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Introduction: What are the conditions necessary for the accountability of a school, the academy, or a church?  Douglas V. Henry cites Robert Benne’s assertion of “specific requirements – persons, practices, traditions of thought, and common memories.”
  The latter referents (traditions and memories) are the more inclusive categories, and comprehend as well the former.  They also are inseparable, though their manifestation can take various forms.  To this relation and these manifestations I wish to attend in this essay.

The relation of memory and tradition is both ambiguous and undeniable.  To reflect on this in and with reference to Baptists in America only adds to the complexity of the task.
  Yet if persons within the Baptist academy are to engage the question of tradition’s theological status and authority, we must undertake this difficult assignment.  At stake is the very identity of Baptists.
  I would offer two principal reasons for this task falling particularly to the academy.  First, attention to identity (Christian first, but also Baptist) is certainly a vital task for local congregations; ultimately for the sake of faithful practice of the Christian faith.  Still, the complexity of the matter requires a multi-disciplinary approach and analytical distance.

Second, an argument broadly concerning tradition is already underway in the Baptist academy.
  Indeed, it would be difficult to disagree with the claim that the Baptist academy has recognized the importance of tradition.  The dynamics within this argument are themselves worthy of the effort to understand.  Even those who argue against too great an emphasis on the church’s “Great Tradition” for Baptists acknowledge its importance and couch their case in terms of preserving the tradition of “sola/prima scriptura.”
  No longer a matter of indifference,
 tradition is viewed as an indispensable source for theological reflection
 and a powerful force that operates bidden or unbidden.

At stake, again, is the very identity of Baptists.  Loss of tradition, argue some, leads to amnesia that threatens loss of identity; lack of awareness of tradition’s force, argue others, enables the emergence of paramnesia that threatens to create an altered identity.
  This conceptual yoking indicates the inseparability of tradition, memory, and identity.  As such, questions of tradition and memory are finally inextricable even if they are not to be fully equated.
  While they may disagree – even vehemently – over which tradition is most needful in Baptist life (the Great Tradition, Baptist tradition, prima/sola scriptura), many Baptist scholars at least implicitly wager that Archbishop Rowan Williams is correct in his observation of the “extraordinary regularity with which radical renewal in the Church has come from a new appropriation of tradition of one sort or another,” and his identification of the movements of greatest theological vitality as those of recovery, ressourcement, rather than innovation.

Given this conceptual complexity, I will first explore rather broadly aspects of memory, tradition, their relation, and their importance for identity.  Following that, I will turn to particular characteristics of Baptist history and thought that have shaped these realities in Baptist life and must be grappled with in any effort to speak of them with clarity.  This survey will engage questions theological, philosophical, and of social history with an eye always toward Baptist life.  This will lead us into a consideration of history, which adds further layers to the question of memory, tradition, and identity.  Since Baptists arose during the period in which we see critical history come to dominance in Western intellectual life, I will ask what precisely we can mean by calling for Baptists to “recover” tradition.   Specifically, I will gesture toward ways in which Baptists may respond to the claim of the past through the work of mourning, which is an elemental constituent of memory.

1. Memory, Tradition, and Identity:  Memory and tradition are related, yet distinguishable.  Thus a brief word is first in order concerning the function of tradition vis-à-vis memory.
  It is the former, memory, that is constitutive of the identity of human collective entities and those persons who comprise them.  Jacques Derrida rightly stated, “the being of what we are is first of all inheritance, whether we like it or not.”
  The strength, fragility, and vulnerability of identity relate to the corresponding strength, fragility, and vulnerability of memory.
  This vulnerability stems from the ongoing political contest over the establishment of a social bond of common identity.
  Those who seek to form persons and societies in desired identities are always at risk of manipulating memory, even if it is done with the most faithful of intentions.
  

“Yet,” Charles Pinches quite properly asks the next question, “how do we know what things should form other things in our memories?”
  One of my tasks as a theological educator is precisely this question of practical epistemology, and thus I am drawn into the inescapably political constitution of paideia.  My understanding is that the Baptist academy has always implicitly recognized this.  Yet my conviction is that it has not been sufficiently self-critical in its awareness.
  Thus we need to keep Pinches’s question with us as we proceed.  In brief, the answer is “tradition.”  Donald G. Marshall defines tradition as “how what is human comes down to us from the past.”
  Bruce T. Morrill, S.J., contends that tradition, Christian or otherwise, concerns ”the living exercise of living memory.”  Further, “[t]he exercise of memory is always purposeful; it is always performed with a view to reestablishing and confirming an identity in people that shapes their interpersonal and social actions.”
  Tradition is thus about remembering rightly who we are and what are to be.
  Thus we may be confident in regarding tradition, as well as memory, as inevitably political.
  

Good memory, according to Pinches, is about honesty and truth.
  This is what tradition purports to provide.  Significantly, we should note that good memory is not about “factual accuracy.”  Rather, it is about speaking faithfully of and in light of that which is past.  Its goodness is above all moral.  It is about interpretation of the present in light of the past, with a trajectory toward the future.  Tradition instructs a community in how it is to remember and so in what it is and is to become.  We may see this reflected in Jaroslav Pelikan’s comment on the Nicene definition, “The doctrine of the Trinity was the effort to preserve monotheism. The real unitarians were the Trinitarians.”
  To speak of the mystery of the Triune God borne by Nicene tradition in terms of “historical fact” is unthinkably shallow.  Rather, Nicene tradition is about remembering rightly the God Christians worship and in whose life they come to participate through their liturgy.  Thus tradition is a task of rightly attending to the past-present relation.
  Its task is one of regulation, setting the parameters beyond which memory ceases to be truthful, risking the creation of a malformed identity.

2. Dimensions of Memory, Channels of Tradition:  Though it should be obvious, it is significant enough to merit a brief note that memory as we are discussing it is much more than a phenomenon of mental recall or imaginative reconstruction of the past.  Such a limiting view, as prevalent as it may be in Baptist understanding of ecclesial and liturgical life, is not helpful .
  There are broader dimensions, and to each of these dimensions we may also attribute the working of tradition in the formation of memory.

Memory flows through and receives specificity from community.  "Memory locates us in the corporate and the particular," notes Robert L. Wilken.  "There is no memory that is not rooted in communal experience. . . ."
  Yosef Yerushalmi identifies two dimensions of memory, two channels of tradition, in Jewish life: ritual and recital.
  These certainly apply to Christian memory.  Indeed, Christian memory emerges from these just as Christian tradition traces its way back into Jewish tradition.  It is worth noting that ritual and recital together constitute what is most often referred to as “tradition,” meaning a body of teaching, some portion of it concerning ritual acts, usually invariable in form.  Yet the work of Terrence Tilley and Mark Medley reminds us that this view lacks in sufficient nuance.  They are distinguishable as traditio (the handing over) and tradita (that which is handed over), and that they are further capable of creative reappropriation in each generation.

Considerable recent scholarship has been devoted to recital; the narrative aspect of memory.
  Our identities, being bound to memory, are constituted narratively, whether tacitly or explicitly.
  Further, as ritual is an inseparable complement to narrative, memory is bound to ritual, to the material, including the bodily.  Edward S. Casey notes that memory is less in the mind than it is in the material world.
  Memory thus is constituted and formed in conjunction with specific “commemorative vehicles.”  These enable, according to Casey, a “thickening” of memory and suspend the dualisms of body and mind, self and other, past and present.
  The material media of memory are not inert “things,” but function to form identity through repetition, through ritual practice that over time habituates persons in certain behaviors and attitudes.
  Thus Pinches enjoins, “If we are to become better rememberers, we must ask about our worship practices, particularly communion.”
 

Pinches’s admonition brings us to recognize that we must extend this brief excursus on the dimensions of memory and channels of tradition, for these observations are incomplete apart from the avowal that tradition and memory are pneumatological realities.
  In Church: The Human Story of God, Edward Schillebeeckx, O.P. states that Spirit and memory, “the living recollection of the story, conduct, and career of Jesus of Nazareth, handed down through the church, and the active presence of the Spirit of Christ in the church community of faith, form two sides of one and the same coin.”
  Indeed, Morrill makes the even stronger observation that the “foundational” sense of tradition comes from Jesus “handing over” the Holy Spirit in the Gospel narratives.

While memory and tradition are not strictly equivalent, however, tradition may rightly be denoted, as does Georges Florovsky, as the church’s “charismatic memory,” a form of grace working primarily in the community’s worship, and this most fully in the sacraments.
  There is a noticeably growing acknowledgement of this in Evangelicalism.  John R. Franke posits a connection of Spirit and tradition analogous to the long-affirmed unity of Word and Spirit, and notes that the path to this understanding passes through ecclesiology.
  D. Jeffrey Bingham is correct to state that when thinking about tradition Evangelicals must think both pneumatologically and ecclesiologically.
  Nothing less is sufficient.    With this insight, we are brought back to acknowledgement of tradition’s function of giving shape to memory in the ongoing life of community.  In particular we must concede that ecclesial practices cannot be infinitely malleable, and alteration cannot take place apart from awareness of tradition’s molding effect on memory and identity.  

3. Alterations in Tradition and Memory in Baptist Life:  We must be mindful of the ways in which these have in fact been altered in the context of Baptist life in America.  R.R. Reno argues, consonant with what I have just sketched, that the power to form the church in the pattern of Christ in its logic, structure and content is found in the “pneumatic instruments” of Word and sacrament.
  Significantly, these elemental realities underwent acute revision in Baptist life in America during the nineteenth century.  A survey of Baptist thought and practice in the nineteenth century reveals a significant limiting of the work of the Holy Spirit to the “spiritual” life of “the individual.”  From this, we may see two parallel developments.

First, we see Baptists in the nineteenth century come to scorn creation as something through which God works, either by will or capacity.  Occasions of God’s grace came to be understood as less material and more “spiritual.”  For example, in Baptist hymns and hymnals we can see a progressive erosion over the course of the nineteenth century of the robust sacramental theology of the earliest Baptists.  At the same time, we may see the view arise that the material is less capable, even less worthy, of being used by God in the transaction of grace.  Elias H. Johnson, for instance, asserted that to speak of the Holy Spirit working through that which is physical is “unfitting.”  So radical was this stance that he claimed “to be taught the Good News in full by the indwelling Spirit is better to enjoy than the bodily presence of Jesus.”

In the second place, if the physical was devalued, by extension the physical gathering and association of the faithful was bound to lose place in Baptist thought.  Indeed, several recent Baptist writers have noted that during this period that the church fell out of systematic theological consideration.
  Ecclesiology ceased to be part of dogmatic works and was sequestered to manuals of ecclesiology that, despite their subject, downplayed the importance of the church,
 or appendices written by persons in fields such as church administration.
  It was, in short, relegated to matters concerning “order and ceremonials.”  The Baptist idea of the church in the nineteenth century and beyond was not bound up in the mystery of salvation as seventeenth century Baptists had understood it to be.  It was rather after the fact of salvation; the voluntary association of those already saved and agreeable enough to get together and not impose views on each other.
  Part of this diminishing of ecclesiology was the removal of the Holy Spirit from the reality of the church.  “Beyond the mystery of the Spirit’s relation to the individual (John 3.8),” opined Johnson, “it is not necessary to believe that he holds a relation to the church as an organic whole.”

These shifts in Baptist thought and practice show a departure from positions associated with the teaching of the church’s broad tradition.  It also signals a concomitant severing of memory and identity from the Holy Spirit.  We should not be surprised to find James Fentress and Chris Wickham observe, correlative to what we see take place among the Baptists, that in the nineteenth century memory came to be regarded almost exclusively as an individual, mental phenomenon.
  For this reason, though I have done this myself previously, I believe it to be too easy simply to enjoin Baptists, “just remember” these earlier beliefs and practices and think that this will somehow lead to a satisfactory recovery of tradition.  We must ask the question of Baptists’ corporate ability to remember.  What has happened?  Has there been simply an erosion of skill resulting from the acids of individualism, needing only to be practiced again to regain facility?  Or have the conditions of Baptist life become such that an injunction like this is akin to a suggestion that my wife and I have a fourth child.  Memory is not what prevents this from being a possibility, our very constitution is.
Have Baptists, has their memory, been fundamentally reconstituted?  I suspect that it has.  Glenn Hinson rightly noted almost a quarter century ago a “critical alteration in Baptist self-consciousness” in the time following the American Revolution.
  We must thus ask how this is the case in Baptist life and what brought about this condition.  It would be too easy to attribute this to a kind of reflexive and indiscriminate anti-traditionalism grounded in an ascendant individualism.  Certainly these are both ingredient in the reconstitution of Baptist life in the nineteenth century.  But we cannot stop there, for we would overlook far too much.  The principal reason for not blithely invoking anti-traditionalism, or some “post-traditional” condition, is quite simply that Baptists have not lost their memory.  It has been altered.  Yet if Baptist memory exists at all (and exist it certainly does) there somehow is tradition present and active.  If we are to dwell with the question of Baptist memory, we cannot fail to take account of tradition, its location and operation within Baptist thought.  If we wish to inquire about tradition, we must likewise attend to where and how we see memory.
There can be no religious life without tradition.  Nicholas Wolterstorff rightly notes that such, were it to exist, would be incoherent.
  One may disagree with affirmations found in varieties of Baptist life and thought as they took shape in post-Revolutionary America, but it does have coherence.  Further, Danielle Hervieu-Léger has shown that even when tradition is consciously abandoned, it will assert itself in new and unexpected configurations.
  This is important.

Tradition is present and operative in Baptist life.  One need only recall the invocations from left, right, and center of “Baptist principles” or “heritage.”  Thus we need to exercise discernment.  One operation of this tradition is the dismissal of tradition.  John Franke notes that disdain for tradition becomes an ironic form of tradition.
  I frequently say, tongue in cheek, that Baptists have made a tradition of rejecting tradition.  Yet we must be aware of a more disquieting potential in this.  Since traditionless religion is an impossibility, when tradition is formally rejected, not only does the rejected tradition continue to operate in some tacit manner; other traditions take up residence and shape memory and identity.  We will have need to explore how this occurs.  

Even though we noted above that nothing less than pneumatological awareness is sufficient for proper consideration of memory and tradition, mere awareness may not be sufficient in and of itself.  Tradition can lead memory toward good or ill.  It can form or malform, be formed or malformed.  Their life is derived from spirit.  Yet the Presbyter reminds us that not every spirit is from God (I Jn. 4.1-3).  We can extend this logic: not every tradition is orthodox; not every memory faithful; not every identity godly.  Memory can be “happy” or “sick and wounded.”
  Indeed, the word “orthodoxy,” in its polyvalent richness, denotes the church’s contention for the faith against distortions that would order Christian memory and identity by a different tradition and so bring Christians to worship another god.

4. Locating Baptists in Their Context:  I have come to believe that a major factor in the reconstitution of Baptist memory was the cultural alteration in memory that was afoot at the time of Baptists’ emergence from English Puritanism.  It grew along with Baptists, and came to maturity during the time in which Baptists became strong in America.  Discussion about Baptists and tradition must give consideration to this milieu in which Baptists arose and grew strong.  Again, a sketch must suffice.

The critical attitude toward tradition that was an element of Reformation thought was hardened into a hyper-critical attitude in Protestant Scholasticism, emerging in the dispute with Tridentine Catholicism.  The more important factor, however, was the suspicious dismissal of tradition by Enlightenment thought.
  These elements were not only present during the rise of Baptists, we may see their effect in the course of Baptist development over their first two centuries.  D.H. Williams notes that for some thirteen hundred years, confessional statements normally began by articulating a doctrine of the Trinity.  From the middle seventeenth century onward, Protestants commenced their confessions with articles on Scripture.
  We can see this in nuce in the Baptist confessions of the seventeenth century.  Most of these began with the doctrine of the Trinity.  The sole major exception was The Second London Confession, a Particular Baptist recension of The Westminster Confession.  This confession became the standard in America in the revision known as The Philadelphia Confession.  When it was displaced in influence, it was by The New Hampshire Confession, which also began with an article on Scripture.   

I do not know if it is safe to say it was particularly the case in America, but it was certainly the case in America that Baptist success and growth was aided by categories of Enlightenment thought and Baptists’ harmony with them.  Michael G. Kammen notes that the period in which America took form was, among other things, a time during which tradition was under intense scrutiny, even subject to great prejudice.
  He summarizes the attitude toward tradition in the period following the Revolution: “The present is burdened too much with the past.  We have not time . . . to appreciate what is warm with life, and immediately around us.”
  Thus we are not surprised to find Baptist leader Isaac Backus admonish, “Be intreated no longer to take Things by Tradition.”

What was the effect of this on memory?  Most basically, it suffered drastic displacement and alteration.  Marshall sums up the Enlightenment critique of tradition in illuminating, if oddly spatial, fashion.  “[T]hrough tradition memory fills the mind, leaving no room for critical reflection and examination.”
  Tradition was banished – or at least the attempt at banishment was made.  In reality it was altered, and memory with it.  One avenue through which tradition and memory were altered has been this very “critical reflection and examination.”  In other words, it has happened through history.  We ignore to our own detriment the fact that the rise of critical history coincides with the active rejection of tradition.
  One of the first great theorists of collective memory, Maurice Halbwachs, believed that “[i]n general, history starts only when tradition ends.”
  As an aspect of the rise of modernity, critical history shares the same vulnerabilities and proclivities of other dimensions of modern thought stemming from a tendency to efface the otherness of that which is past.  

Yet we need to recognize most basically that history not only is not a simple successor to tradition; because of the continued operation of tradition it is in fact not simple in itself.  Jacques LeGoff contends that there are at least “two histories.”
  Whether or not this is so will not concern us here.  For our purposes, it will suffice to note that there are two ways in which history may be oriented toward the past; two attitudes of reception informed by the operation of tradition.  I will designate them quite prosaically as “History1” and “History2.”
The difference lies not in their constitution, but the way in which they proceed with regard to the past.  Both share the three methodological moments of historiography, identified by Ricoeur as the documentary (establishment of documentary record), the explanatory (providing multiple possible answers to the questions emerging from this first moment), and the representative (putting into literary form a certain account emerging from the first two moments and offering this account for others to receive as truth).
  Quite obviously, history seeks to offer an epistemological claim, a veritable account of that which was.  The difference between our two forms of history lies in where this “truth” is located.

History, as a type of writing, seeks to be a pharmakon for memory, but it is not guaranteed whether this pharmakon will be remedy or poison.
  Which it is constitutes the difference between History1 and History2.
    

5. Memory and History (and Tradition) – Considering History1: “Is not history concerned with memory?” the question rather naturally arises.  The answer, which calls for some patience in examination, is a complex sic et non.  We do indeed see in modernity the emergence of a history-memory set over against memory formed by tradition.  History is, according to Paul Ricoeur, memory’s “learned heir.”
  But there is also a deep and significant difference.  Memory formed by tradition is embodied, physically and communally.  It brings persons to share in an identity through what Connerton calls “incorporating practices.”
  History-memory is inscribed textually.  It is, as Edith Wyschogrod defines it, an attempt to bring that which was into a system of signs in order to give the truth about it.
  As such, it is available for appropriation by the literate public; or perhaps more accurately, it is available for consumption and, to use Walker Percy’s trenchant terminology, evacuation and excretion while the bodies of its consumers are formed by other spirits.
This move constitutes a fundamental change, and a fundamental difference.  Pierre Nora notes, “[m]emory and history, far from being synonymous, are thus in many respects opposed. . . . Memory is always a phenomenon of the present . . . history is a representation of the past.”
  Tradition tells us how to remember, what the truth of memory is.  History tells us what to remember with a certain assumption that the meaning will be evident to any competent reader, even though implicit in the “what” is a “how.” What shapes this “how,” this representation, is tradition, suppressed but reasserting itself.  Halbwachs’s comment above refers not to a boundary line, but to a conflicted field of transition.  We know, of course, that critical reflection on and accounting of the past – history – leaves its own empty spaces, pretenses notwithstanding.  Hervieu-Léger leads us to expect that in this condition tradition will emerge again in order to fill this emptiness.  How this may happen is captured by an insight by Robert Penn Warren: “[T]o be an American is not . . . a matter of blood; it is a matter of an idea – and history is the image of that idea.”
  This is, as Marshall observes, distorting.  Cool detachment such as history purports to provide may enable the presentation of “facts” about the past, but the truth of the past is at risk of being obscured by other traditions, other spirits.  Heirs of tradition by way of history, Baptists are at risk of being “bastard offspring who miss the point.”

My hunch is that the voices of Yerushalmi and Ricoeur echo in Marshall’s insight, and their positions are worth considering.  In Zakhor, Yerushalmi explores the effect of the rise of modern history on Jewish memory, which “never depended on historians in the first place.”
  Critical history displaces the theological dimension of memory, or perhaps it would be more accurate to say that it “replaces” the theology of this dimension with another theology.  Ricoeur conveys the intricate complexities of the constitution of memory in our time, internally conflicted, by reflecting that we are, “all of us, the bastard children of Jewish memory and of the secularized history of the nineteenth century.”
  The effects of this condition touch both tradition and history in the formation of memory.  Tradition continues to assert itself despite the presumptions of history.  History’s canons reshape and reform the memory in accordance with tradition.  It is, apart from critical scrutiny, a pernicious amalgam.  Great indeed is the task of navigating it.  

An observation by Ernst Cassirer helps us take our bearings, “It is not by its history that the mythology of a nation is determined but, conversely, its history is determined by its mythology.”
  History1 is naïve in this regard and allows an account of what it is to be human to generate history as a totalizing gesture with the result that “By a curious paradox, through the very fact of their respect for the past, people come to reconstruct it as they considered it ought to have been.”
  Thus tradition is operative, but it is tradition of a peculiar sort, one retrojected onto that which is past rather than arising from the past in dynamic interaction with the present.

Less overt than the epistemological claim but no less certain, the truth offered by history is moral and political as well, claims to neutrality and objectivity notwithstanding.
  This is rendered particularly problematic, however, when history and the particularity of tradition are dissociated.  The truth takes the form of a disembodied universality.  This is due to the intended audience.  History1 seeks to offer its account, its truth, to any who are capable of receiving its representation of the past.  It is as such that the traditions of other sorts noted above emerge and rather narrowly circumscribe the past.

History so written, what I am calling History1, Rowan Williams designates simply as “bad history” that refuses difficulty or enlargement by that which is actually past.
  Rather it violates the past, substituting a history whose referent is ostensibly the past, but to a greater degree still names an unrealized future, creating a past in the image of a projected future.
  Thus History1 creates a world its writers wish for but that does not exist.
  Voices decrying this sort of history are emerging, speaking the truth about this sort of history and its shaping of memory.  Pinches puts it well.  “What is recalled . . . has become a set of facts with no power in themselves, bits of information whose significance can be changed and molded to fit the [current] view of things. . . .”
  Kammen speaks of present-minded persons needing a “usable past” to give shape and substance to identity.
  Finally, Stanley Hauerwas aptly claims that the character of American democracy is an attempt to substitute freedom for memory.
  Kammen lends support by observing that in nineteenth century America history came to be a vital component in civil religion.

Do we see this in Baptist historiography?  We need to know where to look, to the implicit “how” the past is to be remembered rather than to the “what” of the past is to be remembered.  Pinches suggests a direction in which to look – toward sentiment, itself largely a fiction, that filters the past and so enables the creation of a purified account of the past.
  This sentiment thus takes form as some variation of the belief that, freed from prejudices, the mind will necessarily “return” to an originary truth.
  Wyschogrod designates this as the “myth of autochthony.”
  “History written under the sign of autochthony must be heroic history,” she continues, “a tending or preserving of the past, an incessant remythologization of the divine orgin, of how it was in illo tempore.”

Such, I believe, is evident as well in the claim by E.Y. Mullins and those of his descendents who have argued that the “historical significance of Baptists” is a principle that is also is bound up with an approaching “Baptist age of the world.”  Thus this world will reflect that originary truth best discerned and embodied by Baptists that stands behind and gives rise even to New Testament Christianity – and to American democracy.
  We might wonder whether the effect on Baptist historiography was to turn the Baptist forebears into Americans, or at least republicans.  I do not mean to limit this question to Mullins.  Landmark Baptist leader J.R. Graves averred that it was Baptists who “bequeathed Republicanism and republican institutions” to the world, and to Thomas Jefferson.
  “[T]he intelligent Baptist can yield to none in his patriotism, for his religious principles ideals are the bed-rock of the political fabric,” likewise claimed Mullins.  History1 does make strange bedfellows.
Further, I would argue that this serves to reinforce further the individualism of Baptist life and identity.  It is precisely here that Nora offers incisive insight into the broader effect of this sort of historical memory:

Historicized memory comes to us from without.  Because it is no longer a social practice, we internalize it as an individual constraint. . . . The transition . . .  to history requires every social group to redefine its identity . . . . The resulting obligation to remember makes every man his own historian.

As is the case with so-called “private reading of Scripture” that allows unawares the operation of guiding traditions of interpretations akin to Hervieu-Léger’s “collective individualism,” so too is the dynamic present in historical awareness and identity.
  The implications for Baptists are quite important, perhaps even quite evident.  Where Yerushalmi insists that Jewish memory never depended on historians, Baptist memory as “Baptist” has, for most of the existence of people called “Baptist,” depended precisely on this.  Particularly since the nineteenth century, Baptists have ironically ceded questions of identity to historians who have in turn offered as the truth of Baptist history a quite universalized ideal that any may appropriate; and many do and so become their own historians.  Examples are readily available.  In the nineteenth century, one need only consider the successionist historiography of the Landmarkists.  Francis Wayland stands as another example of this.  He was able to speak of what “Baptists have every believed” and dismantle the Triennial Convention in the name of historic Baptist identity, all while “pretend(ing) to no learning in ecclesiastical history.”
  Such a contradiction, especially in one as well educated as Wayland, is indecipherable any other way.  

6. Memory and History (and Tradition) – Considering History2:  How, then, is History2 different, and what difference does it yield for the way in which the academy engages the past?  Perhaps we should ask how it should be different, because it is an emergent reality.  Theologically, we may note that History2 is more genuinely critical because it remains vigilant toward traditions and spirits, and seeks to discern the spirits.  It thus seeks to bring both the past and indeed mythos to awareness.  We might well say that it is “postcritical history.”  It is Rowan Williams’s “good history” that “makes us think again about the definition of things we thought we understood pretty well, because it engages not just with what is familiar but with what it strange.”
  That is, it engages the past as other yet as part of “our story;” not utterly strange and not utterly without strangeness, but to us as any with whom we live as our selves take shape in community.  As such, it “at the very least persuades us to put some distance between ourselves and ourselves, between our imagination and what we habitually take for granted.”

How can History2 do this where History1 does not?  There can be no guarantees.  History as a product of modernity is vulnerable to the totalizing tendencies of all such thought, to the aporias present in any writing.  We ought to speak rather of how it may be vigilant.  To answer this we need to consider memory from another angle, attending with greater particularity to the constitution of its moral character and claim.  History, as we saw above, is inevitably a moral enterprise because memory and tradition are moral realities.  As we saw, History1 makes moral claims that stem from a general principle of the present retrojected onto the past, that is to say theologically, its claims stem from a tradition of another spirit.  History2 also makes moral claims, but these now rise from the claim the past makes upon the present in the form of a plea to be remembered faithfully.  This means that the past is engaged not as a screen onto which contemporary sensitivities and sensibilities are projected, but engaged as the faithful departed, the care for whom is shown in recalling them.

Etymologically, we are reminded by Casey and Ricoeur alike, memory and mourning are related, and likewise is the work required by each.
  Memory’s moral task may be summed up as coming to reconciliation with loss of that which is no more, a resting in the ineradicable otherness of the past and so abiding with the claim on the present made by those who are past.
  Indeed, Ricoeur speaks of memory being “sick” or “wounded” precisely in light of the inability to come to this reconciliation, attempting to deny the past by recasting it in the form of the present.
  We must grant that this is an understandable human reaction in relation to something for which one cares.  It is hard to release that which is past and yet still cared for.  Identity is also certainly something for which human beings care.  As Casey notes, caring and remembering imply each other.  Indeed, “[r]emembering is caring for what we remember . . .”

This, I would argue, constitutes memory as a moral task, and as vulnerable.  “The work of mourning is the cost of the work of remembering, but the work of remembering is the benefit of the work of mourning,” notes Ricoeur and so brings together moral task and vulnerability; moral task because we must remember, vulnerability because we may not mourn well.
  Care might become misplaced.  This might be another way of thinking about the difference between History1 and History2.  History1 is afflicted by acedia, indifference toward the past arising from despair over the present.
  Sensing that “[w]e live in a time of failed conditions,” it manipulates the past to respond to a perceived threat to the status of the present, a reality envisioned but not achieved.
  It thus denies itself potential correctives to tendencies that truly threaten to alter identity.  History2, on the other hand, may be said to be graced with a melancholia generossa that is capable of receiving from the now past other a genuinely critical perspective on the current situation.
  How, we might ask, may this care be faithfully enacted, and what is its source?  The answer returns us to the deep connection of tradition to the work of the Holy Spirit. 

This line of thought demands far more involved reflection than is possible here.  Let us grant the way in which the relation of memory and mourning enables us to think about the moral task and vulnerability of memory together and ask what it implies for history.  Because it is vulnerable and human, memory, even history-memory, requires assistance.  It must be reminded how rightly to receive that which is past.  In Greek the word for “remind” is hupomnesis, related to anamnesis, the search for that which is past.  The search must be guided; though this is sometimes seen as a scandal for memory, an admission of its weakness that it must be propped up by that which external.  But it is unavoidable.  Memory will be guided by a spirit, either divine or worldly.

In John 14.26, Jesus connects this guidance with the work of the Holy Spirit.  History2, generous in its melancholy and aware of its weakness, seeks to remain attentive to the things of the Spirit, what are commonly identified as elements of tradition: practices; sacraments; disciplines; and liturgy, things which are themselves seen as very weak by the modern spirit – things largely dismissed by Baptists as they drew nourishment from the spirit of modernity over the last two hundred years and were radically altered in the process.        

If Baptists are to hear the voice of tradition through History2 rather than silence and replace it through History1, what is required of it?
  It must develop practices of attending to those past others, and so do justice to them.  They must learn to mourn well.  The forebears associated this ability with the Holy Spirit.  “In answer to our fervent cries, Give us to see thy church arise!” they sang.  They continued, “Or, if that blessing be too great, Give us to mourn our low estate.”
  We do well to understand that the Holy Spirit enables proper caring, even love.  We are for this reason to show “unreserved hospitality”
 to those past, seek to befriend them (for only friends can tell the story aright),
 knowing that we are “insolvent debtors” to them.
  Thus those who are now past do not simply enjoin orthodoxy, nor simply exemplify orthopraxis.  They rather elicit an orthopathos that is formative of identity.  Ricoeur cautions that this attitude toward those who are past means that we are not to give more value to the verbal power invested in our redescriptions than to the incitements to redescription that come from the past itself.
   Thus History2 will always proceed under the weight of the provisional, ever open to revision.  But this is right and proper with regard to tradition, for it is a pneumatic reality bound up with God’s disclosure in the midst of history.  For this reason if no other, the task of History2 demands our attentive silence before it permits our speech that bears the wisdom of “good” memory.
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