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                 Are Creeds Credible?
 There is no doubt that faith is a bit of a nuisance. Wouldn't life be a lot simpler without it? Why can't we just accept what seems reasonable to us, reject what seems unreasonable, and be mildly sceptical about the rest? This surely would be the civilized attitude, the attitude of the independent mind, a mind which is neither credulous nor arrogant, but coolly prepared to face the truth when it appears, and to confront its own ignor- ance when that appears.
 But the faith business seems alien to all this.
 We can't help feeling that what has happened is something like this.
 Once upon a time, before we had perfected our mod- ern critical techniques, when it was a lot easier to make mis- takes about the world and human beings, there were a certain number of beliefs which it was quite reasonable to hold, and these were taught by men of authority and status.
 Gradually,  however, there developed new ways of looking at the world and it began to be seen that the old views were inaccurate and  out of date.
 But by this time there was a large vested interest in these views - there was a whole priestly class, for exam-  ple, whose status and even livelihood depended on the accep- tance of the old views. These people were only human, and naturally they felt it was a bad thing that the traditional opin- ions were being questioned, so they spread about the idea that  it was a bad thing to question. Since it was no longer really possible to show that these old opinions were reasonable, the priestly class invented the idea of faith; we were to stick to the 17 2 FAITH WITHIN REASON ancient beliefs but were now to hold them out of loyalty to  a tradition, by faith instead of reasons.
 Of course this wasn't a deliberate plot to fool people.
 It was a more or less uncon- scious reaction on the part of a social class which needed to  safeguard its position.
 You might ask how other people came to be taken in by this move. Well, part of the reason is that  the modern world is rather frightening - not just our modern world but the modern world in any age.
 To keep up with the age we have to stretch ourselves to the utmost; we have to be adult and independent, and this is rather difficult.
 It is some- times a lot easier to contract out, to live on nostalgia for the past.
 The religious beliefs which we are asked to take on faith come from an older time which seems to us more peaceful, less nerve-shattering than our own. These beliefs postulate a cosy intelligible world, rather like the world of the nursery when life was so much simpler, so a lot of people welcome the idea of faith because they are afraid to think for themselves, and all of us at one time or another have a hankering after this return to childhood.
 This is, I think, a reasonably fair statement of a belief about beliefs which is pretty common these days.
 It was perhaps com- moner in the last century than in this, but it is still widespread.
 It goes usually, in England at any rate, with a pleasant toler- ance of religion. Some people hold that religion in fact is a good thing, this occasional indulgence in childishness is refreshing, it is good for mental health to relax in this way; no doubt this  is why so many excellent philosophers and scientists and other highly intelligent people still maintain religious beliefs.
 This is a belief which, as I say, goes with a great tolerance of religion and also an unfathomable ignorance of what exactly religious beliefs are, and of how religious people think.
 I do not myself find it to be a very plausible account of the history of  religious ideas.
 I think that one of the reasons why people cling to it in spite of its implausibility is that they find the idea of faith not only a nuisance but irrelevant.
 It is not so much the 18 ARE CREEDS CREDIBLE?
 content of the creeds that bothers them as the fact that they are creeds.
 They feel they must give themselves some account of the idea of faith itself, to make it fit somehow into the human picture; and their explanation briefly is that the contents of the creed are so out of date and unlikely that they can only be held by faith: that was how faith was invented.
 Because so many people honestly think this, I should like here to offer an alternative account of the relevance of faith.
 Why do we have faith at all? What is the theologian's account of faith?
 Let us come at it not first of all from the point of view  of people who have not got it and for whom it is something strange and alien.
 Let us begin from the point of view of those who do have faith.
 What account do they give? Here we have to go back a long way.
 In fact we have literally to go back to  the beginning.
 God made creatures of all kinds, with all kinds of powers and capabilities.
 Human beings do certain things. They eat, laugh,  get angry and do crossword puzzles; they explore the Antarctic or make Sputniks or string quartets, and we are delighted but not surprised.
 We say, 'Naturally, that is the kind of thing that people do.' Similarly tigers eat and get angry, and again we are not surprised.
 We say it is natural enough, it is just what we should expect of a tiger.
 Different kinds of behaviour are natural to different kinds of things. When a horse behaves like a horse we think it quite natural, but if a man behaves like  a horse we are surprised and ask for an explanation.
 So if X behaves like a horse, and we think it natural for X to behave like a horse, then this is because we think X is a horse.
 If we don't think it natural for X to be horsing around, it is because X is not a horse.
 A horse is just a thing which by nature behaves like a horse.
 Can we give an account of what is natural to human beings?
 This is notoriously difficult.
 Remember that we mean 'what is natural to humans as humans'. Some people think of 'natu-  ral' behaviour as simply the kind of behaviour that we have in 19 FAITH WITHIN REASON common with other animals, but here we mean any behaviour at which we have no need to be surprised.
 In this sense it is just as natural for people to build a nuclear power station as it is for them to eat and sleep.
 We are not astonished at any of these things in the way that we would be completely astonished if, for example, a horse were to write a sonnet.
 We are lost in admiration for scientists, but we do not think they have su- perhuman powers; if a horse wrote a poem we would certainly think it had super-equine powers.
 As people get better and better at controlling their environ- ment it becomes increasingly difficult to set limits and say, 4 Well, anyway it could never be natural for a human being to do that", as we can fairly easily predict that it will never be natural for a tiger to do that. Five hundred years ago, if you suggested that someone might launch his or her own private moon, peo-  ple might have believed you, but they would have said, 'Yes, someone might do that by magic, or by being in league with the devil, or by a miracle/ What they wouldn't have believed is  that someone could do such a thing quite naturally, in perfectly natural ways.
 Yet this we now know is the case.
 But whatever we may be able to do now or in the future, whatever may come naturally to us, there is one thing which could never be natural to us. We could not be naturally divine.
 Remember, I pointed out that if something behaves like a horse naturally, then it is a horse; and similarly if man behaved  like God by nature, it would be because he is God.
 If it were ever 'perfectly natural' for a man to have a divine nature as it is perfectly natural for him to elaborate quantum mechanics, then he would be God.
 God is the only being which is by nature divine.
 Not even the omnipotent God could make a creature which was by nature divine.
 It is not that God cannot make lesser creatures easily enough, but he finds greater creatures a bit more difficult, and finally finds it impossible to make a creature with the same nature as himself.
 It is not a question of  difficulty.
 When we say that God could make a creature with 20 ARE CREEDS CREDIBLE?
 the same nature as himself, we are saying the same sort of thing as when we say he couldn't make a square circle.
 God couldn't make a square circle, not because he is not powerful enough, but because a square circle is a contradiction, something that couldn't be made; the phrase 'square circle' is a self-cancelling one, it could not be the name of anything.
 In the same way, a creature which is by nature divine is a contradiction; it is a creature which is uncreated, and the phrase 'uncreated creature'  could not be the name of anything.
 But the astonishing teaching of Christianity is that God has, so to speak, done the next best thing.
 He could not make man by nature divine, but he has given him divinity as a gift.
 This is what we call grace.
 We do share in the divine nature, we do behave like God, but not by nature.
 We can do what God does, but in God it is natural, in us it is not - we call it supernatural.
 Just as it would be supernatural to a horse to write a poem, so it is supernatural to a human being to behave like God. This means that our divinity must always come as a surprise, some- thing eternally astonishing.
 We could never get used to it and say:
 'Well, naturally enough'.
 Now one of the things that sharing in God's life involves is sharing in his knowledge of himself. This share in God's self- knowledge is called faith, it is a kind of knowledge we have not  by nature (we never could have it by nature) but as a gift.
 It  is because faith is part of our divinity, and because our divin-  ity can never be natural to us (it can only be natural to God), that faith cannot be quite assimilated into ordinary reasonable  human life.
 What does it mean to share in somebody else's knowledge?
 Especially somebody else's self-knowledge?
 Before answering this, I must further explain that faith is only the beginning of our share in God's self-knowledge.
 It is a very imperfect kind  of sharing.
 Our sharing will not be complete and perfect until we see God in heaven.
 As a way of knowing, faith is the lowest  kind of knowledge, much inferior to human science; it is only 21 FAITH WITHIN REASON superior to science, and more important, because of the things that we know by faith, and the fact that finally it will develop into the vision of God.
 Again, what does it mean to share in somebody else's knowl- edge?
 Well, we can best understand this by comparison with the ordinary way in which one of us can share in another's knowledge - the business of teaching. Take a boy at school.
 He learns from his teacher.
 He comes to believe certain things because his teacher has told him.
 He is beginning to share in the teacher's knowledge, but for the moment he only shares in it in a very imperfect way.
 For the moment he simply believes it on authority - because the teacher has said so. He has not thought it out for himself.
 He merely has faith. When he grows up he sheds this faith and begins to have opinions which are really his own. This, I take it, is the essential difference between adult education and a school.
 A school is a place for training.
 A university is a place for discussion.
 In a school we try to get a child to believe the fundamental things that society recog- nizes as true and important.
 In a university we tiy to carry on a continuous critical discussion. (That incidentally is the reason why there are good arguments for having Catholic schools in a non-Catholic state, but none whatsoever for having a Catholic university.) The point is that coming to share the knowledge of another means beginning with faith in the other person. There has to be a basis of faith on which to build. There are, as you know, children who are handicapped and unable to learn and grow up, simply because they lack this fundamental sense of security and trust in the adult world, the faith in the teacher which is a prime necessity.
 But of course, the purpose of this faith is to bring the child to maturity when it will cease to have faith, when it will lose its dependence on the teacher and be able to think things out for itself.
 Notice that to shed your faith in your teachers does not nec- essarily mean to disagree with them - though, in fact, normal 22 ARE CREEDS CREDIBLE?
 people go through a period of reaction against the actual be- liefs they have been brought up in; it is the simplest way of manifesting the changeover from belief to independent knowl- edge.
 But such coming to maturity does not necessarily mean disagreeing with the teacher.
 You may go on holding the same opinions, but now hold them as a matter of your own judge- ment and no longer as a matter of faith.
 These two stages, first faith and then seeing things for your- self, take place also in the matter of sharing in God's knowledge.
 But here it is not a matter of growing up in our human life, but of growing up in our divine life.
 The point of maturity, when we lose our faith and see for ourselves, is the point at which  we begin to see God in heaven.
 Now somebody might want to object that this confirms all their worst suspicions. They always thought that religion was a matter of childishness, of a sort of arrested development which keeps us in the schoolroom throughout our lives, unable to  think for ourselves.
 And here we are admitting it.
 In answer to this I should say that there is such a thing as arrested development in human things (and a very bad thing it is) when people refuse to think for themselves and look around for some human authority to tell them what to think. Such people are afraid of the responsibilities of growing up.
 They want to remain children for ever - like the loathsome Peter Pan. What is wrong with such people is that when they have an opportunity of thinking for themselves they refuse it and  cling to their faith. They are offered a higher and more mature way of knowing, but they won't have it.
 In divine things, however, this is not the situation.
 These are things that we cannot know any other way expect by having faith in the teacher, God, who tells us about them. They are not things we could find out for ourselves. They are not the kind of things we could naturally know.
 Our knowledge of them is  super-natural.
 We are not refusing an offered opportunity, we are not avoiding a higher, more grown-up approach, because 23 FAITH WITHIN REASON there is in this life no higher way available.
 The boy who re- fuses to have faith in the teacher may be acquiring a grown-up critical sense and beginning to think for himself, or he may be simply refusing to learn.
 I imagine it must be one of a teacher's most difficult jobs to decide which of these is happening. But, in the case of divine things, those who refuse to have faith are always in the latter class. They are not starting to think inde- pendently because about these things it is impossible to think independently. They are merely not thinking at all. They are not displaying their maturity. They are merely playing truant.
 Of course genuine arrested development, the refusal to grow up, to be mature, is possible in the divine life as in human life.
 People may deliberately refuse the maturity which is offered to them in the vision of God. They then remain in that state of perpetual arrested development that we call hell.
 The divine life does indeed grow in us even on earth, but we never reach full maturity; we never dispense with faith until we actually see God face to face.
 Now the question is:
 what is the relation between this divine life (and divine knowledge that we call faith) and human life (and human knowledge)?
 Some people have held that they are actually opposed to each other.
 You know that kind of person who thinks that you can't be a saint unless you're very slightly ill; this sort of person tends also to think that you can't have faith unless what you believe is humanly incredible. They think of faith not as a matter of knowing or of learning, but rather as a matter of courage, a leap into the unknown, a quixotic championing of the absurd.
 Now faith is certainly a leap into the unknown in the sense that what you believe is something that cannot be known by ordinary human power.
 But it is a leap which precisely tries to make this known.
 It is not a rejection of knowledge, it is an effort to know more - to get to know more by trusting in a teacher.
 There are two sets of people who think of faith as the accep- tance of the absurd. People in the first set go on to say what a 24 ARE CREEDS CREDIBLE?
 splendid thing faith is: it means a reaching out beyond all hu-  man criticism; the man of faith does not care about the carping objections of mere logicians, etc. People who belong to the sec-  ond set go on to say what a dangerous and foolish thing faith  is, and for the same reason.
 It seems to me, however, that both these sets of people are wrong.
 I would claim that our divinity (one manifestation of which is our faith) transcends our hu- manity, but is certainly not opposed to it. The Spirit of Christ by which we live is not destructive but creative.
 It does not reject anything human. What does it mean to say that the divine life transcends the human? Simply this:
 that because we are divine we have a destiny, a purpose which is beyond any purpose we could have as merely human. However we envisage human fulfilment, human perfection or human happiness, our divine purpose is far beyond this, and because we have this greater end in view we organize our human life with a view to something greater than it.
 Let me return to my comparison with the child and its par- ents or teacher.
 Left to themselves, children will organize their world in certain terms - this or that is important, this or that is unimportant, and so on. On the whole, the world of children will be organized in terms of their desires and pleasures and pains, though there will, of course, be hints of a larger world, a dim recognition that there is a lot more in life than all that.
 Now when the parent or teacher comes on the scene this enclosed  world is broken into to some extent. Because of what they learn from their teachers, children will reorganize their world to some extent. They will believe that certain apparently unimportant things are really very important - like washing and learning to write. They cannot see why these are immensely important, but normally, and if they have the right sort of relationship with their teachers, they will believe that they are, and be pre- pared to sacrifice their own scale of values for their sake. Their purpose as potential adults transcends their child's purpose, but 25 FAITH WITHIN REASON again, because they really are children and really are potential adults, there is no fundamental opposition between the two.
 Education does not have to make children miserable. There have been educationalists who thought that you were not really edu- cating children unless they were doing something they actively disliked.
 These are like the people who think that faith has to be absurd.
 On the other hand, of course, there have been people who thought just the opposite: that you are not really educat- ing children unless they do what they like. These are like the people who say that there can be no belief which transcends any human reason. This is a refusal to believe that the adult world transcends the child world.
 The divine life, therefore, because it transcends human life, will involve some reorganization of human life towards a larger  world, the world of eternity.
 But here we meet an additional complication.
 It is not just a matter of reorienting human life because a certain amount of repair work is needed first.
 Briefly, according to Christian belief, man was created with divine life  as well as his human life, but he lost his divinity by the Fall, and this also damaged his humanity.
 The result of this is that we need to make certain efforts of reorganization even to lead a properly human life, never mind a divine one.
 In fact without the grace of divine life we are so enfeebled that we cannot even manage the job of living a human life.
 We have so much tendency to wishful thinking, to taking as true what we would like to be true, that if we try to run our lives simply on the basis of what seems good to us, we are liable to act in a less than human way. Even in order to live a human life, therefore, we need to make certain sacrifices, to give up things that seem at first sight desirable, to do a certain amount of violence to what look like ordinary human tendencies.
 It is merely by extension of this that our divine super-natural life demands certain sacrifices, but what it does not and can- not demand is a sacrifice of the fundamentally human things.
 It cannot make demands which are really contrary to human 26 ARE CREEDS CREDIBLE?
 dignity, for it is a supernatural, not a swbnatural life that is in question.
 It may make demands which seem at first sight to be contrary to human dignity, but this will be merely because we do not know all the facts.
 Thus a man may suffer all kinds of indignities rather than deny his faith, and this may seem absurd to those who do not know all the facts (i.e.
 do not themselves  believe).
 But the supernatural life can never make demands which are genuinely contrary to human dignity. Above all, it cannot demand that we do what is wicked or believe what is  false.
 The divine teacher does not tell us things which are self- contradictory or false.
 It is always possible to show even to someone who does not believe in any article of faith that these do not involve an absurdity. Christians must, it seems to me, be- lieve that it is always possible to dissolve any argument brought against their beliefs; this itself is a matter of their faith. That creeds are not incredible is itself a part of the creed.
 In this min-  imal sense of reasonable, in which we mean 'not unreasonable',  faith is certainly reasonable. Nobody can produce an absolute knockdown argument to show that the believer is talking non- sense.
 Of course, someone may produce an argument which  seems to me knockdown.
 It is no part of the faith that all be- lievers will be able to answer all possible objections against the creed.
 But it is part of the faith that any objection is answerable in principle.
 I think that nowadays quite a lot of people would be prepared to accept this. They would grant that Christianity does some- how always manage to elude the critic (just when he thinks it caught in a nice contradiction, theology somehow slips through the logical net). They are prepared to grant that, in this sense, Christianity is not unreasonable - it is not sheer nonsense.
 But the Christian often goes further, and certainly I would want  to go further.
 I would claim not only that Christianity is logi- cally coherent but that also it is reasonable, in the sense that if people consider it coolly and calmly and objectively, there is a very good chance of them coming to believe in it. Of course 27 FAITH WITHIN REASON most people these days don't have much of a chance of con- sidering anything at all, even a detergent, coolly and calmly  and reasonably.
 But there are some circumstances where this ought to be possible.
 I do not say that any investigator will find knockdown arguments to prove that Christianity is true; indeed I am sure that this cannot happen - just as sure as I am that there are no knockdown arguments against it, for we  are dealing with the supernatural, which cannot be arrived at by merely logical means.
 The kind of argument one has in this sort of matter is not a simple linear argument from these pre- misses through these means to that conclusion. What you have, as Newman pointed out, is a convergence of arguments each pointing towards the conclusion but none of them absolutely settling it.
 This is the case in all human studies - history, for example.
 The sort of argument by which someone may come near to Christianity is much more like an historical argument than a mathematical one.
 Now there are some people who will admit even this. They will admit that Christianity is reasonable even in this sense, that it is not merely logically coherent, but also a pretty rea- sonable hypothesis. They will admit that there is a lot of ev-  idence of one kind and another to suggest that Christian be- liefs are true, just as there is a lot of evidence of one kind and another to suggest that telepathy is quite common or that  Queen Elizabeth I was in love with Essex. What they find so unreasonable in Christians is that, instead of saying that Chris- tianity is highly probable, they claim to be completely certain.
 When you do establish something by this kind of probable and convergent argument, you have every right to hold it as your  opinion, but you have no right to claim absolute certainty and to be sure that you will never meet a genuine refutation of it.
 This is what finally seems unreasonable about faith to the openminded liberal sceptic.
 And here I can agree with him.
 In this sense I am prepared to admit that you might call faith  unreasonable.
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 It is not unreasonable in the sense that it is absurd or incoher- ent.
 Nor is it unreasonable in the sense that there are not  good reasons for it. But it is, if you like, unreasonable in that it demands a certainty which is not warranted by the reasons.
 I am completely certain that I am in Oxford at the moment.
 I have all the evidence I need for certainty on this point.
 It is true that I admit the logical possibility that I may be drugged or dreaming  or involved in some extraordinarily elaborate deception.
 But this doesn't really affect my certainty.
 Yet the evidence which makes it reasonable to hold, for example, that Christ rose from the dead comes nowhere near this kind of evidence.
 One might say that the evidence in spite of all probability does really seem to point to this fantastic conclusion, but it is certainly not the  kind of evidence which makes me quite sure and certain.
 And yet I am more certain that Christ rose from the dead than I am that I am in Oxford.
 When it comes to my being there, I am pre- pared to accept the remote possibility that I am the victim of an enormous practical joke.
 But I am not prepared to envisage any possibility of deception about the resurrection.
 Of course I can easily envisage my argument for the resurrection being disposed of. I can envisage myself being confronted by what seems to me to be unanswerable arguments against it. But this is not the same thing.
 I am prepared to envisage myself ceas-  ing to believe in it, but I am not prepared to envisage either that there really are unanswerable arguments against it or that  I would be justified in ceasing to believe it. All this is because, although reasons may lead me to belief, they are not the ba- sis of my belief.
 I believe certain things because God has told them to me, and I am able to believe them with certainty and complete assurance only because of the divine life within me.
 It is a gift of God that I believe, not something I can achieve by human means.
 It is important to see that faith is not an additional reason.
 It is not that you can get so far with reasons and then you have to stop until faith comes along and carries you the extra bit to the 29 FAITH WITHIN REASON end.
 You cannot arrive at belief by human reason but you can get the whole way there with human reason.
 You may come to see that it is reasonable and come to believe it with absolute certainty at one and the same moment.
 Or, as most of us do, you may come to believe it with certainty and afterwards find that it is quite reasonable.
 Or you may come to see that it is reasonable but never believe it with divine faith.
 A great deal of nonsense is talked about the psychology of belief on the as- sumption that reason and faith are always temporally distinct, that faith cannot come until one has finished with reason and waits poised on the brink to make a leap into the unknowable.
 This can happen, but it is only one of many possibilities and not the most common, at any rate in my experience.
 Since faith means believing something because God has re- vealed it, the only things we can believe are things that God has revealed.
 Now these are of two kinds.
 God has first of all  revealed things about himself and his plan for human salvation which we could never have known about if he had not revealed them and given us faith in his word.
 But God, says the Christian, has also revealed some things that we could perhaps have dis- covered for ourselves without his revelation.
 I mentioned that  as a result of humanity's first rejection of divine life even our humanity itself is damaged.
 One of the most important results of this is the chronic disease of wishful thinking, which makes it extremely difficult to arrive at the truth even by ordinary hu- man means, especially in anything which directly affects man himself (only consider the amount of rubbish which is talked about politics). This means that, although it is possible, it is ex- tremely unlikely that people shall by themselves arrive at the  truth in certain matters which are of the first importance for human happiness, such as the existence of God himself, and certain basic moral principles which we need to maintain our human dignity.
 For this reason God has revealed some of these things even though we could theoretically arrive at them by human reason.
 Of course, if he is to reveal anything, he must 30 ARE CREEDS CREDIBLE?
 reveal his existence.
 You could hardly believe something be- cause he said it if you did not also believe he existed. But, be- sides this, God has also revealed certain truths in ethics (e.g.
 the prohibition of murder) which people could have arrived at by  themselves.
 It is important to see that if it happens that some- one does arrive at these things purely by use of reason then he or she cannot be believing them.
 Belief means accepting truths because they have been revealed by God.
 If you have succeeded in proving something then you don't believe it because it is re- vealed; you believe for the good reasons which you have found.
 Thus the same proposition may be accepted by some because they have proved it, and by others because God has revealed it.
 What is impossible is that one and the same person at one and the same moment should both believe and know, both ac- cept on God's word and accept for his or her own reasons.
 I  speak here, of course, of proof.
 Faith is not incompatible with seeing that something is reasonable, but it is incompatible with proof.
 Often, of course, one cannot easily answer the question 4Do you believe this by faith or can you prove it?' I am some- times convinced intellectually by arguments for the existence of God, and, at the moment of conviction, I suppose I do not have faith in God's existence; I have something better: knowl- edge.
 But afterwards I can say, 'Well, maybe I was being misled, perhaps there are important flaws in that argument.' But I do not for this reason doubt the existence of God. This shows that habitually I believe it rather than know it.
 Finally, it is most important to see that the function of reason does not cease with the coming of faith. Faith, as I have said, is a part of our divine life.
 It is a share in God's self-knowledge, and it is a part of our knowledge. Although it remains something learned, although it is never something we can think out for ourselves, it is something we can think about for ourselves.
 This thinking about what God has told us is called theology, and this is by far the most important function of human reason in relation to faith.
 The apologetic function by which we seek 31 FAITH WITHIN REASON to show up fallacies in arguments directed against our beliefs, and the preliminary function in which we try to show that it is reasonable to hold these beliefs, are both only minor jobs of the theologians. Their real business is to think about what is  revealed, to see how one part fits in with another, to see the whole thing as a coherent human thing, not arbitrary slabs of information given us to 'test our faith', but all as knowledge given to us 'for us and for our salvation', as we say in the  creed.
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