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Giving Obedience
By M. D

Jesus walked the roads by Ceasarea Philllpl 
on the thin river at the foot of the Syrian hills 
and prophesied his impending death at the hands 
of the religious bureaucrats in Jerusalem. Peter, 
the figure of men to come, found this talk scanda
lous (Mk 8.32). Part of the apostle’s anger was 
political prudence — this prophesy attacked too 
many powerful men too openly. But part of the 
shock was certainly at the image itself, the 
vision of the Messiah (Mk 8.29) suffering at the 
hands of those who were meant to receive him 
(cf. Jn l.lOf), the Son of GOD rejected and killed 
by MEN. Peter’s anger was the anger of men 
at the incommensurability of the two terms of 
the prophesy which Jesus spoke and worked. 
Jesus answered Peter by saying that the Mes
siah’s death was an act of God and that its 
absurdity was apparent only to men’s drunken 
(Rv 17.6) eyes. Both Athens and Jerusalem 
have seen and will see the Crucifixion as Chris-' 
tianity’s scandalous central doctrine.

It is certainly at the heart of Christianity. 
The Crucifixion marked the establishment and 
exercise of the New Law in its sacrifice; it 
is this law which gave birth to Christ’s Church 
and ITS faith — Christianity. The New Law 
was actualized in the Crucifixion; without the 
sacrifice at Calvary, the law would not have 
come into being as law, would not have been 
able to condemn or sanctify. Yet, Peter’s doubt 
remains: Was this, possibly incomprehensible, 
act necessary?

This question, tangled with faith, cannot be 
examined from premises common to believers 
and non-believers. It is, however, susceptible 
to a systematic (as opposed to historical) study. 
This procedure is justified on two gounds, First, 
it can reduce the faith of believers to proper 
essentials. Second, while eliminating the doubts 
of non-believers on matters which are NOT 
of faith, it functions as one form of preaching. 
The value of this sort of exegesis is emphasized 
by St. Augustine, who indicates that the philo
sophical arguments against Manicheeism, those 
attacking its internal consistency, made it pos
sible for him to be given faith. Analogously, 
demonstrations of the reasonable consistency of 
Christian faith may begin a process of con
version.
The original difficulty should first be stated 

more powerfully. If God is omnipotent, there can 
be no limitation on His actions. Including the 
mode in which He chooses to forgive sins. Now, 
the Crucifixion of His Son was chosen as the 
one way in which sins were to be forgiven. 
Therefore, the choice of the Crucifixion was 
arbitrary (without constraint or obligation). 
The fullness of salvation was thus limited ac
cidentally, through the action of petty histori
cal particulars, severing any claims to uni
versality. This means that God was not just,
for arbitrary action takes no account of what 
is due — it is not dictated according to equit
able and universal principles. If God is to be 
just, then, the Crucifixion can not have been 
arbitrary. But, how can the Crucifixion have
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been necessary if God was omnipotent and without 
the constraint of necessity?

The key to this paradox, as Aquinas points 
out (ST 3a 46, 2), lies in eliminating the 
qulvocality of the term “necessary.” It is not 
possible, of course, to imagine any A PRIORI 
limits on divine power. Yet, God can seem to 
limit Himself. Although He eternally wills all 
things which He does, men see this eternal willing 
in a sequential chain of atomic ‘nows.’ Part of 
God’s action, a part suited to a particular 
stage in man’s development, APPEARS to be 
willed at one point, thus limiting later action, 
if God is to be consistent with His Own revela
tion. The first Covenants were just such limi
tations Imposed by God on Himself. Once the 
Covenant was made, it could not be breached 
because it was sealed with His name; God would 
allow certain misfortunes to crash down on 
Israel as punishment for its sin, but there would 
never be a final turning away (Lv 26.44, etc.).

The New Law, then, was determined in the 
irrevocable Old Law. There would be an evolu
tion in Man’s understanding of God, but the sealed 
Covenant assured men that there could be no 
change in God. (From a stand outside the com
munity’s anthropomorphizing, of course, change 
in a timeless being is inconceivable because 
paradoxical.) Thus, given the Abrahamic Cove
nant, it becomes necessary that the Crucifixion, 
as part of a continuum, assume a certain mode of 
cleansing. Again, as man grew in his under
standing of relationships between men and there
fore, proportionately, between man and God, his 
notion of sin would evolve just as the way of 
curing sin would change with it; but the essence 
of sin and of sacrifice must stand unchanged if 
God is not to contradict Himself. In short, the 
apparent changes in the attitude toward sacrifice 
provide a key to the extent of the growth from 
the Old Law to the New Law, and the unchang
ing proposition underlying both. I postpone asking 
whether it was necessary that the Crucifixion 
‘become necessary’ and examine growth. (Cf. 
pp. 32-33).

2.
Sacrifice is the one way to fulfill the demands 

for reconciliation made by a divine law for acts 
committed against the stipulations of that legal 
system. (In human law, it would be called rep
aration, with a different sense). It becomes 
necessary, then, to consider three elements to
gether in understanding sacrifice: the mech
anism of re-union (sacrifice), the stipulations 
of the law (law itself), and the acts committed 
against the law (sin). Sin affords the logical 
starting point in that it is described as one of 
the first acts committed by man after his crea
tion. Sin is near the cosmic beginning and be
comes a beginning (ARCHE) of a long line of 
actions and institutions in the Old Testament.

The first fact is obvious: sin occurred only 
after there was a prohibition given. Man was 
allotted his place according to God’s will, as 
a king would distribute a section of the world.



the earth, to a servant (cf. THE PRINCE, 
chap, iv) deriving his power from the crown, 1 
Similarly in scholastic philosophy the preexis
tence of the perfect of whole exemplar of any 
quality (the king) is the necessary ground for 
the existence of degrees of that quality (his 
servants) (cf. Aquinas’ fourth proof for the 
existence of God). Man’s violation of the law 
was an act of treason; he became a traitor 
in abusing the freedom given him by attempting 
to extend it.

The first sin, however, was treason in both 
a very literal and a special sense. Thus, the 
image of a monarch is particularly apt because 
it carries a hint of these special familial ties 
between king and subject. The king is father and 
he delegates authority within the house; he in
herited the throne from his father and will 
pass it on to his son. (This intimacy is plain 
in the descriptions of the Garden.) Any act of 
treason is treason of the worst sort—patricide. 
It is not simply a violation of convention, but 
a rejection of the deepest and most powerful 
bond. This is the worst disintegration possible 
(cf. the ninth circle in Dante’s hell), and the 
only solution is to expel the member from the 
family because he cannot be trusted in any
thing; he is mute in rejecting the familial 
equivalent of the law of non-contradiction.

But, when a king gives a law, he does so as 
a man speaking to other men. He may be re
garded as entitled to rule, but his authority is 
still placed within a larger context in that he 
is appointed by God, annotated through a prophet 
(I Sm 9.17f). There is nothing beyond God, of 
course; He is the final Father, the ultimate 
Lord (cf. Ps 5.2; 10.16; 74.12; 84.3; Jr 10.10;
I Tm 1.17; 6.15; Cl 2.10; etc.; ‘the children of 
Israel’ — Ex 20.22; Lv 27.24; etc.).
Because there is no commensurability on which 
to base partnership and no implicit agreement 
to seek arbitration in dispute, there can be, 
properly speaking, no contractual agreement be
tween God and man. Rather, God SPEAKS, bring
ing dialogue, which is the possiblity of question
ing. It is this possibility which is also the 
possibility for mediation. One believes that 
God must be JUST in the truest sense, thus 
giving a semblance of legality to the relation
ship. Nonetheless, there is no contract, but 
only command. As a result, ‘Covenant’ can only 
be used as a technical name for God’s com
mands as promulgated in the human community 
and understood BY IT as an unchangeable com
mitment to dialogue (cf. Gn 18.23-33; Ex 3.13— 
1
4.17; Ex 20.22, ‘talk’; Dt 5.24; ‘he liveth’; 
Dt 18.18f; Jb 38.1, 3f; Is 1.18; etc.).

All sin follows the same pattern. God is the 
God OF ISRAEL (e.g.. Ex 20.2, ‘thy’). He dwells 
among the Israelites, delegating certain powers 
and leading them to a land which He gives 
them. He hands the law to Israel so that its 
people may know it; the treason is more clarly 
seen where there is external law to mark in
ternal law and no possiblity of ignorance within 
the tribe. Sin is the betrayal of the dialogue 
given to Israel in the Covenant; it is rebellion 
against a king-father (Is 64.8; Jr 31.9) who has 
given guidance. Obviously, the law can.iot come

into force unless acknowledged and obeyed;to 
be law it must be promulgated (ST l-2a, 90 4). 
God has given the law as a monach (ex 19.6, 
‘kingdom’; cf. I Sm 8.7), thereby equating viola
tion with that worst form of treason which is 
patricide; the sin of pride in attempting to out
reach one’s position is made more serious 
because it comprises the destruction of the 
natural trust between man and lord, which must 
necessarily destroy the trust between man and 
fellowmen in the kingdom in as much as the 
authority and unity of the state flows from the 
king and his decrees 2 (cf. Dante’s correla
tion of deepening sin with the progressive dis
integration of the state). The state is one be
cause it derives the fact of its existance 
from the power of one individual — its king.
It is in this light that the Septaugint trans
lates YHWH as KURIOS, with all the simply 
political connotations intended.

One determiner of sin, however, is intrinsi
cally elusive — namely, the presence or absence 
of FREE choice in deciding to sin. It is possible 
to make the distinction, with LEVITICUS, be
tween violations of the law committed in igno
rance and those committed with full knowledge. 
The first can be atoned for by private sacri
fice; the second cannot in that they are more 
severe. Even in the first sort, a man may be 
impure in ignorance, but he is counted guilty 
only when he knows that he has sinned (Lv 5.3). 
Impurity is infection through failure to obey an 
external law of a minor sort; guilt is the re
sult of a more serious rejection. The serious 
sins are deliberate and free choices to act against 
God. Although this notion is not as formally 
or complexly formulated in the Old Testament 
as it is in the New, it is none the less apparent 
and even taken for granted.

At this point, a contrast may be helpful: 
the Hebrew notion of sin has no analogue in 
Greek thought. In the Old Testament, sin pre
supposes the Covenant. The distinguishing mark 
of sin as treason and patricide can be realized 
only WITHIN the kingdom of God. If there is 
no Covenant, then there can be no possibility 
of efficacious sacrifice; God cannot justly pro
vide a way in which men can fulfill the require
ments of justice and be liberated from their 
sin at the same time unless He does so when 
He sets up the law. (Similarly, amendment of 
a constitution is revolution unless such amend
ment is provided for in the original constitu
tion.) It is also of critical importance that there 
be a clear and free choice made to commit 
the act of treason; the only ‘flaws’ of character 
are willfully chosen.
None of these elements seem to be present in 

the Greek works. There is a determining Fate; 
but Fate gives no laws, no commands which pro
vide a basis for dialogue. Furthermore, Fate 
is not a father; the universe does not grow 
from Fate, does not revolve around it and hang 
from it (Dante). The gods, on the other hand, 
are ranged below Fate in petty and fierce com
petition, influencing men and forging their vic
tories through men. They are bound by Fate, 
but they do not worship (cf. ambiguity of‘un
honored’ in OEDIPUS REX, 214-215) Fate be
cause Fate is not a person. Worship is pro-
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testationof love, which assumes or attempts 
personification. The commands which the gods 
give are externally Imposed; they are the 
commands of strangers to one another — given 
to be ‘obeyed’ through fear of punishment. 
Zeus is the “father of gods and men,” yet 
there is no sense of treacherous violation of 
love when his commands are disobeyed. Clytem- 
naestra’s murder of Agamemnon was treason 
committed within a family, but her violation 
of the god’s commands was not an act of 
patricidal treason againstthesourceof being. As 
a rejection of natural bonds between father and 
family, sin is more perverted and perverting 
than crime in Greek tragedy.

Even the institution of the Athenian court in 
“The Eumenides” can not promulgate a law 
similar to the Covenant. The court is a politi
cal construction of the city which does not re
quire a notion of absolute justice. Rather, 
one form of law is supplanted by another fol
lowing a revolution. (Similarly, successive sets 
of gods reign in the myths after revolutionary 
conquests; the Furies themselves commit matri
cide against Mother Night in agreeing to the 
new ‘justice.’) This lack of continuity is the 
absence of a single source for the existence 
of the state, which is a single and continuing 
justice for that state. A board of arbitration 
is established to decide between two pleas; 
such a jury can be vested with power only 
through the consent of the disputing parties. 
This consent is of an entirely different order than 
that of the natural bonds of familial loyalty. 
The Furies become the Eumenides after a 
revolution calms to give birth to a contract; 
Israel grows when God’s command is promul
gated in the human community, as part of a 
contlnum. 3
Similar questions concerning free choice in 

Greek tragedy are exceedingly difficult. Two 
distinct but interlocking descriptions of motiva
tion are provided and both exclude free choice. 
The first is that of Fate as the immutable de
terminer of men’s actions. This is most clearly 
seen in Zeus’ reaction to Sarpedon’s destined 
death (“Iliad,” 16.433ff); he weeps “tears of 
blood” (16.459), but refuses to contradict what 
has been destined (cf. “Eumenides,” 394ff, 
for a similar description of Fate). Fate is clear
ly beyond divinity and will. When the oracle 
tells Oedipus that he must kill his father and 
marry his mother, he decides to take an action 
necessary in order to avoid this. Oedipus wills 
not do do these acts; Fate incapacitates his

will. (Both this conflict and this inevitability 
are essential for tragedy; for this reason, there 
is no Hebraic tragedy.)

To personify: Fate manipulates through a sec
ond lack of will which lies in action as the re
sult of passion. Oedipus, for instance, kills 
Laius in anger and in ignorance. Ironically, 
he proclaims the truth when he shouts, “. . . 
what I say to you, I say/ as one that is a stran
ger to the story/ as stranger to the deed” 
(Oedipus Rex, 218-220; Grene, trans.). Similar
ly, Achilles is astrangertohimself as he rushes 
into the field, spurred by his self-accusation 
on the death of Patroklos. This sort of moti
vation plays on a certain flaw in a man’s 
character which makes the assignation of re
sponsibility untenable. The combination of 
ignorance with innate tendency destroys a clear- 
cut notion of guilt, just as it is impossible to 
blame a craftsman for imperfections in his prod
ucts (an uneven cabinet) resulting from flaws 
in the material he was given (knotted wood).

The contrast, then, is this: there is no Greek 
description of sin in the Hebraic sense because 
the Greeks had neither the notion of a familial 
kingdom ruled by one source of existence nor 
a notion of freedom in motivation. Pride is 
the deliverate and knowing treason against God 
as the king-father; it is attempted patricide. 
HYBRIS, on the other hand, is a rebellion, 
against one of several competing powers, pro
duced by Fate out of uncertain motivation and 
involving a test of strength rather than viola
tion of familial trust. Oedipus killed his father 
(by flesh) in ignorance and through flawed pas
sion, according to his destiny; Cain tried to 
kill his true father and rightful lord by the 
deliverate choice, in full knowledge, to kill 
his brother.

Just as the Hebraic law brings the possibility 
of sin with its precepts, however, it also brings 
a way of satisfaction for sin. This duality in 
the law stems from the irrevocable nature of 
the Covenant. Punishment follows sin because 
the law is just. There can be no growth within 
the law if there is not certainlty of punish
ment to encourage growth (ST l-2a 90, 3 ad 2); 
there can be no law if the law is not just, i.c., 
consistent. Yet, sin will never totally cancel 
the communion and dialogue of the Covenant 
in as much as God Himself has guaranteed the 
permanency of the Covemant. A means of sat
isfaction must also be built into the law if the 
law will be both just and eternal.

To fix the relationship between sacrifice and 
law, another contrast may be introduced; priestly 
mediation can be easily distinguished from pro
phetic mediation. The prophet, as the trans
mitter of the law, lies outside of the ‘family’ 
built around the Covenant. 4 He is, therefore, 
not able to participate in the tribal life. A 
prophet’s intercession is made on the basis of 
the revealed knowledge of God’s commitment 
to Israel; he feels compelled to obtain forgive
ness for men in the tribe by reminding God 
of His binding oath of fidelity. The priest, 
however, BUYS forgiveness according to the de
tailed instructions of the law once it has been 
instituted in founding the tribe. The priest’s 
sacrifices are efficacious because of the law
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and only for those bound by the law. Sacrifice 
is tied to the law as a means of expiation for 
sins committed under the law.
Some of the sources of sacrifice lie in some

thing less publicly legal, however. The first 
mention of offering occurs with the harvest 
of Cain and Abel. Both of them brought gifts 
to God — Cain out of his crops, Abel from 
the firstlings of his flocks (Gn 4.4ff). There 
had been no spoken command to do so; the urge 
to give in a combination of thanksgiving and 
sacrifice seems to have arisen naturally, i.e., 
it was commanded by God in man’s nature. 
The act of taking what is precious and giving 
it to another is a communication of love, an 
outward seal of a covenant of dependence and 
need. Perhaps the memories of the Garden 
had been retold and sighed over; maybe the 
children learned the technique of appeasement 
and obedience through gifts within the family, 
(in fact, most of the relationships between God 
and man can only be expressed using the language 
of family relationships analogically.) The out
ward act holds different seeds: the desire to 
appease, to share something with someone loved, 
and to confess awed dependence. This 
very equality of the multiplicity of motives
characterizes the Old Law as opposed to the 
New Law (see below). It was not a strict 
sacrifice because it had no foundation in com
munity law. But, in being a free gift of what is 
precious and a recognition of dependence fore
shadowed sacrifice in many ways.

A complication of this first giving is that only 
one offering was accepted. Various explanations 
can be offered for this. First, Abel was a 
shepherd, a wandered, and a - prototype for 
Israel as well as for the Levitical offerings 
of the Paschal lamb. Cain, in contrast, was 
rooted to one piece of land, as a farmer, in 
the manner of the Canaanites. Second, it is 
stated that Cain brought only “of the fruit of 
the ground” (Gn 4.3) while Abel brought a 
PROPORTIONATELY more precious gift —“of 
the firstlings. . .and of the fat thereof” (4.4). 
(This importance of the correct proportionality 
between the gift and the giver’s estate is retained 
with the institution of different sacrificial regu
lations for rich and poor; Lv 5.7; 12.18; 14.22, 
30.) But more important than either of these 
is that one infer Cain’s general deceitfulness 
from the murder of his brother and argue that 
his sacrifice was just as tainted with treachery 
and disobedience (cf. 4.6-9). An important 
point is clear: one component of efficacious 
sacrifice is honest and obedient intention.
The first true sacrifice in GENESIS is Noah’s 

burnt offering of clean animals (8.20, 21). 
this is an offering arising from the law; God 
recognizes Noah and sets him apart; He com- 
niands Noah and Noah accepts such commands 
obediently. The sacrifice offered burns sweetly 
and appeases God; this may be interpreted as 
a metaphor for acquittal in the eyes of God 
as a result of obedience and reparation in a gift, 
buch obedience opens the way for a more ex- 
plicit and formal Covenant between God and 
men ((.1-17). Sacrifice grows out of the implicit 
Covenant of the warning concerning the flood 
and makes it possible for man to receive a

permanent ajid public Covenant.
With God’s calling of Abram, sacrifice assumes 

a permanent status (cf. 12.7, 8, etc.); it seems 
to be an integral part of the (Covenant. The most 
interesting sacrifice in Abraham’s life is the 
‘ sacrifice’ of Isaac. It is often considered a type 
of Jesus’ sacrifice and so it should be examined 
in some detail.
First, the command to sacrifice Isaac is plainly 

a test (22.1); as such, it shows the clear con
nection between willingness to sacrifice accord
ing to the law and faitMul obedience in all areas. 
Sacrifice becomes an indicator, as it were, of 
the degree of faith in every part of life. It 
is a means of forgiveness or condemnation 
with respect to the whole of life. In this case, 
the willingness to sacrifice is determined solely 
by the willingness to give or not to give the 
most precious gift possible. Isaac is not only 
a son, he is the living example of faith in God 
fulfilled. Abraham’s trust in God is so great 
that he is willing to give back the very means 
which God had ordained for fulfilling His promise 
to Abraham. Abraham thus proves that his faith 
is not based on the expectation of Imminent 
rewards, but an absolute and incomprehensible 
obedience stemming from love and the convic
tion that God could not err in anything.
Second, Isaac is the only example in the Old 

Testament of a victim whose actions are sub
ject to analysis. One thinks, for instance, that 
Isaac must have suspected something because 
of the absence of the victim on the path up the 
mountain. Furthermore, he should have been able 
to escape his father if he had wished to. One 
must conclude, then, that the lack of mention 
of any resistance implies obedience on Isaac’s 
part — a willingness to trust his father. The 
text demonstrates the same lesson on two levels: 
Abraham trusts God while not comprehending 
and Isaac follows his father willingly though 
in confusion. (The familial clothing of theology 
is clear).
Third, ,a victim is supplied to be sacrificed 

“in the stead” (22.13) of Isaac. This is the 
first time that the notion of sacrificial trans
ference has been introduced. One sacrificial 
victim can be JUSTLY substituted for the 
other which should more obviously be there. 
The mechanism of this transference remains 
obscure because it seems to violate the sense 
of justice.

One other of Abraham’s actions is relevant; 
the sealing of the final covenant with the sacri
fice of three animals. The law comes into effect 
within the human community with the first sacri
fice made under it.

The following points seem evident: (1) sacri
fice is an act of obedience to the law for ex
piation of sin committed under the law; (2) 
sacrifice is obedience in giving and in giv
ing something valuable, as if in reparation; 
(3) the exchange of some victims is possible; 
and, (4) sacrifice marks man’s fear or love 
of God while publicly acknowledging his moral 
dependency on divinity and divine presence. 
These four threads are woven together most 
completely and beautifully In the Levitical 
code of sacrifice, which emphasizes the sac
rificing community.-
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. 3. /

The Levitical code can be divided into five 
categories for discussion: priesthood, com
munity, reparation, rite, and repentance. In 
actuality, these are only five different kinds of 
gifts, more elaborate forms of the firstlings 
of the flocks.
The priests are a college of men set apart 

by God to sacrifice and teach. Their appoint
ment comes with the Law or is pronounced 
simultaneously with the law by miraculous 
means (Nu 17.1-10; Hb 9.4). In either case, 
true priests are appointed by God and obeyed 
and maintained by the holders of the Covenant. 
In this sense, the community gives the priests 
to God, as the priests themselves do, in obedience 
to commandment. By this act, the priests and 
their possessions are set apart and made holy. 
(L “sacri-facere”)

A priestly college is necessary for several 
reasons. First, it teaches by example that men 
should serve the Lord by giving Him as much 
as possible. Second, interpreters of the law must 
be present to allow for growth in the under
standing of the law. This function is partially 
fulfilled by the prophets; but the prophetic 
role is that of the institution or alteration of 
the law on a national scale. The priest, on 
the other hand, is present as the law’s own 
interpreter. Third, priests officiate at sacri
fices as God’s delegates in order to demon
strate the supremacy of God in receiving the 
sacrifice; by bringing his gift to a priest, a 
man demonstrates his desire to obey and confess 
PUBLICLY. A priest stands partly as a mem
ber of the community in the market; the vest
ments give him the face of God. He is both 
brother and father. God appoints him the com
munity -supports him. Both the priest and the 
prophet lie outside the community in some 
way; the prophet is an alien to God and man 
—the priest acts with the power of both at 
different times.

The same thought dictates the erection 
of temples and the observance of festivals. A 
group of people is willing to set aside usuable 
land in order to give it over to God as His 
place. His foot-stool, that they may have a mid
way point to offer sacrifice. The temple is holy 
because it is a valuable gift freely given to 
God by His command and for His use. It is 
infected with His SHEKINAH - glory, as both 
glory and impurity are transferable, magnetic 
forces. God’s throne is placed in the inner
most part of the temple and called His “mercy 
seat;’’ it is as if His mercy comes as a result 
of the gift giving — perhaps in the giving 
itself. It is the same with feasts; a working 
day is set aside and given to God in order to 
worship Him. A feast is a sacrifice of time 
which could have been set aside and given to 
God in order to worship Him. A feast is a 
sacrifice of time which could have been spent 
on more apparently useful tasks, such as agri
culture. By these acts of setting aside, a group 
of men indicate their total dependence on God 
and their trust in His preserving power.

It is in acts of sacrifice that a community 
is bound together. The law is given and those

who follow its precepts are made one by the 
law. Participation in giving and obeying de
termines whether or not any man will bene
fit from sacrifice; it is imperative that one 
be a member of the community in order to 
partake of the cleansing power of communal 
sacrifice. For this reason, expulsion from the 
community is assigned as punishment for the 
worst sins (e.g., Lv 24.23); in violating the 
law, a man cuts off the links which bind 
him to the community because he rejects 
what holds the community together, in con
demnation and atonement.

To this point, two elements of sacrifice have 
been given: the priest (intermediary) and the 
temple (community). It is now necessary to 
make a distinction, with LEVITICUS, between 
two possible used of these institutions — 
rite for the atonement of sin (sacrifice) and 
sharing for the celebration and enhancement 
of unity (thanksgiving). The first category is 
the most important and occupies the greater 
part of the law. There are four types of sacri
fice in this group: holocausts (Lv 1.1-17), 
cereal offerings (2.1-16), sin offerings (4.1- 
5.13), and guilt offerings (5.14-26). As the first 
two are distinguished only by the type of gift 
offered and the last synonomous in some pas
sages (e.g., Lv 5.7,7), I will consider the 
four simultaneously in what follows. The sec
ond category, however, is essentially different; 
these peace offerings (Lv 3.1-17; cf. 7.12-17; 
22.21-23,29-31) bring the ALREADY purified 
community nearer God (7.20, 21). The ability 
to share a meal with Him is another expres
sion of the familial equality which allows dia
logue.
Sacrifice remains the critical problem, how

ever. A single member of the community now 
comes forward to offer a gift for atonement. 
How is he justly forgiven? First, he is pre
sumed both externally and internally obedient 
to the law. Externally, he follows the pre
scribed rite; internally, he is anguished at his 
sin, an anguish which comes from the know
ledge of sin given by the law. Second, he brings 
a gift of requisite value, which is both an act 
of obedience and an act of reparation. Obedience 
in sacrifice seems to equal the disobedience 
of sin; but, Levitical law demands that an ad
dition of one—fifth be added in all acts of re
payment. The gift of the victim is this addi
tion — another fifth added to the repayment 
of obedience. The destruction of the gift sym
bolizes the giving of it directly to God (Lv 
6.25), just as the sin was primarily a sin 
against God (5.19), and only secondarily a 
sin against other men.

When a sin-offering is brought forward, the 
offerer kills it. The animal’s blood, its life 
is thus given to God by the man who stole part 
of his own life from God. Life is God’s — all 
life; when it is stolen from God in the act of 

rnust be bought back with another 
life. It is the priest, however, as one free from 
sin (having already sacrificed for himself) 5 
who places his hand on the animal’s head and 
seems to Invest it with sin (Lv 4.15). When the 
victim is immolated, it ‘takes’ the sin with it. 

If the mechanism is phrased in mercantile 
terms, the efficacy' is clearer. (Such an anal-



V

ogy seems unavoidable; cf. ST 3a. 48, 4: 
“QUASI quoddam pretium.’’) One man borrows 
$100 dollars from another on the condition that 
it is to be repaid in full within 20 days; if 
there should be a default, $120 dollars must 
be paid within 30 days. If the borrower de
faults, but pays $120 dollars in 25 days, he is 
free of all obligation AS FAR AS THE CON
TRACT IS CONCERNED. The debtor is no 
longer a debtor according to the agreement 
made. In the same way, once the animal is im
molated, it is as if the sin had been immolated 
with it because the sinner is cleansed of all 
obliation IN GOD’S EYES according to the 
provisions of the Covenant. The question of ab
solute cleansing is strangely irrelevant, be
cause all that matters is that God forgive, since 
justice aside or beyond God is inconceivable.

These elements are very closely presented in 
the description of the annual rite on the Day 
of Atonement (YOM KIPPUR). First, two goats 
are led to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting, 
before the whole community (Lv 16.7). By lot, 
one is sacrificed immediately to Yahweh in order 
to open the channel of mediation, just as the 
altar is purified and separated from the sins 
of the people before it is used U6.9, 19; 
cf. Ex — annountlng the horns of the altar 
with blood to consecrate it); even so, thepriest is 
still separated and protected from God’s awe
someness (v 13). The people leave the Tent of 
Meeting during the sacrifice —abandoning their 
usual place of congregation as children, their 
usual relationships with their father — uhtil 
they are cleansed. The Tent of Meeting, cover
ed with the cloud of Glory, is the place of revela
tion by God as King (Ex 25.22; 29.42, 43; etc.); 
covered with shame, the children abandon the 
table of their father. The second goat is brought 
outside and invested with the sins of the whole 
community before God by the priests (vv 15,16). 
The sin — carrying goat is then lead outside 
the camp, bearing away the sin (vv 20-22). 
The only necessary precautions are those to in
sure that the man who leads the goat out is not 
infected with sin. The whole day is given to 
God, as are daily appetites (vv 29f).

But, if the efficacy of such sacrifice rests on a 
condition of deep contrition, two questions still 
remain. First, one must postulate either dupli
city or conversion to explain the capacity of a 
man to perform and act willfully and knowingly 
and then to repudiate that act with equal vehe
mence. Now, any kind of duplicity would Impede 
atonement — guilt would remain with one part, 
purification with another. Change, however, is 
often described in the Old Testament (e.g., 
Lam 5:21); it characterizes the life of each man 
and that of Israel itself. The growth of men 
towards God is not a matter of single decisions 
but of days and nights. Being children, men vas- 
cillate between submission and rebellion. 6 God 
demands proof of men’s conversion; the forgive
ness of offenses against neighbors (Lv 19.5ff), 
for insance, involves not only sacrifice to God 
for the violation of the law, but also reparation 
made to the offended person. Here, however, evil 
done to another man, which would be fratri
cide on the analogy, is less corrupt than evil 
done against God, when separated in thought.
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Second, there seems to be a contradiction in 

sawying that obedience is a free gift. If one is 
constrained to follow certain laws, the element 
of freedom is diminished. How can a gift be made 
of what is due? One solution is to argue that 
(1) if love comprises a desire to make happy, 
then it necessarily requires obedience to the per
son loved; and (2) although it is man’s duty to 
obey God, nonetheless he has the ability not to do 
so, so that his obedience is a gift in that it is 
done freely and not under compulsion. There can 
be no conflict between love and obedience because 
true obedience, as opposed to constraint or fear, 
must be rooted in the desire to obey, which is a 
part of love. Even the duality in motivation — 
fear AND love — seems to demand love, in a 
large measure, for sacrifice. The ambiguity 
remains, but the emphasis is shifting.

4.

The earliest Christians viewed themselves 
as a flowering of Judaism in two senses: they 
were both firmly rooted in the Old Testament 
and plainly a maturation. The first feeling was 
clearly expressed by Jesus. Furthermore, it is 
inconceivable that a LOVING god would begin 
to act, precipitously, at one moment in history, 
after a long period of Indifference; the vision 
of growth — of the world tending to a final mo
ment of resolution from its beginning — requires 
the constant action of God, the constant super
vision of a father. The secondposition was more 
and more clearly articulated in the attempt to 
preach to the Jewish communities. While main
taining the continuity with the patriarchs, the 
Christians had to argue, in addition, that they 
were the God-directed fruition of patriarchal 
faith. This is plain in many of the passages in 
Paul’s epistles and especially in the anonymous 
EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS. I will divide 
their criticism to conform to the earlier cate
gories : priesthood, temple-community, gift, and 
combined external and internal obedience.
First, the hereditary priesthood was only in

tended to be provisional and so it is necessar
ily imperfect. It was hereditary after the found
ing of the Covenant; the priests were no longer 
directly appointed by God after the choice of 
Levites (Hb 7.16). These descendants were 
priests of the law, not of oath (Hb 7.20). Be
cause old priests were constantly replaced by 
new priests, the Levitical priesthood was not 
eternal, but limited to a man’s life (Hb 7.23). 
Finally, the priests were too close to their broth
ers, and being tainted with sin, they were unable 
to offer a complete and whole sacrifice (Hb7.26, 
28). This lack of obedience was particularly de
structive of efficacy. All of these elements com
bined to impair the priests’ ability to offer an 
adequate sacrifice.
The Christians also saw the Jewish Covenant 

as too restricted. The temple in Jerusalem was 
strictly for Israel, which itself had been struc
tured by God but which was now being expanded. 
This type of thought was not strictly Christian; 
the prophets viewed a day in which all nations 
would recognize God and His chosen people (Is 
60.1 Iff). But, the early church realized that the 
gates of the temple had been opened to the

N
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Gentiles, and the saving sacrifice could no long
er be secluded. Peter was warned three times 
In a vision to preach to the Gentiles (Ac 10.9ff, 
10.28), Paul’s mission was specifically to the 
Gentiles (Rm 1.5). The commands against the 
uncircumcised included in the Passover rite 
were no longer in force; the community had 
blossomed and spread forth — this was 
Christ’s last message (Mk 16.15ff).

Even the temple itself was imperfect because 
it was fashioned by human hands. The old sanc
tuary needed to be consecrated only with the 
blood of animals (Hb 9.20 ff). The new sanc
tuary was in Heaven itself; the curtains had 
been opened for all men — not just the High 
Priest — by Jesus’ blood. Every man who be
lieves has access to the Mercy Seat of God.
Third, the new Church saw that another of the 

flaws in the older sacrifices was the relative 
worthlessness of the gifts offered. All the ani
mals that could be killed and burned were only 
animals; all of the fruits and cakes brought as 
gifts were still of the human order. They could 
not measure, up to the grievousness of the sin 
committed in rebellion. For this reason, the 
same sacrifices had to be offered again and 
again (Hb 10.11, 12), like dilute medicine poured 
into a dying man. The perfect sacrifice with 
the most precious gift would be necessarily 
final and fully cleansing.
More important than all of these was the in

ability of the Old Testament to perfect men, 
making it impossible to offer valid sacrifice. 
The old law brought some knowledge of sin (thus, 
in an odd way, causing sin; cf. ROMANS). 
But, it did not bring the full knowledge of sin 
necessary for true contrition (see below). The 
perfect sacrifice requires full knowledge of evil 
and the full view of responsibility. The old law 
was the law of external acts and not of love; 
it was splintered and spread over various acts, 
shattered to conform to the external. This 
gravest imperfection rendered all the old sac
rifices incomplete and provisional (Hb 8.7; 
10.1). The new sacrifice,. complete and final, 
brings a new law necessarily because of the 
intimate relationship between law and sacri
fice.

5.
Jesus walked the roads by Ceasarea Phillipi 

and by Cana and the Ten Cities, and he preached 
the text of the new Law, giving signs. But it 
was at Jerusalem — outside its doomed walls 
--that the law was born. The hill was empty 
and black, the method of execution reserved 
for Rome’s enemies. First questions reappear; 
Is such a thing conceivable? Was it necessary? 
I stop with Dante ( PARADISO, 33) at trying 
to see a man’s face in that atomic triad of 
spheres; I can grasp the necessity more com
pletely by seeing that one death as the flower 
of an ancient plant rooted in the angel’s flaming 
sword. All mediators are contained here; one 
mightier than Abraham or Aaron or Moses is 
here. In examining this, however, I retain the 
five categories Introduced in the discussion of 
the Levitical code, just as I would describe a 
flower in terms of the plant.

Jesus was not a Levite and, thus, not a 
priest under the old law. As the fulfillment of

Isaiah’s prophecy of the “suffering servant 
and the fruition of God’s eternal oath (Ps 110.4; 
cf. Hb 7.15 f), Jesus is the first and only priest 
of the New Law, by virtue of his “indestructible 
life.’’ This direct appointment occured with 
Jesus’ baptism (Mt 3.13ff; Lk 3.21f; Mk 1.9ff). 
In the first account, John refused to perform 
the ceremony because it would be blasphemous; 
Jesus urged it as a duty of righteousness. It 
was a public declaration of his direct appoint
ment by God; in this light it is compared with 
what was presumed to be Melchizedec’s similar 
appointment. The voice’s pronouncement (cf. 
Ps 2.7) also indicates the uniqueness of this 
investitute, which one can infer as eternally 
valid in that only one priest needed to be ap
pointed (cf. “Aaron AND HIS SONS’’) for all 
future atonement and THAT one priest is the 
only-begotten Son.

With the capability of being an intercessor 
comes the responsibility of being a teacher. 
Jesus taught as one “having authority;’’ he 
read and taught in the synagogues and in the 
fields. In Jerusalem, one meeting with the 
Pharisees (Lk 20. 1-8) took on the flavor of 
a formal disputation in which Jesus proved hini- 
self the greater teacher; he even answered their 
question concerning his authority in the para
ble of the husbandmen (Lk 20.9-16), reminding 
one of the baptismal pronouncement in the em
phasis on “son.” The authority of the son is 
that of the father — in teaching as in all other 
matters. No one can know the father better 
than the son. In short, Christ followed Moses 
in first explaining the text of the law and then 
promulgating it WITHIN THE HUMAN COM
MUNITY; but he accomplished what Moses 
could not — because he saw God’s face and so 
could speak with full knowledge.
Jesus perfected the Levitical priesthood in a 

more important way, however, by embodying 
the essential duality of the priesthood in its 
absolute form. The priest must be able to under
stand the sins of men in order to sacrifice 
meaningfully for them. But he must also be 
able to approach God without impurity. “Every 
high priest has been taken out of mankind and 
appointed to act for men in their relations with 
God, to offer gifts and sacrifices for men; 
and so he can sympathize with those who are 
ignorant and uncertain because he too lives with 
the limitations of weakness” (Hb 5.1,,2). Christ 
was fully God and fully man according to the 
formulations of the Council of Chalcedon. As 
such, he was both brother and father, sym
pathetic and untainted — beyond the reach of 
the flaw which renders prophets and priests 
useless, i.e., rebellion. This was part of the 
significance of Jesus’ dual nature. Another 
part was in meeting the demands of justice 
by allowing man to atone for his own sins; 
the priest must be of the same nation as those 
he sacrifices for. It is thus Jesus as man who 
sacrificed, even though he did so with a purity 
of intention possible only to God.
Jesus’ priestly office was clearest at the 

Last Supper, where the act of dedication to God 
plainly took place. The supper was, first of all, 
the Passover meal — the communal feasting 
on the lamb whose blood was to be painted 
on the door to ward off God’s anger. Second,



it was held in a closed upper room, satisfying 
the conditions set forth for prayer (Mt 6.5f) 
and thus set off as a time of thanlrful obedience 
and reflection. Third, in John’s account the 
supper was begun by Jesus’ washing of the 
disciples’ feet: it was both an example of ser
vice, which marked him as a priest, and a 
ritual cleansing, which marked the disciples 
as priests (cf. Ex 40.12). The formal words of 
consecration pronounced over the food (which 
are interpreted by Paul and later writers as 
the institution of the Eucharist; I Cr 11.23-25) 
proclaimed the sacrificial efficacy of the suf
fering which was about to take place (Lk 22.15). 
In those two sentences, Jesus gave the impor
tance of his mission and established that his 
sacrifice was the beginning of a new order, 
a new history. Jesus also initiated this new 
worship in the act of “giving thanks’’ — 
EUCHARIZEIN, in theGreek(Lk22.19;Mt26.26; 
Mk 14.22). The same consecration was to 
be repeated at Gethsemane, where the dif
ficulty of the sacrifice loomed and the prayer 
dissolved into its essential, characteristic ele
ment — a simple acclamation of obedience.

It became clear at the supper, especially in 
John’s account (17.9, 10), that a new com
munity was being gathered to participate in 
the new sacrifice. The new tribe was the tribe 
taken out of the world by Jesus through the 
voices of the apostles (17.20). It was the group 
of believers, whose faith has allowed their sin 
to be cleansed. The presence of the Apirit — 
the Advocate — united and taught the com
munity (16.13f), temporally extending Jesus’ 
role as priestly teacher. The Spirit perfected 
the prayers of the community which ascended 
to Jesus and through Jesus to the Father, thus 
temporally extending Christ’s function as the 
intermediary.

This new temple community was not limited 
to the politically closed tribes of the Jews, which 
were needed to provide a stable political cradle 
for God’s new people. All the nations were in
vited to the new sacrifice of the lamb (cf., 
for instance, Rv 7.9). It was not the force 
of the fleshly family or of defense or of eco
nomics which unified this new ‘family.’ Rather, 
it was the presence of the Apirit which enabled 
it to come before Christ and be made one 
in Christ’s sacrifice. Paul uses the image of a 
body with Christ as its head (e.g., Ep 5.21ff). 
Perhaps Jesus’ expression “the KINGdom of 
Heaven’’ referred to it — the yeast, the mus
tard seed ~ which was powerfully one. The 
organismic unity came as the sacrifice of 
Calvary drew a community around itself, made 
it one in eating the sacrificial meal, one body 
in eating the king’s one body, one kingdom in 
learning from the Spirit. In other words, Christ’s 
sacrifice had a double effect, combining the two 
categories of Levitical sacrifice in one offering. 
First, it atoned for men’s sins and opened the 
way to eternal and uninterrupted dialogue with 
God. Second, participation in the same sacri
fice brought union with God and, thus, with the 
other members of the Church, who live in Christ 
through the Spirit.
Gifts were given by this community more to

tally than they had been given by Israel. Each 
instant of time was cosecrated and given to
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God in prayer (Ep 6.18, etc.), just as each day 
in the later liturgical calendars was to be 
at least a FERIA (holl-day). All material goods 
were renounced in public confession of one’s to
tal dependence on God (Mt 6.24; 10.9f; 13.44ff; 
etc.), who clothed the lilies of the field and 
marked falling sparrows (cf. Mt 6.25-34). There 
was no longer an earthly sanctuary because 
Christ had entered into the heavenly sanctuary 
before God the Father. All the earth should be 
given over to God as the new Tent of Meeting; 
every piece of land had now become a court
yard where one could call upon Jesus to open 
the door into the many-mansioned house. This 
became clear when Jesus said that he had no 
home (Mt 3.20, etc.); every place was his 
home. He was not restricted to one land, one 
house, or one family (Lk 8.18ff).

When the disciples picked corn on the Sabbath, 
they were reprimanded by the Pharisees (Mt 
12.2). Jesus drew a curious analogy in their 
defence; he equated their picking corn in a 
FIELD with David’s eating the holy bread in the 
HOUSE OF GOD (Mt 12.3, 4). If one owes all 
things to God and recognizes that all things 
should be given back to God in dedication, then 
there is no difference between corn conse
crated in a field and bread consecrated on an 
altar. This aspect of sanctification was em
phasized by later writers, who saw all four 
points of the world purified by Christ’s blood 
radiating along the four arms of the Cross; 
Christ was lifted up as if to sanctify even 
the air itself. The blood of animals was rubbed 
on the horns of the Levitical altar to set it 
aside; Christ’s blood spilled on the ground 
consecrated the earth as a temple.

One significant change in the workings of sac
rifice is this: one can believe AFTER Christ’s 
sacrifice has taken place and still be cleansed 
by it. Jesus was God and his sacrifice, as a 
divine act, is placed outside the limits 
of temporality. It is not an act in time. Any 
man who believes in the power of that act, 
at any time, shares in the cleansing efficacy 
of the act by being placed in communication 
with the unchanging by being filled with the 
Spirit, who is the unchanging animating his
tory. In this way, a single sacrifice is valid 
for all time.

The priesthood and the temple-community of 
the new law were ready; the new law was put 
into effect by sacrifice. The sacrifice was 
unique because of the perfection of the gift 
and the obedience of the offeror. It is not 
possible to conceive a more precious offering 
than a man’s son given back to that man. Tak
en to its extreme, men see God as being most 
pleased by the sacrifice of His Son. This helps 
to explain the reason why Jesus used the familial 
analogy of the father-son relationship to ex
press the God—Messiah relationship. Even 
the word “valuable’’ loses it meaning in the 
new context, however. The return of that per
fect thing to what is closest to it in an act of 
perfect love goes beyond any possible descrip
tion, especially beyond my heaping of super
latives. What is the worth of such a gift? 
It is what the gift reflects of God Himself 
in its willingness to be filled with God, that 
is, in its willingness to be.

V\N..



The realization of the need for the perfect 
gift Implies a new and more profound under
standing of the nature of sin. This new aware
ness is the product of Jesus’ teaching; the Ser
mon on the Mount summarized the new know
ledge inthe word “love”—even love for enemies. 
This is not to imply that motivation through 
fear had been forgotten. It could not be — the 
crowds chasing Charon’s boat terrify those who 
could follow (INFERNO, 3; cf. Rv 18.9-19; 
19.17, 18). The new law inspired fear in its 
assurance of the Judgement (Lk 3.17; etc.). 
But fear was not counted the full or whole rea
son for following God. Rather, love was the 
substance of the law and the whole end (I Cr 13; 
etc.). Scholastic terminology captures this notion 
in the distinction between contrition (repentance 
in love) and attrition (repentance in fear); 
contrition is cleansing in itself — attrition is 
not. There is a multiplicity of motives, but they 
are in no way equal. The Spirit fosters the self
understanding which men find in the law in 
order that they may be divinely contrite. All 
men, Gentiles and Jews, ‘offered’ Jesus to 
God by killing him through the JEWISH elders 
and the ROMAN guards under Pilate. Similarly, 
the earlier Israelites first killed the sacrificial 
victim and then gave it to the priest. Men 
come to have contrition when they accept the 
Spirit, and their guilt, afterwards, having already 
been unconscious ‘offerors.’ This is another part 
of the change in sacrificial temporality men
tioned above.

Between men’s ignorant offering and delinquent 
acceptance, Jesus suffered as a man particularly 
alone. It was there, from Gethsemane to his 
death, that the most intense suffering occurred. 
It has meaning because it was suffering in our 
terms. It was also in this way that it anguished 
Jesus the man. When he sweats blood at Gehse- 
mane, it was not the act of one impervious to 
pain; it was man confronted with his oldest 
enemy.
Jesus suffered to demonstrate the depth of 

his commitment to God both in terms meaningful 
to men and those he could understand. The 
Crucifixion was not good because it was diffi
cult, but difficult because the most Important 
acts of goodness are supremely difficult. This 
is reminiscent of Satan’s protest to God con
cerning Job — there can be no real obedience 
if there is not difficulty. Where was the diffi
culty at Calvary? Part of it was simply the 
pain of torture. But another, more arduous part 
of the task was the willingness to be invested 
with sin; to be a sacrificial victim requires 
obedience to God “unto death,” i.e., unto, 
separation from God in being invested with Sin 
(II Cr 5.21; I Pt 2.24). When Jesus called out 
“Eli, eli, lama sabachthani” (Mt 27.46), pre
served in the original for its incantation-like 
importance, he was reciting Psalm 22 accord
ing to Jewish liturgical convention. But, he was 
also expressing his having assumed sin, his 
being cut off from God. Taking on the isola
tion and desperation of sin, he nonetheless cried 
out to God obediently, continuing the submission 
of the Garden, in the memory of another Gar
den. This was the final suffering, the greatest 
pain; it was only after having fathered all sin 
and having subdued it in obedience that he could

exclaim “It is accomplished” (Jn 19.30).
The fact that this sacrifice is so moving was 

Important in preaching to the non-Jewish com
munities. Thekerygmatic formulations of Chris
tian faith contain a description of this sacrifice 
because of its universal meaningfulness. The 
Christian sacrifice is both proclamation and 
atonement. Similarly, the later Christian 
martyrs realized that their deaths were wit
nesses, which would either convert or scanda
lize. In this sense, Jesus’ death contained in 
seed what would be essential in the new re
ligion — preaching, the gathering of the new 
temple-community, the new promulgation.

6.

The law’s description of sin, the priesthood, 
the temple, and sacrifice arefour strands woven 
into an intricate cloth. For one to change is 
for all to change. How, then, can analysis 
separate essential change from maturation? One 
simple criterion can be used: if the change is 
predictable given the old framework, then the 
new is an outgrowth of the old, a child of it.

In this way, Jesus’ sacrifice is rooted in the 
Levitical code, because it is a perfection of it. 
The new sacrifice stems from the old and is 
understandable only in terms of the old. The 
continuity is apparent; whatever misgivings 
about the arbitrary particularity of Jesus’ 
sacrifice stood before have to be relinquished 
in seeing this growth — this revolution-less 
change — of the Levitical code to produce 
the new law.

No surprising progress has been made for the 
non-believer, of course; the scandal of particu
larity has been pushed back from the opening 
of MATTHEW to that of GENESIS. The question 
now becomes: why were Levitical forms of 
sacrifice chosen over some other type? If 
the reasons for God’s choosing this form could 
be demonstrated, however, faith would not be 
grace but the result of argument. God would 
become comprehensible and explicable; our 
anthropomorphizing would not be unfortunate 
metaphor but accurate description. I have tried 
to show the continuity of sacrificial practice 
and not to answer the unanswerable question 
of God’s motivation.

Among the questions remaining are those con
cerning an apparent anomaly. If Christ’s sacri
fice is perfect, it removes the possible efficacy 
of any future sacrifice. The Church, on the other 
hand, claims a PRIESTHOOD instituted by 
Christ. The answer to this dilemna lies in 
understanding the meaning of the phrase “sac
rifice of praise,” used by HEBREWS and 
Augustine among many others. Jesus broke 
bread and “gave thanks;” a Christian priest 
breaks bread and “gives thanks,” that it might 
become Christ’s body in re-enactment of that 
one sacrifice. The Spirit, both eternal and his
torical, brings the eternal reality of Calvary 
back ‘into time.’ The Christian priest is a 
temporal being who, caught being two time
less events —Crucifixion and Judgement, is able 
to participate directly in the timeless cleans
ing of one of them through the obedient giving 
of thanks, and thus, to continue the new priest
hood founded by Christ.
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The Intrusion
The house stood still in unpainted bricks 
The windows all married to the gloom inside. 
Glass and solitude bear strange children 
Where broken edges indicate the past.

Oh, there was a man there once upon a young 
love.

With his wife and a little garden.
He knew the garden well and all its lore 
And named the names of all that grew in it 
As though he’d risen there.

All they wanted was a little place of their 
own in the vaster tangle.

They worked like hell to pay the man in 
town who had the papers.

Man and wife, sweat and seed, strong in the 
dream they kept.

But something happened as the days went 
one by one.
They seemed to have some trouble keeping 

their hands
Off things they had no business with.
When the garden was finally theirs, they 

wanted the woods.

They started to circle wider than they could 
plow.

Plow more than they had seed to sow.
The ploughman lost hold of his garden and 

plowed away.

The brambles got the garden they left;
Not even the bears could live there now. 
And I forget who got his wife.
And all that's left to me is a ruined woods 
Where before there’d been such innocence.

This Spring Evening: A Note

The newness 
of the sky

stained indigo 
imagines me

a Greek,
off-shore 

the olive eyes 
to Oceanus

and Albion . . .

— J. Brewer

THE MUSIC

It is only the Music 
which can trouble us

(no less than heaven) 
the incredible urge 

of All things
to be reinstated 

in ways afresh!
The sky breaks

again as it must 
and the white sun 

the bone white air 
is drowned

having strained against 
the Music

that loosens 
the hold of drought 

in the earth,
in the mind.

What light (if any) 
can be given to this ...

in the uproar of the world 
there are rocks 

yelping in the desert
and devils whine above.

It is not a kindness 
which rains so

driving to the roots 
of the frailest things.

There is no warning as the head jerked out 

of its position
may signal a thunder too fast

to be accounted ♦
for its rising.

A lightening
behind the body springs 

with no prior knowledge '
as the Music springs

quicker than the heart 
to know its opening.

The Music is
a darkening strain, 

a folly greater 
than despair

save to the imagination 
which holds 

the storm as light,
light to the mind.

— J. Brewer
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"Why Do You Not Say Anything?" "It Is Enough For Me To Look At You,
By Galen Breningstall

The sound of God walking in the garden causes 
Adam and Eve to scurry among the trees and 
hide. Newly aware of their nakedness, Adam 
and Eve fear to present themselves before God. 
God, however, calls to Adam, saying, “Where 
are you?’’ Adam, recalling the loving kinship 
between himself and his Creator which had be
fore precluded this sort of avoidance, replies 
that his nakedness caused him to fear a con
frontation. God sternly pursues the disobedience 
implicit in Adam’s statement and elicits man’s 
first admission of sin. In turn, man receives 
his first punishment from God, a life of toil 
and suffering and exile from the tree of life. 1 

Many generations later, 
the sons of God came to present themselves 
before the Lord, and Satan also came among 
them. The Lord said to Satan, “Whence have 
you come?’’ Satan answered the Lord, “From 
going to and fro on the earth, and from walking 
up and down on it. 2

The dilemna of man which will find its clear
est enunciation in JOB is readily apparent. 
“The Lord said to Satan, ‘Whence have you 
come?’’ That is, the earth upon which Satan 
Wanders is not the residence of the Lord. God 
certainly watches over His creation and is man
ifestly aware of the activities of a righteous 
man of Uz, yet He makes His abode elsewhere. 
Satan walks among men; God observes at a dis
tance. Man is undeniably outcast from the gar
den; the sound of God walking frightens him no 
more.
Mankind is in travail and this universal travail 

is epitomized in the particular story of Job. 
Job states, “Can that which is tasteless be 
eaten without salt?’’ 3 He is speaking about his 
own post-calamity life, but nonetheless his is 
the cry of all creation. That mankind requires 
redemption for Adam’s simand its own mani
fold shortcomings is most certainly true. Yet, 
man also requires a platable existence, a con
dition which is not of necessity consequent upon 
his redemption. The atonement for the dis
obedience of Adam and the sins of all men must 
come through the sacrifice of a sinless man for 
his fellows. Once atonement has been made, 
however, man may still eat in tolls of the ground 
all the days of his life and find it bringing 
forth thorns and thistles. And when the thorns 
and thistles arise suddenly or persistently in 
the lot of a righteous man. Job’s cry will ring 
out once more.
Man received redemption through the ineffably 

merciful assumption of flesh by the Word. But 
God Who so loved the world that He gave His 
only begotten Son did not forget those who ask, 
“Can that which is tasteless be eaten without 
salt?’’ As Father Alexander Elchaninov states 
in “The Diary of a Russian Priest,’’ “Theheart 
of the matter is that Job’s problems can only 
be solved by the advent of Christ.’’ 4 The ad
vent of Christ brings about a reunion of God 
with man, an incarnation of the Logos, an 
ennoblement of suffering, and a miraculous visi
bility of God in the man of faith. In short.

Holy Father"
Christ brings salt to the earth.

It has been stated by Mr. Ossorgin that all 
prayer begins in the desert and journeys toward 
the promised land. Therefore, to enter into the 
prayer of all creation it would be best to lo
cate ourselves in the desert from which it be
gan, the milieu of Job.

The presence of suffering in the creation of 
a just or loving God has been a continual 
source of perplexity among men. In “The 
Brothers Karamazov,’’ Ivan states.

And therefore I tell you that I accept God 
simply. But you must note this: if God exists 

and if He really did create the world, as_we 
all know. He created it according to the 
geometry of Euclid and the human mind, with 
the conception of only three dimensions in 
space. Yet there have been and still are 
mathematicians and philosophers who doubt 
whether the whole universe, or to speak 
more widely the whole of being, was only 
created in Euclid’s geometry. They even dare 
to dream that two parallel lines, which ac
cording to Euclid can never meet on earth, 
meet somewhere in infinity. I have come 
to the conclusion that, since I can’t under
stand that, I can’t expect to understand about 
God. I acknowledge humbly that I have no 
faculty for settling such questions. I have 
an Euclidean earthly mind and so how can 
I solve problems which are notof this world?5 
This perplexity is never greater than when an 

Innocent child or man receives harsh treat
ment at the hands of his fellows or through 
an act of nature, that is, an act of God.

Job, an upright and respected man, is the 
recipient of both kinds of tribulation. During 
the course of one day. Job is bereft of his 
children and possessions by a combination of 
hostile men and a hostile environment. Later, 
Job is afflicted with loathsome sores from head 
to foot. He accepts the first misfortune with a 
remarkable deference to the will of God.

Naked I came from my mother’s womb and 
naked I shall return; the Lord gave and the 
Lord has taken away; blessed be the name 
of the Lord. 6
The latter misfortune Job endures for seven 

days and seven nights, accompanied by three 
friends whose ostensible purpose is to condole 
him. At the end of that time, he can no longer 
remain silent. Job curses the day and event of 
his birth. Job’s remarkable deference has 
reached a limitation. Now he desires wisdom 
and an explanation.

Like Ivan, Job realizes that he is restricted 
by an Euclidean earthly mind. He states with 
reference to God:

If one wished to contend with him, one 
could not answer him in a thousand times 
. . .who does great things beyond under
standings. 7
Yet, also like Ivan, Job realizes that without 

a translation of God’s inscrutable ways into 
something comprehensible by the human intel
lect (here taken in the broadest sense, includ
ing reason and intuition) the life of the in



nocent sufferer or the life of one sympathetic 
to innocent victims is as loathsome food; it 
tastes of despair. It is a period of bitterness 
preceding an afterlife or non-existence. Life 
makes no sense. Job’s inability to find this 
translated something is unsettling to his friends. 
Each of them possesses a few panacean truisms 
which he considers satisfactory and Job’s im
perviousness to their counsel is disturbing. 
Job, however, is cognizant of a distance between 
these men and their words which vitiates the 
possibility of assistance from that source and 
a distance of God from His creation which ap
pears to deny an encounter of Creator with 
created. The Logos is not made flesh; the 
Light does not dwell among us.

At the conclusion of Job’s first lamentation, 
Eliphaz the Temanite feels compelled to respond. 
He first says that Job, the man who upheld 
the stumbling, must find in his fear of God 
and integrity the inner strength to uphold him
self. In a subtle manner, the theme of man’s 
distance from his words is introduced here. 
Eliphaz states that, now that Job himself is 
afflicated, he has become deaf to his own words 
of consolation. Doubtlessly, the burdens he has 
lightened previously were insignificant in com
parison to his own and in that respect it is un
fair to judge Job on the basis of his earlier 
recommendations. There is nonetheless a 
lingering suspicion that Job’s ability to assuage 
resulted, if not from facility at persuasion, 
then at least from a fallacious understanding 
of the strength of his conviction. Job’s convic
tion sufficed to allow him to ease the burdens 
of others and to console himself at the loss 
of his children and possessions, buy may have 
been a magnificent palace with undiscovered 
sand at the foundation.
Next, Eliphaz expounds two other formulas 

which will recur throughout the book, the in
ability of man, whose foundation is in the dust, 
to be wholly righteous before his Maker and 
God’s downtrodding of the wicked and uplifting 
of the righteous. The speech of Eliphaz con
tinues with a suggestion for Job to seek God 
and commit his cause to Him. God, according 
to Eliphaz, “does great things and unsearch
able’’ and “sets on high those who are lowly.’’ 8 
Finally, Eliphaz speaks of God’s power to heal 
the wounds of undeserved suffering and God’s 
beneficence in His reproof.

Job, however, realizes that all the counsels 
are such that Eliphaz, like Jo,b, would himself 
not be sustained by them if he were in a similar 
predicament. The counsels seem profitable 
only to one unacquainted with the perspicuity 

I given by experience into their inadequacies. 
Whatever the nature of the strength Job was 
earlier able to communicate, it is lacking 
now. It may well impossible for a man to be 
blameless before his Maker, but this is no 
consolation. If it is in fact impossible, then it 
is utterly unjust of the Lord to punish men 
for their inherent imperfection. God created 
a malfunctioning being and then blames it for 
its nature. That the wicked are downtrodden 
and the righteous uplifted by God in any tangi
ble way is simply not the case. Job is well 
aware of an uncanny prosperity among the un
righteous. Eliphaz’s suggestion to seek God,

perhaps an efficacious path to pursue, does not 
reveal how or where to find God and ignores 
Job’s previous commitment of his case to God 
and the subsequent Increase in torment. The 
name of the destination alone is much less 
useful to the traveller than directions of how 
to arrive there. And one who has not made the 
journey himself is a poor source of advice. 
Eliphaz could not have given such stark ad
vice had he himself made the journey. Similarly, 
Eliphaz’s claim that the present sufferings will 
be compensated manifoldly in the future requires 
an experienced voice to even bear the potential 
of persuasiveness.

In the speeches of the two other friends, 
Bildad the Shuhlte and Zophar the Naamathlte, 
additional explanations of Job’s demise are giv
en which reflect an unbearable obtuseness in 
understanding the situation. God sees blemishes 
in men which are opaque to men themselves. 
Job is ignoring manifest flaws in his past 
actions. Man’s righteousness does not benefit 
God nor does man’s iniquity threaten God. 
God consequently is not bound to give man fair 
treatment or reprove the upstart. None of these 
arguments even causes Job to pause and ponder. 
The first is ineffectual because Job’s supposed 
flaws are still opaque to him and therefore 
the suffering to Job is senseless; the second 
because of the foregoing and because, even if 
this were true. Job is still receiving harsher 
treatment than sorrie thoroughly heinous men 
in his experience; the third because suffering 
is once again senseless, dependent upon a 
whimsical God. Eliphaz’s counsel could be 
profitable upon its completion; Bildad’s and 
Zophar’s lack even the possibility.
Job asks at one point, “Does not the ear try 

words as the palate tastes food?’’ 9 Taste is a 
transitory experience; the stimulation delights 
or repulses for a moment and then retires to 
the realms of memory. Even the more incisive 
words of Eliphaz are like the water at the well 
in Samaria. One drinks of them and shortly 
thereafter thirsts again. The soundness 
of Eliphaz’s advice to seek God and await the 
benefit which accrues for the suffering man 
is borne out by the conclusion of JOB. It is 
not, however, intransigence or blindness on the 
part of Job which causes him to be dissatis
fied with the counsel. The words and meanings, 
the logoi, of Eliphaz are disembodied, they are 
not printed upon his heart. The logoi must not 
only be thought, but also willed. Especially in 
a case such as Job’s, the efficacy of the ad
vice is dependent upon the character of the ad
visor. Father Alexander states that a pre
requisite for condolence is that the comforter 
suffer along with him who is comforted. 10 
In addition, after the comforter has descended 
into the hell of the sufferer, he must be capable 
of following the advice of an Athonltestarets, 11 
“Keep thy mind in hell and despair not.” 12 
Only one who has fulfilled both of these re
quirements; suffering, whether through his own 
woe or through a strong emphathetic bond with 
another, and locating consolation amidst this suf
fering has willed assuaslve logoi. The suf
ferer often develops a keen sense of intimacy. 
He is aware of those who are akin to him through 
empathy and recollection of past experience and
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he attunes himself to their advice. Job’s In
creased perspicuity and exceptional adversity 
render It much more difficult for him to lo
cate or for there to be found one capable 
of sufficient empathy.

To argue that the foregoing necessitates the 
advent of Christ as a solution has tenablllty, 
yet within the sphere of the problem of dis
embodied logos JOB also presents another 
compelling argument. In the speeches of Blldad, 
Ellphaz, Zophar, and especially In the hereto
fore unmentloned speech of Ellhu, the men 
argue God’s position for Him. Job questions, 
as rightfully he should, their proxy. His prior 
question deals with the desirability of defend
ing God and with the validation of the argu
ments themselves.

Hear now my reasoning, 
and listen to the pleading of my lips.

Will you speak falsely for God, 
and speak deceitfully for him?

Will you show partiality toward him, 
will you plead the case for God?

Will it be well with you when he searches 
you out?

Or can you deceive him, as one deceives 
a man?

He will surely rebuke you 
if in secret you show partiality.

Will not his majesty terrify you, 
and the dread of him fall upon you?

Your maxims are proverbs of ashes, 
your defenses are defenses of clay. 13 

Later, Job inquires.
With whose help have you uttered words, 
and whose spirit has come forth from you? 14 

It is rumored that when a clergyman at Vol
taire’s deathbed identified himself as a man of 
God, Voltaire asked to see his credentials. Like
wise, Paul realizes the necessity for credentials 
while writing to the errant church in Corinth. 
Paul, in reply to the implicit question of how 
he can presume to speak for God, adduces the 
presence of the Holy Spirit in him; Job’s 
friends are without excuse in their audacity.

Statements such as, “Is not your wickedness 
great? There is no end to your iniquities,’’ 
‘Know then that God exacts less of you than 

you deserve,’’ “But you are full of judgment 
on the wicked,’’ 15 are indicative of a claim 
by the four friends to insight into the divine 
plan with reference to Job. In projective ge
ometry, an infinite section can be projected 
into a finite image by means of a light at 
infinity. The prophets, Moses, and others of the
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Old Testament can presume to speak with some 
insight into the divine plan only because God’s 
grace shone for them as a light at infinity to 
enable the divine plan to be projected on the 
finite human intellect. Without God’s help to 
utter words and without a divine spirit coming 
forth from the speaker, it is an act of utmost 
presumption to enunciate the intentions of God.

This does not mean, however, that one cannot 
expound upon the universal truths written in the 
“Bible” by men with access to divine grace, 
God’s grace shone for them as a light at in
finity precisely so that the finite image pro
jected upon them could be disseminated and 
utilized as a means of understanding God’s re
lation to man. It is an altogether different situ
ation, though, when, in a case which involves 
a participation in the divine function of judg
ment, one speaks as God, the Judge. While speak
ing of divine universals, one can lend validity 
to one’s speech by adducing the grace residing 
in the “Bible,” From certain of these univer
sals, particular conclusions are validly deriv
able (that is, God loves all men. Job is a man, 
ergo God loves Job). There are universals, 
however, such that to draw pertlcular conclu
sions from them requires an understanding of 
God’s judgment. (God punishes the unrighteous. 
Job is unrighteous, ergo God punishes Job). 
Man may praise and criticize; God alone may 
judge. Criticism is directed towards another’s 
apparent state of becoming and is temporal; 
judgment is directed towards another’s ultimate 
state of being and reflects how the other’s 
life until the time of judgment balances on the 
scales of eternal truth. It is manifest that hu
man affairs are so fraught with complexity 
and contingency that to derive particular con
clusions from universal premises with any de
gree of rectitude is extremely difficult. How 
absolutely impossible, then, it is for an unaided 
man in the case of particular conclusions from 
divine premises, accessible only toGod’s vision 
of the inclusions from divine premises, ac
cessible only to God’s vision of the inward 
man and His non-terrestrial mind, to derive 
particular conclusions.

After the Lord has revealed Himself to Job, 
He speaks thusly to Eliphaz the Temanlte; 
“My wrath is kindled against you and your two 
friends; for you have not spoken of me what 
is right, as my servant Job has.” 16 In two 
ways the friends did not speak aright; in that 
they spoke words that they had thought, not 
willed and in that they presumed from a ter
restrial vantage point to state non-terrestrial 
truths. Elihu is not mentioned in the judgment 
nor is he mentioned at the beginning of Job. 
His exclusion has been explained by Biblical 
scholars as due to the Elihu text’s being a 
later addition to the original. 17 Nonetheless, 
his speech shows him subject to the same fault 
as Eliphaz and the others. Job needs commi
seration and an explanation. He cannot locate 
them in the sphere in which he moves, that 
of friends and society. One recourse is left, 
one possible bulwark against despair, a con
frontation with God.

Oh, that I knew where I might find him, 
that I might come even unto his seat I 

I would lay my case before him

-J



and fill my mouth with arguments.
I would learn what he would answer me, 
and understand what he would say to me. . . 

Behold I go forward but he is not there; 
and backward but 1 cannot perceive him; 
on the left hand I seek him, 
but I cannot behold him;

1 turn to the right hand, 
but 1 cannot see him, 18 

The locus of difficulty has returned to the 
contrast between Eden and Job’s world which 
opened this essay. God in Job’s world is only 
known by His effects. Job knows that the is 
One

who removes mountains, and they know it not, 
when he overturns them in his anger, 

commands the sun, and it does not rise; 
who seals up the stars; 
who alone stretched out the heavens, 
and trampled the waves of the sea; 
who made the Bear and Orion, 
the Pleiades and the chambers of the south. 19 

There is a first cause called God, limitless 
in power. Who singly made all that is. As 
well as stars, mountains, and seas, however. 
He made man. And when He made man He al
lowed him to partake of certain divine exem
plars such as reason and justice in man’s 
own limited way. Even with the presence of 
reason and a sense of justice, though, the world 
God measured is only partially measurable by 
man. This condition is not always painful; 
in fact, it lends the world marvel and divine 
radiance. The fact does remain, however, that 
for the sufferer the marvel and divine radiance 
become tarnished. What before was awesome, 
both feared for its power and marveled at for 
its beauty, is not dread, thoroughly feared and 
hostile. The sufferer’s reason and sense of jus
tice tell him that somehow the covenant has 
been broken. God, having bestowed reason and 
justice upon man cannot subject him to such 
a nightmare of inexplicable occurrences. God 
must then give the reason assurance that this 
sickness is not unto death. The child seeks his 
father while the nightmare still torments him; 
Job also looks for God, his Father, in the midst 
of his nightmare. The house, though, seems 
empty.

Lo, he passes me by, and 1 see him not; 
he moves on but I do not perceive him. 20 

Actually, the analogy to a nightmare-tormented 
child is only partially correct. An ambivalence 
in Job toward what action to take is apparent 
from the beginning of his plaint. Job views God 
as a just arbiter between man and his fate. 

Would he contend with me in the greatness 
of his power?

No; he would give heed to me.
There an upright man could reason with him. 
And 1 should be acquitted forever by my 
judge. 21

Yet, also Job views God as omnipotent and 
irascible, having the power to fulfill His de
sires and having desires which neglect the 
plight of man.

If I summoned him and he answered me,
I would not believe that he was listening to 
my voice.

For he crushes me with a tempest.
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and multiplies my wounds without cause; 

he will not let me get my breath, 
but fills me with bitterness.

But he is unchangeable and who can turn 
him?

What he desires, that he does.
For he will complete what he appoints for me; 
and many such things are in his mind. 

Therefore, I am terrified at his presence; 
when I consider, I am in dread of him. 

God has made my heart faint;
the Almighty has terrified me; 

for I am hemmed in with darkness, 
and thick darkness covers my face. 22 

Both Inclinations between which Job wavers, 
the inclination to hope and the inclination to 
despair, are indicative of the same problem. 
When disposed to seek God and demand a trial. 
Job cannot imagine where to look. That God 
is is apparent wherever one looks and sees 
His effects, in the sky, in the sea, and on land. 
Who God is is a mystery.

Lo, these are but the outskirts of his ways; 
and how small a whisper do we hear of him I 
But the thunder of his power who can under
stand? 23

Similarly, when Job is disposed to dread a 
confrontation with God, it is because Job has 
seen with much pain that God is, but, in lieu 
of knowing Who God is, must surmise from his 
environment that God also has its devastating 
and compassionless character. Crying out to 
God seems like crying out to the wind. “I cry 
to thee and thou dost not answer me; I stand, 
and thou dost not heed me.” 24 

One ray of hope Job holds, though, is that 
God the Just’s absence can be mitigated by a 
mediator. In reply to Bildad the Shuhite, Job 
states.

For he is not a man, as I am, that I might, 
answer him, that we should come to trial 
together.

There is no umpire between us, 
who might lay his hand upon us both. 25

If God were as a man and if God were not 
both the prosecutor and judge. Job’s plight might 
be eased. Job’s optimism with regard to a 
mediator grows as the book progresses. To 
Zophar, Job replies.

Even now, behold, my witness is in heaven 
and he that vouches for me is on high. 

My friends scorn me;
my eyes pour out tears to God, 

that he would maintain the right of a man 
with God, like that of a man with his neigh
bor. 26

This undercurrent of hope in the midst of so 
much lamentation climaxes in Job’s reply to 
Bildad,

For I know that my Redeemer lives, 
and at last he will stand upon the earth; 

and after my skin has been thus destroyed, 
then without my flesh I shall see God, 

whom I shall see on my side.
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and my eyes shall behold and not another. 

My heart faints within me I 27

The undercurrent of hope is directed towards 
man’s being established in a closer relation
ship to God. Job’s statement that God is not 
a man is indicative of God’s Inaccessibility 
when an explanation of His actions seems re
quired. If it is impossible that God be as a 
man, then at least a witness on high should be 
present to provide a secondary contact between 
a man and his God and to plead a man’s case 
in his absence. The passage which enunciates 
Job’s ultimate hope is fraught with alternative 
readings and interpretations which must be 
dealt with, but its thrust is clear. First, Job’s 
Redeemer will stand on earth. Whether the 
Redeemer is God Himself or Job’s witness 
is subject to question, but, in either case, the 
divine and human have come closer together. 
What was on high now stands on earth. Secondly, 
and most importantly. Job will see God. There 
is some question as to whether the reading 
“without my flesh’’ should be altered to “from 
my flesh.’’ Nonetheless, Job’s ultimate hope, 
the one that causes his heart to grow faint 
within him, is the vision of God.

Job’s ultimate hope attains actuality when the 
Lord appears to him in a whirlwind. The book 
of Job records the speech of the Lord to Job 
which is disconcertingly similar in content to 
certain portions of earlier speeches. Job re
ceives no trial; he is not told why he suffers. 
Rather, Job is told of God’s omnipotence and 
universal responsibilities. Why then is Job 
led to despise himself and repent in dust and 
ashes? According to Job, it is because, “I 
had heard of thee by the hearing of the ear, 
buy now my eye sees thee.’’ 28 
Perhaps for man’s Euclidean mind there is no 

explanation for unmerited suffering in the sense 
of a rational account. Man somehow may not 
be an apt receptacle for a projection of God’s 
infinite plan in this respect. God does not, 
even in the milieu of Job, though, neglect 
to render suffering as a comprehensible some
thing. God’s appearance to man. His vision, 
allows man in his own limited way to grasp 
Who God is. The despair bearing preconceptions 
generated by seeing that God is are abolished. 
While the nightmare may still besiege the child 
of God, the house is not empty. His Father 
stands before him, perhaps with a stern visage, 
irritated at the susceptibility of His child to 
this trauma, but nonetheless a bulwark against 
the collapse into despair and panic fear. A 
light of comfort shines in the darkness, a 
light to which man has access. The dilemna of 
God’s distance and inaccessibility is obviated.

Job had certainly realized earlier that suffer
ing exists because God permits it. His realiza
tion of this is most significantly altered, how
ever, after, the vision of God. Now not only 
does Job know that suffering exists because 
God allows it, but also he knows that since 
the God of his acquaintance allows it, suffer
ing is palatable. And this is not told Job by 
thought or even by willed thought, but is im
printed upon his heart as a first precept. Salt 
is provided for what had been tasteless; though 
probably not savory, life is palatable.

f:

From what has been stated, clear intimations 
are given of how the advent of Christ solves 
certain of the problems faced by Job. What is 
totally miraculous, though, is the way in which 
every major aspect of Job’s disillusionment 
with his existence is addressed at one time or 
another by Christ. Once again, for clarity’s sake. 
Job’s problems centered around two foci, the 
logos being disembodied and God’s being at a 
distance. The first nineteen verses of JOHN, 
by the disciple whom Jesus loved, among a num
ber of other remarkable things, state, “and the 
Word became flesh and dwelt among us, full 
of grace and truth’’ and, “No one has ever 
seen God; the only Son, who is in the bosom 
of the Father, he has made him known.’’ 29 
Something wonderful has occurred; creation’s 
prayer has been answered. The aura of anti
cipation generated by the first nineteen verses 
of JOHN impels one to read further the account 
of the event which delivered creation from its 
travail.

The penultimate miracle performed by Christ 
was the resurrection of Lazarus. As Christ 
nears Bethany, the sisters Mary and Martha 
come to Him, saying, “Lord, if you had been 
here my brother would not have died.’’ 30 
The account in JOHN then goes as follows.

When Jesus saw her weeping, and the Jews 
who came with her (Mary) also weeping, he 
was deeply moved in spirit and troubled; 
and he said, “Where have you laid him?’’ 
They said to him, “Lord, come and see.’’ 
Jesus wept. 31

It is valuable to note the climate in which 
this miracle occurred. Jesus, after viewing the 
sorrow of the sisters and townspeople, “was 
deeply moved in spirit and troubled.’’ The 
culmination of this movement in the spirit is 
expressed in those remarkable two words, 
“Jesus wept.’’ Christ consoled the sisters Mary 
and Martha by weeping with them, yet he can 
in the meanwhile state, “Did I not tell you 
that if you would believe you would see the 
glory of God?’’ 32 With His mind in hell, Je
sus lifted His eyes.
Christ, then, in His penultimate miracle offers 

an example of how to condole the suffering 
which completes the example of Eliphaz. This 
completion does, though, require further ex
plication. It is true that when Bildad, Eliphaz, 
and Zophar first saw Job, “they raised their 
voices and wept; and they rent their robes and 
sprinkled dust upon their heads toward hea
ven.’’ 33 What has been stated about their 
inability to console Job does not mean that the 
friends were unsympathetic toward him. How
ever, the kind of sympathy they possessed 
was inadequate. It is a sympathy which causes 
them to weep from afar and be silent while 
with Job. Their counsel was clearly indicative 
that, for them. Job’s suffering was undis
covered territory. Jesus, though, weeps close 
at hand. Prior to arriving in Bethany, Jesus 
states with reference to Lazarus, “This ill
ness is not unto death’’ and “Lazarus has 
fallen asleep, but I go to wake him out of 
sleep.’’ 34 Jesus is aware well in advance 
of the miracle which will relieve the suf-

f
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faring of Mary and Martha. Yet, while know
ing the transitory nature of their suffering, 
Jesus still weeps. His foreknowledge does not 
preclude His fusing His heart with those who 
lack this prescience. Christ steps entirely 
forward from His frame of reference and en
ters into that of Mary and Martha. Herein lies 
the example’s completion. The conjunction of 
a deep, binding empathy, an empathy which re
quires that words of consolation be embodied, 
and belief creates an environment in which 
Christ can raise a man four days dead.

In his letter to the Hebrews, Paul quotes a 
passage from the prophet Jeremiah contrast
ing the new covenant with that of old.

Page 17
Formerly, a man in circumstances such as 

Job’s could justifiably waver on the border of 
despair. A righteous man having been sub
jected to or a man sufficiently emphatic towards 
another’s subjection to an ignominious fate and 
capable of retaining hope was difficult to locate 
in times of stress. After the advent of Christ, 
however, this difficulty is alleviated. Christ’s 
historical presence as recorded in the Gospels 
is available. A post-Christian Job finds in Christ 
a man of the most pure character Who was sub
jected to undeserved Ignominious treatment 
while in this life. Shortly after Jesus enters 
Jerusalem, He speaks to a crowd about His 
forthcoming death.

This is the covenant that I will make 
with the house of Israel 

after those days says the Lord:
1 will put my laws into their minds, 
and write them on their hearts, 
and I will be their God, 
and they shall be my people. 34

A major thrust of Christ’s ministry is towards 
an imprlntation of God’s laws on men’s hearts. 
The Logos became flesh so that the logos might 
become flesh. Peter says to Jesus, “I will 
lay down my life for you.” 35 With his charac
teristic impetuousity, Peter, lacking the re
quisite foundation of will, makes a commit
ment he cannot perform. Christ, however, being 
closer to Peter than Peter is to himself, re
tells Peter will deny Him thrice before the cock 
crows. After the crucifixion, Jesus reveals Him
self to Peter and the other disciples by the 
Sea of Tiberias. Christ asks Peter twice.‘‘Do 
you love me?” Peter twice replies,‘‘Yes, Lord; 
you know that I love you.” When Christ poses 
the question a third time, however, Peter be
comes grieved. Peter says, ‘‘Lord, you know 
everything; you know that I love you.” 36 
Christ still knows Peter better than Peter knows 
himself, but Jesus’ knowledge is of secondary 
importance now. What is important is that Pe
ter imprint the commitment to Christ on his 
heart by a repeated affirmation of his love.
Further, Christ speaks again and again of those 

who know the laws or scriptures, but have not 
Internalized them. ‘‘Did not Moses give you 
the law? Yet none of you keep the law.” 37 
The law is not something which can be viewed 
from a distance. As Jeremiah prophesied, the 
new covenant will write the laws on men’s hearts. 
Christ points out this distinction between man’s 
hearts. Christ points out this distinction between 
man’s current relation to law and his relation 
under the new covenant while speaking at the 
feast of Tabernacles.

If on the sabbath a man receives circum
cision, so that the law of Moses may not be 
broken, are you angry with me because on 
the sabbath I make a man’s whole body well? 
Do not judge by appearances, but judge with 
right judgement. 38

Both the letter and the motive of the law must 
be apparent to those adhering to it. And in order 
to know the motive, one must be able to link 
his heart with that of the lawmaker.

Now is my soul troubled. And what shall 
I say, ‘‘Father, save me from this hour?” 
No, for this purpose I have come to this 
hour. Father, glorify thy name. 39

Later,

Father, the hour has come; glorify Thy 
Son that the Son may glorify thee. 40

Christ in the gospel of John repeatedly speaks 
of suffering as a mode for glorifying God. When 
Jesus’ disciples ask him about the man blind 
from birth, ‘‘Rabbi, who sinned, this man or 
his parenp, that he was born blind,” Christ 
replies, ‘‘It was not that this man sinned, or 
his parents, but that the works of God might be 
made manifest in him.” 41 Mary and Martha 
send word to Jesus of Lazarus’ illness. Jesus 
replies, ‘‘This illness is not unto death; it is 
for the glory of God, so that the son of God 
may be glorified by means of it.” 42 Both in 
His suffering and in that of others, Jesus sees 
an opportunity to glorify His father. Suffering 
is not senseless; the most effective transmission 
of the power of the Word and the glory of God 
is realized by one who manifests strength in 
stress by the grace of God. As Paul would say, 
by grace our strength is made perfect in weak
ness. Job’s continual praise of the Lord in 
times of prosperity is admirable, but his sub
mission to the will of God after the loss of his 
children and possessions is miraculous. Suffer
ing, in effect, is a call to the ultimate ministry 
of God, a ministry sanctified by the Son’s par
ticipation in it. Man’s limitations in the time 
of Job barred him from deriving particular con
clusions from the most available universal 
premiss. Now a new universal has been
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enunciated by God which subsumes every parti
cular.

In JOB, there was a clear distinction between 
the Inaccessibility to Job of a man of sufficient 
experience and empathy and the inaccessibility 
to Job of God. The advent of Christ not only 
alleviates the respective inaccessibilities, but 
also removes the sharp distinction between 
locating a comforter among men and seeing 
God. Christ’s death is for the purpose of bring
ing the Counselor or Holy Spirit as well as 
for the purpose of through itself glorifying God. 
Jesus states:

And I will pray the Father, and he will 
give you another Counselor, to be with you 
for ever, even the Spirit of truth. 43

And,

Nevertheless, I tell you the truth; it is to 
your advantage that I go away, for if I do not 
go away, the Counselor will not come to you; 
but if I go, I will send him to you. 44

The Spirit of truth, like Christ, proceeds 
from the Father. Until the advent of Christ, 
the Apirit of truth was unseen, like the Father. 
Succinctly stated by Christ, God is Spirit. 
Christ, having assumed and sanctified the fall
en flesh, now enables man to have a Holy* 
Spirit, consubstantial with the Father, dwell 
within him. As Paul states, “Do you not know 
that your body is the temple of the Holy Spirit 
dwelling in you, which you have from God?’’ 
45 Or as Luke states, ’‘The kingdom of God 
is within you.” 46 God no longer resides at 
a distance. He walked the earth historically 
in the Person of Jesus Christ and in the Per-' 
son of the Holy Spirit continues to abide in 
the man of faith. For the vision of God, Job’s 
ultimate recourse, one need not search the 
periphery of the cosmos. It is only necessary 
to look among men.
Man’s need for the Holy Spirit is made clear 

in two instances; Luke’s account of Jesus’ 
appearance on the road to Emmaus and John’s 
account of the doubting of Thomas. In the 
former, Christ appears to two disciples and, 
not recognizing Him, they speak to Him of the 
sorrow of the crucifixion and the inexplicable 
absence of Christ’s body from the tomb. Christ 
replies to them.

O foolish men and slow of heart to believe 
all that the prophets have spoken! Was it 
not necessary that Christ should suffer these 
things and enter into his glory? 47

Christ then proceeds to Interpret the scrip
tures, but effects no recognition. What does 
effect Christ’s recognition is His breaking 
bread that evening. Religious instruction is such 
a subtle matter; it involves both words and a 
life of divine radiance. Where words fall to have 
an effect, the slightest, simplest action may suc
ceed. A zaddik 48 teaches by the way he moves 
his hands as well as by his words; the pilgrim 
quoted in the title merely wanted to see the 
abbot’s face. For religious instruction to suc
ceed, conscious effort must be supplemented by

the more subtle suasions of the Holy Spirit. 
A historical Christ alone would have given 
man words and a historical account of a life, 
but may, like the scriptures on the road, have 
failed to cause men to recognize their hearts 
burning within them. The Logos would again 
become disembodied.

In the account of Thomas, Christ appears to 
many disciples and breathes the Holy Spirit 
on them. These disciples tell Thomas, who 
was absent, of the miracle, but he replies.

Unless I see in his hands the prints of the
nails, and place my fingers in the mark of
the nails, and place my hand in his side,
I will not believe. 49

Christ then appears to the disciples again 
and allows Thomas his request. This passage 
seems to present difficulties since the disciples 
who originally spoke to Thomas had already 
received the Holy Spirit. The presence of the 
Christ, though, is not of necessity immediately 
apparent nor of necessity does it immediately 
exercise its power of suasion. Nonetheless, 
Thomas’ insistence on the tangible presence 
of Christ is indicative of the occasional in
adequacy of both words and a life, in this 
instance the life of the disciples, to provoke 
a heart burning within one.
Let us consider a post-Christian Job. From 

what has been said, he can locate a historical 
account of a man in a similar situation. He 
understands that by showing strength in stress 
he would be glorifying God. Around him, he finds 
men in a tradition which emphasizes the need 
to internalize the word. Yet, like Job, he dis
trusts the foregoing because he knows that God
is, but not Who God is. Like the disciples, he 
does not recognize his heart burning at the 
scriptures and their interpretations. Like 
Thomas, he wishes a tangible confrontation with 
God. God, realizing so well the frailties of the 
flesh, assures that, like Job, he sees God; 
like the disciples, his heart burns within him; 
and like Thomas, he is tangibly satisfied.

What follows is an exmplification of this avail
able satisfaction in a most tangible form. This 
is not to say that experiences like the following 
are commonplace or frequent. N. A, Motovilov 
had since the age of twelve been seeking to 
know the aim of the Christian life and had been 
thwarted in his attempts to find a satisfactory 
answer. St. Seraphim of Sarov knew of Moto- 
vilov’s dilemma and with the help of the Holy 
Spirit showed that the acquisition of the Holy 
Spirit is the aim of a Christian life and that its 
acquisition is clearly apparent to the man of 
faith. As was stated before, Motovilov was sub
ject to a rare experience. So was Job. Yet, 
the exceptional nature of both Motovilov’s and 
Job’s life and inquiry required appropriate 
answers. When Christ reveals Himself to Mary 
at the tomb, Christ will now allow her to touch 
Him. Jesus accords the privilege to Thomas, 
though. Knowing that Thomas’ disposition re
quires a touching of the wounds, Christ allows
it. Mary, a believer upon the calling of her name, 
is not apt for this particular sort of divine 
assistance. The new vision of the Holy Spirit 
in the man of faith, then, is a rare experience.

c. f-
S’-



David Maclaine, St. John’s freshman, is shown

But, as this conversation between St. Serephim 
and Motovilov indicates, it is a reality of hu-* 
man experience, available to those men, like 
Job, who require their strength to be made per
fect in weakness.

Father Seraphim replied: “1 have already 
told you, your Godliness, that it is very 
simple (to be certain that one is in the 
Spirit of God) and I have related in detail 
how people come to be in the Spirit of God 
and how we can recognize His presence in 
us. So what do you want, my son?”
“I want to know it well,” I said.
Then Father Seraphim took me very firmly 

by the shoulders and said: “We are both 
in the Spirit of God now, my son. Why don’t 
you look at me?”

I replied, “I cannot look father, because

in control of the ball in a recent soccer match with 
the University of New Mexico soccer club.

your eyes are flashing like lightening. Your 
face has become brighter than the sun and my 
eyes ache with pain.” 50

Imagine a wheel with multitudes of spokes 
reaching into its center. At the rim end of 
each of those spokes a man begins his re
ligious life. God is at the center. It will be 
noticed, then, that as one approaches the cen
ter, one also comes closer to others who are 
proceeding in the same direction. Thus, al
though a man like St. Seraphim is most un
usual, as one proceeds with urgency and stead
fastness towards the center, like Job or Moto
vilov, he is ever more accessible.

The Light shines in the darkness and the dark
ness has not overcome It. Job found a beacon 
amidst the bleakness of his environment, a dis
tant and hard to locate beacon. The path that 
Job traveled to view the light was so arduous 
and ill defined that despair or darkness threat
ened to finally render his existence unpalatable. 
He was subject to excusable loneliness and 
frustration. Now, when our resources fail us, 
either in our own or in a strange land, there 
is a kindly One in our midst. Who with open 
arms and celebration will welcome our return. 
The Inheritance we have been given may almost 
be spent and our strength almost gone, but we 
will be robed richly and our hand will receive 
a ring. To remain estranged from One so 
anxious to welcome our return reflects the 
profoundest disregard. The despairing and 
tragically lonely, like the ungodly and wicked, 
are without excuse.
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S.A.O. News
Soccer

The St. John’s soccer team finished their sea
son with their first loss of this year. The Great 
Bookers dropped the match with the University 
of New Mexico in overtime play 3 to 4. The 
team’s season record stands at six wins, one 
tie, and one loss. (See photo)

Fencing
The St. John’s fencing team held an intra

squad tournament on May 15. Roberta Faul- 
haber took first place, winning an electric 
foil. Witkovich from Los Alamos placed second 
and Thompson was third. (See photo)

Hiking-C amping
A group of students and SAO director Istvan 

Fehevary went on a three day excursion in the 
Pecos Wilderness, May 21-23. Approximately 
30 miles were covered in the three days. 
Stops were made at Lake Peak and Holy Ghost 
Creek.

ixax dLt;
The St. John’s Karate team traveled to Farm

ington recently for their first tournament. Al
though none of i’t. John’s team placed, valu- 
able experience was gained by the team members 
who report having a very pleasant time.

Rafting
Kit Callendar, Gary Green and Larry Cook won 

the St. John’s “Gray Water Race” earlier this 
month. Second place went to Randy Pair an^j his 
crew, with Connie McClellan and Becky Brlnklv

honors. The Brinkly- 
McClellan raft was the only one which did not 
upset on the Pillar rapids.

Fine Arts Show
The SAO Fine Arts Show was on display for 

10 days in the Peterson Student Center art 
gallery with student work in graphics, sculpture 
pottery, thread arts and photography being 
shown. First prize in the Graphics division 
went to Mary Gauler for her engraving of 
hopes; second to Marcia Greenbaum for a 
bright and colorful painting. In the Thread 
Arts. Julia Takahashi, took first with a knitted 
wall hanging, while Ymelda Martinez’s knitted 
cape took second. In Pottery and Sculpture

second. In the Photography division, J. R 
Thon^son took first and second place, with 

ac Waggaman and Jan Goodman tied for third.

From an Exercise Bool<:#427

Shimmering night. 
Skittering owlflight. 
Shattering starlight. 
Scattering all my thought.

pictured as she lunged at Robe 
aulhaber in the St. John’s intra-squad fenc 

tournament May 15. ^

Emerging from without. 
Imaginings too well caught 
In magic fully fraught.
I'm a genius — troglodyte I

P. H.
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A Poem Like All The Rest

Dear Madam,

Since you are reading this, etc.,
I assume you’ve bought the thing, or it came in 

the mail.
That’s good for both of us, I assume.
At least for me it’s, let’s say, if good is too 

strong.
Useful -

You put roughly 350 worth of trust in this. 
Maybe less.

Why? You think I have something to say? 
Have you read any poems this year that made 

something -
Anything - clear, or reading it made you live 

more
(or at least for another day)?

I sometimes read this stuff myself, you know. 
I say, “God, what is happening here?
It looks like everything else,’’ and then I say, 
“To write something knowable, feelable, clear 
again, can we.
Even if it doesn’t sell?’’

What is it about, our poetry? What act 
Could go with verbs like ours? Or not an act 
But a vagueness held ready always to be certain 
' of itself
No matter what? Or a hunger & we snack 
around? A falling short 
Of Speech?

At the beginning of a thing cme is sometimes 
godlike.
That is, willing to take a risk, knowing 
That if it fails, there’s always oneself.
And if that goes.
The universe.

There is a quickness 
to love or living 

which I have
rarely seen

* save
in your faces 

or the light
caught on 

the ruby throat
of a humming bird. 

Such charm!
one is given 

to it instantly
past all speech 

or unnecessary action.
In your eyes

there is no strain, 
happiness has not

been studied 
but ‘summer, summer 

is there’.
Such magic

the excess of faith 
certainly

will often be fooled 
and this must be so.
Not that

you will learn 
from those who

disappoint 
(forever a mystery) 

but that you 
may grow more

persistant in love, 
in the heat of its light.

One to one
I can’t see you otherwise 
there is too little

elsewhere
to be offered.

What matter 
the seasons,

the landscape?
The heart,

a green coll 
changes the weather 

as it wills -
charged

thru the swiftness 
of its own

invention.
We look for something to fall back on,
A place to try again from. Maybe that’s why 
You bought this poem, which I, in the urge to 

begin something.
Even if it turn out like everything else.
That is to say,

I made the simple connections between things 
as they came

Until, somehow, there arose this absolute 
Relation between you and I, on the basis of which. 
In spite of whether what we say makes sense as 

yet
Or not, we stand.

— J. Brewer
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A Way of Leaving Something Loved 
(To St. John’s College)

There Is no way of leaving something loved. 
You could
Walk away. But the ground you walk holds up 
The one you leave, and every foot that falls 
Feels connections.

So why go?

Because

There’s no way not to, given the urge of the 
foot
To kick against the womb. Betakes the mother’s 
Food and wads It up until he has 
Enough to know himself by. Then he says, 
“Do not give me a place to stand; let me see 
A world to move and I’ll find a place to stand.’’ 
And so he kicks the door down and Is gone.

But something In the blood does not forget.

On Viewing Gericault's
"Raft of the Medusa"

Walking through a museum,
A faint voice,
“You see us here, don’t you.
Caught by fate and artist’s hand?

“I was the lad’s tutor.
Don’t you see.
I urged him to join me 
to play the fool and to learn.

“For his education, *
Only that.
Did he drop his finery.
Join the rabble, and perish.

“For your contemplation.
This lesson:
Look at sweet Medusa 
In the shield of our mirror.’’

Stone-changing maiden 
Of stern face.
Well they carved your masthead.
And well I knew you then.

P. H.

SONG: MANZANITA

Manzanlta laughs 
'good for nothin’

old fool of the desert 
Its pale green arms 

are stubborn and short
they barely push the sky 

or even feed the earth.
All day I have

tended dreams 
of their roots 

stretching underground

In a system that must 
weave for miles.

A miracle of
the vegetable kingdom! 

Manzanlta laughs, 
holy laughter.

Its sexual perslstance 
so much stronger 

than we who take pride
In spreading our seed 

everywhere 
a hoe

can dig.

— J. Brewer 
CRISTO MORENO

The afternoon Is wind 
all Is wind

a circling or stirring 
disturbs the country 

carried to me
born dry In Its sound. 
Hesitant to go home 

snake skins and
white quartz appear 
a cast from some Agony 

a labor, beneficent 
In the earth?

The sky a great river 
ethereal, mauve

rings the land as water 
a promise for the eyes 

gone dry. Crlsto Moreno 
locked out

of pinion and long grass 
whirring, leaves

his old mud house behind - 
sap as secret heat 

run out In the payment.
The afternoon Is wind 

wind In bark and beam 
wind as silvery ghosts

In broken fields.

-- J. Brewer

SONG: CHEMISA
The yellow brushes

scarcely
perceptible, 
softer than anything 
on the high mesa

provide rest 
In their delicate 
featherings

of light.

Chemlsa
a lady’s presence 

places love 
to hover above 
this land

beckoning a rare gift 
of sight.

— J. Brewer

Paranoia
Softly
Stealthy
Deathsong
Footsteps
Trickle
Slowly
Like a
F ountaln.
Ancient
Druid
Cromlech,
Tombstone;
Wombstone
Crushing
Sunlight’s
Mercy.
All my 
Walking, 
Pounding 
Rhythm,
Dimly
Building
Coursing
Madness.
Quiet
Screaming
Growing
Heartbeat;
Pulsing
Torture;
Flying

away. . . 
P. H.
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El Muerto
Lo hallaron muerto; el dlsparolehabiaatrave- 

sado el cerebro de lado a lado. La nota, sobre 
la copia de “L’Etre et le Neant,” de Sartre 
decia: “Muero para librarme de la esclavitud 
que es mi libertad.”

No se que siento por el. Es cierto que cometio 
un grav© ©rroJT sornsritico. El no dcbis, habcr 
igualado la Idea de la muerte con la de libertad 
de entre las celdas de sus antitesis. Pero tam- 
bien debe reconocerse que en cierto modo ob- 
tuvo una inesperada ganancia: Ahora seencuen- 
tra mas alia de la libertad y de la esclavitud’ 
del Todo y de la Nada; de la mortalldad y de 
la inmortalidad. De alguna manera se ha con
vert ido en Dios.

The Dead One
The found him dead, a bullet through his brain. 

The note, on the copy of Sartre’s “L’Etre et 
le Neant,’’ read: “I die in order to free myself 
from the slavery of my freedom.”

1 do not know how 1 should feel about him. 
It is true that he committed a grave semanti
cal error. He should never have equated the 
idea of death with that of liberty of any kind. 
Rather he should have realized that he sought 
an escape from the cells of his antitheses. 
But it must be recognized that in a way he ob
tained an unexpected advantage: Now he is beyond 
freedom and slavery; beyond Being and Nothing
ness; beyond mortality and immortality. Some- 
how he has become God,

—Alejandro Medina

Awakening
Listen,
1 was climbing —— 
When, without warning 
The sky split.

Listen,
Amidst trees shaking 
In dread of the coming 
Of their Lord,

Alone
1 was alone.

216 W. 
SAN

FRANCISCO 
983-9825

CUSTOM SANDALS 
HANDBAGS^ GARMETS

Commencement Events 1971
Saturday, June 5

12 Noon - Picnic and Class Day Exercises, 
Lawn and Plaza Area

2 p.m. - Faculty-Senior Softball Game, Ath
letic Field

9 p.m. - Commencement Ball, Student Center 

Sunday, June 6
11 a.m. - Baccalaureate Service, The Loretto 

Chapel, Michael Ossorgin, speaker.
3 p.m. - Commencement Exercises, Campus

Plaza, Ivan lllitch. Director of The 
Center for Inter-Cultural Documen
tation, Speaker.

CALENDAR OF COLLEGE EVENTS
Sept. 8 Senior Orals Begin & College Opens

11 Freshman and Senior Registration
12 Convocation
13 Sophomore and Junior Registration & 

First Seminars
Nov. 25

-28 Thanksgiving Recess 
Dec. 16
Jan. 5 C^iristmas Recess 
Jan. 30 End First Semester 
Jan. 31 Begin Second Semester 
March 18
-April 2 Spring Recess 
June 3 End Second Semester 
June 4 Commencement

For Any Exotic Pets or Fish

Custom Made All Glass 
Aquariums or Terroriums 

Visit

JUNGLELAND PET SHOP
1428 Cerrillos Rd. Ph.983-9033

Also Visit
Open 7 Days a Week Mon.thru Sat. 10 a.m.- 

8 p.m. Sun. 12 noon - 5 p.m.

GIFT SHOP ANNEX
For Custom Accessories 

With Afro-Cultural Designs

V


