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ROMAEAEHW? Is 'faith' inhuman?
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* Hans Kung : 'To be christian is to be radically human.' [ . S o S
MR ABWH B E (Jacobs, 32-35) b
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® (flight from reality) 3
ZE2M (false security)
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self-centred & narcissistic) —— ?gdl%}4*2461h» AZ
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Hans Kung, Freud & the Problem of God

(Best introductory book on the issue)

Anthony Campolo, A Reasonable Faith

Paul Vitz, Sigmund Freud's Christian Unconscious

Hans Eysenck, Decline & Fall of the Freudian Empire

Richard Holloway, Crossfire

Michae! Jacobs, ed., Faith or Fear?

B. A. Farrell, The Standing of Psycho-analysis

Nancy Tenfeids Clasby, 'Jungian Archetypes & the Transcendent
Image’ in Jacobson & Mitchell, ed., Existence of God

Adolf Grunbaum, ’'Psychoanalysis & Theism', Monist, Apr.1987
Robert Banks, 'Reglion as Projection : A Re- appralsaJZof Freud's
Theory', Religious Studies, Dec 1973

William Alston, 'Psychological Explanation of Religious Belief"
in John Hick, ed., Faith & the Philosophers

Paul Ricoeur, Freud & Philosophy

Elton Trueblood, Philosophy of Religion (Chs.11, 13- good, lucid
discussion)

* DWD Shaw Dissuaders .

(Good discussion of Freud, Marx & Durkham)

Caroline Davis, The Evidential Force of Religious Experience
(Ch.8 contains incisive discussion of other psychological
explanations of religious experience)

79
a. i
b. 9}
2 B
d B

s

L]

3%

3%

<6




(&1) Busks, 410

So far as Freud’s anthropological observations are concerned, his interpreta-
tion of the origins of religion has been repeatedly criticised and entirely
rejected in ethnologlcal circles. Their findings may be briefly summarised as
follows: (i) totemism is not to be found at the beginnings of religion and no
one element, ie., taboo or exogamy, can be regarded as an invariable
characteristic of it; (ii) it is not universal and both totemism and taboo are
less concrete phenomena than Freud had allowed; (iii) of the many hundred
totemic tribes, only a few know a rite approximating the ceremonial killing
and eating of the totem god; (iv) the pre-totemic peoples know nothing of
cannabilism and parricide among them appears to be a psychological and
ethical impossibility; (v) the form of pre-totemic family is neither general
promiscuity nor group marriage and there is no evidence that either of these
ever existed.! Freud’s attitude to the growing evidence against his theory,
some of which had already been published before the appearance of Totem
and Taboo, is in this respect illuminating, In . In 1939, wﬁ
publication, he could write that though he was well aware of ifs unanimous

,Qﬁcmwbgm;cks,h&mmdwut because it tled in
Jith his psychoanalytic findings

(&:ﬂb “§~/ snck, 26T-208

What cannot be doubted, I think, is that psychoanalysis is on
the way down, that it has lost as lost any academic credibility, and that
as g _method of treatment it is_ bemg used less widely -

What then, in conclusion, can we say of Freud and his place

in history? He was, without enius, not of science, but

of propaganda, not of rigorous proof but of persuasion, not of

the design of e

Psychoanalysis is at best a premature crystallization of spu-
rious orthodoxies; at worst, a pseudo- -scientific doctrine that has
done untold harm to psychology and psychlatry alike, and that
has been equally harmful to the hopes and aspirations of
countless patients who trusted its siren call. The time has come
to treat it as a historical curiosity, and to turn to the great task
of building up a truly scientific psychology.

(@F)
Farell,
190

(&S
£l
jéé

<® 2> Ca““?”& 8/ -Anthropologists such as

Margéi_riMead.AngLBmmslauLl\dahnowskLhaMe_smLhat
many. oﬁthapsyChQsexualeus.ﬂmLEze_ud_bgheueim_b_cm\m-
versal are actually sge@l_ly&l\o Western cultures. For
instance, the famous Oedipus complex was nowhere to be
found when Mead made her famous study of the people of
Samoa, or when Malinowski studied the Trobriand Islanders.

The impact of psychoanal) sis on the West cannot be
justified on the ground that it contains a body of reasonably secure or
_established knowledge about human nature, Chapter 8 makes it only too
painfully evident that analysis does not contain any such body of
knowledge. In so far as the popular view assumes that it does contain
such a body of knowledge, it is mistaken, and this view of the matter and
Auden’s ‘whole climate of opinion’ are riddled with delusion. If we try
to justify the popular view by relying on ‘Freud’s great discoveries’, we
will fail because there are no discoveries strong enough to do the job. If
, we try to justify it by claiming that Freud has made us see human nature
in an entirely new and fresh way, we will obviously fail again. For,
though this claim about Freud’s historical influence may well be correct,
his new and fresh way of making us ‘see’ human nature is not self-
guaranteeing. It has to be established. Nor can the impact of psycho-
analysis on our culture be justified on the ground that it uses a method of’
exploration into human nature, which is of known or established
validity. On the contrary, the results of this exploration are infected with
an unknown degree of uncertainty. Nor yet again can the impact of
psychoanalysis be justified on the purely pragmatic ground that it works
- that it is an effective method of treatment. Chapter 9 makes it evident
that the case for the effectiveness of analysis is too weak to serve asa good
foundation on which to base the Freudian revolution.

But what are the actual empirical¢tedentials of Freud’s sexual etiology
of obsessional neurosis, and of his oedipal ontogeny of theism? In the con-
textof_the conjugal family, this cedipal plat calls for not only an erotic love:.
-hate triangle prior to the age of six, but also a redemptive denouement.of
. _thuthadcn_paLﬂddal_udsh_hy_pmjncﬁxuxalmnnn_oLthe_famcunm
t is a clear moral of my recent book! that, far from having good em-_
pirical support, at best these obsessional and oedipal hypotheses have yet to.
~be adequately tested, even prior ta their use in a.psychology of religion. 4

fan:auqhnpsychqmmmmmmmmmummmw-

rant,




(RE) Mooy, 143

define a neurosis in terms of underlying causal factors, asis often done, e.g., in
terms of the amount of conflict which_is unconscious and therefare not resoluble
_—Ahﬂy rational deliberation, then in order to show that a helief ean he dismissed from

serious consideration on the grounds that it arises_out_ofa neurssis we would-
need a supplementary argument to_the effect that any helief en produced js
-unlikely ta be correct. But we kpow too little about the effects i unconscious
processes to have any confidence in any such principle. Moreover, if we widen
the sphere to cover kinds of disguised resolutions of unconscious conflicts other
than beliefs, we can think of many such cases which would not be classified as
harmful or undesirable—e.g. (to take a couple of favourite textbook examples)
the resolution of unconscious conflict over aggression by develaping skill as ar

surgeon or resolution oi unconscious conflict over love of one’s mother by
specializing in painting madonnas.

the discovery

of natural factors in the origin of a religious phenomenon does not logically

AT .
rule out the possibilit sustains and works through

those natural factors themselves. Freud does not seem to have seen this point
clearly. Next, the conjunction of religious beliefs with wishes, as wishes,

S - . . .
would only result in a denial of them if there was other evidence demonstrat-

ing conclusively that the wish had no correspondence with reality. This, as

his definition and discussion of illusion shows, Freud was quite willing to
acknowledge. In any case, belief in doctrines that originally were the product

‘of wishful thinking need not always remain on this level or always be promp-
ted in this manner. Finally, Freud’s conviction that the infantile tendency of

the wish counted acainst the likelihood of its possessing a counterpart in
reality, only begins to carry plausibility if this assessment of its character can
be sustained. Even so, the conclusion as to the unreality of what is wished for

(&%)
BCUIAS
47118

|

Therefore it seems that_if we are to draw negatively evaluative implications
from connection with a_neurosis we shall have ta huild some negative evaluations

sarily follow Allowing, for the purposes of the argument, that religious ideas
f nerosis. And | believe that this | TN a@ in characte.r and thflt human. fatherhood is a Predommarft

Included in the commanly-used working criteria for calling a S1#e 2 neurosis.is . element in their formulation, does it necessarily follow that this is all there is
i -that this state hav e » ing the indivi in hiss to be said ? From several points of view it is doubtful whether this is the case.

" ‘adjustmefits to the-environment’ or in_his attempts.to.achievechis aims-in-lifa. In the first place, it could be argued that though a child comes to entertain
.and visualise the idea of God in a form patterned upon images unconciously

(@T( C@K)Q oy 2R derived from its relations with the father, it is inevitahle his understanding of

4 God should develop in this way. It is only possible to absorb and interpret

In_the case of the parallelism between the structure of the psyche new _cxperiences by assimilating them to previous experiences. With regar /

to the idea of God, it would be difficult for the unconcious to find a more

does not neces

and the religious ms emerged.
Where did this 2 Man did not make up his own psy- pertinent source of assistance than those reflections of the child-father
At s relationship deposited, via repression according to Freud, within it.2_The

close correlation of the two sets of ideas is just what one would expect.
This would be even more the case if a further possibility is given considera-
* tion It is conceivable, logically as well as theologically, that the twin notions l

If the psyche were structured in some straightforward way which simply

extended the animal instinct-to-flee from danger,to reproduce when possible, to ac-

_quire food, the origin of the psyche in survival needs would be evident. But the

of fatherhood and sonship are, in fact, elemental and that the significance.

i ildhood ultimately derives from nothing less than the
constitutive principle of the nniverse. If that were the case, in religion ‘we are

not deifying human parenthood and projecting on to Reality fantasies
created out of the transient emotions of children not yet able to reason about
the facts of their experience’. We should speak of ‘a “paternisation” of God
/ rather than a “divinisation’’ of parents, and in filial adoration -
type of religious feelings and the origin of theological dogmas’.® This would

mean that mww of the psychological processes involved may
account for the colour, shape and movement, as it were. of religious exper-

ience, it does not account for its real substance. However much that substance

l'may have been inadequately perceived through the images with which it is
unconciously clothed, or inappropriately endowed with characteristics
relevant to earthly fatherhood but not to its divine counterpart, it cannot
simply be reduced to the other. Its core remains intact.

psyche is an endlessly convoluted form, full of phenomena which have little obvi-
gwugn_[gjma] The positive function of religion in primitive societies is
often pointed to as the reason for its development. Religious beliefs, it is said,
comforted man, stabilized society and offered primitive explanations for mysterious
phenomena. Since the contrary may also be asserted with equal force (religion
frightened man, caused stagnation in society and spread superstitious misinforma-
tion), the argument for the utility of religion fails to explain the extraordinary energy
which has poured into the evolution of the human psyche and its various theopha-

nies. Far from having developed along clean, functional lines, the psyche seems a

singularly extravagant anomaly.




' Brojection of any_sort seems-to
point_to_some level of self-absorption..or.narcissism.in.the
subject, There is much of that at work among religious
people, and for many of them faith is sometimes practised in
a neurotic way. However, the religious type at its purest and
highest does not seem to have these characteristics. The saint,

the_clear spirit,—is—characterized usnally_by_innocence_and

-purity _of heart. ~ (.‘Ok‘ ‘06)

We.ought to pause, therefore, before accepting the dismissal
ofreligious faith as a mere projection, because of the persistent
testimony_of _the pure_in_heart_that they_see_God, and not
Just some version of themselves in_their encounter with the
mystery-that-besets-them. ,Spiritual traditions of any_sericus-
ness help us to cut away false projections and untrue images.
They call us to die to the self that seeks comfort in illusion.
Indeed, the pure in heart, the souls that do not get in their
own way when they are contemplating the mystery of life,
usually infuriate those whose religion is an elaborate device
for unconsciously avoiding a true encounter with reality. This
‘was certainly the effect Jesus had upon his contemporaries.
In him we see a trust in God that is so radical and absolute
that it reverses and transvalues normal human standards, and
this is the result, not of personal psychological complexity,
but of purity, clarity of heart, a transparéncy that meant that
what he saw and talked about was what was really there,
whether it was in the hearts and minds of those who con-
fronted him, or was the transcendent reality he communed
with in the heart of the mystery of prayer. For those who try
to follow him in some way, even if it is from a great way off
— like Peter lurking back in the crowd that witnessed his
passion — Jesus is the true interpreter of God, the one in whom
divine reality is really made known, truly manifests itself,

107

(&RA0)

“Jacebs ;

37

. And the paradox is that

‘people who live like this, the people we call saints or holy
yones, do not have the brooding complexity and pain that
_characterizes the insane, the tortured omes who have split
"off from reality. Nor do they possess the insecurities and
) anxieties, the greeds and longings of the neurotic majority
»who are trapped into conforming to the going standards
“of the time. On the contrary, the closer to God they become,
the more committed they are to _the service of t that absolute

whose existence is so_trenchantly denied by some of the

cleverest people alive, the more simple and joyfuland straight-
forward they become. If it is only the pure in heart who see
God, the converse also seems to be true, that those who really

see God become pure in heart, are characterized by a sort of

.limpidity that is in total contrast to the murky and cluttered
lives of hesitant and complex half-believers or unbelievers.

‘The.insanity of total surrender to God seems to lead to the

highest_types of humanity,_clear_and straight in their own
gatures, and willing and laughter-filled in_their service of

others. The paradox of sanctity is the strongest contradiction
“of thé claim that religion is-an unhealthy projection; but there

“« P

is power in the accusation, nevertheless, because there are

so few saints and-so many ‘compromised Christians. _C'/J'?_//o)

People have said that Christianity was a revolution which was
Jpever born. The church always has been and remains the insti-
tution most capable of thwarting all revolutions. It has been
rapidly integrated into patrimonial society, based on the family,
property and inheritance. It became a hierarchical institution, with
its own structures and its temporal interests to defend. Even
worse, however, it completely changed the meaning of its initial
message. It established a morality founded not on love but on
fear of death and the last judgement. It based its education on
the crucifixion and not on the resurrection: Christ was crucified
because of his love and his liberal behaviour, all qualities which
do not accord well with the needs of a church and an organization.
But he was raised and by the same token acknowledged to be
Son of God. :

Crucifixion and resurrection: the real problem lies there. The
death to self favoured by Christian morality is not submission to
the other person; it is not submission to a legalistic superego
inculcating feelings of guilt. Its meaning is quite different: to die
to-oneself is to lose the primiti issism which makes someone
incapable of any real social life and any deep relationship with

~others. It is to pass from being an object, subject to prohibitions
.and taboos, to being a responsible. autonmmme_
of loving oneself and others deeply. There, it seems to me, is the
real sense of resurrection which makes us free men, sons of God.




