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Preface: A Life-Long Quest

I grew up in a small and nominally Roman Catholic family in Montreal, Quebec, Canada in the

forties and fifties of the twentieth century. This alone does not make me unique. There were

close to a million of us that filled the many schools of the Montreal Catholic School Commission

at that time. The skyline was filled with steeples and each steeple or pair of steeples generally

had a church under it that was well filled on Sundays and, as a rule, could boast of an associated

elementary school. Though the Roman Catholic Church was not officially a state church, it might

has well have been. We attended Mass regularly, learned our catechism answers and, if we were

male, were expected at some time or other to do our duty serving mass. It was a world that had

been like that for most of the twentieth century and seemed strong and certain to continue for a

while yet.

But such was not prove to be the case. There was a restlessness in the air, an air of questioning

and of revolution. With the sixties came political and social unrest and we all were plunged into

a world of questioning and uncertainty. Everything seemed up for grabs including our traditional

Roman Catholic faith. Even the Pope seemed to be questioning it as he called the Second

Vatican Council. Change was definitely in the air. Many Quebecers seemed bent on making

Nationalism and the rights of the French language into a kind of secular religion and, when Rene

Levesque founded the Parti Quebecois, it immediately took on an almost Messianic glow.

To a certain extent, I was caught up in all this furor. The rebellious sixties were upon us. The

music was rebellious, the ideas were radical, and the politics were revolutionary. What is really

true, I wondered. What does it really mean to be a Christian, after all? With millions of others, I

asked myself these questions in a very intense and passionate way. For many of us, we

determined not to be like our parents and grandparents. We would forge something new,

something truer, and something better.

Here began my quest. It started in the sixties and did not begin to be resolved until 1970. It is not

that it was then over. However, by 1970, I had come to a point of personal commitment, a point

where I could begin to answer the question of what was true and what it really meant to be a

Christian. There was still much study and much turmoil ahead of me but the groundwork had

been laid. I entered Dallas Theological Seminary in 1971 and, by 1975 had graduated with a
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Master of Theology degree. I was and continue to be a theologian.

Since 1975, I have done a great deal of teaching and a fair bit of preaching and writing on

Biblical and theological topics. The following essays are a summary in personal terms of what I

have come to believe. This is no Summa Theologica but rather a collection of various musings on

the immense mysteries and wonders of the faith commonly referred to as Christian.

Lawrence Don-Elysyn, Th.M.

Cornwall, Ontario

Summer 2007
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Essay 1: A Life of Faith

When I was a young man, I was hounded by the question, “What does it really mean to be a

Christian?” Though raised in a Church-going family and educated in Church-related schools, I

kept on asking the question till my mid-twenties. Only then, did I realize that being a Christian

meant to trust in the Person and Work of Jesus Christ as my personal Lord and Saviour. It had

nothing to do with what Church one belonged to because salvation did not come through the

Church. Salvation was not joining a club and it had nothing to do with what you did or did not

do. It had everything to do with one’s personal relationship with God in Jesus Christ. If you

believed in God as a loving Father and realized and accepted that Jesus had died for you

personally on the cross, you were a Christian.

Only after a while did I realize that my background, though it had emphasized being saved by the

agency of the Church, had nonetheless prepared me well for my born-again experience. Because

I already had a good background in theology and religion, I knew about the nature of God. I

knew all the basic Biblical facts about Jesus. I had a sound Biblical view of the Trinity. I could

correctly relate nature to God. I knew about the substitutionary atonement. I also began to realize

why so many people get sidetracked after they have a “born-again” experience.

People who are sidetracked are often like the plant in the parable of the sower and the seed that

Jesus relates in Matthew, Chapter 13. The plant with little root grows quickly but, since it is not

well secured, it soon withers. Such people may have been taught wrong ideas concerning the

nature of God. They may think of Him a vague aura or a Santa Claus figure, for example. They

may have been exposed to the wrong ideas about Jesus. Perhaps they think of Him as some kind

of great magician or just a fine teacher that people made up stories about. They may fail to

understand what is really meant by God being transcendent. They may suffer from either a “New

Age” idea of an immanent God that is some sort of an ultimate force of nature or a Manichean

God that is a Light Force/Dark Force divinity or perhaps they have a totally materialistic view in

which spirit is reduced to a mathematical equation. Because of the popular culture nowadays, for

many, Jesus has more of Hollywood in Him than Bible.

Such people (and, these days, their number is legion) are not well “rooted.” One of the reasons I

took off for Seminary shortly after my born-again experience was because I knew that only the

correct and Biblical theological facts give a person a “good root.” Theology, after all, is just an
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old Greek term than means “knowledge about God.” Though you may have come to know Jesus

as your personal Saviour and Lord, if your core ideas of what God is or Jesus is or nature is or

humanity is are not in line with the Biblical ideas, you will indeed have sorrow.

Since I had personally pursued a number of these “dead ends” myself, I realized early in my

Christian life that the world was replete with “dead ends,” theologically speaking. I quickly

realized that, in theology as in representational art, no perspective can be obtained without a

perspective base and point.

Early on, I made the decision that, if one is a Christian, one must necessarily desire to follow the

teachings of Jesus and the Apostles. I didn’t want to be saved because I followed these teachings.

I wanted to follow them because I was already saved. However, as I studied the New Testament,

I noted something remarkable. Jesus and the Apostles were all Orthodox Jews. Ask any one of

them if they were founding a new religion or reviving an old one and, to a man, they would all

say “No.” For them, the Person and Work of Jesus simply completed the revelation we find in

the Old Testament. For them, the Old Testament was the Word of God and the New was merely

a completion and fulfillment of it.

Consequently, I had to consider how to interpret the Bible correctly. Fortunately, I had been a

literature major in College and this gave me a certain insight into how to properly interpret a

work of literature. Interpretation in accordance to genre and context were mental habits I had

long acquired before coming to the Bible. I also began to realize why, as a Christian, it is

important to be Biblically based. Some trust their reason and the current intellectual climate

more than the Bible and are deceived. Fads are fads, after all, even intellectual fads and human

reason is, after all, only human. Others rely on tradition but tradition is not a sure guide either.

Our forefathers were also human and often misunderstood things. Reason and tradition can help

a person understand but when I read the Bible, I am sitting at the feet of Jesus and the Apostles

as well as the Old Testament prophets. I am the pupil. They are the teachers. I must never be so

arrogant as to criticize them and say to myself that I don’t think they know what they are talking

about. Philosophers and scientists help me understand as do Church Fathers and traditional

theologians but in the end, I sit alone at the feet of Jesus, His Apostles, and His prophets. They

are my major and only truly authoritative source and anyone one who disdains them is not of the

same spirit as myself.

I am a “Man of the Book.”
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Being a man of the Book, I came to realize certain things about God early on in my study. I

realized that, biblically, His existence is asserted, not proved. Proof, after all, depends on human

reasoning, which is faulty. I also noted that He was transcendent and, this, for me, was an

extremely important insight. God is not nature. He is not to be thought of as nature personified or

a spirit of nature or the “brain” of nature’s “body.” He is wholly other. He is Holy. God is also

Creator. His basic nature is loving, and, though He is completely self-sustaining, He desires

others out of love and joy. I noted that the Bible also speaks of Him as being a Sustainer, a

Revealer, a Saviour, an Empower, and the only one truly worthy of Praise.

However, I also realized that it is important to correctly relate Creation and all of Nature to God.

I have never stopped reading scientific material for this reason. Since Creation and Creator are

necessarily of different natures, I noted that any work of Godly outreach had, nonetheless, to be

done in a Universe that is what it is.

I find that this is where a good deal of confusion exists in the intellectual world today. Whenever

I see science being touted as being against religion, I know that someone there is terribly

ignorant of both. In the Bible, as well as scientifically speaking, the Universe is something that is

first of all, finite. It has limits and is measurable. It is also fated to be everlasting but it is not

eternal. (It can be said to have begun. God never began.) It is a reality continually subject to

Time and Chance. It changes in accordance with discernible patterns. It requires sustenance

since, on its own, it is subject to entropy. Lastly, and, for many, most importantly, it is a work of

Art, something wondrously made, showing great ingenuity.

All this reflection on God and nature, of course, was in fact centered on the fact that, as a human

being, I am part of this Universe and a creation of the Creator. This where it “comes back home.”

I realized that, as a human being, I was indeed a creation. I did not make myself. Nothing about

my natural endowment was of my doing. I did not make myself tall or intelligent or musical. I

was born that way. I was also one that the Bible says was made in God’s “image and likeness”

and it took me a little study to discover what that meant. I discovered, while doing this study,

why the ancient Hebrews were forbidden to have idols. And idol was more than a statue after all.

It was an object in which the spirit of the god in question could dwell. This was the “image and

likeness.” For the true God, however, there was only one creature in which His Spirit could

dwell and that was the human being and I was a human being. When you really think about it,
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this is a truly awesome fact.

However, unless I became too proud at this stage in my meditations, the Bible brought me back

“down to earth” as it were by reminding me that, as a human, I was also “damaged goods.” I was

part of a “fallen” race, a group that had gone the wrong way, taken the wrong turn, and could no

more extricate itself from its own folly that a person can save himself from quicksand by

thrashing around, In fact, all the movement just makes it worse. I required “saving” and I could

not do it myself. I needed God’s Spirit to dwell in me because that is what I was really made for

and I needed to nurture nature and to praise its Creator because that was also what I was made

for.

After all my theological deliberations I found out that the first two questions in the old Baltimore

Catechism were all I really needed to know (I quote from memory):

Q. Who made you?

A. God made me.

Q. Why did God make you?

A. God made me to know, love, and serve Him in this world and be happy with Him in the next.

As I write this, I am also reminded of an old song that used to be sung on the Sesame Street

show. Sesame Street was very popular when my children were young and, when I had the

opportunity, I would watch it with them. One song (and I again quote from memory) had words

that went like this, “Where you put your eyes that about the size of it.” A Creationist and an

Atheistic Evolutionist can both look at the very same fossils and one will see order, design, and

great Divine Art. The other will see a set of fortuitous biological accidents. One will conclude,

“There is evidently a Mind behind all of this.” The other will conclude, “That’s just the way

nature happens to be set up.”

Scott Adams, creator of the Dilbert comic strip, said in an introduction to one of his Dilbert

books that once, when young, he had trained to be a hypnotist and that training had taught him

that no one is really logical and no one really argues from the facts. Everyone has their mind

made up ahead of time and fits the facts into their predetermined paradigm. Though this is a

really cynical view of things and, if it were really true, would mean that no one could really learn

anything new, it contains a grain of truth. Faith, after all is “being certain of what we do not see.”

(Hebrew 11:1) Not only has no one seen God, but neither has anyone seen a sub-atomic string

nor has ever seen one species evolving into another. In a way, we all live lives of “faith,” even
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the atheist. Daily, Moslems sacrifice themselves for a God they never hope to see and

Communists die for a classless society that probably will never exist. Yet, strangely enough,

what they do not and probably will never see is what gives meaning to their lives here and now

for no one can live without faith and the quality of our lives depends on the quality of our faith.

And that is why I became a theologian. And that is what I hope you will experience here as you

walk with me in my consideration of Christian belief. What and Whom you believe in

determines who you are here and now and what you feel about life here and now. Faith in the

Truth will make you all that you can be and give you a sense of fulfillment that nothing else can.
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2: My Philosophical “Dead Ends”

I have studied Plato and Aristotle as well as a number of modern philosophers. I have even been

called a “Classicist” and I think the person that called me that meant it as a compliment. The

term “philosophy” basically means “love of wisdom.” It is a Greek term and to the Greeks do we

owe the study of philosophy. They initiated what is sometimes termed the “Classical” mindset.

However, since the Renaissance, Philosophy has often and in many ways departed from this

mindset.

Though people often use the term “classical” as a compliment, the classical mindset is, in fact,

rather impersonal. It has a tendency to study life as a “dead” mechanism. It is excellent at

dissecting the parts of a phenomenon and their immediate relationships but cannot see the “big

picture” very well. If anything, Christian thinkers, notably Augustine (as well as others) regarded

Greek philosophies, such as Neo-Platonism, as brilliant but defective. There was no

“incarnational” element. God was something like the solution of a problem in logic or

mathematics. An “uncaused cause” after all, is not only a distant someone. It is more like a

distant something. When reading certain contemporary scientists, I get the same impression. The

thoughts are brilliant but cold. Strings, black holes, and big bangs do not save or give meaning to

life. Some make a life out of figuring them out but, in the end, it is a life that never really

addresses what it means to be human and to live as a human should.

Religiously, Classicism was rather barren. It never succeeded in supplanting popular

superstitions connected with pantheistic worship. It had several tendencies. The early

philosophers, the ones before Socrates, had strong materialistic tendencies and argued a lot about

the nature and origin of the universe. Plato, inspired by Socrates, represented a more mystical

tendency where ideas were the only true realities. Aristotle, a student of Plato saw that both form

and matter constituted reality. The more mystical ancients tended to become Stoics, who

resigned themselves to the “Universal Order” or became “Epicureans” who sought to enjoy life

as best they could since all was material and temporary.

Nowhere, in any of this thinking is there even a hint of a transcendent personal God and morality

becomes either resignation to duty (Stoicism) or seeking pleasure (Epicureanism). There is in

none of it a faith that produces miracles or a love that transforms lives. As we divorce ourselves

from our Biblical roots, we “naturally” slip back into either Stoicism or Epicureanism. If you do
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not live to love others and to praise God, you live simply to do your duty and “get your kicks.”

I noted that some Modern philosophies are merely restatements of ancient Stoicism or

Epicureanism. However, there have been some distinctive “twists” since the seventeenth century.

Some philosophers have gone haywire over logic while others concentrated on and practically

worshipped feeling and will. Notable amongst others are the following:

For a while, as a young man, I contemplated the Desists. One of my good friends, in fact, really

liked them and called himself a Deist for over twenty years until he went on to something else.

Deism is the philosophy – and religion - of the “clockwork” universe. I recently heard an

evolutionist accuse Christians of believing in a clockwork universe but that is not so. Deists

believe in a clockwork universe, not Christians. (Moslems, in fact, tend to be more Deistic than

Christians.) For the Deist, God “wound up” the universe at Creation and has left alone ever

since. He says there is a God but that God doesn’t really matter. I quickly realized that no

profound theology can or need be constructed by someone who believes this. Deists can make

good scientists but, if consistent with their core belief, they do not pray and they do not believe

in miracles. Deistic theology tends to “explain away” the miracles of Jesus and glorify an attitude

of self-sufficiency. Humankind need not look up. It needs only to look around, figure things out,

and take charge.

I read bits and pieces of Rousseau, Voltaire, Locke, and Thomas Jefferson but they failed to

inspire me. As a philosophy, Deism has encouraged many political and economic improvements

but it could not really answer the basic questions of Who we Are, Who God is, and what Nature

is really all about. As far as I could discern, it is a “reductionistic” philosophy, one that reduces

the mystery of faith to trivial and superficial insights. To this day, you can detect a leftover of

Deistic thought whenever a self-styled intellectual begins his/her discourse with the phrase, “Oh,

that is nothing but…” I quickly tired of this bunch.

More interesting was the time I spent amongst the evolutionists. This temporary conversion to

evolutionism was especially helped by being the good friend of a fellow who was very much into

Teilhard deChardin, the Jesuit paleontologist and self-styled “Christian evolutionist.” After

studying Teilhard a while, however, I gathered that his credentials both as an evolutionist as well

as a Christian could be placed very much in doubt. As a Christian, he failed to understand the

implications of God’s transcendence or otherness as well as the substitutionary atonement (key

doctrines) and, as an evolutionist, he consistently turned a blind eye to the fact that evolutionism
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was fundamentally materialistic as well as chance-oriented. In fact, contemporary Evolutionism

hangs on two basic tenets: all that is comes from chance and all is eventually progressing

upwards (whatever “upwards” means). Like the ancient pre-Socratic philosophers, the modern

evolutionist sees things as just accidentally coming together. However, the modern evolutionist

also steals a page from Christian thought and posits a “pleroma” or fullness of time, a future

Golden Age that we are all inevitably “progressing” towards. In some ways, the Evolutionist sees

God as something in the future rather than the past, something that is “accidentally” happening

through Time and by Chance.

This point of view is still quite dominant in our culture but has suffered some major setbacks,

especially in the fact that the twentieth century, “progress” has given us global pollution, the

atomic bomb, and Communist Death Camps as well as antibiotics, rocket ships, and computers.

We seem to be taking two steps back for every step forward. Are we really progressing or is our

civilization simply the scab on a mortal wound that humanity has dealt to our planet? At this

point, our “progress” is not as evident as it was to Darwin and even to Bertrand Russell, a man to

whom the atom bomb was a great source of grief in his old age.

I began to see that, though things do change, there is a Mind in this world. I also realized that no

scientist can posit a morality based strictly on science. Science, like animistic magic, exists

largely to whet our curiosity, fatten our pocketbooks, and grant us our fondest and most carnal

wishes. The scientist differs only from the shaman in that he can more assuredly produce the

desired results. Morally, he is still deeply rooted in the jungle. A purely scientific age would be a

technological dark age. For myself, when it came to finding the meaning of life, evolution and

science were very interesting but fundamentally fruitless.

In bed, so to speak, with the evolutionist was the communist. Since my father was Ukrainian and

people from Eastern Europe had a very personal love or hatred of communism, contemplating

this philosophy was a very private and personal matter. As a youth, in fact, I was very much

drawn to communism and socialist philosophy. In this, I was not untypical of my generation.

Many Quebecers in my day tended left-wards in their political thinking and I was one. I never

joined the Communist Party (or even the New Democrats for that matter) but I was a supporter

of Trudeau, probably Canada’s most leftwing Prime Minister. In my household, in fact, Franklin

Delano Roosevelt and Harry Truman were spoken of in heroic terms and Eleanor Roosevelt was

practically canonized. My father, being a skilled workman, was a big union man.
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The advantage of Communism over evolutionism is that it posits a reason for living here and

now – to make the world a better place for all and sundry. Karl Marx, based himself both on

Hegel as well as Darwin. Like Hegel he believed that new realities came out of the clash between

two opposing old realities. There was a constant thesis verses antithesis resulting in a new

synthesis. He combined this with the idea of the “survival of the fittest” and came up with a

revolutionary political philosophy, a true “secular religion.” In the modern world, the old thesis

of feudalistic Christendom had produced the antithesis of capitalistic materialism resulting in a

new synthesis, the “fittest” of them all, in which all goods would be distributed equally and the

“playing field of life” as it were “would be made level” for all.

Since Marx’s time, hundreds of millions have been inspired by this Communist vision but,

contrary to evolutionism whose rightness or wrongness is still a matter of discussion, this

philosophy has been definitely tried and found wanting. I have lived to see its failure declared

long and loud throughout the world. In Russia and China and other Communist countries, all that

developed was a very class-dominated society with the communist Part being the top class and

everyone else being the bottom class. Millions have testified to the dryness and despair that

comes of living in such a society. It has proven unable to crate wealth and unable to distribute it

equitably. Founded to promise a better life for all, it has produced misery for billions. It is said

that anyone who is not a Socialist in his youth has no heart but someone who is still a Socialist in

his old age has no head. Based on that, I suppose that I have indeed both a heart and a head.

Another philosophy that interested me in my youth was Existentialism. In fact, when I graduated,

one of my College Mentors (interestingly enough, an ordained Catholic priest) gave me a copy of

a book that was a collection of extracts from the letters and diaries of Soren Kierkegaard.

Kierkegaard, it is generally acknowledged, was the first Existentialist. He was, in fact, a

Lutheran theologian and philosopher. Tired of the dry-as-dust approach of the Hegelians and

other evolutionists, he sought a philosophy that answered the question, “What’s in it for me?”

For the existentialist, all meaning is a matter of personal decision and commitment. However,

though existentialism started out in the Lutheran camp, it soon departed from it and became

associated with atheistic humanism. God, for the contemporary existentialist, is an aside. For the

existentialist, what he or she decides here and now is what matters. The well-known French

existentialist, Sartre, considered that man is his own origin and is so unrestricted in his

sovereignty that it can be said that he elects himself sovereign.
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I am way, this was an improvement on evolutionism and communism but it also proved to be

unsatisfying. I found that, somehow, most existentialists seem to fail to realize that Sartre’s

declaration is the very creed of “hubris” (arrogance), which the Greeks correctly saw as the cause

of all ruin and disorder. If, in some philosophies and creeds, God disappears into “Reality” or

“Nature”; in contemporary existentialism, He is swallowed up by humanity’s own ego.

In the end, I was left facing the mirror and saying to myself, “I can be whatever I want to be but

why bother?” When you can be anything you want to be, you end up by being nothing at all.

For myself, philosophy proved to be an unsatisfying study. After years of everyone from

Emerson to Huxley to Darwin to Marx to Teilhard to Kierkegaard to Sartre, I was no further

ahead.
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3: My Study of Religion

Since philosophy often strays from the “straight and narrow” as it were and, in our day and age,

has definitely not been the “pursuit of wisdom,” I turned to a study of religion to find out the

meaning of life. Maybe, I thought, there is something in the variety of religious experience that

can enlighten me.

To begin with, let us get one think straight: contrary to a popular truism, there are not a

practically infinite variety of World Religions. In fact, there are only two basic strains. First of

all, the religion that is very ancient and found in all so-called primitive societies is Animism.

Paganism develops out of Animism, Hinduism out of Paganism, and Buddhism out of Hinduism.

Secondly, there are the religions that go back to Abraham, the religions based on faith in one

transcendent and moral God. Judaism, Christianity, and Islam are all expressions of this strain.

Interestingly enough, contrasting to the “straight-line” development of the Animistic strain, in

the Abrahamic strain, both Christianity and Islam come out of Judaism but at different times and

under different circumstances.

As a modern intellectual of sorts I, of course, never took animism seriously. I knew that it was

“primitive” but, being primitive, it also, in a way, was more “natural.” In other words, as human

beings, we all seem to have animistic tendencies. The tendency to sense that even inanimate

objects somehow have personalities is not absent from modern man. When a gambler talks to his

dice or a puppeteer or a cartoonist makes a door talk, they are expressing a very ancient and

“natural” tendency. For the animist, what is Divine and what is Natural are all really one and the

same reality.

In Animism, I noted, the idea of a great God is really weak. There are “gods” rather that a “god”

and they inhabit everything. All Nature is full of “gods” and both in order to avoid trouble and

get what we want, we must learn to manipulate these “gods”. This is done in various ways.

Human history and prehistory testify to man’s ingenuity to devise various ways to placate the

“gods.” There’s a long history of human and animal sacrifice. There’s also a long history of

diverse rituals that range from dances to chants to processions to acts of prostitution to the

staging of theatrical and athletic events. There is also the wearing of various amulets and charms.

If much of this sounds like common superstition, it is because that is what superstition is…a

hangover from Animism. This, evidently, is a religion based on ignorance and propelled by fear.
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It is the natural “lot” of a fallen humanity. To the Animist, the Christian God seems only like

another spirit force to manipulate or avoid. This is where, in one way or another, we have all

been and from whence many of us wish to escape.

There is a contemporary pagan movement but, quite frankly, I never took it seriously. As with

animism, I found it a curious piece of regression. Paganism, after all, has many elements that

come directly from Animism but, admittedly, it respects more the flow of Nature. Though he or

she is still tied up with a load of neurotic practices, the enlightened Pagan has less fear and more

of a sense of living in harmony with the natural. However, the Pagan is not without fear since

Nature can be cruel and thoughtless. Those who preach living in harmony with nature down deep

know that it is like a mouse sleeping with an elephant. The elephant of nature does not really

care for the mouse that is mankind. It may be a harmony for now but, to continue the musical

analogy, it might soon resolve into another key where our note is no longer needed or wanted.

What did attract me more was Hinduism. As a youth, I read the Bhagavad-Gita and I rather liked

it. After all, because of the Beatles and the Hari Krishna Movement, a certain neo-Hinduism was

in the cultural air in the 1960’s. We all listened to Ravi Shankar and even learned Hari Krishna

chants. Some got into yoga religiously and practiced transcendental meditation. It was “in.”

Hinduism, I found out through my reading, is a highly sophisticated version of fundamental

Paganism. Some Hinduism is pure paganism, in fact, while the more philosophical versions are

reminiscent of Stoicism or the philosophy of Spinoza. For many Brahmins, the high-caste

Hindus, all of reality is God. God is All and All is God. For them also, life as we naturally

perceive it is, in fact, a great illusion. They admit to many ways at looking at things and consider

Christianity just one of many ways of looking at an infinite reality. For them, we are all

approaching the summit of truth from different angles.

However, the very openness of Hinduism is what led to my eventual rejection of it. If All is God

and God is all (an ultimately immanent God), then nothing really has any meaning and one thing

is just as good as another. As with existentialism, I found myself with an infinity of possibilities

which resolves in practical terms to having no possibilities at all. For the desperately earnest

seeker that I was, Hinduism was no help whatsoever.

Closely aligned to Hinduism is Buddhism and one of my closest friends has gotten deeply

involved with the Zen strain of this belief. It is possibly the most sophisticated development of

Hinduistic thought. However, quite frankly, it never really attracted me. I noted that there are
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several schools of Buddhism and that all emphasize the acquiring of personal serenity and deny

the existence of an eternal personal soul. In Buddhism, there is in fact, a desire to perish and not

to have everlasting life. Consequently, its ideas, more so than the broadminded thoughts of

Hinduism, have frequently entered directly in conflict with Christian ideas. However, the

greatest condemnation I ever heard of Buddhist thought came from a professed atheist, a

follower of Bertrand Russell, socialistic and evolutionistic to the core. He was a teacher in a

school I was associated with and one day, in the workroom, we began to talk about philosophies.

Someone mentioned Buddhism. He looked up and said, “Now, there’s a road I’ll never walk

down. As far as I’m concerned, Buddhism is death.” More than twenty years later, I recall his

words because, though I was then as now a born-again Christian who usually disagreed with this

man, I felt completely in harmony with him on this particular point.

For me, Buddhism is for those that have given up on life and I regret that one of my closest

friends is involved with it.

However, I was not only a student of the “Hinduistic” strain of religion. I also studied varieties

of “Abrahamic” religions and was especially fascinated by Judaism. After all, Jesus Himself was

Jewish and much of the Christian faith was based on Judaism. Furthermore, after the Second

World War, with the founding of Israel and the public disclosure of the horrors of the Holocaust,

we all felt as if we were somehow Jewish. We listened to “Eternal Light” on the radio, ate

matzos and bagels, learned Yiddish expressions, and delighted in Klesmer music.

I learned that Jewish culture is very ancient, very deep, and very rich. I also came to know my

Old Testament. Eventually, I even learned Hebrew (which, to my shame, I have largely

forgotten). A study of Judaism was helpful to me in noting both the transcendent as well as the

moral and loving nature of God. However, Judaism continues to have a tribal feel about it and

one senses that if one is not born a Jew, one will never really fit. Judaism was an interesting

place to stop for a while but, for the final solution, I had to move elsewhere. Wherever that was,

however, I knew that it had to be close to Judaism.

I must say that, of all the Abrahamic faiths, Islam is the one I’ve considered least of all. In fact, it

is only recently that I’ve studied it in any detail and it has only been quite recently that I finished

reading the Koran. I know hundreds of millions consider this to be the word of God but, quite

frankly (and I have no intention of offending anyone – this is a highly personal opinion), it did

not inspire me. Though it had moments of wisdom and insight, all in all I found it needlessly
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repetitive, generally muddled, and frequently expressing sentiments I found to be nasty or

puerile. It just didn’t “reach” me. I noted, however, in my studies (cursory as they were) that

Islam was highly influenced by Pharisaical (legalistic) Judaism as well as certain Christian cults.

From what I gathered, Islam claims to be the pure doctrine of Abraham as revealed to

Mohammed. Islam, Moslems believe, is free from the corruptions of a self-centered Judaism and

the paganistic encrustations of Christianity. For the Moslem, it is what Christianity should be and

what Jesus really preached.

However, the lack of certain key Christian truths such as the Fatherhood of God, the filling of the

Holy Spirit, and salvation by grace though faith alone greatly disturbs me. How can something

be a “true version” of what Jesus and His Apostles preached when most of the distinctive truths

are missing? It is, in fact, a highly legalistic, rules-based, and tradition-based religion.

Consequently, concerning my quest about the meaning of life, I have found no consolation

outside the Christian fold. Quite frankly, even before He was my Saviour, Jesus was always my

hero and I could never tolerate anyone considering Him to be a only a preacher or a teacher.

Early on, I came to the same conclusion as C.S. Lewis: either you call Him a madman or you

kneel before Him as Saviour and Lord. There really is no in-between. Those who accuse Him of

being a charlatan and a fraud are closer to the Kingdom than those who say He was a nice person

who taught people good things. From what records we have, a “nice” person was not what He

was. His very persona forced everyone He met to love Him or hate Him. There is no fence you

can sit on when it comes to Jesus.


