Christi-
anity (whioch is quite asturally our major concern) may in
turn be subdivided into the various ideas of inoclusiveness
and of relationship to the whole of society, suoch as the
concept of the state church (the Romax Catholio, Lutheran,
and Calvinistic couceptions), the ciurch in a society where
state eand church are distinot, the gcclesiola ino egclesia,
various protesting groups, seots, eto,

e shall first consider the Tole and sodciological con=
sequences of religion in the societies iu whioch the religious
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grouplng 1s identical with the aatural grouping.

Society is composed of groups just zs aotually and
literally a= it is of individuals. Every individual must
be a member of one, and is alrost invariably & member of
many groups. &lumoat 511 sociologists arc agrecd that the
one basic and irreducible group which all socisties have
in common is the family. The family patiera may vary
greatly with the individual socicty; in the Colk societles
one is much more likely to find an emphasis on the consan=
guine patiern than on the conjugal; some socicties may be
conpletoly patriarcihal, others ocompletely matriarchal.
iZisshiy systems may vary from o very simple one to the
facious eighf; point system of the Australian adorigines.

Iu each of these cases, however, the Camily is the baslo
uplit and it is a naturasl unit, that is, the baslio cohesion
is relationship by blood or marriage. Other groups are
based upon a8 differentiation, i.e., the aassoolation may be
based upon a natural factor such as age, sex, 6tc., Or on
cultural or economic faotors, such as ocoupation, ability,
etc.

Almost everyone would admit that certain soocial units
or groups have sprung out of religlous motivation. Likewise,
in the case of naturasl groups (groups that already oxist be=
cause of Telationship by blood or marriage) the cohesion of
the group is 1nor§aad and strongthened by tho religious as-
peot of their comaon life. HHere already one of the greatest



problens is to understand the varying degrees of the
reciprocal influence of religion and culturs. Is the
daveloﬁmant of religious concepts, rites, and inatitutions
deponaent upon tie neoessities, desires, aud ideals of
social groups as such? Uoes religion refleot or dictate
soclal relationships? Waeh insists:

Althougih religlous ceremonies a&s well as uys=—
tiocal concepts often show festures which have been
deteruined dy the character of an ethnic or poli-
tical unit (femily, nation, state) new, oreative,
religlous experiences of charismatic prersonalities
and their followsrs have all througn the history
of civilization, sgain and again, 'dictated' pro=-
found changes in existing typea and have even foun=
ded new types ¢f social groupings.

The natural ties of blood and marriage which hold a
natural group togsther may be considered as a basic mini=
num, to waich are added the additional cohesion of such
factors as tine need for protection, the nsceasity of co-
operation for the provision of food, for the manufacture of
inplements, eto. These joint activities and interssts serve
to integrate the group into a more unified and solid eantity.
And among these additional ties is the one which is our
particular interest: Teligion.

“hat determines the nature of the religious attitude
of a given natural group? We are iuclined to point to a
large number of environmental factors, factors which in=
fluence not only directly the outward form which the re-

ligious attitudes may take but influence the temperaments

l. liach, ope 6it., p. 50.
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of the individuals whioh carry on and in time modify the
religious attitudes and practices. But even the oureful -
sooiologist will insist that the factors of environment
and tradition ar insufficient to explain the reaotion to
the baslec experience of the unknoun. Just in this conneetion
vagh frankly admita that “the anaver to the question why
there is variety and hoterogeneity in religiocus experience
has not beon found yet and most probably never will be."2

Suffice it to say that both factors, experience and
tradition, combine to msxe religlon pesrhaps the wmost im-
portant nonbiologioal or paychological tie between people.
griticue of Durkheim

Before going on to disocuss famlly oults, it will be
helpful to make an excursus on the religious theory of
Burlche‘im. wio is representative of. that school of socioc=-
105;131:4:: who assutie ai identity of religion and social action.

W#ith the possible exception of Gabriel Tarde, Enile
Durkheim is oonsidored the foremost of the freach socclolo~- .
gistse Aafter completing his formal education at the Zcole
Normale Superieure de Paris, he travelled in Germany,
studying nationsl economy, folk psychology, and cultural
anthropology. During his lifetine he taught at the Uni-
versity of bordeaux and at the Sorbonne. thile it is im-
medictely evident from the tities of his works that Durk-
heir: was above all a sociologist, his works reflect

2. M-. De 96, , .
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throughout both his training and his interest iz the field
of ethuology. Ko may be considored a pionzer in the use of
sclentific and accurate data in the sooiological treaztuent
of various cultures. The book which is of particular in=-
terest in reapect to the sooiclogy of roligion, is his
ies formes plementaires de la vie religieuse (Ihe Elemen—
tary forns of the felivious Life.)

The subtitle of tho work, & Study in Religious Sosiology,
is sufficient to indicate that this inquiry is priuarily
& soociological inquiry, and that into the nature of the
r2ligious life. Thzt the scope of the work is to be greater
than that of a mere historical analysis is evideant from his
oun admigssion: "We shall set outselves to describe the ore-
ganization of this system with all the exactness and fidelity
that an ethnographer or an historian would give it. But our
task will not be limited to thaty soclology ralses other
problers than history or etnnoaraphy."a The attemnpt is there-
in made not oaly to ploture the nature ani sxtent of the re=
ligious lire ia past forms of oivilization siuply for the
gake of satisfying an intellectual curiosity, but rather
thereby to load to an underatanding of the religious nature
of man as "an essential and permanent aspact of hunanl.ty.""
The study is intended to be practical, one whioh is capable
of affcoting our ideas and our aots.

3. Durkheim, Emile, The BElementary Forms of the Religious

e e
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The specific alm of the inguiry is "to study the moat
primitive and simple religion whioh is aofual.'lj.y Enown, to
make an analysis of it, and to attempt an explanation of
1t."5 Such a statement of purpoase necessarily demands two

detfinitions: of "primitive and simple,™ and of "religion.”

The author obliginzsly undertakes theme. %Two conditions are

claimed to charaoterize a "mosat prinitive religious system":
(1) when it is found in a society whose organization is sur~
vassed by no other in simpl:l.ol.ty,' and (2) when it is posaible
to explain it mwithout making use of any element borrowed from
a previous sourcs. Ghile Durkhels is ready to admit that
evan this definition lacks preoision, he is quick to defend
himselfl agalust any charges that suoh a comparative method
by its very nature reduces all religions to one level and
thus is guilty of an hostility to "true religion." The de-
fense consists in this, tiat a human institution camnot rest
upon an error and a lie. This, says Durkheim, is an essential
postulate of sociology; "If it were not founded in the nature
of things, it would have encountered in the facts a resis-
tance over which it oould never have triumphed."® If re-
1ligion is an expression, it is au expression of something,
and a thing is always real. If religion is a demonstrable
phenomenon, then it represents the effect of a cause or

causes. What these causes may be, it is the duty of solence

Se eop e 1.
o. 1Bid: It 2
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to discover, but it is impossible to conside;.' any religion
as per se "false." He contendas that while it may be pos=
sible t0o arrange reugidns in some foru:: of hierarchy, never-
theless all are religions equally, for all respond to the
sane needs, play the same role, and depond upon the saue
causes.”’

The resson then that the primitive religions are given
a prorogative in this study is that Durkhei: hopes to arrive
at an understanding of the most recent religions by follow=
ingz the manner in which they have beeu progressively ocom~
posed in hi.story.s

In attenpting to define the nature of religion or of
roligious phenozena or oxperience, Durkheim rejects those
theories foraulated in terms of divinity or of the super—

‘patural. Conceruing the mysterious or the supernatural he

gays: "it is science and not religion which has taught men
that things are complex and difficult to understand;"9 and
again: YrFor religious conoepts have as their objeot, be-
fore everything else, to express and explain, not that which
is exosptional and abmnormal in things, but, on the contrary,
that which is coanstant and regu].ar.“m His refutation of
the divinity theories rests chiefly upon his analysis of
Buddhism, which, he contends, has no raal. gode.

7« 1bide, Pe Se
8. 0

De op Do 87,
10. ey De 2Be



Having thus rejected the current notions of what is
comzion to all Teligions, and therefore characteristic of
then, he maintains, as one of the major thesea of his work,
that all "knoun beliefs, whether simple or oonip:l.ex. present
one common characteristio: +they presuppose a classification
of all things, real and ideal, of whioh men think, into two
classes Or opposed groups, generally designated by tuwo di-
stinot terms which ara translated well enough by the words
Profano and sagred (profane, m.)."n This division is
carefully built up so that Durkheim constructs the following
definition of a religlon: 4 religion is a unified system of
bellef{s and prasgticss relative to sacred things, that is to
say, things set aopart and forbidden -- beljefs and practices
uhioh unite into ome single moral community oalled a Church,
all those mlio adhere to them,l®

The major portion of the book is then devoted to a
careful investigation of this universal division, expressed
particularly in terms of the Australian tribes. 4and it is
after he rejeots such conceptions of the elementary religion
that he expounds his own thesis of soocicty itself as the
origin of religion and its compelling force. It is this
work that he undertakes to explain the formation of what he
terms the "oollective representations.” House summarizes
his theme thus: ."Iua hypothesis is that in the religious
_ life of the primitive grouy, emotionally toned collective

11. oy Do 374
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aots, such as group dances, take place spontaneously and
that out of the community of fesling and the asense of super—
human power generated by these rites there arise conoeptions
of supernatural powers and their attributes=--gonceptions
common to all members of the group in ao far as they took
shape in common experiences and activities.™® This con-
oept is then, finally, seen alsc as the source and proto-
type of many of the basic categories of human thought.

Whileo one muat gortalnly admire. the elaborateness and
penetration of this worik, there are points in the author's
method whioh sesen to us wesk and to which we want to call
attention,

In raspect to Durkheim's statement that no religion
can be oonsidered "false™, but that all religions must be
conasidarad religions ecually, we would certainly mot aocuse
him of such naivets as to believe that the content of the
many religious beliefs of primitive peoples thersfore ocon-
stitutes objective reality. Yet we feel that Durkheim's
work is necossarily incomplete resulting from his fallure
to undertaie at least a disoussion of tue problem as such.
To give a singls definite answer is necessarily a normative
procedure, but the taocit assumption, which we feel Durkheim
makes, that the elsment of the supernatural must be ruled
out of a discussion on religion, is likewise normative.
Despite all hia disoussion of reality and its categories,

15. floyd Lelson House, The Deyelopment of Sociology,
Pe 208,
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we note no serious oonaideration of the possibility of ab=
solute, objective reality outaide either man or society.
Although he stretches to the very limit the mature of reality
in respect to society, aeeﬁinaly appmaching Platonic real-
sin in his hypothssis of reality in scoiety beyond that of
the individuals who oomprise it, he sumuarily dismisses the
question of meelity beyénd sooletye. If the former must bLe

go strenuously maintained, must not the latter at least re=-
ceive consideration?

As & further detail of his modus operandi Iurkheim
feels that 1t 1s necsasary to aeek out that which ia com=
mon to ell religions. %o postulate such common elements is
necessarily either an assumption or an hypothesis. Iurkhein
seems to consider 1% both, for in ome plaoa“ he seems to
agsume a considerable emount. of ocommon material, and in
succeeding ohapters he seems to narrow these elements doun
to one, the saored-profane bifurcation., ZIEven these ele=-
ments as may seem to the average. person indispensable to
the nature of roligion, such as the conmoepts of the di=-
vinity or the supernatural, the author contends are not com=
non. The one element he doss pormit to stand seeus peri-
lously olose to begging the question. In faot, some evi~
dence .oould be brought that his rullng out the factor of
divinity seems a bit hastily done, But graating, for the
moment, that this sacred—-profane dichotomy is alone cOommoOn

14. Durkheim, 90pe Site., Ds 24.




to all religions, the question arises conceraing the extent
to wkioh this element ie really diatinctive of the reapective
religlions and the degree to whioh it may be said to coasti=-
tute the basic nuture of them. Aan analysis of the role of
this factor in ancient Judaism (it is aduittedly present)
would be interesting, particulerly with referencs. to the
“"soolal origin" question. Ferhaps the role of the "sacred-
profane™ in the comparison of any two specific religicns may
be morcly an Bgcidens. :

Durkheix justitfies his method of seeking the naturs of
the religious life in primitive soclety by the contention
that “by placing overy ons of them irn the condition where it
was born, it puts into our hands the only means we have of
deternining the causes which gave rise to 1t,"15 Hig whole
methodology is sunued up in his own statement: “Every time
that we undertake to explain something human, teken at a
given mouent in history =—- be it & religious belief, a moral
precept, a legal principle, an aesthetia style, or am eco=
nonic system -= it is recessary to commence by golng back
to its most primitive and simple form, to try to account for
the oharsoteristics by whiohk it was merked et that time, and
then to show how it developed and became complicated little
by little, and how it beceme that which it is at the mo-
ment in ql.‘ttuﬂ:!.oxh":l'a |

%e wonder at this point how well this principle can be

16 Durkheim, Ope. tep e o
16, e ops git.,




applied to our subject matier. Jan an historical analysis
disocuss with any degres oi' dertdinty onaraoterlst:l.da' of
phenomena previous to tho evidenoce upon whioch the analyasis
ia built? Can an empirical study comprising only a compara=-
tively brief and cowparatively modera period by any exten=-
gion of generalization speak authoritatively on conditions
ag they existed irn the shadowy past, particularly on a mat=-
ter as fluid as religion?

Such a principle of sociological or ethnological study
wihen apblied to vreligion seems very t_emous. Thatever value
it haes it obviously based upon the principle of nonatanf de=
velopment,. The attempt is made to travel backwards upon an
extension of the line drawn through two points in the in=-
quiry == the esrliest condition whioh the inquiry corro=
borates and the last condition whioh it desoribes. Condi-
tions ﬁeduoce:}.- as being present prior to the former point
oeu only be considered to have existed if the assumption of
the conatart development stands as true,

This agein is a point which cannot be so blandly as-
sumed, There always recains the possibility that evex the
earliest elements under consideration constitute a diveru_on
of the line of development prior thereto and not susceptible
to inquiry at this time, Is the state of the most primitive
religion we can find .suffioiently close to its origin that
from the picture of its total development we can infer its

rature?



Katuraliy, the emphasia of these atudies is laid upon
the matter of development in the period under investigation.
The change in at least the forz of speoific religiona over
the course of only a few centuries is toco obvious to deny,
(It iz one of the burdens of Christiean apologetios to draw
the distinction between formal and material changes in re=
spect to i1ts own religion.) But if we are to make much of
a poiut of the matisr of development (and much seems to de=
pend on it; of, supra), then somerhere the distinotion must

be drawn betwoon change, development, and progress. Ghile
change is any deviation from the gtatus quo according to
any conceivable nomm, devalo:.\mni' would be ohange in re-
spect to a given descriptive norm, and we would think of
progress as ohange in dirsotior of a norm in terms of desira-
bility.
Have the many ohanges in religious forms or ia the
procsss of origin and concretion (whioch form so great a |
part of this book) been mere changes or have they been de=
velopment or progress? Is there perhaps a norn somewheTs ‘
in respect to which the ohanges desoribed are only on the
periphery? Just as in the ozse of an isosceles triangle
4BC whose apex is i, a spatial progression from point B to
G, whils obviously a change in position, is not a progrea=
sion in relation to the apex, so a change or "development®
in a religion does not necessarily constitute a development
in vrespeot to the natuve of religion or, in normative



studies, to the criterion of religious truth.

e have s0 far enumerated several points of general
methodology whioch attracted oui- attention. 35ut there are
also many points of sociological and anthropological theory
which have drann tho oriticlam of authorities in these
ficlds.

Liany of the authorities are united in the contention
that Durkheim's main assumptions concerning the sooial ori-
gin of religion are unwarranted. Goldenweisor contends:
™ihat is inadmissable is the identification of the profans
with the individual, tue sacred with the sooial."? after
all, he argues, the_ soclal has as muoch to do with all the
other institutions, the economic pursuits and industry, the
famlly and kinship, and these institutions never got an air
of sanotity. Wwhy, then, should the religious?

Sorokin too oriticizes Durkhelm for the very basis of
" the latter's argument: "In brief this side of Durkheim's
realism is soientifically wrong and ought to be rejected,
as it is nothing but unjustified mystioism."18

To be sure, noue of these writers would deny the value
of Durkheim's contributions, as well as those of the other
members of the “scoiologistio" school, in respect to the
importance of the factor of social interaction in the

17. Alexander Goldenneuer- Anthropology, An M
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explanation of tho growth of the mind and the psychology of
human beings. But the universal oritiocism, with whioch we
must agree, is thut the one-sided oxolusive approach advo=
cated by thesse men is not suffioient to explain ocompletely
the phenomena under discussion.

e olose with a final statement by Sorokin:

Something in this way the achool has achieved,
but far less thau it claius, Uken we are told that
the conception of God, or the Sacred, or the lana,
or the Totem, is mothing but hypostatized sooliety
itself and that God's characteristics like omni=
preaenca, eternlty, omnipresence, omniscience,
omni=-justice, eto., are nothing but the corres=
.ponding characteristios of a soclety as it appears
to the individual...we oay learn something from
the statements; but Go they exhaust the limits
about such phenomena or superphenomena? I am
afraid not. WUhen we are told that the categories
of force, spaco, time, efficacy, kind, and so
on, are nothing but a refleotion of the character—
istics of socisty, we again learn something from
such explanations. sSut how pale they seem when
put facs to face with the immensely oomplex mﬂty
o’ tae human loglosl and psyohological kingdom.

It is nou nedessary to examine the relationships betueen
the family and religicn in natural exolusive identical groups
(where there is an identity of natural and religious group=
ings.) Lodern anthropology is pretty well agreed that the
suallest sooiological unit is the fazily. ‘We have already
@lluded to the fact tiat even among’the most "prinitive”
people there are several types of the family. Hoimr- cs=
sentially the simplest and basic type of family remaius the
parents and children. There is, quite naturally, a vast
literature on the subjeot of religion and the familye

19, Ibid., p. 459.
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Awmong tho first cultures to be thus studied was the Hebrew .
with the dominant role of the fawmily and its highly relig-
ious nature. The family cult of the Greexs implied that
family affiliation determined also the religlious duties
of the Attic citizen and in the Roman era it was clearly
defined. iiaterial is also available ou the role of religion
in the fanily org,an:i.iat;l.au of Chlna, Egypt, India, Iran,
Hexioco, and Peru, &s well as in é.any folk=gsocieties.

waoh coatends that, more than any other group, the
fanily is integratec Ly comimon religious worsh:l.p.ao - Here
it seems that the most effioau:l.pua and sigalficant slesuent
1s the habitual performance of siuple, identical rites,
more 80 thau thc prssence of comxmon characteristics, con=
viotions, end beliefs. The family cult may be characterized
by distinetive ways of perforuing such regular, natural
funotions as eating, mating, playing, workiug, as well as
the execution of specifically religlous aots. The liba~=
tioza connected with the regular meals, formal cult dinners,
the burning of inceuse, sacrifice, prayer offerings and
lustrations, performod either collectively or individually
by all the members of the famlly ara toe forms whioh suoh
aots may take. Oobviously, to give au adequate analysis of the
role of relipgion in the families of the vast sea Oof culture,
past and present, it would be necessary to make & oritical

20. Waocn, SOk. &0' De 60=61.




study of tiis literature, but we shall simply quote a samjle
sentence to indicate the conclusions of such studies. Fed=-
ersei seys of the licbrew patriarch: "The reversuce paid to
the head of the family was not due so zuch to his superior
wisdorn and streangth as to his position as priest of the house-
hold, ilis umlimited authority rested upon a spiritual basis.
The fawnily was a sooclety bound togethor by common religious
observance "t .

Sizilar studies can Le made, and have been made, of
other sooliologliocal units in whioh toere hes been .an- lden=
tity of the matural unit and the religious groupe. Oue of
the najor basez of division of society, next to taat of the
conjugal family, is the consanguine family or kinship with
its many divisions of phratries, gens and clans, molieties,
etc. Sociologiocally, the effect of the sib organlzation
which doubles as a cult unit is twofold. On the ons hand,
its norms ané statutes serve to integrate the group by regu=
lating the aotivities and by defining the attitudes of mex~
bers towaerd one another and toward outsiders; on the other
hand, they tend to separate or even to isolate the individ-
uals from the outside worlde>® And since the aib is here
the ocult unit, we have the phenomenon of aidb mythologles and
sib rites, just as we had fauily mythologies and rites.
¥ach maintainz that the very correspondence of the sooial

21, rederssn, Israel, Its Life aud Culture, p. 82f.,
quoted in ii‘aoh.’gp_. g__I%:.Jp'.' FE;E G
22, viach, op. oit., p. 78.



and religious groupings in particular tribea, clans, and
phratriez serves to indicate the intimacy of the relation=
ship betuecen thom 20

Going on to locel cults we have a newx basis of division,
namely proxizity inatoad of kinship. Here then is the phe=
nomezon of the community ocult. %he cult of a community may
be exclusive or inclusive, 1.e., certain concepta or prat—-
terns of vitual may characterize or intograte the jopula=-
tion of a village either in contrast to other villages or
in unison with other villages.

Wie shall let it suffice here to say that like studies
have been made in racial and national cults, as well as
cults based on age and sex, but adeguate discussion would
require us to go too far afield into sosial and cultural

anthropology;
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V. The Christian Church as a Social Institution

While Crom the d.»:esoript:lvn-v.levpo.tn.t the study of the
soclological aspect of the Christian religion deserves no
more or different atlention than that of any other ‘religion,
it is nevertheles:s wore benefiocial and practical for us to lay
a special enphosis upon it.

in doing so, howsver, it would be inadmissable for us
to proceed from the nommative .viewpoint and attempt to de=
fine the soriptural (or Ghristian) concept of the role of
the individual in society, or the proper nature of sooial
relationships in general, for we would then be deserting
our rield in favor of sociel philosophy or social ethics.
And the distinction between these fields and the scoiology
of religion must be waintained, the forner being normative
studles, the latter descriptive.

There is no such thing as Christian or Jewish or
Foslen sociologye. dut there are impliocit or ex—-
pliocit Christian, Xoslem, or Jewish soolial philo=-
sophies. The totally unwarranted confusion of soo-
ial philosophy with sociology is evident in the
normative concept of religion often styled *Chria=-
tian soeiology' which underlies most studies of the
social implications of Christianity, valuable as
they may be, and the few existing monographs on
other religions. It is a wistake to assume, as was
frequently done at the high tide of the promulga=
tion of the 'sooial gospel' that the sooiology of
raligion should be identical with definite progrems
of social reform. Such a conception of s00lology
woulé be a betrayal gf.' its true character as a
descriptive science.

l. \'ith. ﬂ. m.' PP. 7*.



This does not proclude, of course, the limiting of any
one study toc the area of the Chrisiian religion, provided
it does not fall direotly into the noruative technigue and
a priori fail %o utilize the oomparative method.

Conesquently, this thesis does mot attempt to show that
or how the Christian roligion is soclal. It is our point to
denonstrate that Christlan people are sosil, that they are
8till human bsings and thus ars, in many if not all respeots,
as capable of inlfluencing the soaclal atructure and interac=
tion and of being iufluenced by it as are other people. It
is further our contention that in some aspeots the Christian
church iz a social inatitution and, again, has in nony, if
not all, respects, the charaoteristios of other soclal in=
atitutions.

Is the Christien churoh & social institution? To an~
swer that question, we shall firat have to define and char=
acterize a "soolal institution.” We have found the discus=
sion of this phenomenon by L. V. Ballard (Social Institu-
tions) to be very helpful and have drawn much of our ma=
terial from his worke.

In comzon usage, the term gopial institution is often
indisoriminately applied to a great varioty of social forms,
social ordors, social machinery, sooiel customs and achieve~-
ments, to suoh varied forms and iteus as slavery, divine
right of kings, orphanages, language, and the coast guard.
A more careful usage 1s, however, necessary. Soodal
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institutions are sets of organized human relationships pur-
posively ostabilshod by the gommon will. They channel,
ohart, end gulde the conduct of the group in action and hold
its action within tho limits of what the grouj; believes to
be consistent with its well=being. They ars forms of ore-
ganization, the relationships they include have been sy=
stematized and approved; thoy perform a group function 8o
vital and basic that they require soolal sanction and soc=
ial coutrol.

Soolal institutions arc established by a common will.
They are more than social hasbits; they are the results of
"willa" to realize a sovial purpose, which has been objsc=
tified in the foras whioh the institutions assume but with
whioh they carnot be identified.

Social institutions are neither philosophical abstrac—
tions, nor impersonal eantities existing epart from the indi~
viduals who oompose them. For example, & college consists
in reality of its faculty, its atudent body, its board of
truatees, its aluani, all at ané oue time., The state 1s
not merely a framowork of political procedure, of statute
lav and politiocal organization. It is a group of persons
bonded togsther for certain definite purposes. laws,
courts, political parties, etc., are merely agemcies which
the group utilizes to meet the end it desires.

Conseguently, it followa that social institutions are
preoisely what the individuals who comprise them make of




them, no more and uo less. Thelr quality is as great as the
quality of their component members., It.is true that because
of the number of persons involved and because of the mass of
oustoms, conventions, and traditions, which they accumulate,
they aoquire a unique peruanencs.. Changes in a small per-
centage of the wewbershiy way not have an imuediate effect,
and even general ohunges in the whole membership may not
have an iumediate effect, but ultimately, unless the quality
of the personalities who compose the institutions remains
such as arc equal to the reputation and prestige, they will
8ink into insignificance. In the last analysis, the tra=-
ditions, customs, and cunventions are no more the imstitu~
tions theuselves than statute law is the state, pedagogy
the school, or theology the church.

Certain cssential qualities characterize sceial insti-
tutions and distinguish them from other sociasl forms;

(1) Zdsation. 4 soolal imstitution always las its ori-
gin in and centers about some concept, belief, or idea with
respect to a social need or soclal interest whioch is comzon™
1y recognized @e havisng intimate commeotion with the survival
or achievement of the group.

(2) Structure. & framework is necessury "to hold the
congept and to furnish instrumentalities for bringing it iuto
the world of facts and action in such a way 88 to serve ihe
interests of men in societys. Such elements are procedures,
sohool buildings, equipment, marriage rites, political par=
ties, cathedrals, etc. G&hile these may be commonly regarded




as de facto institutions, they actually constitute merely
tho framevori of the institution.

(3) Furpose, The common will which calla the institu=-
tion iato belng also sets the purpose of the institution,
it defines the interests whioch shall be served and sets the
objectives toward which the activity is direoted. Ianstitu~
tions are justified only to the extent to which theseo pur—
poses are fulfilled as a result of auoi: activity.

(4) Permanence. Institutions endure as long as the
need romains wihich they were established to meet. But the
particular form which am institution may take ohanges with
conditions and human achievement.

(5) authority. Social institutions result from judg=
ments of the popular mind conocerning given sooial relations.
Those same judgments give the institutions their authority;
the authority is thuas always conferred by the component
members, never inherent in the insﬁtutlona themselves.

(6) Sogial goutrol. Owing to their social origim,
institutions are necessarily under the control of the so-
cial mind. Individuals may profoundly influence institu=
tions, but unless their ideas are accopted, the institu=
tions remain unohonged. Consequently institutions change
slowly. That they often do not adeguately meet human needs
is due to the faot that those meeds are mot adequately
appreciated by the comwon mind.

(7) Zersommel. Sooial institutions differ from all
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other soclial forme exospt social organizations in that they
possess & spacielized personnel, It ls imposaible to aon=
coive of asocial institutions except as menned by a given num=
ber of persons witi specifio funotions, who carry the pur=
pose of the institution into effect. Teachers, clergymen,
holders of public office, seoretaries, husbaands, wives con=
stitute the persomusl -of the various basic institutions.
Funotions

Bscause thoy embody what each gemeration has judged
to be the best in itz experience, institutions have given
continuity to tradition, law, art, and solence., Succeeding
goenerations can thereby to a ocortain extent begin their
achieveront where their forefathers left off. Inst:l.inuonl
give stability to the social order and to culture. They are
thus the gonmservators of the gocial heritage, partiocularly
of the non-material elements of culture. The condition of
the individual to the habits of his surrounding culture is
largely the result of institutional functioning.

Social institutions are the most effeotive msans soclety
possesses of inhibiting the bebavior which it believes to
be prejudicial to its welfare or interest and of assuring
conduot which past experience seems to have indicated as de=-
sirable, They are thus positive and powerful disoiplinary
agencies.

The value of an iratitution depends upon the serve
which it performs and its justification is found in its




. purpose and menner of funotioniug.

Is then the Chriztian Church e social institution? Im
the terminclogy of Ghristian dogmaties, three concepts of the
church are distinguished: the Una Sanota, tiie local congre=
gation {Crtsgemeinde, the ggclesise particulares) and the
ropresentative oiurch (gcglesia repregentiva). e have here
deliberately failad to use the vislble-invisible bifurcation.

iiille the Una can certainly be considored to have
a ogoncept and cousigts of real people, having no reality be=
youd the persons who comprise it nor bteing at all simply en
inpersonal entity or pmlus;)phieal or taheologiocnl abstraotion,
it does not neet the definition of a social inatitution be=
cause in its proper sense it does not have a struoture.
Thers is no orgauization, no professional persomnel, no re=
gulation. Its fori: does not and cannot change. It is the
direct oreation of God; He rules .tt. through Bis kingship in
the hearts of all fhose who comprise it. The Una Sancta is
patently sul gemeris. It shall endure forever; "the gates
of hell shall not prevail ageinst it." Its membership is
not determined by alleglance to any orgenization nor abso=
lutely dependont upon the performance of any rites or aots.
In fact, its membership czn rightfully be considered to ia=~

' clude not only living persons (in the usual sense) but the

derarted in tiue lord as well. Were the Una Senmota to be
oonsidered a social imstitution it would be robbed of smuch
of its greatness. Its reality is not determined by the




goclal process; it is the supra=social company of God's
elect,.

The loczl congrsgation must likewise be analyéaa. And
we find that it muoch more olosely approaches bsing a true
sociel institutlion., While the dogmaticians maintain that
the true memoers of the loocal Chariatian congregations or
churohes are none other than members of the Una Samota®
this can rightfully bs oonsidered a valuable distinotion in
the normstive disoipline only, for from the desoriptive point
of view no distinction can be drawn betwean true members and
the hyposrites for ihey do. not rundfion separately in the
church nor can they be dlstinguished by men. To allow this
point to the naturs of tiae dosoriptive disoipline does not
datragt from the truth of the faot tuat only true Christians
are true members of the local churches, and that all the
divinely iluposcd obligations of the local churches presuppose
that those who fulfil them are trus believers, but it does
theredby peramit explanation of many of- ths phenomsna which
occur in and to local congregations. Ultimately, ia the
viewpoint of men, a.ohuroh tmst be vicwed and its history
explained in tiae light of its nature &s an outward fellow=-
ship of persons who hold formal fellowship ilu it and are
., thus capable of being active and influeantial in the forma~-

tion of its polioies and actions.

" 2. Ofe Huoller, Op. 0ite., P 954, who here cites iatt.
24:38;  22:18-14;" 20:10-T5; 13:47-48; I dore 1:8f.
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It is likewise rightfully mainteined that the local
gongrezation 1s the ordinonce of God so that believers living
at one place uust either organize such churches where they.
do not exist or join them whers they do exist, for without
them tho Christian obligations enjoined so definitely, such
a3 the establishment in their uidst of the public ministry,
the oelei:ration of tas Holy Supper, the exeroise of the du-
ties of Christian discipiine cannot be performed. HNeverthe=
less, it.would be impossible to deny that from the desorip=—
tive disoipline such congrsgations are formed by the volun=
tary aotion of the individuals who so forn then as & result
of the deosire within them to perform these functions in
common as wall as fron the clear command of Scripturs to
do so,. ;

If these facta are so viewed, the individual congrega=
tion can properly be called a social institution. For the
local congrezetion is thus a atructure with definite iceas
of inolusion ynd exclusion whioh performs a vital group fumo=
tion. It constitutes the rosult of the comzon will. It
utilizes a traized porsonnel; it ia attached to bulldings
and procedures and rites. Its quality is ultimately that
of its gonstituonts, for the very nature of the lndividual
congregation can become changed through a change in the
will of its meambers.

Unless the congregatioa or local church is so viewed,
it is also iupossible to appreciate the work of a conaiderzble
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nunber of imerican sociologlsts of religion who have made
the special objeot of thelr study the interrelationship of
the individual parish, its conatituenocy, and its environment.
The ccnoopt. of tho representative church quite naturally
reoei-.rea‘ little atteation in dogmatical literature, for it
is couparatively moderu and, sirictly spooking, limited to-
churshes of besically congregational polity. lHowever, in a
looser terminolozy, this concept i3 often equated witia deno-
ainotion and oven with gsect,. -normativala:'. -tho oconcept of
the Una Sencta aand of the loocal congregation are of major
importaoncs (following Seripture, whilch knows no denomination);
desoriptively, the looal congregation and the domomination
play the najor molese. It is largely because the latter two
concepts heve institutional struotures that they have loomed
larger in the minds of the avorags persozs. Wnile the Sorip-
turs-conscious layman and the theologian may view with re-
grat what he considers to be the disproportionate liuportance
of denominations sad aynmods and similar struotural eatities,
the dosoriptive sciholar, without passing judgment, dare not
fail to evaluate and appreciate the fact that their exis~
tanoe and oontemporary importance are indicative of certain
persistent factors and are, at ounoce, important factors in
eonstruoting the contemporary religious soeme both in the
ainds of the people and in the objective structuralization

of sooioty. .
It ouat be readily adzitted that none of the writers



in the field have anythiug approaching an adeguate conoept
of the church. This is true, of oourse, because the very
gore concept of ti:e churoch, namely the reconciliation be=
tween God and man througih the m.itinti.va of God in Christ
Jesus 13 missing. The very nature of the disoipline, once
again, which endeavors to rule out as completely as possible
the supsraatural elemsnt ia its objective reality aust in-
evitadly result in an almost total emasculation of tiie idea
ot the churoh. . £11 that thero 1s left to study is the
structure and the intersction within that structure, which
borders =- as much as any soclal action can == on the purely
gsecular.

with the e;.mnation of the really spiritual =— which
can be none other than the aupa_rnatuml == the differenti-
ation between the church and other institutions of scolety,
.g. the home, the state, the school, oto., is almost
uwiped away. Under these canditiona_. religion througi its
ageucy, tie church, is looked upon ouly as ocomuon Solving,
or at least, confronting, of the problem of the Unknown and
Unknowable by a reorientation of thinking and attitudes,
which, on the one hand, inoculcate a passive reaignation to,
a "philosopuical®™ or "spiritual" interpretation of, the im=
mutable sequenca of events, and on the other hand, urge
with sanctimonious tones and lugubrious solemnities a method
of attack on these very problems whion is easentlally no

difforent from the methods of the natural solentist, the




olinical paychologist, the labor conoiliator, or the ca=
roor diplomat, eaoir of whioh is representative of the other
social institutions. While the church can and does remain

a poverful agent ol sooclal control, it must achieve this by
the rather inglorious technique of playing upon the emotions,
the guilty consciences, the aestihetics, and a whole congeries
of similarly seliish drives of tue constituonts., 7o the ex-
tent that the religious institutions support a divisiou in
the ainds of the people they serve so that they reserve
their conmon=-sense and feeling of decenoy and order for their
aotivities in the religious institutions and exeroise an even
more gelfish and unethical practice in connection with the
activities of tie other institutions, one begins to wonder
whether tie religious institutions so conceived are not ren-
dering a distinot disservice to society. For ultimately if |
the church simply provides aa emotional escape from the om=
barrassments and hardships of reallity and 8 moral escape
fron the immoralities of everyday life, then one is inoclined
to admit some truth to larx's infamous charge that "religion

is the opiate of tiic masaes."
It would be impousible tu review here the mass of li-

terature on the relation of tue religious institution to

the other institutions of society. The church-state prob=
lem has evoked -a whoic literature by itself. The oaurch-
economic order relationship hes been the special atudy of
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ieber® and Tawnoy,® and more receatly, of Yinger.® The
church-home and churoch-sducation relations have been equally
well studied. e consider these worzs to be perfectly
legitimate and essentially helpful. Tiey render a real ser-
_vice insofar as they present evidence of the great fomenting
foroe of religion, espeoially in relation to a society which
has continuelly bagome more and more secularistic.

Through all of them, of course, the reader cust be
caretul to distinguish between soolology of religion and
soocial philosophy and ethics. Since these subjccts .are ones
on which almost everyone has a very definite personal bias,
many of the works, some very admittedly, some not, mingle
with actual description and analysis a considerable amount

of theory and ideal.

5. lax weber, The Protestant Ethic and The Spirit of

Qg%ta!iig.
Re He Tawney, Religion and sﬁ&%ﬂl—i
5 J. Eilton Yﬁm $i8. ﬁ's't e for rower.

A Btudy in the Soojology of Religion.




Ve Intoraction Within the Religious Institution

Ghat is to us the moat intereating and, in our opinion,

the most holpful area within the Christian religion which is

subject to soociological study is the interaction within the
Christian religious institution, the Church, itself. The
history of the Christian Church is the recording of a long
and intricate chain of phemomena, varying in importance from
insignificant (in the eyes of the world), such as the con-
version of a single soul or some small guarrel somewhere
within a loecal congregation, to tremendous and earthshaking,
such as the Crasades, the Reformation, or the Thirty Years®
Var. The Cnristian historian sees two great faotors hore;
the hand of God and the hand of men. He sees first of all
an all=-pervading teleology, tie onn:l.scl.ént and omnipoteat
God dircoting the whole course of events in the furtherance
of His intense, loving will, in the interest of lis kingdom
within wen's hearts, and in- the construotion and preserva=
tiou of His holy Church. But the historian sees also the
other lovel, far below the other, the siage upon whioch men
bave played their roles, puny indeed when seen from above,
but important and significant when viewed from the lower
level., Tuwo besioc roles have been played —— ous patently
and deliberately in the furtherance of God's will, the
other with the intention of preventing that good and

b hodestbin e o r———



gracious will,.

Gortainly most persous have beeu predominantly in one
Tole or tie otiher; but underneath it all and when seen as
e whele, the erfforts of any individual probably fall into
both categorios, irrespective of intent. The Christian.
. sociologist has no querrel whatsoever with a Christian
peilosophy of history. But he is not worxing on that level.
~ He hopas to discorn how, even in the Christian church, it-
self, there has boen this secothing mass of interaction to
whioh each has contributed of both his natures, the old man
and the new, He wrostles with thia problem that both in
the past and now in the present, as the concept of God's
grace in Carist Jezua was held iu the earthen vessols not
only of individual persons but of men collectively and in
wooden structures of churoch (with a small ¢) and synod and
congregation, in olumsy arrangements of comnittees and son=
sistories and asscmblies, mora often than not the human was
as evident as fha divine. It is unfortunate that the his-
tories of this pérlon have so often let it suffice to atring
the phenomensa like beads of a wire, with all too scarce a
pointing out of & ggugsl nexus. How little welght has ever
been given to those great whirling fields of current, which
are so real and so immense, that ao viewed, any alngle so-
oial phenomsnon or historical episode, is but the spark
which flashes botween two fields of opposite polarity.

It is the suspioion that a mere recounting or




desoription of events or recorded beliefs will not adequate-
1y account for the rcallties, fortunate or uanfortunate,
wl'uoh comprise tiie religious institutions of today that has
givenr riso to a sociologlioal study of these phenomens, or :
to a sovioiogy of religioun. Can, for example, the rise end
present status of tie nany denoninations wiilch exist today
be explained by the fact thet certain individuals gathered
different meanings froix the passages of Soripture and that
@8 individuals sinoce that time have interpreted those sane
passagos they have aligned thomselves with the group whlch
ohanpioned that conviction? Obviously note. Then how about
the many, manpy problems and ao‘t:lons and procedures and dif-
ferences which have characterized the fields of interpre=
tation, of polity, of liturgics, of ethics, of dogmatics,
of educational polioy, of missiomary polioy and practiocally
every other field in which the religious imstitution is ac~
tive? Oaa the asoticn of each individual or even 67617
goneration be seen to rise ocut of independent decision based
on study of the Word or of asny primary source paterial?
Have =all the changes been tie result of proposals of rare
individuvals .-now and then == an Augustine, a Luther, a
Calvin, a ualther, ete.? If 80, why did tio mass whom they
changed respond to their stismlus? What is the lnfluencs
of the Zoitseist upon the religious group? of the Church
upon the Zeitpeist? How does the teaching of oue gemera=
tion influence tie life of the next or tue life of oze the




teaching of the next?

Certain individucls have thought that they perhaps had
found sore of the onswers to some of these problems. Weber
thought that the very pr:lnoipieu of Luther and Calvin had
tremendous implications upon the Weltanschauung of their
dssoendants with particular reforence 1o "oalling,” to money,
to the whole economic order. Tauwney, in the same field, had
somewhat different conclusions. Yinger briogs up the ques=
tion again.

He Richard Niebuhr took up the problem of the many de=
nominations and seots and laild their origina largely to so-
cinl causes. In the preface to his work he statos how he

care to utilize this approach:

The prescnt work is the outcome of a course
in “Symbolics™ which the author was called upon
to teach some years ago. The effort to distin-
guish churches primarily by reference to their
doctrine and to approach the problem of cohurch
unity from a purely theological point of view
appeared to him to be a provedure so artificial
and fruitless that he found himself compelled
to turn from theology to history, soolology,
and ethics for a more satisfactory account of
denominational differences and a more uignxr:l.-
cant approach to the question of union.

To portray iliebuhr's convictions we shall quote a
rather long portion from his introductory ohapter:

The orthodox explanation of this atrange
phenomenon (the divisions) in the church of
brotherhood has been sought in the divergence
of opinion between men a3 to the manner of

1. He Richard liebuhr, Sooial Sources Of Depomina=

Xionalism, p. vit.




thedr soul's salvation. That strange inter—
pretation of the faith whioh has prevailed
since the days whon Greek disputants carried
into it the problems and the methods of Greek
biilosophy, and which profeszes to believe
thet the salvation of men and nations is de=
rendent on the maintenance of some opinion
about metcphysioal processes, has besnu respoa=
3ible for many false analyses of the character
and mission of Christianity. This typlocally
Greeic eveluztion of the nature and function of
ideas must bo held in part accountable for the
intolerance in religion which has given risc to
gany denosminations through the exclusion of
groups professing an opinion nore or less di-
vergent from that whioh has becoze established.
Lut it la also responsible for obascuring the
fundamental ethical problems of denomination—
8lizn by regerding all differences from a
purely ideological point of view.

The orthodox interpretation of denomination=
alisa in Christianity looks upon the offioial
erecds of (e churches as containing the ex—
planation of the socurges and of the character
of the prevailing differences. Roman Catholios
are defined, from this point of view, as Chris=
tians who hold to a semi=-relagian view of sin and
grace, bhelieve in the innately effeotive char=
actor of the sacraments, recognize the primacy |
of the Roman bishop and hold to ofther cognate |
principles of faith and practice. lutherans ;
are distinguished, the interpreter of the oreed
tells ua, by their belief in justification by
faith alone, by their exaltation of the word
of God as the primary means of grace, and by |
their profession of the priesthood of all be= i
lievers. The Calvinist is marked by his views
on predeatination, on the legal character of the i
Bible, and on church disoipline. Baptists are
rombers of their denomination bscause thoy are
oouvinoed that believers' baptisu by immersion
is alone justifiable. iethodista are what they
ars oecause they temper an underlying Calvinisa
by irainian nodifications. As for the many
sub=groups to be found auong Lutherans, Oal=
vinists, Baptists, liethodists, these also vary
from each other on onc or anmother poiat of
dootrine, which, it is said, explains their di-
vision and accounts for their aatagonism.
This mode of explanation has been popular since
the time when Josephus described the Pharisees




as a school of philosophers who maintained bellief
in the resurrection from the dead and in oral
tradition, while the Sadducess were defined as
those who held tiue opposite dootrines. The in-

. adeguacy of the explenation in this instance is
patent. uertainly the Sadducees were not distin-
Suished from the mas: of Jewish people, or from the
Pharisess, primarily by any religious opinions
they held or feiled to hold but by their svcial
characier as the membera of- tho Iislleanistio
aristooragy; while back of the Pharisalc ideas
one looks for tie fundamental element, for the
vacial loyalty which has its source in resis-
tance to the Jelocuoid attempts to Lellenize Jewish
civilization, Uifference of opinions wore suraly
preseut beiween rharisecs and Sadducess but these
dlflferences had their roots in more profound so=
¢ial divergenoces. So it is with the Christian

mcts. e o @

4n evident lllustration of this relationship
of ideas to underlying social conditions may be
Tound in the attitude of Christians toward such
institutions as private property, demoorasy,
aixl slavery. Advenoing and defending thelr
positions on the baais of proof=texts drawn from
the Soriptures, it h=s been possible for various
secote to take anti~thetiocal wviews of the Christian
or un=Christian character of these institutions.
Culy the purest novice in history will seek the
explenation of suoh opinions in the proof-toxts
from which they purport to derive. In a similar
fashion opinions as to church polity, varylng
£ron denomination to denomiration, bave been
based in theory on lew Testament reports of
primitive church organization. The episcopel,
the presbyterian, and the congregational forms
have each been set forth as representing the
original and ideal constitution of the Caristian
Ghurche. Yet the relationszip of these forms to
the politioal experience and a desire of various
groups 1s considerably more pertiment than is
their relationship to the Kew Testausnte « »

less directly, but snope the leass effectively,
theological opinions have bhad their roots in
the relationship of the religious life to the ocul=
tural and politiocal conditions prevailing in any
group of Christiens. This does not mean that an
eoononic or purely political interpretation of
theology is justified, but it does mean that the
religious life is so interwoven with soocial




giroumstancss that the formulation of thgolm
is recessarily conditioned by these. « «

iWhile we r;m},r 1:naraom.1.1y' disagree with.the wvalidity
of liiebulr?s conclusiocius and may even see behind his pre=
sentation an unsound attitude towsrd the revealed truth
of Soripture anié towar: the necessity of confessionalism
in ths probleis éu‘.' union in thé Ghuroh, this does not '
preclude an s;»pra&iution of his ‘:l.nveatlgn'uon or ;he ad-
mlssion that hls contentions merit at least further B.ﬁlﬂ]o

Lizewise witi kaursr's tronchant artioles on the Ger—
man Lutheranisn in the United States. Gbile his style is
80 abolruse and technicsl that it approaches beisg unin=
telligibvie, the method and conclusions of his study, par—
tioularly that of the early iissouri-Synod, are definitely
chellenging sn his work, like that of lidebuhr, might
profitably bLe carriad. further, avan by men of the uuuouu
Synod itsslf. I.t aay, of eaurae. be true that he doea
not give adequate oredit to real personal ‘conviotion by the
Holy word itself, Lut it would be impossible to rule out
@ priori the validity of his argument of sooial and oul=
tural factora in the formation of the genius of German
American Lutheranisme

Finally, because so much present-day material in this
field, particularly in amerioa, is coucerned with the xfrob-
lem of the local ohurch in relationsaip to the ecological
and economic factors in the enviroument boti that of the

e M'l Phe 12=16. -'.




ohurch edifioce itself akd of the conatituenoy, we shall dis-
cuss one of tie works of Sanwel U. Kinoheloe, whioch may also
be consluered rapresentative of the works of He. Yaul oug=-
lags aad Leiffer. :

Kincheloe's 1he imerican City and Its Churoh, brings
out uvell the typically smorican approach to the study.
“hile this book cun very legitimately be olassified as soocio-
logy of religion, it is very differant from the work of men
like Duriheim, ieber, Troettsch, and Fach. To be sure,
reacing only a few pages of the book will give sufficient
evidence taat his religious viewpoint is that of the well=-
known and iafamous "sooclal gospel." 1In basing his study
alnost eatirely upon the form of churches of this comviotion,
his troatment is necessarily inadequate in respeot to other
areas of the religious typology, such as Roman Catholiclisn,
Lutheranism, classio Calvinism and Aruinianism, fundenen=
talisk, eto. Likewise he deliberately limits himself to
churches of what he ocalls british-American origin, thus
ouitting the churches of many speoific etinio groupings, the
leading ones being again Roman Catholioism and Lutheranism.

In the first three chapters of the book, which cons=
titute over half of its contents, Kincheloe summarizes the
subjeot matter of pure urben sociology. He writes of the
oity, ita physical struoture, its buildings, the distribution
of its population in terms of race and nationality, religious
baockground, density, work, housing, eto. Ou the basis of




his studies he concludes that these particular urben charac—
teristios have an effeot upon the nature of the urban church
or constitute problems which the urban ohurch ouat face.

For example, when discussing the changes in the nature
of the local community from a distinotly neignborhood pat-
tern to nore of a regional pattern with many interest groups,
he points out: Ythis means that workers in city churches
must concelve of thelr institutions in relation to a larger
and wore complex social organ:l.z;at:l.on than that of a villago.
It also means that the church may need to supply a spirit
of friendly intimaoy, of comradeship, which otherwise will
ot be there. .

kuch of the discussion centers about the problems which:
city people meet, such as economic and sooial insecurity,
end the role which the church plays in respect to them. The
level on which the subjeot is disoussed can be seen from the
following sample coanclusions "th is now seen that the church
does not have the financial resources to meet the relief prot=-
lems in a mejor depression or in the urben community of re=

cent u‘eoadea.“a

In the last three chapters of his book kr. Kinoheloe
desoribes the effects of the interrelation of church and
oity. In his chapter on "Ghat Cities o to Churches” the
author asks the question: To what extent must a church
_shara the ract of its community? The many conditions of

S. Samuel G. Kinoheloe, The American City and Its Church,
Pe 128,
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urban life have a Gefinite effeot on the attitudes of
people toward the church and religion. Feople coming from
a rural exviroument will probably find that the ohurch
Goos not have the signifiocance it may have had in the coun=
try, largely because it is not the all inclusive sooclal
institution it constitutes in rurul sreas. &y and larse,
oities reduce churoh attendance and membership.

The population movements within a oity (migration,
suocession, etc.) alffect also church mecbership and hence
also the churches themselves. e can therefore speak of
an ecology of churches. #For generations churches have
thrived on the social and family pattern whioh we usually
associate wita rural life. The phenomenon of true urban life
has caused = great revolution of attitudes, and attitudes
toward the cauroh havo_‘.’_untormnately changed right with
them. The particular fors of the economioc order, the hur—
rying and bustling after wealth, the form of the recreation
pattern and other similar x}attem. all have beon oxtremely
adverse factors in church membership and activitye.

Another influence of tie eity upon the city churoh 1s
to give it a psychology of bigness and effiolenoy in man=
agement. Churches have come to be measured by the elabor-
ateness of the physical plant, the deluge of attractive
publicity, and the size and effiolency of the staff, rather
than by the content of its dootrine, the message of its
preaching, and the actual life aund activity of its members.

PRITZLAFF MEMORIAL LIBRARY
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Great demands are put upon the oity jestors, who are ex~
peoted to make a tremendous number of personsl contacts.
and to supervise personally the work of countless organi-
zations.

. Citles have likewise caused a definite typology of
urban churches:

(1) owntown ghurches. "#hat is meant by .a downtown

ohur;oh is a church in the center of ap urban area which

does not minister exclusively to an immediate loocal neigh-
borhoode. Its pricary adaptation will be to the outlying
region fron which its congrogation comes.™® These are
usually the cold churches which have a sentimental attrac—
tion, and which tend to have a metropolitan rather than a
parochial characters

(2} Inper=city ghurches. These are churches which
are part-uay downtown. They try to offer as impressive
programs as possible in the way of preaching and splendid
music, but are often not too successful. Some become in=
oreasingly more religious. They try to "become all things
to all men.® All of these churchos, unless they are mem=
bers of distinct ethnic groups, are in great danger. A
ohurch’s worth is well tested in this area.

(3) Lovine guurches. A lot of ohurches try to keep
one jump ahead of the process of disgitegration. But this

4o &mugélc- Kinohsloe, The Amerjcan City and ISS
» Pe °




GONCLUSIUN

To him who knows Bphosiens the sooiology of religion
will seewr to be siraw and stubble. and perheps rightly so.
But bhe who counts hiuself by grace to be a "fellowoitizen
with the saeints and of the housshold of God,"™ he who has
seoan the "fellowsidp of the .mystery,” he who rejoloes to
see the "whole body Citly freamed together,” will certainly
want to utilize every teohnique-and procedure whioh will
help to understand, and therewith, to help, the ohuroh,
the assoclation of frail human beings, whioh is the
formal bearzr of tho nessage of grace.

Agninst the Churoh not even the gates of bhell shall
prevail, bui ghurches grow old and stiff and ineffective,
and may porhaps even die. It is the lesson of the pre=
Treformation period that a churoh will not automatically
Temain properly effeotive. If the experience of tho se~
oular institutions can at all be applied to the religious
institution, then also in the matural history of the reo-
liglous institution, the scoio-cultural influences, ex=
erting themselves through the individuals who comprise
the ohurch, have played a role. Ratber than leaving this
study entirely in tho hands of the unbelieving soientist,
who lets his unbelief be his bias, we recommend this study
to the men of the Church.
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