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Notes: Taylor: Part V: Conditions of Belief 
 

Chapter 15: The Immanent Frame [539-593] 
A.  Orientation 

The purpose of this chapter is to focus the setting in which T will explore possibilities of believing in 
transcendent reality concerning human good. 

He initially will rehearse his take on the story of how the Modern West transited from a time in which such 
believing was well-nigh taken-for-granted by everyone to the last century into the present day in which 
believing is one option among many—in which it is the case that this age is a secular age. 

For T, though, the key elements in his story is not that of the so-called subtraction theory of secularization—
in which it is claimed that the rise of modern science simply reduces or eliminates the credibility of any 
reference to transcendence. 

His own story is more nearly about complex social developments in human self-understanding—especially in 
the 18th and 19th centuries—that give rise to a shared sense of the environment in which human life 
transpires. 

At the heart of T’s present task is the conflict in how to understand, live in, feel the immanent frame of 
social and individual life that has developed. 

The Immanent Frame emerges with the following virtual givens: 
The rise of the buffered self that develops a sense of inward self-relation, of an intimate space, that have 

developed from a sense of social order of mutual benefit grounded in immanent moral laws—hence 
the rise of being an individual not reducible to anything else. 

Such individuals need discipline and social order and their sense of time is future oriented in terms of 
tasks, goals, the use of time—this puts an emphasis on constructive action that becomes an 
instrumental stance towards the world—instrumental rationality. 

In this immanent frame, the world is itself a complex arrangement of unchanging laws, both physical and 
social, requiring an objectification of the world. 

This immanent frame does not seem to require any particular reference to transcendent realities or 
powers. 

B.  This issue thus gets posed: given the socially developed and constructed immanent frame, is it intelligible or 
even intelligent to believe in transcendent reality or realities?  

And this poses the question of two apparent contemporary responses: 1) closed to transcendence or 2) 
open to transcendence. 

To probe this issue, T reminds us of the socially constructed character of our self-understanding and his 
contention that at the heart of such self-understanding for centuries is the question of human good—what 
constitutes human good?  how is it achieved?  

He contends that this complex of issues is at work in both the closed and the open proposals concerning 
transcendent reality. In other words, it is not just about the dominance of modern science, but about the 
sort of human good envisaged by those who think such science and its epistemology deny any appeal to 
transcendence, as though such an appeal is morally distasteful. While those who enjoin openness to 
transcendence do so in the name of human good too.  

C. With regard to T’s interpretation of the signals of transcendence relative to human good—as though simple 
containment of such signals in immanence is insufficient—see for yourself how he intends to capture the 
sense of more and loss and the powerful attraction extraordinary patterns of life, such as St. Francis, that seem 
inexplicable to the closed mind, as though such folk as St. Francis are simply irrational fools. 

D.  With regard to the advocates of the rationality of the closed world, see how T challenges them to explain how 
it comes about that they have a sense of moral repugnance at believers? Did modern science itself require this 
response or is it a response that has historical/social roots of moral evaluation that are themselves not subject 
to some sort of absolute moral argument.  
That is, whence cometh the passion of the closed world advocates and their condemnation of believers? 
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E.  I think T is arguing that the immanent frame is an inescapable historical given, but that how folk negotiate 
their lives in the midst of such has subtlety, flexibility, fragility, and intelligence that should be appreciated, 
and that the open folk are all too aware that their sense of a transcendent human good is odd but not irrational. 

F. Deploying a figurative expression from Wittgenstein—which W used to diagnose how humans, philosophers, 
often fall into the grip of picture of what must be so, and who therefore need some intellectual therapy in 
order to be disabused of that picture—so T argues that sometimes both sides—closed and open—are often 
under the grip of just such a primordial, unthought, and unbreachable picture. 
In particular reference to this gripping picture, T suggests that in the interest of defending or promoting their 

picture persons engage in spin. Spin occurs when persons avoid even entertaining the possibility or 
feeling the possibility of that space T calls Jamesian [William James] in which one can feel the pull of 
both stances yet realizing there is no argument that will rationally compel taking one stance of the other. 

T thinks the modern academy is adamantly committed to spinning the closed picture. 548-50 
“Both closed and open stances involve a step beyond available reasons in the realm of anticipatory 

confidence.” 551 
Yet, living in a world in which closed and open have their own variations and nuances, most folk are aware of 

alternatives to their stance, and this sense of alternatives fragilizes each context, thereby making the sense 
of the thinkable/unthinkable uncertain and wavering. 

G.  T gives the label CWS—closed world structures—to secularist positions that claim the authority of 
rationality and intelligence on the assumption that it is modern science that has taught us what is believable 
and unbelievable and religion is that sort of belief that has no epistemological support. 
In ways repetitious, T searches back and forth over the narratives that have developed in modernity that seem 

to have provided the moral/intellectual space occupied by the autonomous self, seeking authenticity, 
skeptical of nonscientific thinking, yet forgetful of its own social construction of how people come to 
know the world. 

 
[You should be able to follow his various moves. But if you become frustrated with his repetitious but slightly 

differently nuanced discussions, remember that he is intending to dismantle a way of understanding the 
immanent frame and its variously attendant narratives with his own narrative. Sometimes a narrative can 
only be told in repetition and dismantled repetitiously.  

It may become apparent that those of us who live in churches in the south/southwest are daily confronted with a 
counter-narrative to the effect that you cannot trust intellectuals and you need to retreat to the hard infallibility 
of the Bible and its truths and to the ancient human truths of individual hard work amidst private enterprise 
capitalism. It is a powerful social imaginary—a commanding picture—that has a hold on the lives of many. 
And yet we can also see how tempting it is to dismiss this imaginary on the basis of our presumably more 
rational constructions, in which we buy into the closed universe of the academy and suddenly find our 
religion no more than a few ethical imperatives already endorsed by the intelligentsia and embraced in social 
policy. ] 

 
 

Chapter 16: Cross Pressures [594-617] 
A. The ‘cross pressures’ T has in mind are those that are present in the midst of the contemporary western world 

in which the shared experience of the immanent frame comes under competing pressures of interpretation, 
experience, and explanation of 1) the draw of the narratives of closed immanence and 2) the sense of their 
inadequacy as reflected in numerous middle positions between exclusive closed humanism and various 
intimations of transcendence in fragile religious practices and other experiences. 
Hence, for T, the debate in our contemporary world is between two extremes—1) orthodox religion and 2) 

materialistic atheism—and the variety of middle positions between them.  
B. The narratives of closed immanence are of two basic sorts of exclusive/atheistic humanism: 1) as metaphysical 

materialism and 2) as Dionysian self-assertion [Nietzsche].  
C. It is decisive for T that the cross pressures are embedded in and created by differing moral commitments and 

arguments. 
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Ricocheting through the cross pressures is the Modern Moral Order as the disciplined search for life aimed at 
mutual benefits and the search for authenticity. 

D. Yet for T the cross pressured discussion cannot avoid the issues of fullness: for any livable understanding of 
human life, there must be some way in which this life looks good, whole, proper, really being lived as it 
should. 600 

E. Hence, for T the debate between belief and unbelief is at heart a debate about what such fullness consists 
in. 
Modern Moral Order in its Liberal Democratic form would emphasis ordinary social benefits of mutual rights, 

protection from violence, health, etc, while the Nietzschean would emphasize the heroic and self-assertive 
transcendence beyond social benefits and mutual obligations, now regarded as stifling of personal 
authenticity—echoes of free market capitalism, libertarianism. 

Others might see their moral situation as caught up in political/national identity with religious overtones. 
F. Yet discussions of fullness pivot around how persons understand their ethical predicament—their desire for or 

need to be on the right side of such ethical correctness. 
Issues of ethical predicament arise in relation to issues of what counts as fullness and what is the route 

to achieving such fullness and what are the impediments to such achievement. 
As T puts it on pp. 604-05, “the crucial debate in modern culture turns” on the diagnostic issues and analyses 

of the ethical predicament and the pursuit of fullness.  
Hence the following are the crucial diagnostic questions to ask concerning the various proposals of what 

fullness is and the human ethical predicament relative to that fullness: 
1. Some idea of what the motivations are that can carry us toward fullness—how a particular notion 

of fullness is desirable or attractive to persons. Why that sort of fullness? 
2. What are the motivations which bar our way—or, are impediments—to fullness or what are the 

perceived conditions which preclude or skew the pursuit of fullness? 
3. Some notion of how fullness might be achieved—is it simply an unachievable ideal or is it a 

transformation that can be actually realized? 
4. To what extent can the negative motivations or impediments be vanquished? E.g, some Marxists 

think the attachment to private property and selfish interests can be overcome, while most liberals 
thinks such attachments cannot be extinguished.  

5. If the negative motivations cannot be overcome, what are the costs of denying or over-riding them? 
[It will become apparent that T is greatly concerned about the way in which bodily desires are 
negated in past disciplinary approaches to fullness in Xnty and other traditions. 

G. The peril in these discussions, which T will cross examine exhaustively in coming chapters, is that fullness 
issues often get formulated around a pejorative distinction between those who embody or posses the requisite 
fullness and those who do not; the possessors of fullness thereby become superior to the non-possessors.  
This distinction will itself ricochet across both religious and atheistic positions and will, as we will see later, 

stalk the uses of violence in the name of morality/religion/politics. 
H. Before leaving this chapter, T identifies a set of issues that will arise continually in his further discussions of 

dilemmas. 
Briefly put, these are the issues that arise in the turn from the pre-Axial social world in which bodily desires—

including the wild turbulence of sex and violence —were the decisive raw material of social life to the 
post-Axial social world in which the taming and controlling of such desires became the disciplinary aim 
of social organization. 
[T had previously mentioned this distinction between pre and post Axial social construal first introduced 

into intellectual discussion by Karl Jaspers, p. 151] 
It will worry T from here on that the post-Axial social construals intending the suppression of such atavistic 

bodily desires—the disciplining of such desires and their inherent conflicts—in the Latin West eventuates 
in what he calls excarnation—the transfer of religious life out of the bodily forms of ritual, worship, and 
practice to what resides in the head—the primacy on beliefs/doctrines and moral imperatives/rules/codes. 
613 



 4 

For T the search for fullness must also include the search for wholeness that includes honoring the bodily 
desires, especially those desires that re-emerged in the contemporary search for authenticity and sexual 
desires—but lurking in the background are those desires that express themselves in violence. 

H. Remember, for T these issues are the cross pressures that stalk human beings, both in their individual living 
and in their encounters with other persons also struggling to come to grips with the immanent frame which 
appears as a given in their lives. Notice, such moral issues are unavoidably also intellectual issues—or issues 
of how persons construe their lives.  
As we move into the next two chapters on Dilemmas, T intends for us to grapple with how the conditions of 

secularity affect the ways in which persons construe their ethical predicaments—the conditions of their 
living choices and construals. 

Proposal: might each of us come to our discussion ready to discuss how we—as Xns or otherwise—deal 
with these cross pressure in our actual living! 

 
Chapter 17: Dilemmas 1 and Chapter 18: Dilemmas 2 
A. An Overview 

T’s is struggling mightily in these chapters to diagnose and engage the contemporary issues around 
belief and unbelief [shorthand expressions for the various forms of exclusive humanisms and the 
various forms of roughly orthodox Xn beliefs and practices] 

His discussion is not quite logical in its developments, as he often plunges in here and there and then 
loops back again later to pursue the issues further or to restate the issues.  

***It should be helpful to read what he says at the beginning of Ch. 18, p. 676, about his order in Ch. 
17. 

In particular, he refers to rival attempts to construe and come to terms with two common dilemmas:  
1. between aspirations to transcendence and the cherishing of ordinary human desires. 
2. between the demand to understand and respect the meta-biological roots of human violence 

and the imperative moral demand to control or extinguish it. 
B. T’s discussion in these Dilemma chapters sometimes appeared disorderly and convoluted, difficult to 

follow. I found it helpful to retrack T’s own outline and to provide some topical titles for those parts 
not otherwise titled. I hope you will find the following outline useful. 

 Outline of Dilemma Chapters 
Ch. 17: Dilemmas 1 
i. Humanism and “Transcendence”        618-38 

1. Therapeutic Humanism       618-23 
2. Xnty Critiqued as Anti-Human       623-36 

(A) Martha Nussbaum’s critique      625-34 
(B) The Tragic hardness of human life (Foucault and others)   634-36 

3. Modern Conflict on Religion and the Breach with Established  Religion 636-39 
ii. Against Mutilation        639-56 

4. The Notion of “Maximal Demand” for Human Fullness   639-42 
5. Xn Faith and the Maximal Demand: Some Misprisions in Xn Construals 642-56 

iii. Roots of Violence        656-75 
6. Parallel Dilemmas in Unbelief and Belief on Violence    656-60 
7. Meta-Biological Accounts of Human Proneness to Violence   660-68  
8. Proneness to Violence and Xn Belief in Humans as in the Image of God 668-75 

Ch. 18: Dilemmas 2 
iv. Beyond Misanthropy and Violence?      676-710 

9. Issues concerning the “Meaning of Life”     676-85 
10. Violence and Religion       685-89 
11. Modern Moral Order and Issues of Violence, Punishment, and Scapegoating 690-703 
12. Problems of Codes/Laws/Rules in the Modern Moral Order   703-07 
13. Xn Counters to Violence       707-10 
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Ch. 19: Unquiet Frontiers of Modernity      711-727 
14. The Resonance of Issues concerning the Meaning of Life   711-20 
15. The Meaning of Dying and Death      720-26 
16. The Disquieting Schizophrenia of the Secular Age    720-27 

[I hope this outline provides some sense for the order of topics T examines. There are some 
wonderful diagnostic points throughout these two chapters. Please read them as you can. I do not 
have the time to unpack all of these discussions and I hope you will bring your own questions and 
analyses to our discussion. But I will provide a few diagnostic points below.]  

C. Humanism and Transcendence deals with critiques of Xn faith as stifling the aspiration to 
wholeness, the rescue of bodily desires and ordinary life. 
Therapeutic humanism intends the reduction of former ways of construing human sin and 

moral/spiritual failure as various forms of sickness to be treated in therapy. 
Referred to by Rieff as the “Triumph of the Therapeutic”, T thinks the therapeutic framework 

tends to flatten and obscure pathologies that are moral/spiritual in character and therefore 
flattens the human construal of fullness. 

Read further on your own. We should all have opinions about these issues. 
Nussbaum and the Tragic charge that Xnty denies or hampers real human fulfillment. 

Nussbaum: Xnty sets impossible goals for human flourishing and thereby frustrates ordinary life 
and desires. 

The Tragic critic claims that Xnty refuses to face the hard facts that life itself is imperfect, full of 
aggression and irremediable conflict.   

T inserts another dimension into the conflict in which those who acknowledge the importance of 
transcendence are divided as to whether 1) the restoration of the primacy of the practical ordinary 
life is a gain and 2) that this gain could have arisen historically without some breach with 
established religion, as that breach is represented in the Enlightenment self-narrative. 
Note: T himself agrees that some such breach with established Xnty was necessary in order to 

recover the practical ordinary life, even if the Enlightenment way of breaching established 
Xnty created its own unhappy emphases on rationality and moral codes. 637 

D. The Concept of “Maximal Demand” 
T has claimed that within the anti-religious camps, there are significant differences between 1) 

humanism and 2) the anti-humanism of the Nietzscheans who tend to valorize death and assertive 
violence. 

This deep conflict within the anti-religion protagonists requires a reformulation of what sort of 
fullness is at stake. 

T formulates the “Maximal Demand”: how to define our highest spiritual or moral aspirations for 
human beings, while showing how the path to such transformative fullness will not involve 
crushing, mutilating, or denying what is essential to our humanity. 640 

Such a demand is formulated in response to an important thread of complaint in modern culture that 
much wrong is done in the course of pursuing our highest ideals—or pursuing ideals of 
transcendence that undermine ordinary life, bodily feelings and desires. 

Might the Xn belief in Incarnation and the resurrection of the body be crucial to affirming the 
maximal demand! 

E. Christianity and the Maximal Demand of Non-Mutilating Flourishing 
It would appear that Xnty should meet the maximal demand:  

1) it looks to a transformation of human life that will not be completed within history;  
2) it offers no global solutions to political/moral problems;  
3) it cannot, however, rationally demonstrate its own superiority—it must be taken on faith;  
4) it refuses to lay out a clear code or life-form that will guarantee its ultimate spiritual success;  
5) it can, however, point to exemplary lives and communities. 643 

But the church—Xn traditions—have themselves often fallen into misprisions that subvert the 
maximal demand, such as: 
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1. Incorporating the Platonic repudiation of bodily desires as inferior and requiring 
suppression/transformation, while undermining the spirit/flesh axis of agape that decenters 
the boasting/dominating self and achieves a wholeness of life. 

2. The distortion of the category of sacrifice, assuming that human desire must itself be sacrificed 
and suppressed in order to obey God and imitate Jesus’ sacrifice on the cross., while 
contrasting sexual fulfillment with the piety of sacrificing all things to God. T will come back 
to this point again and again, especially in critique of the RC limitation of sexual fulfillment 
to the marital/conjugal act of intending the creation of life. 

3. The sense that bodily desires—sexual, but not only sexual—must be trained, transformed in 
order to form the right desires, while T claims this misprision inappropriately stultifies the 
experience of growth in desires. [not sure exactly what T is saying here. Any suggestions?] 

Hence, in contrast to the critics that contend that Xnty hinders or suppresses human flourishing, T 
says “the central constituent of the Xn revelation is that God not only wills our good, a good 
that includes human flourishing, but was willing to go to extraordinary lengths to ensure 
this, in the becoming human and suffering of his son.  
If the good that God wills for us doesn’t just include, but consists entirely in human 

flourishing, what sense does it make to sacrifice some part of this in order to serve God? 
This link between sacrifice and religion is broken. 

And the other stream of traditional Xn piety, which reads the violence and destruction in 
the world as part of the ultimate, fulfilled plan, and internalizes it as the power of rage, 
now becomes close to incomprehensible.” 649 

The wrath of God disappears and the juridical-penal understanding of atonement is undermined.  
Yet, Xn faith cannot simply repudiate all suffering, as though all suffering or any kind of suffering is 

excluded from flourishing; with the crucifixion there must be some positive meaning to suffering. 
T affirms that here we need to transcend seeing human transformation simply in terms of human 

flourishing in time: God has purposes for humans beyond the best that human flourishing can 
manage in our present condition in time—recover the insight that we are also fallen and can 
be raised beyond time. 

While intending the subversion of what he calls the “Augustinian juridical-penal framework”, T 
acknowledges two central mysteries of Xn faith: 1) original sin and grip of evil and 2) atonement. 
Herein T encourages a certain Xn humility in explicating sin and atonement. 

But T is wary of the ways in which the juridical-penal framework of itself places violence—even 
redemptive violence—at the heart of the faith and thereby enhances the possibilities of Xns using 
violence against those enemies now construed as God’s enemies and thereby deserving of violent 
punishment. 
Counter to this tendency in some atonement theories, T suggests that Jesus’s suffering violent 

death does not breed the counter-violence of revenge against his crucifiers; rather it opens the 
possibility of nonviolence, self-giving transformation of violence. 

Yet, while intending to dismantle the function of hell in Xn tradition as the reinstalling and 
sanctifying of violence, T thinks that hell as the ultimate separation from God must remain a 
possibility for human freedom—thus, without acknowledgement, affirming Rahner, which I 
critique in the Grammar. 

Note: in these pages, 648-56, T provides his most extended constructive understanding of Xn 
faith and what he calls ‘Christian consciousness’. Read and study. 

 
[OK, I’m taking too much time and space in constructing these notes and getting too tired; so, I must 

become even briefer and less comprehensive in my further notes.] 
 
F. The Meaning of Life discussion, 676-85, is quite accessible and compelling. Please read carefully. 
 
G. The Roots of Violence and the Dramas/Tragedies of its Control 656-710 
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Violence as the inflicting of harm on a person is, in varying ways, a dilemma for belief and unbelief. 
Is the human proneness to violence simply a biological urge or a socially acquired action/feeling? 
Is violence itself necessary to the suppression of violence? 
If humans are simply as such prone to violence, what does this say about the Xn belief in humans 

made in the image of God? 
T proposes that violence must be understood as a ‘meta-biological’ phenomenon—‘meta’ as more 

than physical, rooted in social interactions, but ‘biological’ as rooted in the wiring of human 
physical capacities and feelings. 
Violence is a cousin to those strong passions expressed in Carnival, riots, executions, hunting—

those feelings of power to express and impose one’s will over others. 
T inclines toward Girard’s theory that the roots of violence emerge in the social situation of 

conflicting human desires and rivalry and the need to control them by imposing violence on 
scapegoats. 

The three cornered perspectives on violence: 
1. Violence as the legal use of punishment to control illegal violence—the deep issue in the 

humanism of the Modern Moral Order—the Hobbesian problem of conferring on the state the 
monopoly on using violence in order to control individual violence. 
T discerns that the suppressive actions of social order also creates a distinction between those 

who abide by the law and those who are lawbreakers and by punishing the lawbreakers 
the social order convinces itself of its peaceful intent yet hiding from itself that its own 
violence is necessary to its social safety and well-being. 

2. Violence as the inevitable self-assertion of power over others by those who refuse to be 
hobbled by social orders and restrictions—the genuine Nietzschean celebration of violence as 
the subversion of the mediocre limitations of social order striving for peacefulness while 
cloaking their fear of their own tendency to violence. 

3. Violence in Xn tradition, contending against the urge to violence, to rivalry, to slaying and 
subjugating others—yet often succumbing to violence and anchoring it in its own 
understanding of deity as the supreme Administrator and Deployer of violence—in which the 
cross of Jesus is regarded as the dismantling of violence as a justified power for human 
flourishing and salvation. 

Jones speaking: the dilemma of Xn faith and life is that it always takes place in the midst of some 
social world that is itself constructed around the control and suppression of the inherent violent 
tendencies of human beings in relation to other human beings. 
Hence, Xn life seems inevitably drawn to sanctioning the use of violence by the social 

order/authorities in order to control violence and in being so drawn Xns inevitably fall back 
on a just deserts understanding of human justice and divine justice in which violence itself 
becomes sanctified under the presumed necessity of maintaining right order and punishing 
evil doers. 

Hence, the Xn convictions and practices of peacefulness deteriorate into peacekeeping through 
the use of lawful/justified violence. 

But T does understand the inevitable consequences of construing Xn faith only in terms of 
codes/laws/rules and the violent punishment authorized against the code breakers, and he 
understands that codes/laws carry with them the distinguishing between the lawkeepers and 
the lawbreakers, which re-enforces the scapegoating of the lawbreakers and the entrenchment 
of uses of violence against them. 

 
Chapter 19: Unquiet Frontiers of Modernity  710-27 
A. I found this chapter deeply moving and insightful. I have previously/above created some subtitles to 

the three sections of the chapter. Hope you found them useful. 
B. The Meaning of Life and the Narratives of Time and Meaning. 
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The modern world veers toward the flattening of time as simple sequence of moments awaiting 
meaning but elusive of meaning. 

Still narratives are important ways in which time is filled up as meaningful, as transcending mere 
succession of empty moments. 

C. The Meaning of Death 
T explores the various ways in which the encounter with death—one’s own and those of loved ones—

often urges toward transcendence and hope, though just as often falls into despair and stoic 
resignation. 

Why we grieve the death of loved ones, and yet also notice the incessant dying of the many that 
surrounds our living. 

How to grapple with the inevitability of our dying—refusing to suppress that we will die and whether 
dying renders living insignificant and futile and meaningless. 

D. On these frontiers of meaning, time, and death, the traces of transcendence emerge and suggest the 
profound schizophrenia of modernity, its deeply cross pressured character—of wanting to live with 
fullness and worrying about how fullness can endure our finite time and death. 

 
Ch. 20: Conversions  728-72 
A. Let us pause over this remarkable chapter title: conversions. 

T has recounted a complex historical narrative of how the modern world has arrived at the present 
givenness of its immanent frame. 

He has vigorously examined the conversations and debates that mark the debates between belief and 
unbelief. 

He has aimed at raising questions for both unbelief and belief—the philosopher probing the 
conditions of belief in this modern age, lurching toward perhaps post-modernity. 

And yet the philosopher recognizes that there are no final rational arguments that will settle the issues 
between belief and unbelief. 

Hence, even the believers are left with a measure of rational vulnerability. 
How then might believers understand themselves in the midst of modernity and such vulnerability, 

such incapacity to close the debate with self-confident rational authority. 
Might the debate actually conclude by way of conversions—folk simply coming to live—being 

converted to—profound religious patterns of beliefs and practice. 
So, tell the stories of the conversions of Vaclav Havel, of Dostoyevesky’s stringent confessional 

stories of how Xn folk might live and what temptations they encounter, of Mother Teresa, of 
Flannery O’Connor, of T. S. Eliot … 

B. Let the narratives of poets, novelists, artists enliven the shape of how to live Xnly in these times and to 
confront with honesty the perils and issues inescapable and profound. 

C. Notice how T warns Xns/church away from the seduction of supposing the City of God can be 
identified in the midst of the City of the Earth—those ways in which Reform in the West had 
intended the transformation of the political/civilizational order into the City of God. 
The insidiously inevitable eruption of violence under religious guises of justification. 
Maybe Xns should relinquish the quest for that supremely perfect social order that will embody Xn 

faithfulness—as though there could be a more Christian Christendom than past Christendom? 
D. Notice T’s exploration of the reflections of Ivan Illich, warning against identifying the church will any 

particular civic/political arrangement. 737ff. 
E. Notice T’s fruitful exploration of various “itineraries” of faith and faithfulness. 745ff. 

Itineraries are those particular routes folk travel in negotiating their given social world and its 
framework and their own individual quest of faithfulness in the midst of that world. 

One of the reasons T has traced the historical path of Xn faith and modernity is in order to understand 
this dialectic between particular historical embedding of the church and the church’s own 
negotiation of those worlds. 
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Because of this inevitable embedding of church in a given social world, in whatever dialectical 
interplay might be present in that embedding, the church and therefore Xn believers in different 
ages might have different itineraries in how they negotiate faithfulness. 

Hence, for T the church should be cautious in freezing and binding the church to any particular 
church/world embedding. No place here for infallible doctrines and codes. 

F. Taylor and the Roman Catholic Church—Some Notes 
It should have been noticeable to us that T rarely invokes Protestant theologians and churches as he 

engages the Immanent Framework of Modernity. 
When he invokes individuals in their itineraries, they are RC in location: Peguy, Maritain, Mother 

Teresa, Hopkins and when he notes the heroes of Vatican II, they are all French: de Lubac, 
Congar, Danielou. 

So why France and the French? Must remember that France was itself the prime defender to RC faith 
at the time of the Reformation and retained a close embedding of church and state until the 
French Revolution of the late 18th century—a revolution in which the church was on the side of 
the hierarchy against the  ‘people’ and in which the church and state continued to struggle 
throughout the 19th century, and yet in the 20th century France became the breeding ground of 
some of Europe’s most articulate atheists: Sartre, Camus, Foucault, Bataille. France as the site of 
the extremities and polarities of religion/church and the modern world.  

T does caution against absolutizing any particular embodiment of doctrine and ethics, as though there 
once was a ‘golden age’ in which the true church was alive and well and worthy of imitation into 
whatever future might come. 

But there can be critique of prior arrangements of church life: “Pius IX was just wrong to think that 
democracy and human rights were incompatible with Xnty” and the dogma that “error has no 
rights” is confused and dangerous. 
And T encourages Xns to forgo or leave behind the power of the image of Hell and the Wrath of 

God as quite incompatible with the modern age—and perhaps incompatible with the 
profounder language and convictions of the church. 

Yet, neither should it be claimed that the church of Vatican II finally got it all right—those sorts of 
absolute identifications of the church with the church in particular times and places should be 
avoided. Hence, keep the conversations going about the various itineraries Xn folk are 
undertaking in their particular times. 

For T the church in whatever time and place must be attuned to what he calls “God’s pedagogy” and 
be sensitive to ways in which such pedagogy might be working in and among the unbelievers of 
the age. Accordingly, the church might avoid the rigid codification of the faith, reducing the faith 
to doctrine and moral teachings that must be believed and followed under the threat of damnation. 

In retrospect for T, he laments the ways in which the church’s dogmas and practices have embedded 
violence in its understanding of God, in its persecution of heretics, and its supporting the state 
politics of violence and suppression. 

 
Epilogue: The Many Stories 

T acknowledges that there are other ways in which to tell the story of the church and the rise of 
secularity. 

One way is to trace doctrines by identifying the ways in which the true faith has been deviated from 
and betrayed—the Intellectual Deviation (ID) story. 
This way obviously presupposes there is normative point in history in which the doctrines and 

their understanding was clear and indisputable. 
Another way is to trace the path of Reform in how person lived the disciplined faith—the Reform 

Master Narrative (RMN). 
T thinks both are important in their own ways but insufficient to capture the social imaginaries that 

shaped how life was understood and lived in varying social contexts at varying historical times. 
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Hence, to come to grips with the social imaginaries of secularity in our modern time, we need to 
understand the varying historical imaginaries of the past out of which the present secularity 
imaginary has arisen. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 


