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PREF/,eE 

The scope of this paper is limited to an examination of the two 

approaches to the Christian-Marxist dialogue proposed by Roger Garaudy 

and Josef L. Hromp.dka. The first two chapters are strictly the presen­

tations of the men's respective positions. No attempt will be nInde to 

criticize either man's viewpoint in these first chapters. The third 

chapter is first, a criticism of each approach separately and secondly, 

a comparison of the two views. The final chapter includes a brief 

survey of the immediate history of the dialogue, the present situation 

of the dialogue, and a concluding statement. 

Research was limited to worl"s availa.ble in the United States. 

Works available in German as well as English were utilized with regard 

to both Garaudy and Hrom1ldka. The works referred to in Chapters I and 

2 are by the respective authors except when need for another source wns 

indicated. The final chapter is not intended to be a comprehensive 

survey of the dialogue but is rather an attempt to communicate in brief 

form the extent of the dialogue. No attempt was made to form any judg­

ment of r,iarxist theory or Christian f81 th aside from those ~Gpects 

presented by the authors, except as noted in Chapter 4. 

It is well for the reader to keep in mind some basic definitions 

wi th rega.rd to various tenns of Marxism. 'Marxism refers to the theory 

or philosophical system. Socialism refers to the political reality of 

the Eastern political situz.tion at present. It is however, sometimes 

referred to by Har..dsts in a utopian manner, thus taking on the aspects 
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of the term cOITl''lunism Vlhi~~h is rcgarcIed as the ultimate in htL'J1an rela­

tionships, the classless society. 

I extend special thanks to Dr. Glenn Torrey for the inspiration 

which sparked this study and his continual encouragement during the 

process of its develo~nent. Special appreciation is also extended to 

my wife, Linda, who cooperated so graciously throughout the entire 

study, and also to those who have contributed in various ways to the 

content or the research. 
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Chapter 1 

, 
THE THEOLOGICAL APPROACH OF JOSEF HROMADKA 

Josef Lukl Hromadka was born in 1889 in Hodslavica (Moravia), in 

the Austro-Hungarian Empire. From 1907 to 1912, he studied theology in 

Vienna, Basel, Heidelberg, and Aberdeen (Scotland). He then studied 

philosophy in Prague and received his Doctor of Philosophy degree in 

1920. From then until 1939 he served as a professor of theology with 

the Hus theological faculty in Prague. During his exile from the Czech 

lands (1939-1947), he taught at Princeton Theological Seminary in the 

United States. Since 1947, he has served on the Hus and Comenius 

Theological faculties until his death in 19G9. 

He had been under the influence of several great mell. ~vo of 

whom he encountered early in his studies were F. M. Dostoyevski and 

Thomas G. Masaryk. Dostoyevski increased his awareness of the depth and 

misery of man's being. Hromadka soon discovered the secret of 

Dostoyevsld that was hidden aJnong the members of the "cesspool of human 

society," those who had reached the bottom of the abyss of helplessness: 

the murderers, hoodlums, and human monsters who shared his life in a 

Siberian prison. l Dostoyevski wrote about those people and realized 

from experience 

••• the very heart of the Gospel: the majestic, loving and all 
powerful God cor.ling down from His holy place and encountering man 

lJosef L. Hromadka, Doom and Resurrection (Richmond, Virginia: 
Madrus House, 1945), p. 38. 
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not on the highest peaks of human achievements, moral virtues, and 
sublime ideas but rather in depths where human life reRches the most 
gruesome depravity, helplessness, misery, and sorrow. 2 

This understanding was of key importance to Hromadka. Thomas Masaryk, a 

fellow Czechoslovakian and a leading European statesman and philosopher, 

revealed to Hromadka the gross inadequacies of the old ecclesiastical 

order and political world in meeting the needs of man which arise out of 

the very depths of his being. 3 He accused the old order for its reac­

tionary blindness and lack of genuine compassion, of responsibility, for 

the suffering soul of man. 4 However, Masaryk was also qUick to point 

out the need for tradition which he defined as a 

• covenant between-fathers and sons, a mutual pledge of alle­
giance to what our conscience regards as true and just, noble and 
right • • • a responsible continuance of the struggle for the 
highest ideals and aspirations of our history, a continuous reaf­
finnation of our loyalty to the great cause of truth and 
righteousness. 5 

This latter emphasis is also of great importance to Hromadka's ideas. 

In addition to the impact of these men, he was influenced by the great 

turmoil of Eastern Europe in the twentieth century and especially the 

Czech lands, throu6h two world wars and the advent of Marxism. Crisis 

Theology beceme popular because of Karl Barth, probably the greatest 

modern theologian. In many ways Hromadka's theological stance is very 

similar to Barth's. Dr. John A. Mackay, then President of Princeton 

2Ibid. , p. 40.
 

3Ibid. , p. 58.
 

4Ibid.
 

5Ibid. , p. 60.
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\Theological Seminary, described Hromadka in the introduction to 

Hromadkn's book Doom And Resurrection as " a spirit closely akin to 

the great Swiss theologian, and yet independent of him."6 

\
Although Barth and Hromadka came to similar theological conclu­

sions, Hromadka was a thinker in his own right and based much of his 

thought upon Czech history and Russian thinkers. As early as 1918, he 

was writing about the lack of significance of the Church in society.7 

He became so disgusted with the complacency of the Church and so frus­

trated with his many ineffectual attempts at sparking new vitality and 

life into it, that he retired into the study of Church history. How­

ever, in 1948, after the February overthrow of the democratic government 

by the communists, he saw his chance once again to serve as a prophet 

for the Church. He welcomed the loss of nominal members when persecu­

tion of the Church began. Since that time he had been highly placed 

within the Church of the Czech Brethren and an influential leader not 

\

only in the Church but in the government as well. Although Hromadka had 

often been accused of being a communist, Le., the "Red theologian," he 

steadily maintained that he had freedom within the system and that he 

was faithful to the message of the Gospel. 

His last obvious effort at bringing together East and West for 

discussion was the formation of the Christian Peace Conference 

6Ibid., cf. Dr. Mackay's introduction to the book. 

7Milan·Machovec, Marxismus \.Ind dialektische Theologie (Zurich: 
EVZ-Verlag, 1965), p. 132. 
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established in Czechoslovakia in 1961. 8 Since that time, only three 

full meetings have been held--none of which has been able to accomplish 

much because of the misunderstanding of the cause, mistrust among par­

ticipants, and disagreement even upon the meaning of words among the 

delegates and those they represented. Hromadka wrote prolifically-­

mostly in Czech, and had been actively encouraging the dialogue between 

Marxists and Christians in sermons and speeches. His life and actions, 

acknowledges Milan Machovec, a Marxist philosopher and colleague of 

Hromadka at CODlenius, had been consistently an example of what he 

preached. 9 

\

In December of 1969, Dr. Hromadka resigned from the presidency 

of the Christian Peace Conference in protest against the forced resigna­

tion of its general secretary following the re-Stalinization of the 

Czech political structure. Within the next few weeks Hromadka's health 

suffered a rapid deterioration and he died on December 26, 1969 at the 

age of eighty. 

8Thc Christian Peace Conference was established in the hope that 
both East and West could find in it a means of coming together as 
Christian brothers. As such, it was not intended that the Peace Confer­
ence serve as a political forum but that ranking Churchmen might attend 
and demonstrate the po\'ier of Christ to overCOEle the barriers of national 
and cultural prejudice. However, the possibility for utilizing the 
Peace Conference as a political forum became an actuality as both East 
and West, convinced of their respective political "rightness" refused 
to listen to each other as brothers in Christ and instead proclaimed 
their respective political "gospels." Pressure from the Eastern politi­
cal establishment and Western belief in "liberating" the East may have 
been the ultimate reasons for the failure of the Peace Conference to 
live up to its intended ideal. 

9Machovic, Dialektische Theologie, p. 131. 
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THE DlLE1ThIA 

Hromadka viewed the dialogue between Christians and Marxists as 

being a life or death issue. lO Mankind and its future on earth are at 

stake. The pressure for dialogue come~ most strongly from the danger of 

nuclear war. It has become apparent since the Russian revolution that 

the needs of mankind have not been met in Western society. By "Western 

" , ttSociety Hromadka intended that not even the so-called advanced Chris­

tian" society met the needs of man, and that a better system was needed. 

Hromadka therefore noted that the rise of con~unism and its vitality 

testify to the fact that we are living in a new era and must make a new 

beginning. ll The dilemma is that man must find answers to very per­

sonal, existential questions. He must be allowed to realize the 

fullness of his humanity. The present world situation of civil dis­

orders, revolutions, wars and the threat of annihilation, has revealed 

Man " ••• in his bare existence, " with his ft ••• longing for 

dignity, freedom, justice, equality, love and pity. Against this, wrote 

Hrom~dka, what are all the prejudices, all the preconceived notions, 

mistrust, pride, and self-justification, all the historical or artifi­

cially created divisions of humanity . behind which man has hid, 

despised and declared an enemy?"12 

lOJosef L. Hromadka, "Uniiberwindlicher Gegensatz oder ausraumbara 
MissversUindnisse?" Partner Von Morgen? ed. Hans-Joachim Girock (Berlin: 
Kreuz-Verlag, 1968), p. 9. 

llJosef .L. Hromadka, "Gospel for Atheists," Risk, I (Spring, 
1965), 16. 

12Ibid., p. 26. 
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Hromadka stressed that both sides in the dialogue must achieve a 

self-understanding. Both must share the guilt of placing man where he 

is today--in this dilemma. Yet it is, hopefully, this very dilemma 

which allows men to see themselves in their nal(ed humanity. It is out 

of the depths of this dilemma that Christian "man" and communist "man" 

can come together, not as representatives of ideological systems, but as 

human beings with their hearts, minds, sorrows and sins, desires and 

aspirations. 13 This self-understanding, this solidarity of humanity 

ft •••must be realized before a real openhearted dialogue without sus­

picion distrust and prejudice . . ." can take place .14 

THE REJECTION OF LIBERAL THEOLOGY 

Hromadka's theology, paralleling the line of the Crisis Theo­

logians, is a strong and outspoken denial of "liberal" theology and its 

acceptance of relative truths. He especially condemned it for its 

failure to join the side of the Confessing church during the Nazi power 

days. He also blamed it for paving the way for a racial church in 

Germany and within her orbit. The liberal theology" •. had made all 

the necessary preparation for the 'Germanization of Christianity' and 

for a racial Church. "15 Hromadl:::a concluded that" ••. any theology 

which replaces the authoritative word of the Lord of the Old and New 

l3Josef Hromadka, "Towards a Dialogue," Conununio Viatorum. II 
(Winter, 1959), 310. 

14Ibid • 

15Hromadka. Doem and Resurrection. p. 102. 
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Covenants by abstract theories runs very easily into confusion."16 

Hromadka brought this experience into the dialogue with the Marxists by 

declaring that " only a Christian believer, who grasps the Biblical 

message within his human existence, can lead a creative and meaningful 

discussion with the Marxists."17 Only such a believer may have a mean­

ingful encounter with the Marxists toward a creative end. He understood 

the desire of some theologians to find the existential meaning of the 

cross and the resurrection of Jesus Christ. However, he knew the Gospel 

to be more than existential: he found it overcoming the borders of 

man's existence to comprehend the objective social and cosmic world. 

The task of the Christian therefore becomes that of showing not only the 

existential but also the objective happening between the heaven and 

earth at the cross of Christ, and man's relationship with that. 18 As a 

result of his disappointment with liberal theology, and his encounter 

with Dostoyevski, Masaryk, Barth and others, Hrom2dl<"a formulated his 

own theology of crisis which remained consistent and relevant throughout 

his life and remains so even at this time. 

THE ACCEPTA.t~CE OF CRISIS TP£OLCGY 

The Crisis Theology of Hromadka stems partly from that of Karl 

Barth and in large measure from Hrom~dka's own experiences. Its 

l6Ibid., p. 103. 

l7Hromgdka, "Unuberwindlicher Gegensntz," p. 10. All transla­
tions from the German material are my own. "Nul' sin glaubiger Christ, 
del' die biblische Botschaft mit seiner Existe:1z erfasst, kann sin 
schopferisches und sinnvolles Gosprnch mit dem ~.larxisten fiihren. 

l8Josef L. Hrom~dka, An Del' Schwelle des Dialogs (Frankfort a~ 
Main: Stiwne-Verlog, 1965), p. 73. 
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influence is everywhere apparent when one lool{s at his !ife: both words 

and actions. The theology of crisis emphasizes that God is encountered 

only when one is confronted with his own frailty and utter helplessness. 

The central mission of this theology is to understand the point where 

this confrontation takes place, where the Lord of the universe encoun­

ters mortal man. 19 It is at that point where man encounters God that he 

is found to be in a crisis: 

What is going on at the precise point where the personal, verti ­
cal challenge of the Living God cuts across the very existence of 
our personal life? 'fuat does it ~ean that God, ~ God, and not our 
idea of the Prime Cause, not our idea of the Holy, not our better 
self, not the Spirit of Nature, not the Harmonizer of the Universe, 
encounters us and demands a personal, inescapable, life-and-death 
decision? A decision "hie et nunc," at the present moment, a deci­
sion that cannot be shirked, or delayed and postponed? These are 
the central question of theology.20 

It is at the boundary of man's very existence, at the COI"e of 

his being that he encounters God: at the line of death, It ••• the 

meaning of God • • • begins to shine at the point where we see ourselves 

without security, without firm ground under our feet, where all we have 

relied upon proves to be unreliable, collapsible and fragile."2l 

Because the advent of the Marxist is seen to produce such a crisis (or 

to be the result of such a crisis, it is better said) the dialogue takes 

on a life and death significance. Yet, this is the very point that is 

so hard to communicate to those who believe that they can meet God on 

19Hrom~dka, Doom and Resurrection, p. 90.
 

20Ibid., p. 91­


2lIbid. ,. p. 93.
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their own tenas. It is i~ Crisis theology that God meets man on His own 

terms, where He will, and on His own presuppositions. 22 

Crisis theology is integrally related with history, for it is in 

history that wc meet God, that man is faced with decisions. This theol­

ogy deals " ••• with realities and facts of the divine majesty and 

grace, hidden behind our rational faculties, ." yet ". • • present, 

in an unequivocal way, to everybody who encounters God at the point of 

His intervention."23 Again Hromadka stressed the point that God cannot 

be found, that the point of contact cannot be located by human strivings 

--it is only 

• in the moment God has spoken, and man has been oven.helmed by 
His word, his conscience, his reason, his will and his emotional 
compnssion for other people become such a powerful instrument in 
God's hands that the world of our civilization. of our accepted 
values and conventions, begins to tremble, and all we have taken for 
granted has got to be re-examined, scrutinized, and re-fori:ified. 24 

It is in communism that Hromadlw saw the judgment of God. that 

he heard God's voice. From the depths of despair and an " ..• awful 

'no' between God and man, " the theologians of crisis have been 

" • overwhelmed by the divine 'yes. '''25 Because of the injustice, 

immorality. and insensitiveness of the old society God crushed it in 

'I.
judgment, yet in the midst of the crisis Hromadka could see the plan of 

God just as the Old Testament prophets in their day. The divine "yes" 

22Ibid. , p. 97.
 

23 Ibid .• p. 99.
 

24Ibid .• p. 101.
 

25Ibid • , p. 107.
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pointed in the direction of repentance and change. Wrote Hromadka, "We 

cannot go back. We cannot save civilization by conservative caution or 

by reactionary devices."26 It is impossible to go back because God's 

judgment is against the old society and because behind the current 

events of history stands the Risen Lord. He was a companion in the 

judgment, He is the Lord of the resurrection. 27 Hromadka pointed out 

that without the Cross, there can be no resurrection, that is, without 

the judgment of communism the old society could not be changed. Yet, of 

supreme importance is the fact that without the resurrection, the Cross 

is " ••• a bleak monument of death and despair, ••• " that is, without 

a reconstruction of a new ::iociety in repentance of thA old society, man­

kind will be left in despair and crushed at the bottom of the abyss of 

helplessness. In other words, Hromadka's point is that to resist the 

formation of a new society is to fight against the will of God and the 

Lord of History; it is to blindly grope when light is all around. He 

called not for a sellout, but for a dialogue which he believed has been 

commanded as a prerequisite for a resurrection of a society acceptable 

to God. The material below will more fully explain Hromadka's theology 

of crisis. 

THE HISTORICAL CRISIS 

Of first significance to Hromadka in viewing the old order is 

the realization that " •.. there has been, is, and will be no Christian 

26Ibid., p. 120.
 

27Ibid., p. 122.
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society."28 Further, he adds that "Christian civilization is an illu­

sion."29 He also notes that it is just as much an illusion to assume 

that there ls an atheist state. 30 Without this understanding, no dia­

logue can take place. It is in Hronadka's Crisis theology that this 

point is most readily seen. In his theology all social and political 

ideas and legal norms are" •• subordinate to the authority of 

Christ."3l " the Gospel is not to be attached to anyFor Hromadka, polit ­

ical or social order but to be free to move within and criticize all. 

It is common knowledge that in the West, especially within the United 

States, there is a close tie between patriotism and Christianity. Such 

a fact has given many American missionaries difficulty in various other 

countries. Of more importance to Hromadka," however, was the fact that 

many Western Christians were also anti-con~unist, as were many of his 

own country~en. This tie between politics and faith has been traditional 

for several centuries. As such, it has been taken for gr&nted. Many 

other concepts have as well been taken for granted. For this reason, 

Hromadka stated that we shall be forced ". • • to re-exaTYline substan-· 

tinIly the concepts of right and justice, of the State and 1iberty. "32 

But, this re-examination can only come when Western society has seen 

28Josef L. Hron;adka, The Church and Theology In Today's Troubled 
Times (Prague: Ecumenical Council of Churches in Czechoslovakia, 1956), 
p.	 81. 

29Ibid., p. 82. 

30Hromadka, Gospel for Atheists, p. 38. 

3lHrom~d·ka, Doom and Resurrection, p. 104. 

32HrOllladka, The Church and Theology, p. 83. 
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itself to be in It ••• tho bottom of the abyss ..• only then, our 

heart sets itself free fro~ ~ll miserable self-interest and cowardly 

fear."33 

The bottom of the abyss is, according to Hrom~dka, the utter 

corruption and weakness of \Vestern society, its lack of compassion for 

man and inability to meet his needs. During the period of his stay in 

the United States, he observed the conditions of life in that country 

and drew this unique conclusion: 

What we euphemistically called an absolute honesty and frank­
ness, or a total absence of hypocrisy on the part of the American 
youth, may in fact be an indication that the essential foundations 
of our moral life have disintegrated, that our people have ceased 
to be interested in the eternally valid criteria of faith, thought 
and morality. They are frank and honest in a negative way; not only 
do they not believe in traditional and conventional standards of 
life, but they do not even think any absolute norm of our conduct 
and thought matters or exists. Is this a manifestation of youth and 
virile strength or of weariness and decay?34 

Hromadka, thus, believed the indications were that even American 

society was nearing the bottom of the abyss. He realized that no civil ­

ization can survive without universally valid moral and social patterns. 

The disintegration of the old European society since the turn of the 

century had shown him that a new basis for validity had to be found, as 

the old was exhausted and corrupt. It is in the confrontation of this 

new basis to be found in communism with the old that Hromadka believed 

would leave the old devastated. Therefore it is necessary that 

Christians early attempt to influence the formation of the expanding new 

33Hromadka, Doom and Resurrection, p. 38.
 

34I bid., p. 21.
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social order. Again, looking at the old social order still existing in 

Western society, Hromhdka described it as a " ... macabre dance of men 

without bones, without sense of rhythm and melody, without order and 

discipline, without beauty and joy. A macabre dance at the edge of the 

abyss. "35 In 1961, Hromadl,a wrote that we " ... have actually descended 

into the deepest abyss . . we have pushed modern man into the abyss of 

doubt and hopelessness; we have forced modern man--worker and proletar­

ian--to take his life into his own hands, to throw out the old moral, 

social and Folitical order."36 In the face of present "Dlack power" and 

"Chicano power" movements in the United States, one must search deeply 

about the truth of this statement. Hromadka found the alliance of faith 

and "Weltanschauung" to be the cause of much of humanity's problems. 

Because of this alliance many political crimes were commi.tted in the 

na~e of Christ, and the corruption of tha system has crept into the 

church to create an exhausted Christianity.37 With respect to the 

present situation, 

• what must absolutely be considered is the da~ger that the 
sick, exhausted but externally still functioning Christianity will 
be used as the defender, ideologist and instrument against the so­
called Atheistic Vlorld. 38 

Hrom~dka recognized the upsurge in biblical theology in the 

Western world which has occured since the failure of literal theology to 

35Ibid., p. 36.
 

36Hromadka, Gospel For Atheists, p. 17.
 

37Ibid., p. 24.
 

38Ibid., P. 25.
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provide any viable answers to man's problems. Yet, he believed this 

movement to be only the last kick before the old order went under, 

because it would not be able to penetrate far enough to affect the 

masses of alienated men. Thus, Western society is too late in dis­

covering its emptyness and hypocrisy and too late in finding the useful­

ness of biblical wisdom and truth to save it. The structures of the old 

society are too unconcerned with man's needs. Even the -Ecumenical move­

ment, he predicted, would fail to penetrate into the congregations, so 

that ultimately the so-called Christian countries would remain untouched 

by the messRge of the Gospel. 39 

Hromadl;;:a believed that once the fact of Western weakness and -its 

exhausted Christianity were realized, then the fact of their solidarity 

with the rest of mankind would also be known. However, he noted that 

until " ••. we grasp and experience our inner solidarity, in spite of 

-all our outward differences, we cannot make a new start."40 What is 

this solidarity that Hromadka spoke about? It is found in the common 

hunan experiences of sin, suffering, guilt and sorrow; in hope, love and 

brotherhood. 41 Even the Church, so often thought of as the last bastion 

against the "world" carries within it solidarity with the rest of man­

kind because of its hwnan members. It too, must recognize this soli- ­

darity with the world and its diseases and pains. 42 Until this 

39Ibid., p. 24.
 

40Ibid., p. 18.
 

41Ibid.
 

42Hromadka, The Church And Theology, p. 88.
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solidarity is recognized by all, the dialogue is impossible. It is 

this solidarity which will overcome ideological positions and 

"Weltanschauungs." It is this solidarity that Hromadka viewed as 50 

important in allowing each man to see the other not as an 'enemy' but 

as another human being. 

THE GROUNDS FOR DIALOGUE 

Hromadka's first question in the dialogue is "Was abel' ist del' 

Mensch?"43 What is man? What is his essence? What is his very being 

and his destination? What is the essence of man in his relation with the 

objective world and in his personal life? Where is the starting point? 

A view of r,larxism. From the Uarxil3t side the basic foundation 

for dialogue with Christianity, and indeed for all men, is found not in 

atheism, but in Marxism's character as a radical humanism. 44 Within 

Marxism are nearly all the ethical and social elements from the living 

biblical Christianity of the Middle Ages and the TIeformation times. 45 

Hromadka stressed that this radical humanism is a result of the struggle 

against ·the form of religion. Thus, it was Hromadka's contention that 

"... the· God whom the Marxists deny is human fiction, self-deception, 

an effort to lead one away from the true recognition of human reality. "45 

Further, the atheism of the Marxists is not the negative atheism of 

43Uromadka, An Del' Schwelle, p. 57.
 

44Ibid., p. 53.
 

45Ibid.
 

46Hrom~dka, The Church And Theology, p. 92.
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skeptics, cynics, and nihilists, but a positive atheism which has allied 

Itself with the i'.!arxist struggle. It is a case of the revolutionary 

finding the dignity of man and seeing in God an ally of the rich, the 

mighty, and the ruling class. Hromadka believed this atheism to be 

merely a secondary characteristic of communism, something that was in 

the early social and political movement but not necessarily a part of 

the new order. 47 Indeed, he questioned II whether this kind of 

ahteism is in a position to give creative help in establishing a social­

1st society or if it will finally create a fatal vacuum in the soul of 

the communist people. "48 The l\Iarxist society is in need of guidance 

with respect to how man will live as " ••• neither the theory nor the 

building of the new order of society is an end in itse1f."49 After 

decades of socialist rule, even the atheistic Marxist has been forced to 

see that man is more than a product of nature, history, and economic 

circwnstances. 50 Rather, man is seen to be " •.. a working, forming, 

creating person, whose new meaning for existence, through his work, 

through his thought, and his responsibility, stamps and guides his­

tory."51 The Marxist, however he interpruts man, is interested in 

47Hromadka, An Del' Schwelle, p. 49.
 

48Hromadka, Gospel for Atheists, p. 23.
 

49Hromadka, An Del' Schwelle, p. 68.
 

50Hromadka, "Uniiberwindlicher Gegensatz, II p. 14.
 

51Ibid., p. 15. '~ber als solche ist er nicht nur sin passives
 
Rad im Mechanismus del' Welt, sondern or ist eine arbeitende, gestaltende, 
schaffende Person, die neus Lebensbedingungcn durch ihre Arbeit, durch 
Ihr Denken und ihre VerantV/ortung pragt und die Geschichte lenkt." 
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helping him. Man and humanity are at the center of the ~larxist's 

thought and action. Hrom~dka did not see Marxism as another "Weltan­

schauung." He saw it rather as a searching movement in quest of the 

security of non-exploitation, man's freedom to be guaranteed against 

exploitation and the guarantee of his right to dwell decently.52 

Hromadka wrote in 1945 that the " problem is to find what 

the supreme criterion of justice is and who is the ultimate guarantor 

that truth will prevail against untruth."53 In 1956, he wrote that the 

" • classless society, which is the goal of human activity founded 

upon realistic knowledge and exact understanding of history and of 

society, is a guarantee of·full human rights and of full freedom." 54 

The classless society is therefore one of the goals of Mar-..dsm which 

Hromadka found compatible with the Gospel. In the face of criticism 

over the obvious imbalance of the cor.lmunist system and tactics, he 

commented: 

One has often marked and stamped this fact with the word 
"Totalitarianism." But if there are also certainly totalitarian 
tendencies held therein, stronger in the past than in the present, 
so one must not forget that it is a question of psychological and 
sociolo;ical necessity, to keep the revolutionary process and the 
beginning of the new social political structure from political chaos 
or spiritual anarchy.55 

Thus, the Marxist may at times be rough and ready but it is only 

for the sake of the new society and to help man. Ideology is also a 

52Hromadka, The Church and Theology, p. 91.
 

53Hrom~dka, Doom and Resurrection, p. 104.
 

54Hromadka, The Church and Theology, p. 92.
 

55Hromadk8, "Uniibe:n:Jindlicher Gegensatz," p. 13. 
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necessity until the new order can be fully established. Until then, ho~~ 

ever, the ideology must be a forward looking weapon whose impact cannot 

be broken or diminished in the present struggle. 56 The socialistic East 

finds itself in the exhaustive task of building the new foundations of 

society as the old ones were forsaken. It is the tenseness of this work 

which causes those appearances characterized as totalitarian. In essence, 

however, ideology and rough tactics are nothing more than tools for the 

external and internal integration of the socialist principles and views 

of the new society, which nlust be protected against disintegration. 57 

A Christian viewpoint. The Church, in its answer to the Marxist 

interpretations of man must first of all hold to the principles of its 

\
reformation heritaGe. Hromadka stipulated six main points stemming from 

this heritage which must be held: 

1. A practical interpretation of the Word of God--dealing with 

the active relation from man to man. 

2. Jesus Christ is the supreme Lord of life and of the soul •. 

3. The Church is a communion of pilgrims--it is not an 

institution. 

4. The Church is close to the common, poor, humiliated people-­

it does not become a tool of the rich, 

5, There is an opposition to narrow confessionalism and a goal 

of Unitas Fratrum! 

56Hromadka, An Del' Schwelle, p. 81.
 

57Hromadka, Gospel for Atheists, p. 36.
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6. The final victor! of Jesus Christ. 58 

The question must be asked of where one should start in his 

thinking: with the individual or society? This is indeed a question 

,
for which East and West have found varying answers. For Hromadka, Jesus 

Christ is the center in which the society and the individual are valid 

" at one and the same time."59 In Jesus Christ one knows that he 

has no claims and that he is obliged to put everything he has at the 

service of his neighbor. The influence of the cross of Christ had been 

very profound in Hromadka "s life and thinking. The fact that Christ 

gave up all claims to his rightful position in order to come to earth 

and even to be despised and killed by men and yet in doing so to provide 

them with a way out of the abyss, has shown to Hrom~dka that the Church 

can do no less: 

But how can the sinner be brought to real repentence if one does 
not go directly to him, and in serving love take the burden of dis­
belief, doubt, and helplessness upon oneself? We must not wait 
until the sinner repents in order to embrace him. That is exactly 
what is perverted with our "Christian" action; we declare our readi­
ness to communicate with the sinful atheist, but we stand above the 
sinful world and self-righteously wait until it repents and changes. 
This is a real contradiction of the position of Jesus of Nazareth, 
the Son of Han and the Word which becgme flesh. 60 

In dealing with the first point from the reformation heritage, 

that of a practical interpretation of the Word of God, he found that it 

is impossible to comprehend the Word of God unless it is focused on man, 

58Hromadka, The Church and Theology, a smnmary of points found 
on pages 18-20. 

59Ibid., p. 86. 

60Hromadka, Gospel for Atheists, p. 28. 
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as its essence is concerned with man. MilRn Machovec wrote that 

Hrom~dka's understanding of the Gospel is as it applies to man. 6l In 

fact, ~!achovec recognized Hromadka's God to be not above the atheists as 

in other theologies, but specifically for the atheists. 62 The Gospel, 

as a counterpart to Marxism, constantly" ••• seeks man, fights beside 

him and Iiberates him, • • ." wrote Hromadka. 63 

The new order will b8 incapable of viewing man in as deep or as 

penetrating a way as does the Gospel. For this reason, the Gospel mes­

sage is needed. The Gospel shows man in the depth of his heart and 

consciousness and in his gUilt and sin. Indeed, Hromadka wrote that 

there can be fl ••• no illusion about man as if the change of the social 

circtoostances automatically presuppose the destnlction of human sin and 

gUilt."64 The fact is that the deepest identity of man reaches over 

everything that knowledge and technology and social political changes 

can erect. 65 The new order may be able to create specific forms of 

human relationships, but it cannot deal with the individual's struggle 

within himself. With the help of the Gospel message, the new order can, 

in Hromndka's opinion, become acceptable in the man to man relationship; 

however., only the Gospel can deal with man's inner struggles against 

himself. Still, the mission of the Church is greater than just the 

6lMachovec, Dialektische Theologie, p. 134.
 

62Ibid., p. 137.
 

63Hromadka, The Church and Theology, p. 28.
 

64Hromadka, An Der Schwelle, p. 77.
 

65Hromadka, "UnUber""indlicher Gcgcnsatz," p. 16.
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inner struggle. "The socialistic and communistic socie~y," wrote 

Hrom~dlm, "needs cohesion of mind, secure principles, ethical discipline 

and clear future perspectives without which it could not exist and could 

not create something new and special--evcn with all its science and 

technology, with all its administrative order and external forceful­

ness."66 If the new order is to succeed therefore, the Church must pro­

vide these assets which the new order will not automatically possess. 

It is also the purpose of the Church to help the communists to come to 

true self-understanding. This is the purpose of the dialogue: that 

both sides achieve a deeper and fuller self-understanding. 67 In more 

specific tenns, the Church's mission is to place 

••. before the atheist the reality of faith and to demonstrate 
that what we understand from the Gospel and living Church, tran­
scends by far the traditional and frequently worn out conceptions of 
religion; and that the genuine faith in the Gospel of Jesus of Naza­
reth is very different from what the Marxistic atheist conceives of 
as being religion. This Gospel is free and open to all scientific 
and critical attempts to discover man, history and nature. It is 
free towards all social and political--also revolutionary--uphcavals 
and reforms. 68 

Further, Hromadka stated that it is the task of the Church to lead 

humanity in love and faithful hope through the storms, misunderstanding, 

and nervousness of the situation and prepare him for the new structure 

of society as well as for the spiritual struggle. 69 Thl~, the very 

foundation--that which will insure the success and continuance--of the 

66Hromadka, Gospel for Atheists, p. 35. 

68Ibid.,·p.40. 

69Ibid., p. 36. 
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new society must be supplied through the work of the Ch~,rch and its 

knowledge of man and his essential being and needs. 

The Church cannot, however, expect to have the full support and 

backing of the civil government of the new order. That would be too 

much to hope for anyway, as it has always ended with the Church's 

decreased ability to function. Never more should it expect to opzrnte 

from the position of power. The Church must, on the other hand, make an 

appeal to the humanity of the new order, in love, and be willing with 

its witness and responsibility to warn of any inner faults or points of 

decoml~sition.70 It is worthy of note that Hromadk? welcomed the perse­

cution of the Church in Czechoslovakia for its immense help in ridding 

the Church of the comfortElble, stagnant, and faithless members .. The use 

of the word "appeal" shows plainly the position the Church is to occupy 

in the new order, as " ..• poverty is more than wealth, humility more 

than pride, pain more than a full stomach, death in the service of love 

more than the triumph of falsehood, power and of the waalthy."7l 

In concluding this chapter on Hrom~dka's thought, it is impor~ 

tant to consider the point that he did not propose any synthesis of 

Marxism and Christianity. He recognized plainly the deep cleft between 

the two: "Between the faith in the Gospel and the ideology of the new 

society (dialectical and historical materialism) no connection in the 

sense of a synthesis can be given."72 Instead, the dialogue must be 

70Hromadka, "Unuberwindlicher Gegensatz," p. 17. 

7lHromadka, An Del' Schwelle, p. 75. 

72Ibid., p. 83. "Zwischen dem Glauben an das Evangelium llnd del' 
Ideologie del' neuen Gcsellschaft (dem dialektischen und historischen 
Materialismus) kann es keine Verbindung im Sinne einer Synthese geben." 



23 

recognized as taking place on two planes. The message of the Gospel 

cannot concur with any earthly philosophy.73 When this fact is under­

stood, the dialogue may take place freely. The Church is to remain free 

to criticize and to wa.rn. The Western Christians, Hromadka believed, 

would not be so afraid of the dialogue if they could but free themselves 

from their peculiar "Weltanschauung" and thereby remain true to the 

message of the Gospel which cannot be tied down by such; except in dis­

torted form. 

It must be stressed again that Hromadka's approach to Marxism 

was not a decision of convenience. He was convinced of the legitimacy" 

of the new society as a government instituted by God. From his own his­

torical perspective, he could say that " .•• the social and economic 

transformation of our life along the lines of socialism cannot be 'con­

tained' and halted."74 Faced with the decision of what to do when 

. confronted wIth a socialistic government, he concluded that " .•• my 

faith does not allow me to withdraw into the holy of holies of my inner­

most inwardness. I do believe that my place is, precisely at the present 

moment, on the spot of the most essential changes of my country."75 He 

recognized the tightrope upon which he was walking and at any moment may 

drop him. Yet, he believed that he had no choice but "to proceed: 

The COll'J";1Unist-controlled regime may, with a sinister inner 
logic, drive our life into the straight-jacket of a police state 

73Ibid., p. 82. 

74 \" " . JosefL. Hromadka, Between Yesterday and Tomorrow, Christi­
anity and Crisis, VIII (Uay 24, 1948), 69. 

75Ibid. 
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and a totalitarian sy~te~. However, I believe in the possibility 
of another alternativ~ that the Christian heritage and witness may 
prove to be a transfol~ling power and keep the new socialistic or 
communistic order free from spiritual stagnation and impotence. 76 

76Ibid., p. 70. 



Chapter 2 

THE MARXIST APPROACH OF ROGER GARAUDY 

Roger Garaudy has been a fervent Marxist since 1933 when he 

joined the communist party at the age of twenty. He became a member of 

the Pol! tical Bureau soon after his membership in the Central Cormni ttee 

in 1945. He was elected a senator in 1959, and served as a deputy for 

two periods prior to that election (1945-51, and 1956-58). He has been 

e leading polemicist for the French ~Iarxists throughout his career. An 

intellectual himself; he has always urged fellow communist intellectuals 

to use their abilities within their own areas of specialization, i.e., 

science, politics, theater, etc., for the spreading of Marxist theory. 

The dialogue with the Christian Churches is not a totally new 

idea to Garaudy. He was courting the Church in France as far back as 

1945, when he described the Soviet system of tax relief for large 

families to the French Catholics. Later in 1949, he acknowledged that 

although the party would pursue an all-out ideological battle against 

religious belief, it would not resort to force. l As the party's leading 

polemicist, Garaudy has never been reluctant to dialogue, with the 

Christian cOllUnuni ty, or even with fellow ~larxists. In fact J Garaudy has 

been known to seek dialogue with fellow Marxists in the attempt to keep 

them on the right track in their political ideas. One such case was 

lDavid Caute, Communism and the French Intellectuals 1914-1950 
(New York: ?,lacmillan Company, 1964), p. 164. 

25 
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that of his own mentor, H~nri Lefebvre, who quickly lost both face and 

power before the" philosophical gendarme and heresy-hunter."2 

Perhaps the most embarrassing confrontation in Garaudy's career, occured 

with Jean-Paul Sartre. Sartre had been a strong Marxist, but became 

disi~lusioned with the movement. Garaudy became his fl ••• persistent 

adversary and denigrater."3 In one particular debate, "Sartre asked him 

whether atheism waS not an a priori assmaption, " when Garaudy 

denied all knowledge but scientific knowledge. Sartre concluded that: 

" he did not regard himself as being any less metaphysical in 

denying god than Leibniz had been in discovering him."4 

In 1962, Garaudy was appointed to a chair at Clermont Ferrand 

over the protests of the faculty. Presently he is the director of the 

Center for Marxist Study and Research in Paris and professor of philoso­

phy at the University Institute of Potiers. With regard to the Marxist ­

Christian dialogue, he has been lecturing frequently, engaging in actual 

dialogue, and writing about it as well. In 1966, Garaudy toured the 

United States and participated in several dialogues with such persons as 

Leslie Dewart, Harvey Cox and Paul Van Buren. He has also delivered a 

series of lectures at Harvard Divinity School and the John LaFarge 

Institute in New York. He has, in addition, co-authored books with 

Catholics in a dialogue form, i.e., A Christian-Communist Dialogue, with 

Quentin Lauer, S. J. 

2Ibid., p. 268.
 

3Ibid., p. 139.
 

4Ibid.
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On February 8, 1970, Garaudy was ousted from tr.3 French Commu­

nist Party's Central Cormnittee. The move waS the climax of a furious 

debate in which Garaudy condemned the Czechoslovakian invasion by Russia 

Bnd insisted that the Soviet model should not be applied in France. S It 

has become apparent that the more "orthodox" party members now hold the 

real power. On May 20, 1970, Garaudy was also dropped from the list of 

French Communist Party Tilc;-nbers. 

THE RETURN TO MARXIST BASICS 

Garaudy believes the dialogue of Christians and Marxists to be 

an " • objective necessity."6 Two reasons spark this statement: 

First, in this second half of the twentieth century the pres­
ently existing stocks of atomic and thermonuclear bombs have made 
it technically possible to destroy every trace of life on earth. 

The second fact is that on this earth, this vessel floating in 
space with three billion men aboard, which a dissension in the crew 
could scuttle at any moment, there are two great conceptions of thD 
world: Hundreds of millions of human beings find in a religious 
belief the meaning of their life and of their death . . • for hun­
dreds of mi11io:.s of others it is COJilmunism. 7 

These reasons have given the Marxists cause to reflect upon 

their movement, to examine its direction and means. This reflection 

has, according to Garaudy, directed then to~ard a return to the basics 

of Marxism. The prob1en in Marxism is that with the publication of 

Stalin's works, which" •• summed up materialism in three principles, 

SNow York Times, February 9, 1970, p. 3. 

GRoger Garaudy, "The Marxist-Christian Dialogue: Possibilities, 
Problems, Necess.ity," Continuum, III (Winter, 1966), 403. 

7Roger Garaudy, "Communists and Christians in Dialogue," Union 
Seminary Quarterly Review. XXII (J.larch, 1967), 205. 
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dialectic in four laws an~ historical materialism in five stages, . , ," 

the movement fell asleep,8 What has caused this reawakening? Garaudy 

lists three major events in our time which have led the Marxists to 

examine the very foundation of their movement: the amazingly rapid 

development of science and technology, the building of socialism in 

one-third of the globe, and the growth of national liberation movements 

in Asia, Africa and Latin America,9 The conclusion of this self-inves­

tigation as Garaudy secs it, is the realization that ", , , we do not 

have an exclusive hold on the truth,"lO Such a statement implies a 

change of thought from the traditional view of the Marxist, Garaudy 

clarifies his position by showing that ", , • to be faithful to MarA 

means to be faithful not to the texts, as if these were sacred texts, 

but to use his method, which is a method of always going beyond,"ll 

Garaudy is thus freeing the movement from the "theory." In fact, being 

faithful to Marx's method implies that Communism is not the theory of 

the texts but the movement itself, Such allows for change and diver­

gence and for the discovering of the truth which is not fully possessed. 

8Roger Garaudy, "Creative Freedom," The Christian Mar..dst Dia­
logue, ed. Paul Oestreicher (London: Coiller-:.lacmi ll13.n Ltd., 1969), 
p, 140, 

9Roger Garaudy, From Anathema to Dialogue (New York: Herder & 
Herder, 1966), p, 79, 

10Initiative in History: A Christi2.n-Uarxist Exchange, The 
Church Society For College Work (May, 1967), 18, An Occasional Paper, 

llIbid" p, 13, 
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~ASIC MARXIST CONCEPTS 

The concept of knowledge. The concepts of knowledge, models, 

projects and reflection, are vague and closely related. Garaudy's own 

explanations of them do not alleviate the difficulty of communicating 

their meanings. Knowledge is known as both project and l'eflection. 12 

It is both active and passive: before being a pure reflection of 

things, knowledge is a construction of things. 13 The meaning of this 

latter statement is that man acquires knowled~e by trial and error: man 

constructs his models according to the way things resist. 14 When there 

is conflict, a model must be reconstructed. Knowledge determines the 

representation we have of reality.15 One does not experience the truth 

of reality, only one's o·.vn knowledge of that reali t-y which shonld be 

growing progressively closer to that truth. The method for discovering 

more of the bits and pieces of the truth is through the concept of models. 

The use of models. The model is It ••• a reconstruction of the 

real according to a human plan. It makes evident 'the active side' of 

knowledge, the project's role in it."16 Hodel is thus, an approach to 

reality. For eX~lple, there are varying socialistic models both in 

chronology and location. Engels himself explained that "Marxism would 

12Garaudy, From Anathema to Dialogue, p. 80.
 

13Initiative in History, p. 3.
 

14Ibid.
 

15Ibid., p. 4.
 

16Garaudy, From Anathema to Dialogue, p. 81.
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have to take a new form wi-th each new development in science."17 That 

1s the essence of Marxism "going beyond" itself. Besides the changing 

of models as the result of time, there is a plurality of socialistic mod­

els among various countries, i.e., because of location. This plurality 

has grown out of the one original model in the Soviet Union. Because of 

the new conditions that model created, others are now possible. lS 

Another form of model is that of myth. Garaudy acknowledges 

that beyond science there are questions to which science has no answers 

and these are delegated, for the time being, to the realm of myth and 

philosophy.19 ~~th is a pre-rational model--not verified by the experi­

mental method. 20 As such, it provides man with a means of acting and a 

manner of being and it bestows meaning. 2l At the same time, it must be 

acknowledged that every model is part myth. 22 Every model involves 

points that do not coincide in a one-to-one correspondence with the 

reality of things. That is why "going beyond" is so important. Between 

the model and the real is a dialectic involving project and reflection, 

testing to discover the mythical and to replace it with the scientific. 

The beginning of every human project is t~erefore, myth. Both myth and 

science are attempts at answering questions concerning man, his origin, 

l7Initiative in History, p. 13.
 

lSIbid., p. 12.
 

19Garaudy, "Creative Freedom," p. 145.
 

20Garaudy, From Anathema to Dialogue, p. 80.
 

2lIbid., p. 41.
 

22Garaudy, "Creative Freedom," p. 141.
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and his destiny. Between myth and science is thus, a s~milarity of 

function. 23 Myth is a first science. 

The concept of project. Project involves the human capacity and 

practice of reaching out to test for what is real. It is the active 

side of knowledge. Thus the behavior of the institutional church with 

respect to its social role and the behavior of a socialist state in its 

social role are two human projects. Project is that which first asserts 

itself and thereby allows man to attain knowledge by reflecting upon the 

results. The notion of project preserves the continuity between myth 

and science. Project is the means by which myth is conquered by sci ­

ence. 24 Religion is itself a human project as it is man's way of 

" •• transcending the given, of anticipating th~ real."25 The place 

of religion as project in Marxist thought will be dealt with more fully 

in a later section. 

THE CASE FOR HUiiIAN CREATIVITY 

The issue of Base and Superstructure. Another concept in 

Marxist thought which has caused much difficulty for non-Marxists is the 

interaction of base and superstructure. Largely at fault in the popu­

larization of the incorrect viewpoint was Josef Stalin who stagnated the 

Marxist movement as such. The difficulty arises in the area of freedom. 

23Garaudy, From Anathema to Dialogue, p. 74.
 

24Ibid.,.p.79.
 

25Ibi~., P. 76.
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Is man free to work and create or is he bound and gover~ed by the social 

and economic base? (Base refers to the material (economic) conditions 

within which man is forced to make his living.) Are superstructures, 

those secondary structures in society and built upon the primary base, 

I.e., slavery in Roman times, wholly arId entirely dependent upon it? 

Garaudy, in returning to the basics of Marx and Engels, writes " ..• 

what is the case in Mar.J:, and this appears again in the ·later writings 

of Engels himself, is that there is a relative independence of the 

superstructure."26 In another place, Garaudy clarifies the point even 

further: Marx and Engels emphasized " .•• the dialectical character of 

this relation: base engenders superstructure, superstructure acquires a 

'relative independence' in relation to base, and finally exerts an 

actiou in return upon the base."27 The relative independence of super­

structure increases in inverse proportion to the tiwe society spends in. 

satisfying its material needs. 28 Thus the superstructure in Biblical 

times was more c1epe:ldent upon the economic base than is true today. 

Engels presents a good clarification of how base and superstruc-' 

ture interrelate: 

••. Every ideology, however, once it has arisen, develops in con­
nection with the given concept-material, and develops this material 
further; otherwise it would cease to be ideology,that is, occupa­
tion with thoughts as with independent entities, developing inde­
pendently and subject only to their own laws. That the material 
conditions of the persons inside whose heacIs this thought process 
goes on, in the last resort determine the course of this process, 

26Initiative in History, p. 3.
 

27Garaudy, From Anathema to Dialogue, p. 114.
 

28Frcderick Engels, Ludwig Feuerback (New York: International
 
Publishers Co., Inc., 19'11), p. 53. 
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remains of necessity ~mknown to these persons, for otherwise there 
would be an end to all ideology.29 

Although the ultimate course of ideology (thought) is determined, the 

ideology does exert an independent force of its own with respect to how 

the course will be fulfilled. Therein lies man's responsibility: to 

attempt to best pattern ideology after the reality of the changing con­

ditions of the base and so encourage and quicken the change. Thus in 

Roman times the movement of the material basis was toward a universal 

nature, e.g., world trade. There thus arose a need for a universal 

religion Rnd Christianity became that religion which complemented this 

need, although Christianity had no concept of its genuine origin in the 

material needs of the Empire. The need for such relative freedom of the 

superstructure in r.rar.h:ist theory becomes clearel' in undcrdtanding­

Garaudy's argll.ment for man's creative abilities. In fact, Garaudy 

extends Engels' definition of freedom in order to eliminate the 

" ••• phantom of mechanistic materialism."30 

The issue of structure and creation. Garaudy insists along with 

Mar-..<ist hur.lanism on the special developmellt of huraanity through crea­

tion. Humanity does not move along lines set down by unseen forces, but 

contributes that which is continually neTI in the world: " . the 

emergence of the new--without which there would be no history at all, 

properly spcaking--implies that activity is something other than and 

29Ibid., p. 56.
 

30Garaudy, From Anathema To Dialogu~, p. 74.
 



34 

more than the sum total of its conditions. lf31 Creation is for the 

Marxist, the whole meaning of existence. The world itself is seen as an 

evolving globe, changing into the new. But it is man who rather than 

adapting to nature decides to transform it. 32 Whereas the eighteenth 

century hW:lanism was concerned with the essence of man, Marxism is con­

cerned with his creation. 33 What man is, is defined by 

••• the power to create, a power to inaugurate a new future. At 
each stage of history it is this creation by work, this transforma­
tion of nature and through it the transfo~:ation of man, the 
constant creation of man by man, which basically distinguishes man 
from all the other species of animals. 34 

At the same time, however, although man produces his own histor~, 

although he creates, he c~nnot do so apart from the conditions in which 

he finds himself. 35 Herein is the dialectic of structure, that If. 

we must h,mg on to both ends of the chain, the mOMent of structure and 

the moment o! action or production."36 

The necessity of the question with regard to base and super­

structure ce:lters around the question of man's nature. Is he merely a 

product of material circunst::mces or is he a created being (Is his 

origin ultimately of matter or of spirit)? Garaudy leavas ? ::oot in the 

3lIbid., p. 74.
 

32Roger Garaudy and Questin La1.l'3r, A Christian-Co:nmunist
 
Dialogue (Garden City, New York: Doubleday & COElpany, i9GG), p. 90. 

33Garaudy, From Anathema to Dialogue, p. 74. 

34Garaudy, A Christian-Communist Dialogue, p. 90. 

35Initiative in History, p. 4. 

36Ibid. 



35 

door by saying Man is both. He,is originally of matter only, however, 

he has historically been self-creating because of the power of his mind 

to be 

••. relatively independent of the material base and so to create, 
in fact, new aspects to that base. ?I!an is thus, with each gain in 
knowledge overcoming his servitude'to his material conditions, and 
is becoming more and more a self-creating being. 

Garaudy tInts avoids a strict determinism and generally places Marxist 

theory on an acceptable plane for interaction with "contemporary" theol­

ogies as will be demonstrated below. 

THE GROUNDS FOR DIALOGUE 

The basic issue. After a return to Marxist fundamentals, there 

is yet the requirement of discovering a basic meeting ground for the two 

dialogue partners. How do the Marxists view the dialogue? Garaudy 

divides the actual dialogue into two areas: institution and ideology. 

A discussion of the institution is concerned with such as the social role 

of the Church and party, and is discussed on the political and histori­

cal level, while ideolozy is discussed on a scientific and philosophical 

level. On both levels, Garaudy writes that the situation concerns the 

meeting of two human projects, which are capable of enriching one 

another. 37 Therefore, in dialogue, neither the Christian nor the 

Communist is assu~ed to have the higher truth; both are merely equally 

human projects. 

The beginning and core of the dialogue must be concerned with 

the idea of mants creative abilities, since the active aspect of history 

37Garaudy, From Anathema to Dialosue, p. 112. 
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is essential to humanisti~ Marxism. 38 There is olle condition, however, 

for a true dialogue. Garaudy makes the point clear that the dialogue is 

to be betwcen Marhism and the Christian faith, not between Marxism and 

Western culturalized Christianity: If ••• the Christian cannot be a 

champion of the established order."39 

A very brief but important point is also mentioned by Garaudy as 

grounds for dialogue: 

• When a Christian says to us: "Capitalism, with its crises, 
its wars, the threats by which it burdens the country's freedoms, 
capitalism is an inhuman regime and the enemy of the human person," 
our answer is: Now ..e have a solid basis for agreement within the 
religious or philosophical perspectives of each of us. 40 

Such a dialogue requires of the Christians also a return to the basics 

of their faith, so that cultural impediments do not bar the door to a 

true dialogue. So conceived, the dialogue demands its source deep within 

its participants so that what is absolutely essential is pinpointed. 4l 

The question of transcendence. In further distinguishing the 

levels of the dialogue, Garacdy also agrees with a statcment by Father 

Gonzalez Ruiz that the discussion is concerned with both politics and 

the concept of man (both agree with Garaudy's tenas of institution and 

ideology).42 In dealing with the concept of man, Gnraudy finds the fact 

3SIni tiative in History, p. 4.
 

39Garaudy, From Anathema to Dialogue, p. 122.
 

40Ibid. , p. 87.
 

4lIbid. , p. 37.
 

420araudy, "Possibilities, Problcr.1S, Necessity, " p. 405.
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of man's transcendence to be good grounds for a discussion of value. 

Christianity has contributed much even to Marxist thought but in a 

ciphered form. Marx, however, set up the principles for the decoding 

of the Christiun ideRs. Garaudy notes that the Christian faith is one 

way that man has of expressing his feeling of transcendence. Although 

in the past it has been placed alongside the supernatural, belief in a 

world beyond, and irrationality, it is primarily that actual experience 

of man who senses that though he is part of nature, he is yet different 

from the things and anima1s. 43 Garaudy explains in more complete 

form that 

Man belongs to natllre. But out of him, with culture, a superior 
level of nature appears. Such is the real human substance of this 
nation of transcendency: Transcendence is the alienated expression 
of nature outgrowing itself into culture. That he who cross8d the 
threshold, man himself, should have been so filled with wonder that 
he conceived another order of reality fror.1 nature, a super-nature, a 
beyond full of pro~ise and menace--this is the typical process of 
alienation. To elaborate a conception of transcendency that is not 
alienated is, therefore, to show--and dialectic m&teria1isnl allows 
it--that this possibility of initiative and creation is not the 
attribute of a God but, on the contrary, the specific attribute of 
man that differentiates him from all other ~mima1 species. 44 

Closely following this contribution of the faith to Marxist 

thought is the idea of subjectivity. Christianity opened the world's 

thinking to the s'.!bjective side of man's life, or, as Garatidy puts it, 

man's possibility of starting a new future. 45 Subjectivity is another 

word for man's self-consciousness which encompasses various levels: 

43Garaudy, "Communists and Christians in Dialogue," p. 208.
 

44Ibid., p. 209.
 

45Ibid.
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n ••• anguish, and effor~, search and dream, hope and love, risk and 

decision."46 Garaudy acknowledges that the Christian concept of man is 

in his relationship with God. God is not a concept but a person, n. 

a hidden God that no knowledge is able to convey to us and to whom only 

faith can give us access, though always in agony and doubt."47 It is 

again, the tiarxist task to unveil the r,lythical and reveal the scientific 

to the Christian. One cannot continue without mentioning the contribu­

tion of the Christian faith to the idea of love. It too, is another 

ground which the dialogue may utilize. The concept of agape love, love 

for the other, is of great benefit for the future of mankind. It is the 

love shown by Christ to the world, which gave absolute value to the 

"other." Yet, it is doubted that such love which does giv.:! absolute 

value to the other can be accepted by Mal~ism which has no theoretical 

base for the absolute value of the human person. 48 

The ends of the dialogue. The highest level to which the dia­

logtte may proceed is as Garaudy visualizes it, in recognizing creation 

as freedom, to share in the com:l1on desire and task of making". . . a 

man of every man, .•. " making him"... a creative being. "49 Among 

the participants of the dialogue, this highest level is reached when 

" ••. each integrates within himself that which the other bears within 

46Ibid.
 

47Roger Garaudy, "Christian-Marxist Dialogue," Journal of
 
Ecumenical Studies, IV (Spring, 1967), 211. 

48Ibid., p. 215. 

49Garaudy, "Creative Freedom," p. 163. 
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himself."50 That is not to suggest a synthesis, for the meaning is that 

the Christian grows stronger in his faith as he grows stronger in his 

atheism--of other gods; and the Marxist's humanism grows stronger with 

the added strength of faith--in his own task. 5l 

Garaudy recognizes that the new society will not automatically 

cause new human relationships to develop. Human relationships ara not 

mechanilJtically deternined. 52 Such an area of development in the future 

needs the cooperation of the Christians and Mal~ists. Garaudy knows 

the difficulties: 

• • • when we face the problem of combining forces for the building 
of the future, co-operation in mutual trust is going to be possible 
only if the measures t~ken and the institutions created--in a word, 
the mea~s adopted--take on meaning and v~lue in terms of conscious 
ends-which, even though not identical, at least are acceptable to 
both parties. 53 

Therefore, the guideline to be followed in the dialoGue is to insure 

that" ••• completely htunan faith in our task does not mutilate man of 

any of the dimensions which have been won b3cause of faith in God, and 

that faith in a transcendent God never limits or curbs faith in the 

hu.nan task. "54 

TIm CHRISTIAN BASIS FOR DIAL.()GUE 

The return to basics. The following discussion concerns 

Garaudy's view of the e~sential basics of Christianity. He believes the 

50Garaudy, "Christian-Communist Dialogue," p. 222.
 

5lIbid.
 

52Garaudy, "Creative Freedom," p. 142.
 

~3Garaudy, From Anathema to Dialogue, p. 37.
 

54Ibid., p. 111.
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same three events which awakened Marxists (cf. Chapter 2, Section 1.) 

have also inspired Christians to more closely distinguish between those 

essential elements of faith and those elements that arose out of histor­

ical conditions. 55 Garaudy finds three major currents in Christian 

theology today: it is critical--aware'that what we say about God is 

said by men; it is centered on mall; and it distinguishes between reli ­

gion as linked with institutional structures and faith as experience. 56 

Garaudy is most absorbed with the process theology of Pierre Teilhard de 

Chardin. Teilhard set forth three conditions for contemporary theology 

to be contemporary: 

1. The elimination from theology of all that is still linked to 

an archaic conception of the world. Revelation occured at a time when 

the cosmos was thought of as ~ finite and static whole. 

2. The definition of the relationship possible between God and 

the world in a world which is conceived as a living organic totality, 

in ceaseless evolution and creation. 

3. The elaboration of a theology which fully recognizes the 

value of worl< and of hunan effort, of scientific research as well as 

technical invention. 57 

Teilhard's theology as with all process theology fits very 

nicely into the ',Iarxist system for the only real obstacle between proc­

ess philosophy or theology and Marxisn is the belief that God, a 

55Ibid.. p. 39.
 

56Garauciy , "Creative Freedotl," p. 153.
 

57Garuudy, From Anathcr::~. to Dialoeuc, p. 49.
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transcendent being, guided the process. In simple terms and great 

brevity, process theology may be swmnarized as an attempt to explain 

the present world as an evolutionary process of nature's development. 

Teilhard adopts the position that all matter possesses a psychic nature 

as well as a physical nature. With the all powerful force of love as 

the ~otivating factor, all nature strives toward self-improvement in an 

evolutionary process: 

As it moves forward through the biosphere, the proliferation of 
types and the divergence fron the unicellular base decreases. Con­
centration takes place around the vertebrate stem of the tree of 
life with more complex cerebralization and unification of a central 
nervous system. \Vhen the primates are reached, an evolutionary fer­
ment occurs in the area from central Africa across to Indonesia 
where the physical conditions for a major change are possible. 
Life began to transform itself in depth, as another point of super­
saturation was reached. The appearance of man was, indeed, "an 
explosion of consciousness." ••• Consciousness was folded back 
upon itself to become self-consciousness. 58 

The process of this evolutionary movement today is toward 

increasing socialization and collectivization of individual humanity. 

However, because men have become self-conscious the situation has become 

critical. The process, thus, has become conscious of itself: "Man is 

free to cooperate with or to oppose the forces that operate upon him and 

that would move him forward. Men must face their responsibility toward 

"evolution" and conIront the issue of their destiny."59 But men have 

become afraid of the social movement and refuse to cooperate which could 

result in their destruction, when their continued existence is guaranteed 

58Eric C. Rust, Evolutionary Philosophies And Contemporary 
Theology (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1969), p. 161. 

59Ibid., p. 165. 
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if they but move with the force which has made them. T.?ilhard demon­

strates his Christian intention by postulating a Prime Mover called 

Omega. He gives it four attributes: it must be both loving and lovable 

at this very moment; it must be autonomous; it must be irreversible; and 

it must be transcendent. 60 The Omega is Christ. Why Garaudy appreci­

ates process philosophy should now be obvious. He comments that 

Teilhard " ••• has released the Christian message from·the fixed view 

of the universe, and replaced it with a fo~n of evolutionism which gives 

a cosmic dimension to Darwin's transformism."6l 

Another man who has helped in forming the change in Christiani~y 

is Rudolf Bultmann. It is Bultmann who purposes to give an existential 

interpretation to myth. 62 Bultmann also gives a definition of faith 

qUite in keeping with Garaudy's own belief: " .•. to open ourselves 

freely to the future."63 Gara~dy has himself defined faith as a partic­

. ular way of standing up before the world. 64 The question of transcend­

ence,. raised earlier, also has received some changes in the contemporary 

theological arena. Teilhard pictures transcendence of humanity as a 

traversing, a " . going beyond by going through."65 Transcendence 

60Pierre Teilharcl de Chardin, The Phenomenon of l\!an '(NeYl York:
 
Harper & Row, 1965), cf. the discussion on pa~es 268-272.
 

61oaraudy, "Creative Freedom," p •. 139.
 

62Garaudy, From Anathema to Difl.logue, p. 41.
 

63Rudolf Bultmann, Keryqma and Myth A Theological Debate, ed.
 
Hans Werner Bartsch (New York: Harper & Row, 1961), P. 19.
 

64Garaudy, From Anathema to Dialogue, p. 115.
 

65Garaudy, "Communists and Christians in Dialogue," p. 211.
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for man becomes obeying t~,c evolutionary forces to enable the continued 

progress of the world toward its Omega. The Anglican Bishop James 

Robinson, in his book Honest to God, recelves Garaudy's approval when he 

writes that " ••• the finite world is se1f-transcendent."66 Garaudy 

points out that what faith presents for the benefit of atheism is not a 

transcendent God but rather " ••• the transcendence of man whose full 

development demands that he never limit himself to what the past has 

made of him."67 That Christianity which is acceptable to Garaudy as a 

partner in dialogue is thus more of a humanism than faith in a super­

natural being. 

Garaudy also believes Marxism to be essentially humanistic. 

Rather than being a resounding "No" toward faith in God, it is a 

resounding "Yes" for the autonomy of man. Gal'Budy states that lIiarx 

himself set dOVlll this emphnsis that "Atheism • • • is man's posi ti vo 

self-consciousness. "68 What r,larxism does not do, therefore, is deny 

with belligerency the existence of Goel. It cannot, for science does 

not provide enough answers as yet. That Titov said he did not find God 

in space is insufficient in the face of such deep issues as the meaning 

of life and death. 69 This fact does not mean that the question of the 

eXistence of God is left with a possible affirmative answer. It merely 

66Roger Garaudy, "As Marxists, We Are Struggling on Behalf of 
Man," Background Information For Church and Society (December, 1965), 
P.	 9. 

67Garaudy, "Creative Freedom," p. 163. 

68Garaudy, "Christian-r.larxist Dialogue," p. 209. 

69Garaudy, "Creative Freedom," p. 144. 
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means that Marxists place some value upon religion. l\Ia:"'Xists look at 

religion and faith from the historical and materialistic viewpoints. For 

instance, Garaudy remarks that the claim " .•. religion is the opium of 

the people ••• " corresponds to historical reality. However, to malce 

the claim that " ... religion always is the opium of the people ••• " 

contradicts reality.70 Marxism finds within the history of the Chris­

tian faith both opitm and leaven, both ideological support of the 

existing harmful structures and religious protest of such structures. 7l 

Obstacles to Dialogue. Wherein lie the difficulties in the 

Christian-Mar..dst dialogue? The greatest point of conflict is also the 

first. The idea of God subtracts man's autonomy from himself. Garaudy 

wri tes that "God is alienating insofar as he is regarded a 'Moral law 

existing before the creation of 1.1an. "72 From another angle, it may be 

said that religions are an answer to a real need. Christianity above 

all others has tried to answer the need or exigency that all men experi"­

ence by transfoTIuing the " ••• exigency into a promise--and even into a 

presence: from the exigency of mediation, they passed to the presence 

of a mediator. "73 The issue as seen by Garaudy centers not on the need, 

but en man's attempts at answering that need. Atheism rejects illusory 

answers but not the " • authentic aspiration which aroused them • • . 

70Garaudy, "Communists and Christians in Dialogue, " p. 206.
 

7lGaraudy, From Anathema to Dialogue, p. 100.
 

72Garaudy, "Creative Freedom, " p. 144.
 

73Garaudy, From Anathema to Dialogue, p. 90.
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alienation is in the anS\'.'3rs but not in the questions."74 Atheism, 

thus, has a task of purification. What Marxism can accept is the exi­

gency, and it can act out the exigency, but fl ••• VIe cannot conceive 

it, name it or expect it. "75 Mar-Aism has the duty to protest against 

" ••• all the gross images of the Creation, of the Last Judgement, of 

Hell, of Paradise, or of the miracles, against all the caricatures of 

the Infinite which v.re the crime against the spirit E excellence. "76 

Garaudy admits to a further divergence between the "Promethean concep­

tion of freedom as creation, and the Christian conception of freedom as 

grace and assent."77 

There is no question about the historicp.l basis of the Christian 

faith, according to Garaudy. That Christ really existed is no problem 

to the Marxists. Indeed, Christ is the supreme e;{ample for Marxi3ts i.n 

that he conceived of an unlimi ted hU:i1an cOlili'7lUni ty in which freedom and 

love, and an infinite destiny, though masked in historical images, Vlere 

of the highest importance. He was' even prepared to die for this total­

ity because of his feeling of personal responsibility.78 Dogmatic 

Christianity, however strIps Christ of hi~ identification with man by 

making him more than man: 

His birth is no longer natural: he ceases to be a model for me 
because as the son of a Virgin he has beeu torn 8';;ay from the hu.rnan 

74Ibid., p. 89. 

75Ibid., p. 94. 

76Garaudy, "We Are Struggling," p. 7. 

77Garaudy, From Anathema to Dialogue, p. 92. 

78Garaudy, "We Are Struggling," p. S. 



46 

condition. His life also breaks away from mankind ~.,hen he is given 
the attributes of a miracle-working magician, such as one finds in 
the primitive religions. Even his death is stolen from us: this 
splendid death of the T'lUn who feels responsible for the destiny of 
all and who gives his life its meaning and its beauty by sacrificing 
it on behalf of all mankind,--this is not a real death because he is 
made to rise again. Thus one of the greatest awakeners of liberty 
and love was separated from us as an example by being removed from 
the real history of men and made s6mething other than a man: a myth 
like other myths. 79 

Garaudy also rejects a universalism which claims all man are already 

redeemed. If such were so, then all the struggles of human history for 

freedom and unity are " ... nothing but a trumped up story."80 The 

principle value of religion is therefore to keep raising questions, for 

such keeps Marxists from going to sleep. Yet, the perversion of re1i-· 

gion is in trying to answer those questions. S1 

Christians have often spoken of the immorality of the tlarxists. 

The actual issue concerns what truth and morality really are. Garaudy 

denies Christian morality is universally binding upon all mankind. Its 

. morality is based upon an illusory answer to an exigen,::y. Rather, he 

proposes the Harxist morality of practice as the c ri teri.on for oehavior 

and truth, for " •.• there is no criterion of truth internal to thought 

itself •.. the only possible moral truth is the truth of our 

actions."e2 Garaudy expl2.ins that the criterion for morality must be, 

as the guideline set up for dialogue, whether or not by that particular 

79Ibid., p. 8.
 

80Ibid.
 

81Garaud.y, "Creative Freedom," p. 146.
 

82Garaudy, A Christian-CommUl~ist Dialogue, p. 92.
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II 

action, method or structu~e man is made more fully man, more responsibly 

creative. 83 He recognizes the inevitability of questions, but such is 

to be expected when old values are dropped and new ones are born. In 

the future, Garaudy predicts that Marxist morality may be sUTiuned up by 

the term "aesthetics."84 

The future society. Garaudy believes the dialogue to be of 

utmost importance to the establishment of the future society. According 

to his interpretation of Marx " ••• historical necessity goes through 

the consciousness of Men."85 The dialogue, being on the conscious level 

is a necessary part of establishing the new society. Quite naturally, 

only socialisr.! fills the need in a future society. For it alone pro­

vides man with the circumstances to guarantee his freedom as creator. 

The dialogue is necessary, however, to liberate men of their alienation 

from nature, since the transformation of the earth will also involve a 

profound spiritual nletamorphosis of man. "86 The Christian fear 

of the new society is unfounded for it is communism alone which will 

create the conditions of society in which love will reign. 87 What of an 

atheistic state? Garaudy quite frankly states that atheism is the role 

of the party not the state. Although the party may push for the elimi­

nation of religion, the state will not. SS 

83Ibid., p. 90. 

84Initiative in History, p. 4. 

85Ibid., p. 17. 

86Garaudy, From Anathema to Dialogue, p. 93. 

87Ibid., p. 86. 

88Garaud U', "Creatl.·ve Freedom 1 A 7IIJ " p. .~. 
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Such a dialogue is a bold step for Christia~s. Garaudy points 

out that the dialogue will only be successful insofar as all of us, in 

t1 ••• common defense of man's basic values, are rendered capable of 

integrating to ourselves the truth borne by our partner in dialogue."B9 

89Garaudy, "Communists and Christians in Dia10gua," p. 212. 



Chapter 3 

, 
A CRITIQUE OF HRO~~DKA AND GARAUDY 

,
Josef Hromadka and Roger Garaudy represent two different 

positions within the Christian-Uar..dst dialogue. Hromadka spoke as a 

Christian who held to thcl reformation heritage of the Church which is 

to say that he ~as basically an evanGelical Christian. He also spoke 

as one who was living within a Communist-controlled country. Roger 

Garaudy, on the other hand, is a Marxist, pictured today as a revision­

1st when measured up against the "orthodox" of the party. He also 

speaks as one who lives within a Western democratic country. Thus, both 

East and West is represented, yet they are represented by the "disen­

franchised" in euch society. 

, 
HRO~~KA'S APPROACH 

Hroraadka's approach to dialogue between Christians and r.!arxists 

has been widely criticlzed in the West. He has been pictured as both 

naive and deliberately deceitful. In a recent letter to The Christian 

Century, one man wrote of him as an " ••• erastian and corapromising 

figure, ••• " without whom the Czech Church is much better off. l Such 

strong statements notwithstanding, Hromadka was a man of great vision 

and possessed an inunense amount of love and concern for his fellow men 

lcf. Enrico S. Molnar in "Letters," The Christian Century, 
I~XXVII (April 15, 1970), p. 451. 

49 
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long before Marxism became powerful in his country. He had been attempt­

ing to change the uncaring atmosphere in Czechoslov~kia toward the poor 

in the society throughout the democracies of Masaryk and Benes. 2 Too 

many people, however, resisted peaceful change, and I,Iarxism beeane the 

result. 3 Hromadka lived through many strenuous times. His experiences 

shaped his approach to the Marxists, which Charles C. West notes 

••• is both contemporary--it has not lost its influence under the 
pressure of historical events as have most of the more liberal pro­
Communist theologians of twenty years ago-'-and it is theological: 
consisting in an encounter between Christian revelation and the 
reality of Communism, and not in an attempt to accomodate one to 
the other. 4 

Even though Milan Machovec WaS originally suspicious of Hromadka's ideti 

to dialogue with Christians, he too became. a fervent supporter of 

the dialogue. 5 

Hromadka's assessment of man's dilemma cannot be denied. Man­

kind is indeed in a perilous position and placed there as a direct 

result of his own actions. Although IIrom;.dl,a believed this dilemma to 

2Jan Lochman, Church in a Marxist Society A Czechoslovak View 
(New York: Harper & Row, 1970), p. 28. 

3Josef L. HroL1adka, "The Church of the Reformation Faces Today' s 
Ch~llenges," Theology Today, VII (January, 1950), 456. Masaryk and 
Benes tried to break up the fo~ns of the old way of national thinking, 
pointed to the outrilod:::ld provincialism and the wealmesses of the old 
liberalism; they widened the bases of the nation21 life by bringing into 
its fold new groups of people; they tried. to remove the empty pomp and 
thoughtlessness of bourgeois politics, to bring the Republic into the 
new international frarr:e'.vork; and they attempted to find a place for her 
among the leading pioneers of the world of that time. All that was too 
much for the groups of people and political parties who lived in the 
past and fought against the new forms and orders. 

4Charle~ C. West, COl:LIlunism and the Theologians (New York: 
Macmillan Company, 1953), p. 51. 

5Lochman, Harxist Society, p. 181. 
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be severe enough to cause man to cast aside all their prejudic~s, pride, 

mistrust and self-justification, it remains evident that most people do 

not yet see man "in his bare existence" as a fellow human being, rather 

than the enemy. Ideological systems today, just as tribal identifica­

tion of the past, provide men with an inner security, home and purpose 

in life. They yet remain an "inner cloak" to hide men, in their "naked 

humanity," from one another. Although Hromadka issued the appeal of the 

Reformation Church, that Christians free themselves from such ideologi­

cal security, such cannot be done in its entirety. Such labels as 

"conservative, liberal, radical and moderate." in addition to "white. 

black. Co~~unist and Christian." all serve to demonstrate man's inabil­

ity to separate himself from his systems of thought. Such is indeed 

part of being a man. Hromadka's call to the Western Christian to leave 

"Weltanschau:.mg" behind in order to dialogue is not to fe.ce this roal­

i ty. It is just as impossible for the j',Iarxist to enter into dialogue 

without his ideology. However. such a plea may be ec-sily understood in 

Hromadka's situation. He was attempting to dialogu-; without political 

or ideological foundation other than his faith. In such a situation as 

in Eastern Europe. the dialogue can only take place in the manner he 

described. To try to carry a capitalistic ideology. or any ideology 

differing from the Communist viewpoint poli tically, into the dialog\le 

would sabotage the talks from the beginning. Still. Hromadka was right 

in viewing the dialogue he proposed as being in the purest form a dia­

logue between the Christian faith and ~Iarxism even though no other 

alternative form waS possible. It is quite a different story to attempt 

dialozue between two sides "safe" in their own territory. 
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Hromadka's approach to the dialogue and view of Czech society 

through crisis theology has a high appeal to iI!arxists as it provides 

some common grounds for the question of man, It first of all makes man 

responsible for his history. Even though Co~~unism is viewed as a judg­

ment of God upon the old system, the Marxists visualize the point that 

capitalistic man has thus been declared guilty even in theology for his 

lack of cor.lpassion toward his fellow man, Secondly, his point that the 

Lord of the Resurrection stands behind the judgment provides confidence 

for the Marxists that his theology is not about to subvert their power 

since they have been placed in power by "God" and to fight them is to 

fight the Lord of history,· Thirdly, Hromadka wrote of the faith provid­

ing the insurance that the new society would not collapse as the biblical 

perspective of man could fill the vacuum that atheism produces, With 

such an acceptance of the system through Crisis Theology, the Mar-.dsts 

have nothing to lose and much to gain by discussion. In the same sense, 

the faith has nothing to lose either, All that has alre~dy been lost 

was not essential to the faith. It is hera that Hromadka displayed his 

passionate faith in the ultimate victory of Christ. He was unafraid to 

give himself completely to the system as long as his faith was not 

called into question, He had the confidence of his faith i.n the suprem­

acy of Jesus Christ, Yet, he was emphatic that should Convnunism call 

him to denounce his faith, he would suffer the most extreme of penalties 

rather than do so, The ideological situation in Czechoslovakia became 

basic to his theology in that it provided the grounds for a society that 

,
would possibly become pleasing to God in its care for all men, Hromadka 

foresaw the inevitability of the Marxist takeover of the country, and 
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that the country could not go back to the old ways ever again. He wrote 

that he found himself " ••• where the communist parties are carrying on 

their historical mission. The path of my faith and the path of the com­

munistic activity intersect one another, but they are not identical, 

they are of an essentially different nature."6 He, consequently 

believed the mission of the Church to be that of witnessing to the new 

order, and his own mission to be that of softening the attack of the new 

regime upon the Church. 

Hromadka's estimate of the historical crisis was highly per­

sonal, rather than being a careful, all encompassing study of the world 

situation. In spite of hiS plea for the West to lool~ at the East with­

out benefit of anti-communist prejudices, he too, suffered from similar 

(though opposite) distortions of view. That is not to say that he held 

prejudices, but that information passed from West to East and vice versa 

is often distorted by the time it reaches each side simply through mis­

use of language, etc. Hromadka, having lived in the United States in 

the 1940's, continued to base much of his estimation of the Western 

situation i~ the 1960's upon his earlier experiences. 7 His estimation 

of American youth in 1945, for example, was based on the generation 

after the war who " ••• didn't care about anything. Now, American 

youth care abO\lt nearly everything. "8 Such appears to be universally 

6Hromadka, "Between Yesterday And Tomorrow," p. 69. 

7West, Theologians, p. 55. 

BDl'. James Daane, Professor of Pastoral Theology at Fuller 
Theological Seminary, pursued his doctoral studies under Dr. Hromaclka at 
Princeton. Reference to him is made from conversations the writer has 
had with Dr. Daane during 1970. 
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true. He may have underestimated Western society in its flexibility and 

social mobility, yet, he did also give credit to her historical position 

when referring to the system in Czechoslovakia by saying that the new 

society n ••• will work in Czechoslovakia, but it would never work here 

(in America)."9 Yet, that Western society was in an abyss was evident 

•to I-Iro1Jladka. Change was necessary. But of 1,10re importance, change was 

necessary in the attitude of the West toward the East. He believed that 

the West should learn to help the new reconstruction of society by 

trying to understand its plans and help to purify them of human faults-­

through dialogue. lO . 

That the dialogue should be centered on the question of man, 

shows Hrom;dka's earnestness in achieving true dialogue, for the essence 

of man is the heart of any Christian-~,!arxist dialogue. The movement of 

CzechoslovaJda tOY/ard socialism "with a human face," and greater respect 

. for individual desires and hopes ar.d aspirations was in large measure, 

the r~sult of the dialogue. ll Hromadka's view of the secondary charac­

teristic of atheism in Marxism is probably incorrect. Even Garaudy, who 

is a revisionist Marxist, cannot accept the idea of God. Although both 

Garaudy and Hromad1:a agree as to the "radical humanism" of Marxism 

rather than a belligerent atheism, the fact remains that there will 

9cf. footnote 8. 

lOHromadka, "Today's Challenge," p. 458. We should penetrate 
through the haze of all kinds of unpleasant and unfortunate events that 
accompany the changes in order to be able to appreciate the reconstruc­
tion plan in a positive 'O/ay, to help the new aspirations and purify them 
of human faults. 

llLochman, Marxist Society, p. 193. 
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always be in Marxism the belief that religion is unscientific and there­

fore ultimately harmful to man as a creative being. Hroliladka must have 

realized this point for he did emphasize the temporality of his agree­

ment with Marxism. Ultimately one would have to proceed without the 

other. The Marxist views religi.on as temporary, existing only while man 

does not yet trust in science. Hrom~dka saw Communism as unfulfilled, a 

half-way measure, something to serve as a platfol~ for the work of the 

Gospel, and that when Communism was complete, the Gospel would still be 

at work in the classless society.12 

The difficulty of P.rom~ldka's approach Vias dCllionstrated in August 

of 1968, when the Warsaw Pact troops invaded Czechoslovakia. The social­

ism with which Hrom~dka had to deal was not the spokesman for the real 

power which operates presently within the Soviet Union. After 20 years 

of worldng and debating with the local power base in Czechoslovakia, the 

hard shell of the :\Iarxist systei:l softened. Hromadka's r..pproach hi;;l~€'d 

to ease the T,Iarxist's fears of the Church serving 8.S a source for 

counter-revolution and so aided ill bringi.ng abol:t the relaxation in 

goverrur.entu:i.. rule. The Soviet interler.tion crush2d that mOl":lentary spark 

,
of liCht. Jan Lochr:lan, a fo1':-:1er colleague of Hromad;-;:a' s at Comenius and 

presently at the University of EDsel, relM'.rl-~ed concerrdng the Czech 

tragedy: "Daz:>:1ed by the inspiring vision of a new type of socialism 

and by the general support of our population which this model evidently 

received, we underestiT:1uted the international context of O\1r effort."13 

l~Nest, Theolo~ians, p. 60. 

l3Lochm2n, ~:arxist Society, p. 198. 
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Robert Tobias, il' his book Eomnlunist ChristiHl1 Encounter in East 

Europe, has some keen observations concerning the position of the Church 

,
in East Europe which accent what Hromadka tried to say. Of primary 

interest is the fact that 

Eastern Christians sense acutely that there is no position they 
ean take which frees them from guilt. If they are s'ilent, they are 
guilty; if they acquiesce, they are guilty; if they simply oppose 
social changes, they are guilty.14 

Western Christians often see the situation in East Europe as a simple 

matter of a clear and definite right and wrong stand. Tobias agrees 

with Hrom1dka that the situation is far more complex, as already iridi­

eated, and that the Church as such has not one stand but rnther, many 

witnesses to the same truth taking several forms. 15 To say that the 

Church has a particular stand to take, confuses it with a political or 

military power. It assumes the Church must defend certain values 

including self-preservation and that a certain style of life i~ neces­

sary for its perpetuation. 16 Tobias, therefore, agrees with Hrom~dka's 

approach after making careful study of the East European situation. One 

further observation of his is especially noteworthy. Concerning how the 

Church should operate within the Marxist system he wrItes: 

We have spoken of fundamentals, of the esse~cc of faith. At 
that level the believer "must obey God rather than men" (Acts 5:29). 
We come no;:/ to the tools and methods which the believer, in coramun­
tty with others, creates and employs to manifest the fundamental 
affirr,wtion given hi1'l. At this level, he is "in subjection to the 

l4Robert Tobias, Communist Christian Encounter in East Europe 
(Indianapolis, Indiana: School of Religion Press, 1956), p. 191. 

l5Ibid., p. 202. 

16Ibid., p. 195. 



57 

higher powers" as ordained of God (Romans 13:1). If at the deep0r 
level, his pU1Toses are deter!11ined by God, at this level his acts 
are circumscribed by. his social and political environment. This 
existential framework, with its limitations, restrictions and oppor­
tuni ties in the framework is determined by governru.ents, often on the 
basis of physical strength, not by the Church. To act and to wit­
ness in it, the Churc!1 must accept the fact of government. But the 
use which is made of opportunities in the framework is determined by 
the Church, which neither demands nor accepts such opportunities as 
being granted by governme71ts, and therefore, simply and qUickly, 
must claiw every renl opportunity for preaching, teaching and wit­
nessinrr within its existential situation. At this level of overt 
witne~s, flexibility, adnption and opportunity are the Christian's 
watchwords .17 

GARAUDY'S APPROACH 

Roger Garaudy, as has already been noted, is no longer ~ccept-

able to the French ~,:arxists as representative of their Party. r.Tany of 

the ideas which led to his departure from the Party have been presented 

in this paper. Garauely called for a return to the r.Iarxist basics ancl 

pointed out what those basics were. The first issue was to finel the 

real {,farh, and to use his method in plotting the future course of tlan­

kind, that method of "going beyond," because the Harxists do not yet 

possess the truth in a textbook or scientifically accurate form. It 

should b2 noted, however, as Robert L. Shinn, Professor of Applied 

Christi an i ty at Union Theological Sem·inary, points out that Garaudy' s 

Marxism is neither Stalinist nor ~!arxist, rather it is revisionist .18 

Shinn proceeds to clarify his point by showing that Garaudy has merely 

decidod to choose one type of Marx over several kinds in existence. He 

17Ibid., p. 197. 

18Robert L. Shinn, "Discussion: Communist Christian Dialogue," 
Union Seminary quarterly Review, XXII (March, 1967), 214-15. 



58 

might possibly have chose'1 " ..• the ruthless polemecist who discards 

all moral inhibitions in his attack against class enemies.,r19 Although 

it is true that Garaudy's choice of a MarAian model is the best for 

dialogue, it is also true that his choice is least acceptable in Marxist 

circles. The reality of the Czech tragedy, and the French Communist 

Party action in condemning Garaudy and his protest against the Czech 

invasion and the Soviet model, serve to demonstrate the lacl~ of accept­

ance of Garaudy's ideas to the more orthodox Marxists. The method of 

Marx which Garaudy called "going beyond" has been rejected by the major­

i ty of French t.iarxists now for the Soviet model of socialism and its 

interpretation of Marx. 

Garaudy noted approvingly as well, the plurality of models of 

Marxism within the various socialistic countries. ObViously, plurality 

of models is also a concept being called into question. Soviet Marxism 

has taken on a far more militant stance since the end of the Khrushchev 

era, and therefore, also within those socialist countries within the 

Soviet orbit, with the exception of Yugoslavia and Rumania. That 

Marxism within Western countries also reflects the growing dogmatism and 

"orthodoxy" is a noticeable change of direction. The whole issue of 

base and superstructure is once again c?lled into question. Does the 

ch2nge in trend of party policy signify the end of the "relative inde­

pendence" of the superstrt.:ctures? Is man to be viewed with an eye 

toward deter~minism again? Is morality to be the practice of Stalin's 

era? There is some question as to the success of the dialogue even with 

19Ibid. 
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Garaudy's concept of morslity. The Christian has no real assurance of 

the truth of his partner's position. The difficulty concerns the dif­

ference between a relative and absolute morality. The Christian is 

confronted by a IT.orali ty of practice based upon what will supposedly 

be best fer man as a creative being, what will make him more fully man. 

The Christian must hold two reservations about this definition. First, 

he must question the Marxist concept of man. To be made more fully a 

"Marxist" man may not coincide with being made more fully a "Christian" 

man. Secondly, the Marxist denies any truth ". internal to thought 

itself." The Christian cannot but question the dependability and sta­

bility of a morality which is vague and subject to various interpreta­

tions according to how the particular leader believes humanity can be 

made more fully htunan. Under such a morality, Stalin could be excuc;e( 

for his deeds of torture and death. The Marxist position contains 

several events which may be immoral to an absolute Christian position, 

yet which are perfectly acceptable to the Marxist through his own system 

of relative moral truth. 

Garaudy makes his choice for the +ype of Christianity which he 

believes is best suited for the dialogue with Marxists. In deciding on 

the "contemporary" theological systems, he has made a logical decision, 

as they are closest to his own system. However, in doing so he has 

preempted the participation of Christians of traditional beliefs and has 

therefore, rejected the "grass roots" of Christianity. A dialogue with 

such a limited number of men representing such a small number of 

Christians, is certain to l:leet with limited success. Garaudy's choice 

of process theology and the demythologizing of Bultman" restricts the 
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participation of more orthodox Christians who represent the vast major­

tty of the faith. Process theology, built upon the thought of Alfred 

North Whitehead is really a metaphysical philosophy. It may very well 

be filling a void where Christian philosophy is concerned, yet it 

remains extra-Biblical in nature, having synthesized modern scientific 

beliefs and traditional Christian beliefs. The resulting system is 

neither Biblical nor scientific, especially in the case of Teilhard de 

Chardin. 20 Eric Rust writes concerning the scientific nature of 

Chardin's theology: 

Because of this emphasis on man as a thinking being, Teilhard 
also moves beyond the accepted scientific approach in his emphasis 
on the "within" of things. He moves beyond the exterior to the 
interior aspect of the elements of the universe, contending that 
account must be taken of a mental as well as a material aspect. 
This would clash with the strict scientific vie~point which would 
hold that a rigid scientific empiricism should deal o~ly with the 
observable. 2l 

Garaudy specifically rejects traditional Christian beliefs. He 

finds Christianity's method of answering man's needs to be astonishingly 

unscientific, althou:;h he recognizes the exigency which aroused the 

"illusory answers." As long as such a negative viewpoint of traditional 

Christian beliefs is held, the dialogue will move slowly. However, that 

the Marxists reject Biblical Christianity as a viable faith is not an 

insurmountable barrier to dialogue. Rf'_ther such a difficulty only shows 

the more urgent need of speaking intelligently with one another. 

20cf. Christianity Today (March, 1969). Carl Henry's articles 
in the two March issues for a more complete discussion of the Biblical 
vs. non-Biblical character of Process Theology. 

21Rust, Evolutionary Philosophies, p. 152. 
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Garaudy picks out the Biblical expectation of an "l1nlim::,ted human COl1l­

, 

munity" in which freedom and love are of the utmost importance. Yet, he 

refuses to recognize that this expectation is nowhere separated from the 

concepts of sin and grace, and a relationship with a living Lord. To 

say that the latter concepts are images whereas the former are reality 

is to confuse the issue with one's own prejurlices. It becomes the task 

of traditional Christianity to demonstrate the viability and truthfl1l­

ness of its beliefs to the unbeliever as has always been the case. To 

reject this opportunity because the partners are Marxists is to deny the 

commission to " ..• go into all the world." 

The grounds for dialogue which Garaudy suggests rest mainly on 

transcendence, subjecti-Ji ty, and love. However, the type of transcend­

ence which Guraudy recognizes is not that of traditional Catholic or 

Reformation thought. Garaudyt s transcendence is of a finite nature as 

with Bishop J. A. T. Robinson. It is a transcendence limited to this 

historical world: nature outgrowing itself into culture." Tran­

scendence bears within it the concept of alienation. Garaudy points out 

that wonder is the fruit of mants alienation from nature, and it is won" 

del' which causes man to postulate transcendence as the existence of a 

supor-nature. Paul Lehmann confronts Garaudyt s point and counters it-by 

writing that the Christian concept of alienation shows wonder as the root 

instead of the fruit of alienation. "Tra~scendence," writes Lehmann" 

"refers to the possibility and the power of initiative and creation, not 

as the specific attribute of man, but as the specific gift to man." 22 

22p~lUl Lehmann, "Discussion: Commtmist-Christinn Dialogue," 
Union Sc;):innry Qu:!rterly Review, XXII (March, 1967), 221. 
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The other points for dialogue of subjectivity and love, also suffer a 

similar difference in meaning between Christian and Marxist. How much 

of either concept can Marxism accept? As Garaudy pointed out, Marxism 

cannot go as far as Christianity in giving absolute value to love. Even 

more significant is a point raised by Earvey G. Cox, that the reason 

Garaudy must speak to Christians concerning transcendence, subjectivity 

and love, is that very few Marxists wish to " ..• waste even a moment 

thinking about such things. "23 In the light of the events of early 1970, 

wi thin French ~larxism, Cox's statement made in 1967, takes on added sig­

nificance. A second level of dialogue that is not so extensively dealt 

with by Garaudy, but is rather merely acknowledged concerns the po1iti­

calor institutional level. Any Christian who agrees politically with 

Marhism has a ready ground for dialogue. It is understandable why 

Garaudy chooses to underemphasize this area ai'd concentrate upon the 

ideological level. He is conducting dialogues in an important political 

atmosphere. It is in France, especially, that the dialogue with Catho­

lics takes on immense political meaning. Yet, Garaudy has ignored that 

basic question which must be central to any Christian-Harxist dialogue: 

the question of the nature of man. It is upon this concept of man that 

the dialogue will live or die. Subjectivity, love and transcendence-­

especially as Garaudy describes them, are shallow side issues more for 

appeal to theologians than really to be discussed. Garaudy has the 

right idea, however, when he speaks of "mutual interpellation." It is 

23Harvey G. Cox, "Discussion: Communist-Christian Dialogue," 
Union Se:ninary Quarterly Review, XXII Ollarch, 1967), 224. 
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with this concept that genuine dialogue begins. Each partner is to 

finn1y grasp his own position and also to come to a simi1sr comprehen­

sion of the other's position. The Christian position and the Marxist 

position with regard to man's essence will then be understood by each 

partner. From this point on is when the dialogue begins. All before 

will be merely preliminax-y steps. It is at this point when each side 

can become mutually enriched, for it is at this time that all prejudices 

have been laid aside and the ren1 work begins. 

Some questions still remain and will remain, at least until some 

future time. Garaudy's point concerning a state atheism is very easily 

passed over in the light of historical events. As long as the pa.rty is 

in control of the govermnent, state atheism as a national policy is 

inevitable. Garaudy has obviously been thinking of the political sig­

nificance of his position. His contention that religion's task is to 

ask questions rather than answer them is also glibly handled. The whole 

point of religion is to answer questions which are in existence in spite 

of religion. It is for this reason that Hromadka mentions the void of 

C01;ununism, ~ nd that Garaudy himself mentions the need for help in the 

great spiritual ]';1etamo:-phoses of the future. To eliminate all answers 

to this exigency and merely live with it unnamed and uncollceived, is to 

declare, in effect, the insignificance and end of religion, not to dele­

gate to it the task of asking questions. Again, Christianity has the 

task of answering questions which exist because of the very nature of 

man. What Garaudy has done is to propose a new task for the Church, one 

which is in keeping with his own atheism and not at all too different 

from Bishop Robinson's Christianity. He recognizes that traditional 
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Christian beliefs cannot exist compatibly with traditio'1al Marxist 

atheism or even his own revisionist Marxism. By enphasizing the radical 

humanism of ~Iarxism, the focus is shifted from the former point and 

remains hidden. Only genuine dialogue will reveal this latter point. 

Both Garaudy and Hronadka recognize that there will be a struggle to the 

death between atheism and traditional Christianity. Garaudy tends to 

smooth over this reality for the moment. Garaudy has set forth a frame­

work for the dialogue which would put it on an "elite" and highly 

limited scale. To be entirely open to the future 8nd honest with all 

men, the dialogue must have the participation of traditional Christians, 

who hold to those very doctrines that Marxism cannot accept. Only then 

will the dialogue be truly fruitful. Only then will there be real sig­

nificance to the terra "mutual interpellation." 

POSSIBILITIES FOR DIALCCUE 

Both Hromadka and Garaudy have expressed similar feelings about 

the world situation and the urgency of the Christian-Marxist dialogue", 

It is Hromadka, however, among these two patriarchs of the dialC'gue, who 

truly sensed the depth to which the dialogue must delve. Hromadka, liv­

ing in the situation of a Christian in a COlll.l'J1unist controlled country 

and finding the members of his faith subjected to persecution, was 

forced to examine himself and his position in the deepest manner pos­

sible. Garaudy has not had that kind of experience, yet perhaps the 

events in French party politics will force him now to re-examine himself 

and his position also. His choice of an acceptable Christianity almost 

guarantees a shallo\~ dialogue. Hromndka would have had nothin~ to do 
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with such an existential interpretation of the faith. Hromadka's 

grounds for dialogue stipulated that the Christian have a fi~1 hold on 

the Refo~lation tradition of the Church. He had seen the failure of 

liberalism in the late 30's and feared the Same would always be true. 

Hromadka rested his position within the Biblical tradition, and he 

believed himself fully armed and thereby capable to tackle the atheism 

of Marxism. Gara11dy' s approach, on the other hand, is one of an encoun­

tel' between Revisionist !I:arxism and a "contemporary" Christianity just 

as revisionist in its own realm. Between these two, he finds adequate 

grounds for dialogue. Yet, one must conclude that of the two approaches, 

Hromadka's has the most far reaching effects for his has been between 

Stalinist Cormnunists and "orthodox" Christians. However, it must e.lso 

b~ acknowledged that Garaudy is attempting to make the di31o~ue appeal­

ing in the West, which Hromadka could not do. Orthodox Chris~ians in 

the West tend to dismiss any thought of dialogue with Marxism be it 

Stalinist or Revisionist. Garaudy's approach attempts to overcome 

the difficulty by appealing to those who mi~ht be mora inclined to 

accept dialogue. 

The dialogue hetvleen Marxists and Christians is not a lu..--cury 

item. It is a burning necessity. Admittedly, the dialogue will be 

between two mutually exclusive systems of thought, if Hrom~dka's model 

1s to be followed, or Garaudy's. Christianity cannot accept the atheism 

of Ma~dsm n0r its interpretation of man. Marxism cannot accept the 

Christian's "illusory answers" to man's exigencies. Appeals to the 

radical humanism of Marxism or to finite transcendence in Christianity 

cannot resolve their essentially contradictory natures. Yet, the 
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dialogue must take place, for people must be on speaking terms in order 

to accomplish the task of living together. Dialogue in the East can 

only occur within Hromadka's framework. Yet, neither his nor Garaudy's 

framework appears suitable in the West. The dialogue already begun in 

the East under forced circwi1stances Iilay have beneficial effects for the 

Western dialogue if the new brand of rJarxisn can weather the heavy con­

servative thrust for power presently under way. Jan Lochman notes that 

Milan Prucha, a Czech marxist, rejected traditional materialism at a 

recent conference in his approach to the concept of being (as through 

the concept of matter). Prucha concluded that a new answer must be 

sought, yet he also denied·the concept of God as the source of being. 24 

However, this fact demonstrates the softening of Marxist viewpoints, or, 

at least did until the Russian invasion of Czechof';lovakia. 

Frederick J. Adelmann, S. J., writes that Marxists and Chris­

tians cannot dialogue until Marxism tolerates theism as a valid stance. 

Father Adelmann finds hope for the dialogue in the revisionist side of 

Marxism: "I believe that r.larxism can intrinsically be revised so as to 

tolerate th~ism without ceasing to be a philosophy or a metaphysics and 

yet retain its essential insight into human life 011 this planet."25 He 

also notes that "Revisionism is, then, a part of the dialectic. This is 

probably the best insight that the Marxists have had in some time. 

Marxism in theory cannot stand pat; it must evolve."26 With a 

24Lochman, Mar.{ist Society, p. 189. 

25:F'rederick J. Adelmann, S. J., From Dialogu<; to Epilogue (The 
Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1968), p. 68. 

26Ibid., P. 69. 
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revisionist Marxism that tolerates theism as a viable stance, Father 

Adelmann can fores8c possible co-existence. 

Each partner certainly has room to be enriched by the other as 

Gnraudy indicates--including those whom he excludes from the dialogue. 

The Marxist understanding of man as a social being shaped by historical 

events and conditions can certainly broaden the views of individualistic 

Christians. Harvey Cox clarifies this point that Christians often sim­

ply do not see that many of their attitudes are shaped by social deter­

minants rather than clear logic and wisdom: fl ••• theological cerebr3.­

tion that is not conscious of its social base cannot be critical of it 

and therefore becomes a captive of unconscious social deterrninants."27 

As well, the Christian concept of man's individual significance and 

transcendence can surely enrich the Marxist viewpoint. However, the 

dialogue between traditional materialistic Marxism and traditional 

orthodox Christianity cannot exist meaningfully unless under forced 

circumstances. If Father Adelmann is correct in his assessment of 

Marxism, Western dialogue between Revisionist Marxism and orthodox 

Christians would soon be possible and such would be the best fOl~ of 

dialogue as it would have the greatest effect and significance. It is 

entirely r~ssible that some form of co-existence could take place with 

such a ~,!.?:rrevisionist ..dsm. 

27Harvcy Cox, "Discussion: Conununist-Christian Dialogue," 
p. 226. 



Chapter 4 

THE DIALOGUE: PAST AND PRESENT 

The dialogue between Christian~ and ',larxists has been in exist­

ence in one form or another since the two systems came into contact with 

one another. Christians have tr2.c1i tiolla.lly looked upon Mar..<ists as 

materialistic atheists who should be fought and in all ways opposed 

rather than to be dialog·ued with as fellow hrunan beings. By the same 

token, Marxists have a poor record in their dealings with Christians, 

especially in those co~ntries which they control. The MarAists initial 

*ttempts at the elimination of reliGion resulted in suffering and death 

for tho\.lsands who refuGed to forsake their faith. It is hoped that both 

of these cowardly attitudes v:ill remain in the past and not reoccur, 

although it is true that many today still hold these opinions. Let us 

hope that the ones who hold such extreme opinions (that the other side 

is somehow subhu:nnn and therefore worthy of elimination) will never find 

the opportunity to exercise these opinions in power. What of the perse­

cution pres8ntly taking pl:oo.ce wi thin COliununist controlled countries? 

Such a situation is not to be denied. Yet, the Western Christian is in 

no position to accurately assess that situation. It is true also, how­

ever, that the situation is not as difficult as it once was. Hopefully 

the situation will continue to loosen, and the dialogue may help to 

speed such on the way. 

68 
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ITS IMMEDIATE HISTORY 

The dialogue between Christians and l,!arxists had its beginnines 

in the latter 50's. The earliest attempts at genuine dialogue had sev­

era1 years of preparation. Hromadka, from the inception of Communism in 

Czechoslovakia, had attempted to prepare both Christians and Marxists 

for dialogue. Jim Lochman recalls that the way" ••• from 'anathema to 

dialogue' was long and difficult."l He mentions two main tasks that 

Christians in CzechosloT/akia had to perform in order to progress along 

the road to dialogue: first, de-ideologizing both side8 and second, 

building a new reality of Christian life and thought. The first step 

was begun in the early 50's by the Comenius faculty in Prague through an 

examination of the young Karl l,!arx and a de-Stalinization of j,i2.rxist 

theory to discover its "human face." Along the second point, two issues 

had to be resolved. Needed was a new critical theology and an accept­

ance of socialism as a permanent society. With this task accomplished, 

the invitation was extended for the Marxists toward dialogue. The 

Mar..<ists were suspicious of this "new tactic" as they had not yet 

accepted the new role of the Church, and only engaged in dialogue in 

spi te of the fact that Hror,ladka and others were Christians" The Marx­

ists were still suspicious of the motives of the Christians. In the 

latter 50's, ~.Iarxists took an increased interest in the question of man, 

a central iss'.le in the dialogue, since the structural change of society 

had alre&dy occurred, and there was little immediate danger of 

1Lochman, ~.larxist Society, p. 12. 
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revolution. Sparked by the Comenius study, the Marxists also began a 

search for the young Marx's authentic man. In addition, Milan Opocensky 

of the Cor.l:::lni us faculty states that it was in 1956 or 1957, that Marxists 

discovered that the Church did not correspond with their preconceived 

notions about it. They became interested in it and began a creative 

study of the Czech Church. Thus began a new relationship between the 

Church and prominent Marxists. 2 In 1958, the first meeting of the 

Christian Peace Conference was held. It was in that same year that 

Hromadka received the Lenin Peace Prize. The first conference was small 

and had little impact. Although the Christian Peace Conference never 

has made a large contribution to world peace, it was a move forward in 

that such a Christian assembly was being held in Prague. The Christian 

Peace Confercllce was the attempt to bring Eastern and Western Christians 

together despite their political differences. It has had little success 

in this role. Since 1958, there have been three All Christian Pe~ce 

Assemblies, the last in March and April, 1968. 

Milton :Jayer vividly presented one reason for the failure of the 

Christian Feace Conference in his review of its third assembly. While 

he was listening to the radio with a group of Cz<)chs--" ..• two journa­

lists, a student leader in the present libertarian renaissaJ1ce and a 

church-connected student in the same movement, ." a newscaster began 

reading the resolutions of the Christian Peace Conference. The Czechs 

broke into laughter: "The words were those we have heard here for 

2Dean Peerman, "Deepening The Christian-~!arxist Dialogue," The 
Christi2.n Centu:ry, L'{XXII (December 22, 1965), 15-67. 
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twenty years • . • tl one of them explained. 3 The Eastern powers have 

thus utilized the Christian Peace Conference for their own propaganda 

purposes. Hore important for the dialogue of Christians and Harxistf.l 

have been the dialogues conducted among the university and theology 

students and faculty at Comenius University, although without govern­

mental ap~roval which was never asked. In the fall of 1961, Milan 

l,Iachovcc began 2. conference atte:1:1ed by fi ve 1!arxists and Iive Christian 

theologians along with ten students. Since that time the group had 

grown to as ttany as 100, meeting every Uonday afternoon. In addition 

to the Czechs, such men as Erich Fromm, Gustav "[etter, and Charles C. 

West have spoken at the seminar. Czechoslovakia remains the only 

Eastern country which has welcomed dialogue. 4 

In the West, the dialogue has made tremendous inroads into both 

the Catholics and 11arxist camps. Pope John XXI II, in his encyclicals 

"Mater et Uagistra" and "Pacem in Terris, t. opened the door to dialogue 

by giving tacit recognition to com~nmism as a humanistic movement and 

encouraging Catholics to talk with communists. Vatican II followed the 

Pope's lead by recognizing the failure of the Church in regard to social 

action and its intention to align itself with those who fight for humnn 

rights. Vatican II also set up a special Secretariate for Non-believers 

which Paul Oestreicher poi:1ts out " ••• is already immersed in discus­

sion with those who call themselves atheists, communists foremost among 

31li 1ton Mayer, "Prague: A New Earth and a New Heaven?" The 
Christian Century, L."'::XXV (r,lay 15, 1938), 646. 

4Herbert Aptheker, The Urgency of ~larxist-Christian Dialogue 
(:"cw York: Harper &. Row, 1970), p. 8. 
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them.'15 The Paulus-Gesel\schaft (Society of St. Paul) has conducted 

three imr~rtant dialogues between MarAists and Christians in Salzburg 

(1965), Chiemsee (19G6), and Marienbad (1967). At Salzburg, the first 

real confrontation on a large scale betwe.en Christians and Marxists, 

many key Western Marxists and Christians presented papers and engaged in 

debate. The key question was the neces5ity of atheism to Marxism. 

Marcel Reding presented a paper which held the Law of History as basic 

to Marxism wi th atheism unessential. Father Girardi, of Italy, agreed 

that the Law of History was not atheistic but disagreed that it was cen­

tral to Marxism. He expressed the opinion that the key issue should be 

mrm's freedom and that atheism was of second.ary importance to that issue. 

Gustav Wetter pri:lsented the ideas that peaceful ideological co-existence 

of contradictory ideas was impossible, but that men holding to contra­

dictory ideas must peacefully co-exist, and that resolution of these 

ideas must be by spiritual ~eans rather than force with the power agen­

cies of the state remaining neutral. By the time of the Salzburg 

con~erence, Garaudy had just come into enough prominence in the French 

Com:nunist Party th~.t he could casually spank of two models of Communism: 

Stalinism and his o~n newly arrived Garaudyism. 6 The most significant 

discussion took place in Marlenbad, where the dialogue for the first 

time occurred in the East, and with a sizeable representation from 

Eastern Marxism. Lechman '5 report about ?lIlIan Prucha (Chapter 3) stems 

5Paul Oestreicher, "Christians and Comr.mnists in Search of Man," 
Theology, LXX (December, 19G7), 538. 

6Donald L. MacLean, "An Opening Attempt," America, CXIII (July 
31, 19,35), 116. '1'he article is a brief dcscriptioil of· the Salzburg 
meetings. 
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from this particular conft;;rence arranged in conjunction with the 

Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences. 

In June of 1967, a COllUllunist-Catholic discussion was held in the 

Liverpool University chaplaincy with an audience of over 300 people, 

probnbly equally divided between Catholics and Communists. 7 The Marxist-

Christian dialogue is gaining momentwB in Britain, Spain, France and 

Italy. In Britain during 1967, nearly every month witnessed a major 

dialogue. Slant magazine, published by a Catholic group, is dedicated 

to " ••• the exploration of the idea that Christian commitment at the 

moment carries with it an obligation to be Socialist.l~ Supporting this 

contention, Terence Eagleton, a mer:lber of the Slant group has also 

written The New Left Church. 9 Yet, participation in discussions has 

been largely restricted to Catholics of the left or intellectuals, in 

Britain. In April of 19G8, the World Council of Churches sponsored a 

Christian-Marxist dialogue in Geneva. The dialogue is broadening and 

increasing. ~!any more meetings have bee~ held than may be mentioned in 

this paper. Suffice it to say that Catholic, and Protestant are con­

fronting r.lf\rxists in dialogue. Primarily the dialogue is confine.d to 

the liberal and left leaning sections of Christendom and to the liberal 

side of Marxism. 

7James Klugmann, "The Pattern of Encounter in Britain," The 
Christian-;:arxist Dialogue, ed. Paul OestreIcher (London: Collier:­
Macmillan Ltd., 19G9), p. 180. 

8Ibid., p. 179. 

9Terrence Engleton, The New Left Church (London: Sheed &, Ward, 
1966). 
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ITS PRESENT COURSE 

Michael Bourdeatcr an expert on Christianity in contemporary 

Russia expressed some misgivings about the dialogue in 19G6, which are 

still applicable. His first point was. that the dialogue is primarily 

Western in nature. Except for some Eastern Europeans, primarily 

Czechoslovakians, the East is yet uninterested in the dialogue. The 

Soviet Union is notably absent from any such discussion. At the same 

time that the East looks fearfully at the dialogue as a Western plot 

against socialism, the West remains unconvinced of the Communists sin­

cerity in dialogue. Moreover, each side questions the authority and 

representative ability of the participants. lO As the dialogue is pres­

ently proceeding in the West, it is largely confined to liberal 

(Revisionist) Marxists, and those Christians v/ho are either liberal 

theologically or who incline to the left politically. Garaudy, in fact, 

points with pride to those militant Christians who feel the need of 

Marxist ". . . methods of thought action and organization to achieve .a 

real and effective insertion of their faith into history."ll That the 

dialogue is in such a situation of involving three liberal movements 

unfortunately makes it appear as a political tool of the left. 

At the heart of the issue of dialogue for the Christian is 

whether atheism is a necessary part of Marxism. Hromadka continually 

emphasized that atheism was only a secondary characteristic of the 

lOMichael Bourdeaux, "Opening Dialogue," Frontier, IX (Autumn, 
1966), 205. 

llGaraudy, From AnatheRa to Dialogue, p. 117. 
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Marxist move~ent, necessary only in the early stages in order to fight 

against the institution of religion which was too closely aligned with 

the power structure. Is the question of religion as faith (not institu­

tion) really an open question for dialogue? Marcel Reding, Professor of 

Catholic Theology at the Free University of Berlin has declared: 

Atheism follows unequivocally from the essence of Marxism from 
the law of base and superstructure, only if it is definitively 
proved that all forms of superstructure--law, ethics, art, reli ­
gion--are exclusively the product of that base. But this is neither 
proved, nor does it follow from the critical commentaries of the 
founders of Marxism on the problem of base and superstructure. And 
this means that the problem of religion and atheism necessarily 
remains open. To refuse to recognize this denotes a strange dogma­
tism. altogether alien to Marxism. 12 

Reding supports his contention by questioning how such a primitive Greek 

society could have such magnificent art and how Roman law could have 

achieved its strong hold on the Western legal mind for such a long time, 

if all forms of superstructure are indeed determined by the base. 

Herbert Aptheker, the director of the Ar.,erican Tnsti tute for Marxist 

Studi.es. also indicates a possible open question by saying that It. 

when individuals have reached positions wherein God is altogether 

unnecessary and when the social order reaches the stage where religious 

concepts will no longer be necessary, religion will evaporate if Marxism 

is correct. "13 The Czech ~.Iarxists who once thought religion would 

disappear in a few years, have delayed the time table to a few hundred 

years, Although faith is seen by Reding as an open question and Aptheker 

inserts the phrase " if Mar.dsm is correct, . • ." Marxism remains. 

12]',larcel Reding. "Marxism Wi thout Atheism," Corr,!:lonweal, LXXXII 
(May 7. 19135). 218. 

13fptheker. Urge~cy, p. 7. 
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in Apthcker's words, " ••• radically oPpo8ed to religivn " which 

is manifested by a belief in a supernatural God. 14 It is at this point 

that a Christian who holds to the Biblical authority must question the 

possibility of a successful dialogue. Genuine free dialogue cannot be 

engaged if there is radical opposition of one" side by the other, if the 

question of religion is in reality a closed issue. Sl~,::h may be true 

under forced circu~stances as in Hromacll~a's c&se, however the possibil ­

ity of meaningful results to such a dialogue in the West remains the 

responsibility of the Marxist. In spite of Garaudy's assurance that 

" ••• dialogue wit~ Christians implies, on their part, no religious 

concession whatever, ••• " the question must remain as to how seriously 

the Marxist will listen in his radical opposition to Biblical fai t11. l5 

A second point in question concerning Marxism is its essentially theo­

retical basis of mili taut humanism as 0pl=0sed to atheism. This argw';1ent 

notwithstanding, the atheistic et1phasis is too obvious to ignore. Its 

humanism seems based upon its atheism. Man is regarded by Garaudy and 

Aptheker as well as by l\larx and Engels, to be free only when he is no 

longer confined by either the idea or person of God. Only when men 

recognize that they have created God and not the other way around, will 

they be free according to ~.larxism. Only a truly revisionist Marxism 

(that seen as 1-"'Ossible by Father Adelmann) could change this impasse in 

the dialogue. 

14Ibid., p. 2.
 

15Garaudy, From Anathema "to Dialogue, p. 122.
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Obviously, the central point concerning the question of athe­

ism's necessity is to discover the core of ~,rarxism. As was determined 

at Salzburg in 1965, the philosophical basis is very difficult to 

uncover. Louis Dupre, Professor at Georgetown, finds that " ••• reli­

gious beliefs are totally incompatible with the philosophy of Marx."lG 

Dasic to Mar-Ai Sin , Dupre points out, is the concept of "praxis," man's 

relationship between himself and nature as determined by interaction. 

In this case, it is man's creative working, interacting with nature 

which determines who and what he is. No questions can be asked "beyond" 

the "praxis" notes D,upr~. That is to mean that aside from what can be 

known through man's interaction with objectj,ve reality, nothing can be 

known and therefore nothing can sensibly be asked. The implication is 

thus that questions about non-scientific matters are useless nonsense, 

because they cannot be answered. ~bving this line of argtrr~ent to the I,r
religious question, one would conclude that both theism a~d atheism are 

nonsensical positions even though by accident the atheist is closer to 

the truth. Because a theistic position has no reality (no objective, 

scientific basis) so the atheistic position is just as unacceptable. 

Athei.Dl:1 has therefore in ~.larxism lost its prirr.ary position to the con­

cept of "praxis," which moves beyond atheism by excluding any transcen­

dent principle of action. "Marx's communism," notes Peter Ehlen, a 

Catholic specialist in Marxist theory, "presupposes atheisn and includes 

it. But it goes farther because it not only states man's true being 

l6Louis Dupre, "lI!arx and 'Religion: An Impossible Harriage," 
~omI!1onweal, LX'\..,\VIII (April 26, 1968', 175. 



78 

theoretically by the abolition of the religious self-alienation, it also 

puts man's self-realization into action and in this sense it supersedes 

atheism. "17 Dupre
,

and Ehlen are in agreement that in theory, Communism 

not only includes atheism but also surpasses it in a deeper more mean-

Ingful relationship with reality, through "praxis." Dupre, further, 

unites base Bnd superstructure within Marxist theory in opposition to 

Reding's contention. He believes both Marx and Engels claimed that 

" ••• all states of consciousness are 'intrinsically determined' (which 

is quite different from 'conditioned') by the economic production 

process. "18 In quoting EnGels, Dupr~ writes 

•.• there is, rather; interaction on the basis of economic neces­
sity, which 'ultimately' always asserts itself. This implies that 
the ultimate explanation of all ideal values is to be found in 
economic processes ... To religion it strikes a death blow, for it 
excludes the existence of any reality independent of the material 
production. 19 

Marxism is therefore, finally incompatible with religion because of the 

concept of "praxis," in its econOl7lic nature and autonomy. The question 

of the centrality of atheism involves the much deeper concept of 

"praxis" which is essential to Marxism. Reding's insight is partly 

correct; ho~cver, his mistake is to ass~~e that the theory of Marxism 

matches reality. That Greek art developed from a primitive base 

merely points out the weakness of 1Ial~ist theory, not that atheism 

Is unnecessary. 

17peter Ehlen, "Prospects for a Dialogue, It America, CXIII (July 
31, 1965), 114. 

18Dupr~, "An Impossible Marriage," p. 176. 

19Ibid., p. 175. 
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Jack Dunman, a Marxist, finds two major reasons for Christians 

becoming interested in the dialogue. Although the "Fatherhood of God" 

has always been a stumbling bloc1~ for Marxists, Dunman sees the movement 

of Christians toward the realization that this concept can only be 

actualized through the "brotherhood of man." The second change in 

Christian thought involves the concept of Christ. Soree Christians find 

thus two aspects to Christ: fl ••• a link between God and man and a 

demonstration of man's perfectibility. But in the now thinking, the 

first of these aspects dimirdshes in importance because man is already 

merging in God."20 .The Christian doctrine of original sin and man's 

essentially self-centered nature are abhorrant to Uarxists who believe 

in man's continual ability to improve, if not perfect, himnelf. Thus 

both belief in a God and in original sin make dialogue difficult with 

Marxists. Here tl.gain it is the Mar..dst who must be open to the Chris­

tian if any dialogue is to take place. The one who has forsaken 

Biblical Christi ani ty for the sake of being scientific and modern 

betrays the very title of the dialogue. For the dialogue then becomes 

a Marxist-H~~anist dialogue as the essentially Christian aspect of 

faith--the apostolic message--is abaadoned. One task of the Marxist is 

thus to be willing to listen to Biblical Christianity and it is there­

fore the Christian's task to present the apostolic message: that which 

is found in the Apostle's and Nicene Creeds. 

Garaudy's interpretation of religion as a dialectic between 

question and answer, and bet~een protest and opium is also inadequate. 

20Jack Dunmnn, "The ~Iar-.... ist Ar.d Christian Concept of Mnn," 
Science & Society, X,"{XII (SuirJ:1er, 1963), 283. 
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Dupre
\

demonstrates, accolJing to Marxist theory, that religion even in 

asking questions is alienating. Garaudy's soft-soaping of the issue 

becomes obvious when one realizes that logically the reason for its 

answer being wrong is that the way of questioning is wrong. 

For the religious way of questioning man's situation implies a 
wrong answer. The right answer cannot be given as long as the 
protest re~llains reli::;-iolJ.s • • • The first step toward a solution, 
therefore, would be to abandon a way of posing the problem which 
makes a solution impossible, •.• 

writes Dupr~.21 The problem with religion is that it is the symptom of 

the disease--alienation, which can only be cured by Communism. Herein 

lies the whole religious issue: religion is the symptom of alienation, 

atheism only treats the symptom, whereas Communism surpasses atheism and 

all symptomatic treatments, and cures the disease, after which all 

symptoms disappear. 

Where, then, is the Christian to have any hope (humanly speak­

ing) in a dialogue with Marxism? Dupre
\

suggests that Harxism will have 

to change in spite of its fear of revisionism. He believes that the 

time has fl ••• come to incorporate into its theory the changes which 

are taking place in its own living 'praxis' ••• " because the present 

theory ft ••• is rapidly proving too narrow to interpret the fullness of 

human action. "22 With such a stance, Dupre
\ 

~s in agreement with Father 

Adelmann. However, to abandon the authority of Marx, to open the ques­

tion of religion by allowing questions and/or answers not determined by 

"praxis"--which is a greater obstacle to dialogue than simple atheism-­

2lDupr~, "An Impossible 1iarriage," p. 173. 

22Ibid., p. 176. 
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is that not to destroy Marxism, as such? Could MarxisT'l exist as Marx­

ism, if the theory of "praxis" as interaction with the economic base and 

possession of absolute autonomy, were to be changed? As yet, no 

MarXist, to this writers knowledge, has attempted such an extensive 

revision of Marxism and the future prospect of such is very dim. The 

sudden course of events in Czechoslovakia between Jam~':try and August, 

1968, testify both to the possibilities of socialism and to its diffi ­

cuI ties while under Soviet domination. Milan ~Iachovec presented a 

startling appeal addressed "To my friends" after the Russian invasion: 

humanistic socialism has lost a battle, but not the final . 
victory. For to the ABC's of Leninism belongs also this: Socialism 
can be an affair only of the free man of free nations. If it is 
confused with the exported tank-socialism for enslaved, vassa1­
countries, then everything is distorted and compromised. 23 

He also challenGed the RtlSs1 allS to " . learn at home how to live 

communistically, and that means to open up all the values and depths of " 

hwnan life for every human being~"24 

Western Christians have reacted in two distinct manners to the 

dialogue. The first way gre",Y out of the Cold War atmosphere in which 

atheistic Hnrxism was seen 3.S a world organization. The dialogue was 

(and is still) seen as " a carefully cn1culated strategy to further 

COnllllUnist influence in the world."25 The second view"is to recognize 

the usefullness of dialogue for all men. With this position there is 

23;'iilan Hachovec, "Readers Response," Journal of Ecumenical 
Studies, V (F~ll, 1938), 737. 

24Ibid. 

25"The Dnnger of Christian-r,'arxist Dialogue," Christianity 
Today, XII (Octoter 27, 19G7), 27. 
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an understanding that the two systems converge at various points: 

" •.• the co~~n desire for a better world, the concern with man's 

alienation, the recognition of God's concern with the material, and 

man's irrepressible desire to seek for and move toward the Transcend­

ent."26 Hromadka passionately presented this latter view: 

It is the great mission of Christians in all countries to keep 
the rival fronts in close touch with each other, and not allow a 
petrification of the international hlocs that would make further 
discussion and debate impossible. So 10:1;; as the two "sides" speak 
to one another, so long as they revile each other, the situation is 
not beyond repair. Let us talk together! Do not let us give up! 
Do not let us abdicate!27 

CONCLUDING STATE~illNT 

In conclusion, the dialogue between ~,~arxists and Christians is a 

necessity. For the Christian, there exists always the hope that Marxism 

can be modified and made more open to the greatness of humanity. In 

spite of its claims to be a higher philosophy because of man's autonomy 

,
frem a God who curtails man's liberty, Marxism, as noted by Dupre, pos­

scsses a greatly limited view of man because of his lack of transcend­

ence and because he is limited by material production. At present, the 

contradiction between Har"dsm--even Revisionist ~.rorxism--and·Biblica.l 

Christianity cannot be bridged. There eRn be no co-existence between 

the two as they now exist. The only hope is that one side or the other 

26Harold B. Kuhn, "Conversations with Marxists," Christianity 
Today, XIV (July 31, 1970), 39. 

27Josef L. Hromadka, "Our Responsibility In The Post-War World," 
in Uan's Disorder And God's Design, ed. World Council of Churches (New 
York: Harper & Brothers, 19:18), p. 121. 
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will be willing to change its very basis: Harxism to r~-.:'part from its 

prophet or Christianity to depart from its Biblical foundation. Such a 

reality should encourage the dialogue rather than discourage it however; 

for each side must therefore work for the conversion of the other, not 

through force, but through understanding and concern for the benefit of 

all men. Although most writers favoring the dialogue avoid mentioning 

the goal of conversion, it is not to be denied. If each side firmly 

believes in the Truth of their respective positions, to ignore or soft-

pedal the attempt at conversion for the vague idea of mutual interpe1­

1ation, is deceivin~. These are merely the means not the ends of the 

dialogue, although conversion is not the prinary end of dialogue either. 

It is merely a hope of dialogue. 

It must be remembered that the dialogue is not between democracy 

and Marxism. The attempt at playing up the importance of a Christian-

Marxist dialogue by the threat of nuclear war often disguises the fact 

that the dialogue is, in fact, between the Marxist theory and the 

Christian faith. The Christian is not attempting to support Western 

deraocracy or the Western style of life. The Marxist, likewise, is not 

attempting to defend socialism as found in Eastern countries. Any time 

the dialogue violates one of these principles, it has'degenerated into 

a political discussion. Contrary to Garaudy and Hrom~dka, the Marxist 

"Weltanschauung" is just as inadmissable in Western dialogue as is the 

Christian "Weltanschauung." 

There is some discontent that the dialogue is limited to 

Europeans with Asians and other religions excluded. Yet, in answer to 

this problem one must reflect upon the tremendous difficulty of engaging 
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in dialogue between merel~' two opposing systems. One must begin some­

where; there must be a solid foundation under any structure. To include 

the Christian faith with its claim to exclusive Truth with other reli­

gions would doom the dialogue at the outset to etern~l confusion and 

uselessness. At the same time, however, the reason for choQsing 

Christianity i~ that the two systems do converge in the areas mentioned 

previously, thus providing ground for dialogue. Any contention that the 

dialogue does not represent all men, althou&h legitimate, is to try to 

force a political form upon the whole purpose anrl end of the dialogue. 

The dialogue would tr..en be between Communism and democracy, which may 

indeed be a result of the present dialogue. Hromndka's plea remains 

significant: the dialogue can serve to keep the nuclear powers in touch 

with one another on an infonnal, non-political, human level. If only 

for that reason, if all other ends f&il, the dialogue will have achieved 

a success. Yet, it may still be hoped that in the face of the realiz2­

tion that the rigid f.lar-..dsm of the Soviet model is " . too narrow to 

account for the fullness of human action, " a new Marxism will 

emerGe which because of dialogue with Biblical Christianity will toler­

ate theism and enable co-existence. Hopefully also, Christians who so 

dreadfully fear ~Iarxism will learn to live by their faith in the ulti­

mate victory of Jesus Christ and through the freedom allowed by such 

faith also learn the positive values which Marxism possesses. 
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APPENDIX 

, 
AN OPEN LE'ITER OF PROF. HROMADYJ\ TO THE 

SOVIET AMBASSADOR IN PRAHA 

August 22, 19G8 

His Excellency Hr. Chervonenko 
Soviet Ambassador in Prague 

Dear Mr. Ambassador: 

In 1958 I was honored to be awarded the Lenin Prize for Interna­
tional Friendship and Peace in the Sverdlovsk Hall of the Kremlin in 
~IDSCOW. There are in our country few men who have been so genuinely 
devoted to the people of the Soviet Union as I have been. On countless 
occasions I have stayed in your country, together with my wife, at the· 
invitation of our Soviet friends. I have a long line of friends in the 
Peace Movement and in the Russian Orthodox Church in the Soviet Union. 

In recent years I have been daily troubled by the feeling that the 
old (i.e. pre-January) regime in our land was killing off the love that 
our people have for the Soviet Union, that the Communist Party was 
losing its euthority, and that the structure of our socialist society 
was disintegrating as a consequence of our party's incapacity in matters 
of statesmanship, economics and culture. 

The process of renewal which wes begun in J8.nuary sigrdfied a 
.IX>werIul attempt to strengthen the authority of the Communist Party, to 
awaken in our people a responsibility for the building up of socialism, 
to renew their love for the Soviet people, and to make the cause of 
socialism into a dynamic force in inter.1ational life. 

I was a\"/8.re th~t this proc:ess of ours was not rightly u:1derstood in 
the Soviet Union. During my travels al:lroad I was asked time and again 
whether I did 110t fear Soviet L'1terve:ltion. ~'y firm ans':ler, however, 
was that ! rogard~d that ~s out of the question, as I had too hig~ an 
esteem for the wise statcstlanstip of the Soviet political leaGers. 

For this very reason the occupation on the part of the five all~cs 

anongst O-<.1r. socialist neig!l.bors 1'J.s been all the r.lore painful an E!:x:pe­
rience for me. !,!y deepest feeling is of disillusion:":lcnt, sorrow and 
shane. In my lifetiI':1.e thcra has been no gl'eatcr trasedy than this event. 
In this respect I have been shattered in much the same way as Alexander 
DUbcck, who aassuffered such deep woundS at the hands of his dearest 
friend~, his SovIet cO::lrades. Iatl afraid that arrong our people SOI:',e­
thing has happened which cannot be recti~ied: a loss of love and 
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respect for the Soviet people which will not be overcome for rrany 
decades. The bond of friendship between Czechoslovakia and the Soviet 
Union has been destroyed. The danger exists that our people's love will 
turn to hatred and that our nearest friends will appear as our enemies. 

The Soviet goverrunent cotlln not have conuni tted a more tragic errol'. 
It is an immeasurable misfortune. The moral weight of socialism and 
co~nunism has been shattered for a long time to come. Only an i~nediate 

withdrawal of the occupation forces could, at least in part, moderate 
our comraon misfortune. 

With genuine respect, I remain Dr. J. L. Hrom~dka, Professor of the 
Comcl1ius Faculty in Prague, President of the Christian Peace Conference. 


