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ABSTRACT

‘ The firsg four . chapters eonstltute a historical survey

'of EKaufman’s Works. My .thesis is that. the development of

Kahfman's thought -cdn best be ynderstood ag his attemst to.
take. a’ oonsistently  historicist position vis-a-vis t

"1SSues that . present themselves to him.. * By "historidism" I

mean - that vay of  thinking that ~ takes the categories
presupposed in hlstory (linear timé, -empirical space, human

{freedom and other .derivative notions) as.its primary ones as

opposed to the ¢lassical terms of . essence, nature, and
Substanoe.“ The survey involves a ‘discussion of Kaufman’s
Ph.D.' thesis (ch. *1), his systematic theological efforts

LLoh.” 2). his search for mew foundations for theology (oh.

¥3), and a discussjon of his, reoently formulated theological-
method (ch.  4). I. argue here that ~theology has

self-creation as- ;ts ultimate. end when understood in a

historicist context. .Chapter 5 is a coritique of Kaufman's
theological method and the. histonlclsm that frames-it. This-

oritique relies heavily “on - the critical reflections of

George P. Grant and A. James Reimer, who argue that our
belief in our , essential freedom and autonomy has certain
regrettable eonsequenoesA. " Using . the analysis ' of

".00nsclotsness provided by Paul Ricoeur, 1 propose a general

implies dependence and’ thereby he
our claim to autonomy. The possibility of retaining
& %iew of "theology as. a search for depth and truth is
brmefly discugsed. Kaufman’ 8 pragmatlc .understanding. of

alterngtive orientation for theology. Ricoeur points out
tha:por historicity also

" theological ¢t th is’ here judged to be 1nadequate to his

. purposes. I uggest that Kaufman's concentration on the
constructive: 1mensmon- of " ‘human beings . obscures. the

) recept1¥ity that . a -prerequisite  for any genuine
- creativity. - . This one gided. emphasis, I. suggest with James

‘Reimer, only serves to-Teinforce a - cultural ethos that has

br@ught .us to the - brink of disaster. A reflection, by the

- author of thls thesig concludes the paper.
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~ . . . . INTRODUCTION o -
The name of "Gprdon D Kaufman" has not often axlsen in O

]

- theologlcal discuSS10ns o Though Kaufman ‘has publlshed

.

‘ extensxvely and has had artlcles publlshed -in E;enchhﬁgg;é_‘_&;m.

'Germanu in Nbrth Amerlca he' has not been well known. It is

<pr0bab1y thls faet that -hasg prompmed AnglloanAtﬁeologi&n .

fMaurlce WlleS' to refer to him as "that underrated Amerlcan Coe

“theologian“ (WlleS, 1974 21) - o R
But this® 51tuatlon seems to be changlng .David Traci

‘not. only mentlons Kaufman in both hlS Blessad Bﬁiﬁ for Order.

s

‘(1975) and Ine Analgglgal lmng;nanlnn (198 ) bnt even plaoes
nim in . the . (for- Tracy) fqyguraﬂé

oategory of - &

1

"'"revisionisti ’ﬁheologlqp'C197&:32). Furtheﬁgore, no fewer ; ¥

. .than seven art;Oles oi reviews have been wrltten between

) 1976 and 1982 on Kaufman § Teocent work on thealogioal method i o ;o
; (CappS' 1982 Gunn 1982 Martin 1982 Relmer 1978; Runzo,

S19767 ~Sha;pe, 1979 Thlemann.' 1981). 'And’ mosf-recentLY;

. . " * s .
. a . . «
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S N

Rsufman's latest book, The Theological Imaginmation (1981).
was given . two extended reviews in the Eeligigns‘sgndieé‘

Revidv (Green, 1983; Ottati, 1983). This recognition comes

N

to‘ Kaufman, &fter~ ‘almost fhirty yeafs of teaohing and
wrlting " the la.st;t twenty of théh ha§e‘ foﬁ%d Hin at
garva;d s Divinity School. ' h

. Kaufman's recent recognition is. not a sufficient'ieason‘

) - % - ~ . -
‘for devoting a whole thesis to his’ thought. Like any other

t

.1ntellectual enterprise, theglogy .is subject to fads and

Kaufman 3 relatlve . popularity may - in part -bs due "to
>~

agc;dent. " Garrett Greeﬁ for instance, notes that Kaufman

S . but one of several theologlans currently 1nterested 1n

the. 31gn1floance of the 1maginatlon for theology (Qreen,

—

N \“*«\
219) A more adequate Teasen _for do;ng a more 1nten81ve
\\\
study of Kaufman’ E thought is that he is an able‘\ﬁinkeiwkgg\
1n51ghtful writer, well- grounded in historloal theology, and
sophlstloated . phllosoph;cally. Th;s at ’least/ is my’
assessnent of hi@, and® I tipst that the following paper will .
lconfirm that judgement in the minds of readers unfamiliar
" with his work. " Those who ‘already know Kaﬁfmap #ill ‘not need

“to ibe persuaded..

Y

‘Q‘ Myjﬁhesis has two aims: to surve{ Kaﬁfmén'é’wérk and- .
'té‘Qoffér‘a critique of“the philosophi¢ai gséumﬁtionsathat
.;igﬁé ‘ his theologicgl' method: ' Véry bfiefly,i let .me
éumqaiize 'my' aiéuments.{ i?he‘ argument in ‘mylhistdficél

i

¥

. . ‘
ﬁ . : : oo
. - “ +



IMAGINING GOD =~ ~ . . _ INTRODUCTION 3

- gurvey is simply this: the development. of Kaufman’'s thought

‘ can be understood-es an uﬁfbidiﬂg of the implioatiohs of the

nigtoricistic . perspective with' - which he begins his- -
theologiocal career and'of the.anthroﬁoiogy that Supports itl ‘

’ Thisoargument.will of oourse. be developed in detall later

f

Suffice it to say "that Kaufman s development proves to be a
dlaleotlcal one. ~In essence, ‘Raufman attempts to malntafg;d
ten51on between the neo- onthodoxY of his formal training,

- the llberal emphasgis, on the . 1nte¥l;gib111ty of - faxth and

the ethical concern .of his Mennoglte—ﬁnabaptlst heritage. .
In the second part of ' the” thesis, I develap a oritique \

of _Kaufpan's’ theological method, more precisely, of the

theoretlcal framewOrk he formulates for the theological

D

'task } My “main - crltlelsm is that , the enthropology that .

-

grounds Kaufman s- method-. Serves to 1eg1£1mate the 1oonoclasm

end general soeptlclsh of modernlty rather than' to° bring it

—

into -question. _As B result, I believe that Kaufmen's’ method
. lends _ support +to . the . modern— \deﬁlgigiop of human 11fe 1n
tetms of freedom and autonomyE RelYlng on,the anaIyees‘of :

modernlty given. bY'George Grant I suggest: w1th James Relmer

~

that it . is preclsely this deflnltlon ‘that '1s the souroe of

w

hlghly amblguous developments in ‘the modern ers., among them

the threep of a global. nuolear holocaust On the b&SlS of

this'enalysis I argue that the phllosophioal frameWOrk th&t

Y

serves: as the ba51s for Kamfman 8 theologloal method renders _—

- - ~ * . ~ . *

e
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1

T ! .-
s R ~. -

him 1ncapab1e of reoognazlng that ‘the notlon of our freedom

~is problematic and, hence of deve10p1ng a truly‘d&mtlcal

theology Indeed,, I w;ll argue ahat when the basis of

understandlng the theologloal task is the cap301ty of human

beings freely to create their own meaning theology beeomes .

yet another . tool .by whioh OOntrol over the (human)ﬁ

%rironment is attempted "I ° then  briefly \develop a

qualificatlon to. this understandlng of our nature based on

the. ‘work done by .Paul Ricoeur. He ~argues that oﬁr

historicity nmmplies ouf»rélianqe“upon "testimony" external
& * P . .

to ourselves as much as it- implies our aﬁtonom&. The

o

" implications of this qualification - Of humén‘autoﬁomy for-an

undérstgndihg .‘6f the ‘theoldgical enterprlse .are then

.-

‘sietghed~ out A short conclu81bn brlngs the paper to a

close.

sl
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. et N .. ~

1.1 - Introduction. - X : AR 'f o ’

v
. o
o

Since "NievZécne 1t " hds been a v1rtual trulsm that

‘moderns are hlstorlcal in a. &ay that thelr g?edecessors were

’noti - The slgnlfioance 'of our hlstorlclty has perhaps not

'\ yet been fully appr901ated by phllosophers notw1thstand1ng

‘inCOrporatlng some klnd . of aoknowledgement of human

R: G . Collingwopd 8 vehement and persu&smve arguments that“

.

they must do 80./1/ Theologlans have pérhaps been even less

¥ 3 A}

'Aappre01atlve s1nce an* ‘&cknowledgement of: - our hlstorlolty

requlres that one thlnk of the hlstorlolty of our ideas,

-

-

knowledge, our. rellglon and above all our truth /2/ R

Theologlans haVe not been the only ones to r681st
hlstorlcity 1nt0’their thought Philoeophers with a concern

about the viabllity Aof\'menephys1oal reflection have also

¥ . . N . *

* taken .igsue with relativistic implications of historicism.




,1nvolves proponénts of thls vmew in a loglcal contradictl

¢ PR

Gordon D. Kaufman takes up. .
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* e
A >

. - < . > R " T
_A  commen objection to historibal relatlv1sm " im ﬂhat il

{

s

- s!‘/
‘=== If one - says that all truth is relatlve ‘to one’'s hlstoﬂlcal

‘and cultural 81tuatlon - one must say'the same about the

*

“truth“‘cfa-relat1v1sm But if one says that relat1v1sm is

#‘ L

trne cnly fdr 'the present historlcal perlod one must

1oglcally conclude that 1% is cot true for evexg hlstorical

. perxcd—fanda tpat{ therefore it 1i& a largely :meaningless

- . . .
-

affirmation./3/ .
‘ *® T B
Yet there ,is  an -undeniable truth in historioal

4

relat1v1sm whlch hlstorlcal and cultural anthropologlcal

.

stugles have‘ amply supported . Bven. 1n eultures whlch,have

persisted over many centurles thereﬁdis development'and -

change ‘on social, political, religious, artistic, and

1ntellectual leVels These changes’ arelgenuine changes in

‘ the sense that they would not be easily 1nte111g1ble 8o

SOmecne from ‘n earlilr perlod but from- the*ﬁame culture

One of the most vexing prqblems for those persuaded cf the,

[N

essentlal truth of historifal rela$1viém is ‘'making " it -

philosophically respectggle -by brlnglng a dﬁgree of logical

‘consistency to thé affirmation. It is - this point that

1:2 EKaufman and Relativism .

Raufman' begine his theologioal vriting oareer with a,,? :

3 L

* : . W 8

. ¢ . -
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resounding affirmation of the historicity of human life.' He
does““ so in the ©belief that the logical consistency of
histgrioal relativism can be reasQnably demonstrated. It 1is
Just \‘;‘this that Kaufmen attempted to acgomplish in his Ph.D.
thesis. The full title of the thesis is, "The Problem of
Relativism and tMe Possibility of  Metaphysics: A
Constfuotive Development ‘of Certain Ideas in R.G.

. Collingwood Wllhelm Dilthey and Pa.ul Tﬁ.lllch" (1958). The .

-thesm was a.bridgeé and published five vyears after its .

. complektion es Relativien. Enowledge and Faith (1960)./4/

I 4
Twbd main concerns mark these writings. First, Kaufman

! .

seeks to give a consistent account of relativism, one that

- /.;oknow:‘{l.edge‘s the truth which it .embodies vet ‘acoounts for
. .

its cl%xa.raoter as knowledge for us in the modern era.
Seoondil“‘ffy, Kaufman . attempts to Dbring the signifioance of
metaphs%s:}oal and ) .theologioal reflection for hisjorical A
exigten}“:‘oe into relief. Unlike otﬁer; who have argued that
the h'iJétorioity of human 1life reveals theologioa.l and

metaphysloal enterprlses as self*décepticns Kaufman argues
-~ that it is preo;.sely our historioal and cultural relativity
¢ that makes these enterprises‘neoessary. It is ny thesis
that Kaufman's developing thoﬁught is essentially an

?"\it“:velling of the, implications of our historioity and

&

dom for theological work. Because it 1s in Relativienm

that XKaufman most ~‘7oarefully works out the anthropological

é

.
——
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implications of historicity, I will be giving it
. - \

‘p}oportionately moré space. Let us lock at. hig arguments.

1.5 The Historical Bases of. Knowledge

The dilemma of relativism is posed by Kaufman in
another way than has'sd far been done ip this paper. Given
that truth and knowledge are historically and oculturally
relative, how doés(one account for the faqﬁ that the very
truth of rel&tivism»présents itself not as'relatively true
but as’ true din ﬁn”‘objeotive sense? Kaufman proceeds to
argue that this apparent ‘&isorepahoy is resolved when it is
understood. that the bases of ‘knowledge, the prerequisites
for any humﬁn knowing are  themselves historical in

4

character. The distinction between subject and objéot. the

" acquigition of "language and ite accompanying categories of

interpretation, the  criteria of +truth’ that guide our

thinking, are integrally related to existence in space and

time.

The subjéct—objéct folarity, for example, the basic
presuppositién—of a}l kgfwledge (33) is not Bomething that
igy given at conception. The pumaﬁ organism GKaufm&n's term)
develops from a state of 'und%fféréntiatgg but dynamic’
ETlebén (the lowest p@con'soiox‘;s " level of life on which

attention has not yet developed [59]) into an organism which

distinguishes between & subject -that has drives and the

T
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., Object which 1limits +those drives. This development is

‘difficult to describe since it goes on at a time vhen a

ﬁerSOD is not yet congcious in any meaniﬁgful seﬁsg. But it
can be imaginatively reconstructed. | | ‘ '

The - process of differentiation is oonstituted by the
faculties of attention,: imaginatién, and memory which by
tﬁeir Qéry nature attempt to . bring ail of the v&riOus
sensations and stimuli, both éxternal and intermnal, into

some sort of unity. ° For+ Kaufman, the first significant

level of unification, is that %hioh permits the human

organism to distinguish, in some rudimentary way, subject:
from. object. Indeed, cdnsciousness in the proper sense oan
only be said to emérge - with that capacity (32). But the

subject-object polarity ’'does not spontaneously appear;

rather, it 1is +the product of the organism’s historical

encountef with the Vworld: Through events that evoke
pleasure, pgig, satisfaction’ and frustration, limi#s to
biological and other drives become salient. In Kaufman'’s
words, "It is Vthrough the encounter of épyosition to our
spontaneous drives .that we Dbecome aware of the drives
themselves, as weli‘ as of something beyond them which

restricts, thwarts, and limits them" (31) . . . "The

"development of this experience of limitation of intention

thus means that the will is nb longer merely dynamic, its
dynamiém is now qualified by a kind of self-consciousness

’



7

. nof available. Rathe;,

, ovéréstimated‘ Cultures are
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about the nature of that ﬂynamiém. ft_is out,of this total

expeﬁlenoe that our oonsclousness of self, on the one hand,

and external world “on the other emerges" (32).

i B

Kaufman
. goes go far as.to say that th;s polarity is anp abstraction,
even & construction (33), coaxed into being by the
organism’s innate unifying propensity as& it'époountersjthe
world. Thus, the awareness 5f a §istinction between subjeét
and object- is*: not ‘unmediated but ~medi§ted“ by this
imaginatively constructed pdla?ity. ‘ -

While in the " earliest stages of. life, the attention,

»

mémony‘ and imagination work together spbntanedusly~sq‘thgtﬁ
<~ the

“gtructure of oconsciousness ig not well. defined, this
does not long remain s0., Since learning and growth always
-take ‘place  within culture, language is sodner @r later-

-acquired.

consciousness a . person slowly acquires cannot be

are Sarried in 1anguage Hence the acquisition\of'iangque

is not simply . the aquisition of a t00l which is used to

~

perform a task that would be mere diffieult to do were it

when one learns one’s mother- tongue,

4

one is’ taken up into a history.and a’'world mediated by

s

meaning; .ome aoquires the values and the oategories of
thinking™’ “that - are prevalent in one's culture. Language,

thought gof here broadly as

1

any activity that expresses

-

. Thes significancé of language for the structure of

' structured by meanings which
. |

-
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! B .

meaning (60), can ‘be understood to be a’ central Condxtlon of

human 1ife inasmuch . as human llfe is synOnymous wlth'

cultural life. S ;> - IR " ’ . ~.

Moreover ‘there- is an analogy argues Kaufman be%ween

thek\lggﬁal system of 'mean;ngs carrled ino language and:

[l t .- &
B " ) M

Kantis{i priori categories:

lt is a vast network of 1nterpret1ve Qategorles N
which'exists prior to the individual,. ‘which is a
crucial factor in the coming to self“consblousness s
of the individual, -~ and ‘which, upon Treaching-
self -consciousness, ¢ the - individual uses as the .. -
_primary set of - dlstlnctlons' and. definltlons in
. - - terms of which he, apprehends- and understands all .

" of his experlence (51) T . -

B B
+

However unllke the categorles of Kant Kaufman oontlnues

This network of . meanings is nelther unlversal nor
' necessary; rather, it is in history and tlme and

1t changes with +the historical situation. - Though
‘&' priori I[sicl from the ‘point - of view of the -
individual, language is- a posteriori  [sicl from -
the point of view of history of the racer it -
arises out of that history and is: condltloned—by
: “events ooourrlng in ‘that history. (51) '

N

As noted "above, "language" can mean any actlvlty that

is expresslve of meenlng. But for Kaufman, there is ar

distinctiveness about vos&l language thet*makes it e.sPe01a;;

A

S

Yehicle‘ of thought. . This dlstlnotlveness is that . in’

addition "to being‘ able. to express meaning suoh that the

‘expreSSion can “come to have the same mean;ng for the hearer‘

. as for +the speaker” " (61), it can - alsd "be broken down

oonvenlently lnto smaller unitg of expre851on, in whlch thef '

|v
}» )

| ~ . I

o~ N - ..
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. .meaning oan be carefully stabilized or _fixed” (61). Vooal.

‘ +

P iangﬁdge can, . thérefore~. bécohei dénotati%e s - well ‘as.

Cooe T expre831ve and themeby we heoome enabled con801ously to

OOmpare and contrast and distlngulsh varlous aspeots of our "

experlence and’ to communloate those dlstlnctlons tq othegs"

‘ Not every thought .'}S. neoessarily true . op. ‘Validﬁ

howgver . In every oulture and ln every age ‘thers. exist

crlterla of valldity whieh dlreet thought There are three

-0 general crlterla argues Kaufman They are fthe criterlon

lr

vy Lo . -4 -

: un1Versa11ty . and ’ phe’ h crlterion ”_-of‘,* logloal ;j¥

-

‘ 1nterconnectedness.. These are general crmteria it mustabe

-néﬁed sinoe what 1s experlenced as glven what is afflrmed

. unlversally and what loglcal lnterconnectedness eon51sts of

'var;es sometlmes qulte smgnlfloantly, from ?ge o] age from

, oulture-to cultu}e e ',:’. ) ‘-‘: ‘

~» The‘"obJeotlve" charaoter of knowledge th experibnce

' thé. mlnd h-ahd’~ is’ '"glven" "to it, ‘1s pn, importénf

~
-

cparacterlstie of knovledge, argues Kaufm%n (67). - In

L explioatmng the idea’ of the historloal root o# this sense of

"givenness te Kaufman adVerts once more to Lhe oonoept of

'
Y

,”éf ngenness fgn»;'of "obJeot1V1ty, , ﬁhe’joriteilon: of .

,of knowledge, as a kind of obJect which stands over agalnst

2 n;: (62) /5/ ‘Aﬁd‘ this:‘ "oonsclous- eomparing contrastlnggv
E ,{ dlstlngulshlng’ and commuplcaxlng" “_‘ what thought consists’
. ., o . ~‘o'f, R ) o \. "‘;-:‘x‘ : ';. § : . . ,‘ . N - N “‘ .: ' A ': o "
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Erleben. "‘ip will be recdlled  that, Exlébag"is &

'

pre oonso;ous COnsolousness a quasi- congciousness, out of
e whmdh eonsciousness eventually emerges It‘ is thls staxe

~thaé ’18 the fundemental given - (67% All subsequent-

developments ‘1n con801ou§ness presuppose .8 31mp1e E:leheh

r

o The givenness experieneed on all hlgher 1evels ig derlvatlve

from thxs -primal leveyfof glvenness .!f R

’

The givenness w1th whlch the subJeeteobJect polarlty ig

K

experlenoed is a good example of what 1s meant here As .

. pointed. out earlier,’ con3010msness proper emerges at the
1eve1 at whleh the subgeot—objeot polarlty “has become

: establlshed (68)h It)ls at-this p01nt Kaufman argues th&f

- the givenness of the- ::lebn;s (a pérticular 1nstanoe of'

e
]

E;le eg) 1s "transferred to_ the 1ndubmtable 'I’ RV gn:the‘

'¢Aone hand and the equally 1nduh1table obgect . ,':‘oh'the:'
:other"' (68) Wlth each Subsequenx level of conscmousness
aohleved ‘the. "transferenoe ’ mentloned here oaours agaln so
that ngenness beGOmes an 1rreduchble dlmension -of exmstenoe'
ép@, henee,‘ of the knowledge . ass001ated with existenoe
Moreover. the very sense of'glvenness or obgect1v1ty of a
«level of_consoiousness hdhes it qulte approprlate to regard
it a8 an Exlghn;s ‘itself (69) For one is never quite

~consolous ‘of the level zof oon8010usness whlch one has '

attained and_/gn which one operaxes and, .henoe,' it is
experienced -, as  immediate and given. One -does beoome

- o ’ i
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- t . - : . i . -, . N
oonsoxous of it only in a level of congciousness that

transcends that level ' only on a level that is itself

- experlenced as giver.

. R further by Kaufman Each subsequent.level of eonsclousness

S
emerges by means of express10n {or language) from the

) ’ preoedlng level. Thought .and Ezle h argues Kaufman

’ . N B %

-,

|

\

1 N '

T< . what one knows ig, ° therefore also derlved from the
I ’

prlmltlve Ezlebn;s v1a the medium of expressmon

L © .Thére is & tens;on, however, between the sense of

- . . . .
¥
.

S e e 7”—_-77'#—«7*7# e —_— —— —— —

perfectly (71)~ As - Kaufman eleborates “The tension of‘.'

o e normatlveness -or obllgatlon derlves from the awareness that‘

¢ -

;x- . ) ,emerglng from 1t and referrlng back to it (71) -And yet

- - s

e thought 1s‘ under the 1mperat1ve to grasp even" the level of

7

con801ousne,s, that 1t 1tself preSupposes C It ‘is thls.

:tension that supplmes one 1mportant dynamlsm to thought

oo S 3,Thonght 1s spnrred an by the felt neoe581ty ‘of doing Justloe

»
- .

to ths fullness of human ,exper;enoe. The orlterlon of;

The relatlon of thought to thls d1s0u8810n 1s olarlfied

" “aré thus not- in eomplete dlSJunotlon there 1s*med1atlon~
| ’ between them by means of . the expressmons of bhought 1n‘

< langpage,‘ art,‘etcu»l (70) The sense of glvenness -.about,. = .

glvenness jof one 5 kn wredge. and the awareness that whatﬁ‘

truly 1s the case is- never fully grasped. There is, as it

were an anOndltlonal demand upon thought to grasp belng

the given (Ezlebnls) transcends every level of cons01ousness



N
\ﬁ

'-“glvenness"' of a truth or 'of knowledge:aS‘evidenoe that -

. . . O . " -
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givenness, ihen is inﬁimatelﬁ bound -up with higtorical .

ex1stenee and oonsequently one need  not regard the: .

. . (I .
relatiVism is 1ncon81stent 2he fact that we_ experience‘our

knbwledge as somehow obaectlve is due in part to to the fact ‘

that thought ls enmeshed 'in our experlenoe of life 1n

history As we Vlll _see latef this" understanding of the

relatlon of thought to llfe guldes Kaufman = thlnklng even‘A

in hlS most reeent wrltlngs and has 1mportant consequences

" for hlS understandlng of ‘the theologioal task..

The orlteriqn of . unlversallty is snmllarly bound to

hlstorlcal ex1etence,‘ argues Kaufmen, Languagexmedlatesf )

between levelé . of oonseiousness,.'but it .. is tied to the:

s

':‘ ooncrete hlstorioal llfe of communltles Thus any adequatei«

articulation of knowledge must be ab\e to  be affirmed byf

'
. e

. verifibation of an inéight Or alleged "truth"‘must“ooour if‘

e%hersfww1th1n~jone s oommunlty“_' That ~is, . some ' sort of

‘the’ knowledge one clalms is to be con81dered valld The‘r

ldeal of unlversallty of oourse is that one's knowledge go

beyond being knowledge only for oneself and one’ 8 community

and - . be unlversal knowledge for '"at least the whole human'

speeles" (75) Therefore - a ten81on toward unoondltlonal

universallty is present in the drive t0ward valldlty in our.

thought~(74). Thls ten51on 1s a ;function of- our existenoe

‘in“nietory and, mqre speelflcally;‘of our’ pari:olpatlon in a‘

. - « -
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particulalr (lin‘guistic)- oommﬁnity. One’ gconsmousness ig,”

.to a smgnlfloant degree, d “common eonsclousness (72). ‘Ih

Kaufman 8 later reflections - on. the audlenoe to whiah

theology ought to- addmegs 1tself thls understandlng of the'

" a "
commonness of our oonsolousness seems to- be the ba81s upon

Wthh he malntalns that theology ;s a culturally,slgnlfloant

enterpmlse rathér than a sectarlan "paroohmal” one-. Thls'

< wili bé discussed in greater detail as. ve. oome to hlS

~tha.t vhat passes ﬁor valld 1og10 varles from time’to time .

~most - one can do. is’ "attempt to expound the pr1n01ples -of

“

wrltings on theologlca} method

An@ thirdly, Kaufmsn argues that . ‘our’thought must~be '

loglcally 'in%eroonnected'if it is to be oonsmdered valld

Expllcltly regeoted 1s—the suggestlon that there are eternal’f

“laws™ of logle that are g p;;grl (75).~ He argues 1nste&d"

- 3 <

and plaoe to place (76). Gcllingwood 8- suggestlon th&tmtﬁe‘

' what in the loglolan s own day passed for valid’ thought

.(77) ' - l .‘

(Colllngwood 1948 xll) 1s approvingly quoted by Kaufman

-

But how is thls element of 1ogloa1 1nteroonneotedness

vy

in  the 1dea “of Valldlty to be related $o! historical

-

exisﬁence9 Kaufman -argues that thls,element is. related to .,

the nature of a human self “The self,”™ argues Kaufman
* 3 N

can be - regarded f as fundamentally a klnd of L

"unifler,“‘ja Jstxuoture which - from the outget a ,*\,f

‘at¥empts to draw together the elements of present .’
. consciousness-, as well as past  and fature, -into-
. an allfcompreﬁending unity in whlqh<everyth%mg.hgs

N
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a place ‘in -relation to -everything else this
¢ relationship of everything in. oonsoiousness to the
' cogpizing Self and, through it, toeverything else

therein is the self’s most obvious feature.” (77f.)

In Kaufma.n s v1ew the laws. of loglo tha,t are da.scernlble by .

3

Western loglcn.a.ns "are nothing but abstra.ct desora.ptlons of

the - structure of the finished -produot‘ of' this un1fy1ng~

; attivity [of the - eif] as it is C&I‘I‘led[ /on 'in the West" o
(78)2 . That is,“ they are descrlptlve of the way- Western‘

- people Ja.tt'e'n'lpt'to struoture all tha‘c 1s ‘a part Z of thQ.lI‘;

.-
-«

>

oo.nsciousneSS' . o _. T

‘At least t;hree tensxons, t:rien‘ éonéti‘tnhe th’e dymamic

' of huma,n thought at least as it . is practased in the West

Wmoﬁop\ " . CH..1: ' FOUNDATIONS .17

anh is. & funot:.on of souue. dlmens:l.onfo,f hlstorloa.l;"

lexistence. | . - L

1.4 ' Metaphysics ‘and ‘Historicify . - .- .. ;

N LI

. ’ N ‘\/
culture, it does not proceed aocordlng to. a.bs*traot criteria.

- .

cultures - from "one - another ‘ Kq.ufma.n ‘makes - a helpful

dlstlnotlon at. thls po:Lnt “im h.:i.s argument. The natural

C e ’of ‘ad first- order eonso:LOusnes,s, reflection ,upon that

.

! -

. oplnlons one naturally aoqulres) is what oonstltu,tes thought

N <, -
A . “ - <"
3 . v

,ﬁowéve;i,;-as _thought. is’ aot.ually ca.rrled on in a

Certain definite presuppos:.mons ground the thluklng that -

 goes on, and their. pa.rtlcula.rlty what' distinguishes

B umfylng act:.v:.ty and -1ts prdduc{:s (the attitudes, Va.lues A

<«

unlfylng a.ct1v1ty of the self he, suggerst.s8 can be thoughti -

N

>
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. thoﬁghf defines’ ,~th1rq—order ’oonsc;ousness~ ‘or orltl

‘one glven tlme" (90)
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or second order. . consclousness, and reilebbLUu uyuu“ ne—s

~t . [

thought, uppn the assumpblons and presupp051t10ns of-one s

[y

thlnklng ““ - "i§ - ‘t)'i" :3 f’}

For Kaufman phllosophy and theology are. thlrd order A

‘ oonsolousness - (90£.), = The . oultural - equivalent to =
’ flrsthorder consoiousness is the struoture of meanlng.
oarr1e1§ in language andu‘uesupposed 1n all actlon/S/ and o

’thought that goes on in the ‘culture. It is. ﬁhls structure

that phllosophy and theology preSuppose and - upgn wthh they’

,-,‘systematloally re: 1eot Accordlngly,,.phllosophloal anq'

theologioal systems “serve as. conveniént summaries of

certaln tendeneles of thought allve in the oﬁltﬁpé at an§

]

lee the unlfylng &CthltY of. a self the unlfylng work

“cof metathSlCS in 'culture is no dlspensable act1v1ty

"Cultures liké 1nd1v1dua1% are’able to have’ an 1dent1ty -

only because they brmng thelr past and present 1nto a unlty,~

. whlch allows the 51gn1floanee or meaning of thelr epntinulngw

4

experience to ‘be seen Thus in Kaufman s words,

- The very nature of meanlng thus drlves qutoward[a
“final unity of meaning, in which every- particukar -
meaning in our . experience- is comprehended but not’
“dissolved avay. . It: is 'this- fact -'that  makes-

" negessary - the metaphys1cal ‘. task. . For,6 a - .
metaphysmolan 1s simply -one who attempts to ‘see
.and portray and oreate explicitly. the unity that -~ -
is dimpliclt in, and necessary- to, *all of .our

‘ meanlngful experlenoe Insofar as- metaphysics is

. the ‘carrying-through of this ' kind of ‘fundamental -

unlfloatlon,’_lt is a . task not only ex;stentlally
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“V all condltloned objects" (102) o ‘ e

’1:5 ~Thé610gy an§ Hisférioity~ - _ o

necessary  but also essentlal for sustalnhng and
furthering all Qf ‘man’s cognltlve enterprlses
(100) - . - . .

s

nOf aourse; none of thls means that absolute claims can

be made for any metathS1Qal orhtheologlnal system ‘ Suoh .

sysﬁems use -the terms and categorles prevalent 1n culture
Wthh 11ke the eulture 1tself “are . evolvmng‘ ~ "Every
metaphys;cs " Kaufman malntalns ‘"cah Be" éﬁbwn,'tof be

hlstorloally and psychologlcally relatlve" (101)

‘But - because metaphysmcs and theology attempt to deaT“‘*m\&

Wlth the grOund of all experlence and . thought, . thelr_

"hlghest and'most fundamental ooncepts . muét al&ags be

.

symbollc . they can never be understood llterally,”‘Kaufman

oontlnues,~ "because when understood llterally they refer

to eondltloned obgects, not to that which is the ground of

- -

- " . . P

- Thus far I ‘have suggested that for Kaufman~ theology

““and metaphys1os are wﬁitually identical. And 1n some sense. .

they are

- -

Kaufman 8 view Chrlstlan theology/?/ 1s a metaphy51cs that

takes our hlstorlco cultural nature w1th greater serlousness

. .

‘than has phllosophy up untll now. . T

j Theology, . argues Kaufman, vis conceiﬁed with the

» -

1nvest1gat10n and interpretatlon and orlbloism of- the famth

“

It Aw111~ go0n beoome ciear however that in ..

-
-
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by which men 4in -fact 1live, vhether it be idolatrous or -

- atheistic, Chriéﬁi@n br Moslem . RS [It} is conoerned'w1th

.the investigation of certain crucial falth—presupposxtlonsﬁ‘

underlying oonsciousness "and knowledge in general and

metaphysical work in partlcular" (104).

N

In expllcatlng this understanding of theology, Kaufman

adverts again to the historical naturé of human life,

.

meaning and knowlédge. Whet is often  forgotten in
. . » .

- systematic thinking, he suggests, is that “the whole

structure of meanings with which we are working is depeqdént

@

,upoh'the experience through which we have 1lived and out of

- which . . . the structufe of meanings itgelf has gradually
- emerged -. . . Our understanding of these meanings Mo is
désgndent on-‘our history"- (106). . Taking +this one step

fuither .,Kaufman argues that €b0n~ oIose analysis one will

llkely flnd that there is one event elther in one’'s

personal. 1ife or in the h;\¥ory of one’ s culture, that

illuminates the meanlng o§ the whole and brings it into a

.unity (108). 'This is as.true of specific philosophies and’

“L-ideologies, as it- is 6f religions. For each there is a

LR

“.gentre of‘ﬁiétory that is presupposed and which serves as

the ‘uﬁifying principle in their rTespective metaphysios
(whether that mstaphy31os be implicit or explicit).

The metaphy81cdl problems raised By the | fact that the
mégniqg of an individual or collective historyuis,seen to be

T -

\i
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embodied in. a pa#pioulaf/ moment of that histbry are,; in
Kaufman’'s view, the problems of dhrisfology (108).
Christological analysis is applicable to dggvggzzbsophical
position since all are "immersed in history and [draw their)
meaﬁing from some (implicit or expliéi?) center of history,

e
or, a8 we might. now say, from some ‘Christ‘'" (108). 1In

Christology, then, we have the implicit acknowledgement of

the historiocity of. human 1life and of the centrality of

. J , t
- goncrete historical events in the development or formation

of a unified understanding of life. Far from mystifying
human reality, Christology can ' be understood as entirely in
keeping with the aﬁthropologioal analysis‘of hyman knowing
and thinking.“

Christian eschatology likewise involvés an implicit
avareness of the nafure of our situation as
knovers/thinkers. The meaning that constitutes our lives is
not only ¢grounded in a past which illuminates our présent;
it also shapes our future. The future is always assumed to
unfold in & manner that is consisteﬁt with the meaning one
bhas taken up “&s ;hé} meaning of one‘s lifes But this
supposition is not based on & kuowledge of the future (which
has not yet "arrived" to be known); rather, it is based on a

belief .or hope that it will be so; it is based on a faith.
LI et .”_’t\

“Faith* need not be understood here in +the narrower

religious sense of the word, though that meaning 1is

-

/e
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boértainly included. In the broader sense, faith “involves

nothing less .than faith ~.in the power of the center of
meaning over the future, over the entire future . L
(111). Such faith,,sargqes Kaufman, is an inescapable
realit§ for human beings, Christign‘or hot.. To suppose that
one's 1life has neaning is iﬁevitably to suppose”tﬁat the
future will 'not belie that meaning.vbut preserve it and
bring it into further relief. In other words, it involves
the fgith that. 'the meaning which we kgbw is noth;ng else
than thp lor of hisiory, the One who gives all ?f history
ite meaning and who finally stands at ihe ‘end of histoiy'
‘in judgment gnd redemption of both the ﬁeqninglessness and
the meaningfuliess of ‘nistory" (112). .

There remains- a ocertain tensiong’howéver, between a
{Ftufe whose features one believes ong can (in broad terms)
describe and the fundamental anthropéiogieal fgot of
freedom. Just as theqé is a certain freedom for individuals
in the way they transcend a given Erlebnis &dnd achieve 5 new
level of consciousness, there is a freedom in regard to the
way they ‘shapfitheir futures. On the other hand, one also
has the sensé ’of & transcendent méﬁning in which one is
enveloped and ;hioh ‘determines™ ones 1l1life. This tension
can’ be~desorihéﬁ in the T©lassical terms of free will and

predestination. The &ntinomy is, to an extent, a product of

ooﬂoeptual thinking, argues EKaufman, for ™ such thinking

L d
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always‘involves-an absraction from experience in whioh‘these;

elements are insepao;bly linked (113). Their unity is

maintained, -howev%;, in mythical thinking. The symbolic

y

character of such thinking and its attendant ambiguity is .-

“‘more adequate to‘express the character of the faith that is

here involved, Aand its ‘object,’ than is precisely defined

language’ (113). Again, mythic thinking is'® not speocial or

unique to.religious traditipns Kaufman makes it clear that

even’ moderns live by myths sueh as “the notlons of progress

will to power, Ameriocan destiny, the democratic way of life"

(114) which, by théir'aooiguous éymbolic ohafooter bridge
the "hidden gap Between destiny and freedom" (114). So the
H,myth and symbol that are-so blatant 1n rellglon pomnts to an
1rrevooable anthropological fact; namely,’ "that man cannot
live without ‘a faith in somethlng that ultlmately supports
hig finite hlstorlcally relative exmstenoe" (T14):
T ..
1.6 Faith and Historicity
What KXaufman finally concludes from thHis involved
argument is  this. = The objéotivity with which the
understanding of tﬂe }Ielativitf of human life confronts
moderns ultimately pomnts-ﬂp thé 1nevitabllity of a life of
faith. "The hlstorloa;, oultural,‘and psyohologloal studies

that uynveiled the hi#:torioa.l nature of human sexistence are

themselves  based ‘oﬁ crucial' faith presuppositions or
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"absolute presuppositions” which are taken for granted.

They aTe presupposed to participate in what is ultimately,

true or real. Yet such presuppositions are themselves

-

unique to particular historical cultures, are carried in
language that is evolving and pheieforé are relative and

subject to change. “'-r 4

While it . is true that our knowledge of relaviviem th~

1

been attained- from %he‘pésiéiOn‘of a present which is seen
to transcend ‘ all of the past and vhich, therefore, reveals
_the past &5 relative, . this need not lead to the assertion

that somehow our.present is uniquely able to 'grasp the tTuth.
) d Y X

o% the matter. As Eaufman says, "we are alwaygs in a
Coy . 1 . . -

.. position whicH tramscénds all previous positions and which

Ed
o

.ﬁherefore . can analyze them .and see their relativity
The -present is juét that standpoint which transcends Qvéry
position in 4the past--i.e., in memory--in such a way as to;

reveal the historically relative . . . character of every

other . position” (120). - And this  need not imply that gur
N ¥
present is‘uniquely absolute. ' From & future position, what

we now think and fotrmulate will itself be perceived in its

" relativity. .

[

Moreover, our relativity need not undercut our efforts
to determine what is tfue. As Kaufman says, the fact that
the truth e arrive at is ‘relative .

does not imean that one has no truth at all, that ‘
truth is undercut completely and destroyed. For (R
there is nothing in this position which might lead ’

4 -~ - -
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“us tg hold that, .even _if we strive and woTk' to -
give our thought as " coherent, objec¢tive, .and
universal a character ag& we oan, wé still shall
. Mot be ‘enabled to discover the truth. -to be seen

< from the point of tiew of the present in Wthh we
, are living. This work of ours stands under canons

\\ 0f"  truth, error, - -yalidity, and the Tike
(themselves changinig in ~ history), just as thought

‘in othér ‘presents has known itself to, be: standlng

under such-norms. We know, .of eourse that our
. work in turn

ill - be judged and relnterpreted end
changed by thd®wwork of others in the future; and
we _have no way-of knowing what directions these
reinterpretations’ will take;~but we also know that
" thisg is the work which  we who , are living in thls i
prebent. have to 40, and we know that- we, must do it .
in terms of the norms wthh have been g1Ven to us ‘
. (122) . o . ? ‘ . . i !

»

So 5ﬁhe‘re1aﬁi€it& of our’

»

»

tpﬁth clalms cannot’ be used to L

~
T

Justlfy the abdloatlon of ‘our re3pon51b111ty to determlne as

“nearly as we can what truth there mlght be avallable ‘to us.

1.7 CGnclueion‘_ ’
o

.

The general thrust of Kaufman s argument 1s, I belleve,

- sound - and persuasive. For all ‘the logleal problems that
‘relativiem may pose; it is erroneous to
mustf“be solved ,on strletly phllosophloel grounds.

‘Our‘
relat1v1ty : is |

essentlally -an hlstorleal + and
gultural- anthropologioal 1ns1ght -1ts justlfieatlon must be

made on those grounds'. Kaufman is therefore qulte rlght to

focus on the anthropologloal grounds 0f human knowing and to

“stonq“ of those grounds,

i.e., 'to consﬁruot,q
;. ;

hlstory of the development of those oondltions that make

e

hﬂmen know1ng poss1b1e.;' C ' ‘

"

suppose that . they
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" That human beings are essentlally oultural creatures is '

81m11arly a persuasmve argument and I see no' need to‘

belabour the p01nt here What~ ought to be p01nted out, "

however, is that there ‘is a- oertaln lnoon81stenoy 'iﬂ

Kaufman g attempt tor relaté the eategorles of Chrlstlan,

theology;,to histofipal.‘relativiSm in & way that implies

fﬁpeir; , eternal validity ‘ort‘ ‘ih‘f opheé words, tpeln“.‘
avhisforioity e Whlle ‘Kaufman ‘“is “quite' owafe {thdtji
’hlStOrlCallY, Chrlstlan theology aoeepted the substantlallst‘
Greek categormes of thought he olearly believes tﬁot this
1nvolved " the aooeptanoe of eategormes ,‘alleé» to thef,.

'jfundamentally hlstorlolstlo -emphasis /of biblical thlnklng
(of ' 19560: 168n 6) to whioh he t&CltlY allots a spe01a1

s;gnlfloance . He' wmlllngly engages ' 1in a theologmoal

- - -

.1nterpretatloﬁ of (secular) hlshorleal relat1v1sm but shows O >

-t . [y

no' 1n011nat10n toward 1nterpret1ng Chrlstian f&lth W1thin S '

the Context 'of,‘ a’ secular hlstorlcal’relatlv1sm Or

~

anthropology /The prenlse 'of hlS argnment 1s - not the o SR

. :

'mutually 1nterpret1ng pOSSlbllltleS of . hlStOIlOlsm' and
Cpr;st;an faith but,othe applogetlo pOSSibllltléS of the - " ‘ 5 .
convergonoé of * a Chrlstlan | anthropology with that

',ﬂpresupposed hy seoular relativism‘ and, perhaps even mere c

’1mportant .at this t;mo, "the, systematic poss;bmlltles of
hisforiéism.-; éencé[ "while jhezexlis evidént - a certain A
*1iberai" - propensityiiﬁ‘koufmaﬁ'o “willingness .to deoi'with -

b . -’ + i
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) the’ modern problem"of“hiStorioal*»relativiém, this is in

large measure due'to the - optlmxsm one - can sense-in Kaufman‘

: about the POSSlbllit of “both malntalning the 1ntegr1ty of

W

N
- Chrlstlen theology &nd renderlng it lntelliglble to the
‘ w1der oulture- . Kaufman\ls stlll quite unprepared to brlng

Chrlstlan felth itself 1nto question on the ba51s of the

anthropology he has developed - At no pornt does he suggest

thet Chrlstlanlty 1tself 1s ‘a product of human creatrve

N s
’

- -

o

. . to- imply that the amenablllty of Chrlstlan theology to

modern 1n81ghts testlfles to 1hs lelne (extra hlStOIlG&l)

SN \
+

K source’ - ° In dorng ,SO, Kaufman ~betrays - the esseptaally

- 7 ;

. o

. L 'neo—orthodox/a/ character of hlS theologloal position

oreated rellglons everywhere to + be found¢ . But thas

assumptlon will be qulte radmoally brought 1nto questlon as

we will see’ ‘later in thls paper ) B ': . K

wnat makeé Kaufman s’ argument in © Relativism &0

. .
N 3 1 .

. 1nterest1ng .however 1s the manner in which he llnks modern

. ' relatlvlsm and hlstor101sm to Christian falth end’ theology

Y

R ) It 1s as 1f he placed g Chrlstlan theologioal grld over the
whole ‘gecular dlSCussion of relativism, the maln polnts of
o allgnment belng between the‘ Chrlstlan dootrine of human

*

frnltude and the secular dootrine of relativity and between

: powers *and our’ need 'fgr e metaphysreal context for our -

‘lives 3indeed ﬁhe'effeot of his argumenﬁ 1n Relet; sm is -

v

Chrlstlanlty 1s assumed to be qulte dlfferent.from humanly ’

4

A

.
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. has been compromised Whatever other theologlans may de01§et

'imaginatively‘a\conétruct‘ "the’ secular '*equlvalents Cof

[o%

. - . . B -
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‘the historical’emphasis im the’Bible.end moderﬁ historicism. .
Having aligned these twp "pointé Kaufman "is " able .to -

1

Chrlstology freedom and "predestlnatiion.'. faith'tand;

eschatology 1n & falrly convinclﬁg way /97 ' "

Y

‘The question that.arises”.»howeverh.is'whethei‘Keufmen

" ‘nas’ aooommodated Chrietian . theology .%Q 7 a, modern
- *

understandlng of human llfe to suoh & degree that theology L

&bout that, 1t is quite olear that K&ufman does not belleve;

he.has done S0. He would be more 1ncllned to suggest that‘o‘

’ olassieal theology embodles 5& more radloal aocommodatlon Of %_“

q;Chrlstian theology“ in thls case to elassfoal 'Greek' )

phllosophy ,wmth its a-hlstorlcal categorles of neture andj
substanoe (ef. ﬂKaufman, 1957&) The anthrop019g§ he putsl'5
forward here a8 _both eXplanatory of the knowledge character -
of relatlvlsm »and as 1lluminat1ve of prlnoipal Chrxstlan '

oategorles of. thought he calls in h;s preface a "theolog;cal" e

. anthropology" Co(xi) .o Some . such hxstorloo cultural .

) hlstorleal relatlvism happens to "be consonant 'withwthe

understamdlng of “human llfe Seems to be presupposed by the~,~'

,p;pll al’ wrlters from- ‘whom the primary oategorles of.

-

Chrisfian - thought , have . "been derived. And . if &his .

under tanding- that -is opresdpposed by"xhe:~dbetiine . of .

understandlng of the. naﬁure of ﬁuman life presupposed by'
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PO

‘\Chrlstlan theology. sQ muoh the better fo¢ both Kaufman o

" seens to say Co ) .. o "' ': I ‘.:<

S

But the problem of the relatlon .of, theology £o modern o

~waYS of//EplnkIng is not whélly \3solved in Kaufman at thlS‘

" poxnt - (And in some sense, -1t never is, as I think this,
papels Wlll demonstra.t‘e ) He .is a,wa.re of the inewfitab;.e o
1nterpenetrat10n "of- falth and culture and heﬁoe lb%.»

Christian and . modern idess,  and he therefore takes with

somewhat -less serlousness the oonoerns of Barth fOr thei'\
1ntegr1ty of theology /107, Buf”?hls is beoause ‘he is-quitef,
optlmlstlo about’ the pOSSlblllty of preservang the 1ntegr1ty‘.‘
of théology and at the same tlme maklng it 1ntelllg1ble to'
modern thlnkers Thls optlmlsm .in some form supplLes one.‘f

’ of the dynamlos that ‘will eventually leéé him to formulate'

the understandlng‘of theologloal method we flnd in An Essay

" on megmmnl Method . o

§

A
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Havmng "examined - Kaufman [ phllos0phlcal/anthropological,

w

framework let us move on to hig: post ?h D wrltlngs in:
) partloular those wrltten between 1955 and about 1965 Whlle

. Kaufman 8 wrltlngs take hlm . to many dlfferent»questlons

rg .

~almost every essay of’ book re eals hlS :oonqern tg'téke a

N Y8 e e

5“p081t10n is evldent just from th 'tltles "The Imago Dei as

" Work," and “History - and Mysticlsm.", -But even 1n.those

‘bépeis whose titles do~ not have some, form of the ‘word

Thistory," o%e .can be qulte sure that a hlstorlolst posture

is” belng assumed i.e., a . perspectlve that deflnes hum&n

. ,

llfe -in terms of hlstory freedom and Culture/oommunity

w

’ rather than in termseof nature and (statloJ essenee -

= e
Py

A - bn&ef bxamlnatlon bf_""The_ Ground “of Blbllcal

Y

Autpquty" (1956a) - w1ll 1llustrate this‘Vell At the same

In many papers,.this

CH.-2: A KISTORICIST THEOLOGY 30,

™
4%
5

-Man's . Hlst011Q1ty.“/11/:'"Theologloal Dogma nd Hlstprioal -

%

s

e
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,time itvwill‘serve to 1ntrbduce Qhat'beéomeséKaufman's'mejGr~

:;nterest durlng this perlod a ﬁgstematlo theology wrltten .

2.1 »Bibiieal‘Autho}ité'aﬁd Histerieism =
: oal AuthoTity ; _ N

One should flrst note that for Kaufman the ehuroh is
”not pmmarlly1 a- place where ‘one hears thie. word of God
r1ghtly~ preaéhed ‘“and  ‘has  the' saoraments ‘rlghtly

admlnlstered‘ Nor is Lt primarlly a eongregatlen of '

”1nd1v1duals who | meet 'for the sake . of personal splrltual ';

: edlflcation thougp 1t is that too Fcr Kaufman the ohureh:'

1s fundamentally a communlty perhaps even a klnd of ‘culture.
unto itself. And 1like any. cher.oultpre, 1t.ha$ certhin’

traditions . thaf_define,éit and 1$uﬁotion as duthoi;ties for

those within it: - One~—ean“nevef - “prove" -that' one’'s

traditions: are flnally true one- llves them and is able only

P . +

‘0 - oonfess that these are the authorltles 1n one s 11fe

4

The seme,holds true for Christlans For them, it 1s Chrlst

) whoi 18 regarded a8’ flnally true And thls can never be

proven At .can only be- eonfessed (28 29) RPN ‘f

But to regard Christ as the flnal authorlty, ﬁhe syhbol

of all that is good true and rlght 1nvolves Christians in.

the olalm th&t Jesus. was'. not merely a person but God =

: /~eelf revelatlon 'to ‘humankind’ (28f ). ~‘Be1ng a, Chrlstlan

1nvolves belleVLng that fln Jesus "God-definitively revealed

1 . P



. “

.7 . IMAGINING Gon ' . CH. z}.nhnlsronrcisr THnoLOGi 32

himSélf It means that : “for some strange reason .we

- ) -, oy

Chrlstlans find aS'we look back at thls ‘man of two thousand
- Years ago, that that whloh,is flnélly and absolutely true
and real and good about the unlverse seems to de made known
< “ to us there“ (29) ~ This, in turnj takes us to a d1s0u551onA

R e

" of the Bible.

The | authorlty 0f ' the Bible- lies ° precigely in its

eharaoter as  a witness - to ‘thlS «revelntion} to this
hlstorlcal ac{‘oﬁ God' “The~ only way that Qé Can encounter
o thrs hlstorlcal person in and through ‘hom God revealed :
(";/ " ”," \ hlmself is- through the pages of the Bible Or wrltlngs based
a «on‘ the BlbllO&l documents" (30) Again,v"The Blble e f
"must be  of. the utmost 1mportanoe b every Chrlstlan and to
A all Chrrst1:; thought beoause 1t is in and through the Blble
tnat we eneounter the revelatlon of God in Jesus Chrlst"
T (30) .- - The Blble- in other words is ‘essentlally a hlstory
. —book a recor& of the foundlng eVents of the Chrlstlan "(and
Sy o . Jewlsh) communltles Coe s o '~ ‘ {
"L Thig' 1mp11es ‘that the events to whloh the Bible p01nts
are: of greater 1mportanoe thana the Blble itself. That

Kaufman takes thls qulte serlously 1s ev;dent from the

methods he belleves are most appropriate in interpretlng the -

Blble ~ “Christian “faith and the Chrlstlan oommunlty

aeknoWledge the. authorlty of the Blble only when they glve o

:

the most serlous attention by the best hlstorroal methods to

- .

BN

. "1”
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-

. -“the 'hiszéxy and the person of wvhich “the Bible speaks, and

ot~ .simply tG the Bible 1tself" (30).. .Indeed, "to ‘bring.
-anythlng less than the ‘best hlstorloal methods and thlnklng

g to the Bible is ‘%o tréat it trlv:La.lly" (30). |

-,

Kaufman ‘seem ob11v1ous to the faet that in maklngl

he ~oreates 8 ocanon w1th1n the blblloal‘ canon--not of theno
‘Paullne wrltlngs as w1th Luther but ofﬁthose books wrltten,

in the narratmve genre. At least he pJov1des no- ba51s for .

thlnklng of Psalms Proverbs Eoole81astes or- the Song of

Solomon as authorltatlve ) Yet the propesal 1s suggestlve in

‘that 1t locates “God ’ s revelatlon, not Cdin thevhearts of

-

believers or in oertaln propos1tlons one mlght distil from

events whlch themselves constitute the revelatLon It is

the concrete, hlstorloal Jesus and his story' whioh is the -

revelation of- God to humankind. Chrlstlanlty is the faith

¥
that what the Blble says about thls event 1s 0.

¥What is- strlklng about _this. account of . biblical.
authority 1s that no reference whatsoever is made to termS‘

‘suoh ag “inerrancy,” or “verbal" plenary 1nsp1ratlon“‘ .

in a derogatory way " He does mention the notiomr of ths/ : ’</

basig that the,Bible itself refers only»,to Jdesus. Christ as

" certain hlstorlcal events the basis of the Blble 8- authorlty :

‘the~ Bible or the Blble ‘itself, but ‘in publlc, hlstorlcal

i~whlch Oone mlght expect to arlse ln!thls context even if- onlye

~Bib1e being the word - of God but only to refute klt‘on_the
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,thélword>bf God (29). All supernatural explanations of how

‘the Bible must.be an authority are ~omitted. The Bible is

-

faﬂthorifative C¥or” Chrlstlans -just as the American

Constltutlon and Blll of Rights are authorltatlve for

Anericans: they witness_and give expression to certain

-founding events.  Even his discussion of Jesus as God’'s

. »™
revelation is . carried on without Treference to an

. incarnation. «" Kaufman opts for 8 more rationalized

_descrlptlon 0£ hlm as one 1n whom we somehow see the truth‘

of the unlverse' (2Bf ) All of this is an 1ndloat10n of

) what we Wlll find in his systematlc theology But why does

Kaufman feel drawn jo write a systemati¢ theology at all?

PR . .

2.2 The Rationale for a Systematic Theology
. & / - B

'A; number pf factors providel Kaufman with reasons for
writlng his own systematlo theology " First, as already
noted Kaufman belleves that a historicistic 1nterpretat10n
df,* such doctrlnes as  christology, eschatology, and

providence - bring into  relief important, even central,

.dimensiong of those _doctrines. How those doctrines might be
5 of thos

v

- _—Telated to other doctrines of the Christian faith from the

L

&

*positibﬁ of a-historicism preéents a igal challenge and the

- -

‘possibility of & new and significant inéeérpretation of
:Christian faith. Secondly, no theologians  have yet

attempted a systemétic'theology that takes history and human

o

CH. 214A HISTORICIST THEOLOGY 34
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freedgm as its primary categories. While Kaufman counts the
early Tillich as an i%p@rtant guide in his own development

towards a higtoricistic  perspective, 12"  Ksufman is

‘chagrined at Tillich’s movement toward what he later calls a

“nonhistoricistic © ontologism® (19688:360n. ). 13-
particularly as expressed in Tillich's Systematic Theglogy
(1967). Tﬁus. the tésk of a ﬁistoricist systematic theology
has yet “to- be coﬁpleted. And finally, Kaufman‘s own
understaﬁding‘ of the nature "of human consciousness, its
nature as ha. ﬁnifier,— demands some kind of sysﬁématic
statement . Anything less would be to ignore the temsion
that continually draws consciousness to greater'andjgreater

comprehensiveness and unity. Moreover, this c¢oncern with

' comprehensiveness and unity corresponds to the

univeisa%ist?c and metaphysical claim implied in Eaufman's
theological Hmonotheism. If thegé is one God and the
universe 1s a oreation of that God, then some attempt to
understand qil of reality as God’'s creation ard as “under

God" is called for.

1

2.3 The Historicity of God

~
"The Imagl -Bel as Man's , Historiocity" (1956c) is

illustr&tiyg’both of how early RKaufman's systematio interest

arose and of the flavour of his later Systematic Theology

(1968a: 1978a).. The essay wmay well have been entitled "The

“

<

L
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ﬁistoricity of God" since it contains Kaufman's - first

attempt to work out the 1mp11uatLons of his historicism for
a coneeption of God. If the image of God in human beings is
their historicity, ss Kaufman argues, then he“ﬁust SE9W how
historicity is a defining characteristil of God as well. He
attempts to demomstrate this by adverting to ranother

doctrine, that of God's aseity.

God's aSeity is his ‘"self-existence and absolute

ontological independence from any other being" (1956¢:163).

Both for those with a modern historical consciousness apdV
those who want to take seriously a biblical concept of God,
this oannot“ mean  that ‘God is’ static and eﬁernglly
changeless. 'For moderns, eternal changelessness can only
suggest a throwback to an ontdated&and Greek substan lalist
philosophy. And for biblicéily oriented thinkerg, such an
Unmoved Movér . vho stands. aloof from history | cannot be |

reconciled withﬁthe God of the Bible, who is always active.

moving, - creating, responding" “‘(168)5 Rather, argues
Kaufﬁan, one should understan God's -aselty more in
aeccrdanée with the etymology E»gge term. A sg neans "from
himself." God is "derived from himself, or, oonver§ely -

he produces or ocreates himself® (163). God is still
absolutely self-dependent since he makes himself through his
own freedonm. This is not a static absoluteness because

aselity here refers to "a relation in him between himself as
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Y .
the ground of what he has become and himself as what he has
beoome” (163). Thus. an orghodox (trinitarian) emphasig is
maintained in a‘historicistic interpretation of God: God is
the ground, the creation and the relation between the groﬁnd
and oreation that he i5. And the historical dimension of
thig ‘sglflcréation is nmaintained. in that "thé progess
through which this movement or development of the'living God
proceeds” (163) is God's yiéﬁﬁry.
What Kaufman proposes hére then is a way of thiﬁking of
God as \Emkrinsic;lly ‘dynamio and - %hanging, -Because the
anéloéy useﬁ is ohe of relation 14. it is conceivable that
God ‘s ﬁniﬁy or oneness need not imply a static being. .
Yet there’is‘sométhing troublesome about the idea that

God continuously oreates himself. Such creation clearly
o |

implies changé- (This will soon be seen gfs we lodk at how .

human beings create themsgelves.) And wHile the Bible can

, Speak about God changing his mind about certain matters, the

liberty allowed in »2 poetic history would seem to create
havoc for - any attempt to*systématioally relate the various
caﬁegories." concepts, and images of Christian faith. This:
jwould be true unless., of. course, the self-creation that
defines éod:weke itself to be understood: as subservient to a
higher . and unchanging priﬁciple. Inﬁeed, Kaufman suggests
something fike this when he says that what furﬁher defines

God is that his relationship to himself is characterized by
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a

love and by a, creativity “that not merely produces but
produces good. (165). And  this seenms to0 take us back to a

discuséion of the ontological character of God. But Kaufman
: . P

resists this  temptation . and ' admits  only that the

self-creativity A that defines God is ‘characterized by love ,

and a oreativity productive of good; God is first oreative

and secondly oreative of good. Why he maintains this .

becomes~clear as we 100k at his doctrine of human beings as

the imago Dei. - . . - S
2.4 The Imago Dei as-Historicity

In a way anaiogous to God, human beings are a se,
argues Kaufman. This historical aseify, with ﬁhef
self-creation that this implies, constitutes the imago Dei
in them. Of cdoutse, human beingsuare dependent upon God énd
have been created by God, but they have 5een oreated in sdch'
a way that "in certain réspeots" they are capable of
creating themselves. First, "Man creates his descendants”
(1?560:164). This is tfue in ?he -obvious biologiealhéense
bu£ alsd in a spiritual sense. Thé ideég, values,aattitudes
and artistic tastes one acquires and which defiﬁ;’a person

sre shaped by the history and language of. the society in

’ which one is raised. Secondly. individuals are created by

.their contemporaries.- In Kaufman’'s words, “All  the

T

responses of others to me throughout my life have left their

'
b
i
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-

mark on me and have helped +to make.me what I now am” (164).
! . v 5 'n B “A N . i
each other; we shape the lives of those

@

sl .
acting. And finally, individuals. create |

- Thus, we create

’

around us §imp1yxl£?
themselves. 'The . decisions they have made in the past make

them what they are in the present (164). The fact that no
A N « 1} .

one ‘“precisely and trationally“‘(lé‘k) ﬁeqides;to become a

5értain kind of person does nothing to diminish the truth:
that lﬁeople are~what they are because of their decisions.

Therefore, cghcludes Kaufman,  an analogy between God™
relapionship; to himself. and our relationship to ourselves

exists; both can be understood as a .se when considered in
Both have . the capacity to create.

hiétorical terms.
themselves; both have :histor;eity .as their defining

characteristic.
There are several observations oné could make here.

First, Kaufman’'s description of- how human beings'oreafé

themselﬁesxthas a sociologiéal flavour to it. _ Berger and
Luckmant s }Ihe‘ﬁggiél Consbruction of Reality (1966) comes °
“ to mind. EKeufman is using ani‘e§éentihlly>sociclogieal !
: ‘the

. ”\Ena%ysis to make his argumént.‘ Society and dﬁltufe are
baéic human realities‘for Kgufman.‘ In this emphasisiwé é;inv
| a clearer view of whatb Kaufman means::by a hiétéricist'
? . approach. Insofar gs‘ history ié ) ﬁoésible'foﬁly Ffor
| sdcial%cultural Xbeingé,*uﬁaéistandihg huﬁaﬁ ‘liféiin social
terms  is an- intricate  pa}t of _ Kaufman's tiedlbﬁic&l.~

¢
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historicism. And to a culture increasingly understanding

" itself 4in sociological and psychological terms, Kaufman's

-

description would undoubtedly be persuasive.

—3

Precisely because it would be persuasive t0 modern

N

culture ocertain other - questions arise. Does not the

N

definition of both God and buman beings in terms of

historicity and self-creation ‘éonstitute a - blatant
doéémmodatiqnvto a culture’ which increasingly places a high
vélue ‘on change, action, and productivity? Does not
defining human beings in terms of freedom call for a
positive appiaisai‘ of secularlsm Does not Kaufman's

doctrine become an apology for contemporary culture? (In
foanly

- the next seotlon ve Wlll encounter Kaufman s 1nterpretatlon
-of modern ~secularlsm ) Furthermore there are ethlcal‘

implioations’ to con51der _Whlle; Kaufman' can affirm that

e

“Man is good in'so far as hevig” (1956c:166), because of his

historicist perspectiﬁe he mhsthualify~this by pointing out

that “Since man's being is to be active and creative‘fin

?shbrﬁ to be hlStOTlO&l——thlS now means that ta the .extent-

-

.that man 1s QIQQLLXQ, he is good, for in belng éreative he

v

is ‘as God has created hlm" (166). Kaufm&n may not. have had
‘the 1ssues of iiprtlon euthanasma and llfe -gupport systems
‘1n mlnd 'when ‘he wrote these words, but they clearly,carry

with them the dangerous- 1dea that our worth 18 tled to our

- ° -

K
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L Finally¢l Kaufman’s racooﬁnt‘ of the imago Dgi,ra;ses‘
“questibns ;f a sygtéﬁatic naFure.v fWﬁat does it méan for an
‘uudefstaﬁding of - the fall? How is .onéAté think of the
redemption of Christ in historicistic termé9 Let us 100k at,

how Kaufman approaches - ‘these questlons in his Systemgtlg

‘Theology: A Historicigt PQLﬁpQQﬁLYﬁ (1968a: 1978a).f15/ .

§ -

2.5 Historicism and the Fall ‘ A

'

B

A closer look at EKaufman's doctrine of: the fall will
. Pl ' v
illustrate +the radicalness-of EKaufman's historicism and, I

thiqk,'will highlight the problem Kaufman has in aocouﬁting

for the necessity of God's nredemption of ‘-humankind in

Christ. . ' .o . -

.The fall” .involves a very real and historical

L

"event-process," argues Kaufmaq‘ (1968a:353ff.). In his
- words, i C ' I
. ’ . i ) Ve
Despite. ' the | lack ‘“.of- direct “ hisyorical
docunentation, however, ,the fald should be
‘yegarded asg a - genuine historical event or

* _process; ‘for we cannot sttanﬂ\phe continuin
- higtoricgal processes, inlle_ ag they - are with
hatred and dlsharmonv, guilt and digtrust, Q;thgt‘
presupposing an earlier one through yhien these
. camg LQ be what they are.-(353)

Kaufman does not suggest that there was actnaliy a period of
1nnééénce from vhich- humanklnd fell. The mfall" for Kaufman
occurs with the aqulgltlon of “those capacltles whlch make
ﬁ hlstorlclty pOSSlble Stlll he wants to argue that the

fall 1s not’ a necessary consequence of the human c&pacity



falSO'possible——pgyhdbs even ,llkely-ﬁfo: the movemgnt‘toward

"self-centred autonomy to occur® (1968a:360).

then | that “Ké}fman'sA historicist perspective has no fewer -

“ ~
- ¥
s
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for history. Human beings ‘“mlght have developed in the .
direction &f seeing all "creatlon in relatlon to the‘

transoendent will in which - 1t is- grounded - he argues “But

on this he wavers: "With genulne freedom emerglng it was | K .

= EKaufman wavers beoansea in fact he needs to make two -

oontfadictory statements He ) needs £6 say"'that .of

f- themselves the earlmest human belngs could have chosen tn S -

JEF SN

look at all .of creation from ‘the po;nt of v1ew of "the -i‘—
transééndéni wili““ Thls would place the TeSPODSlbllltY of ‘
a destructlve hlstory squarely on{the shoulders'of humanklndi
and Justlfy God xedeemlng -act. ‘At the Same time he must
deny a prlmal 1nnooence beoause the -idea is so outrageous
But if humankind ,ﬁver~really had'a ch01ceﬁabout “the " matter
then God must beg_respons1blg» ade,thls ;s theologloglly
unacceptable since it ﬁakeé -éod‘ %ﬁtpi&fvil;ain‘>10ﬁ-the—
other hand, mperhapé"ﬁumah,'ﬁisfory is -not fedliy“ sbj~
théroughly ginful and destruotlve as 1t has been’ make out to
be, that while’ there was Bever a perlod of innoeenoe it

does not really matter. But this is unacoeptablg becausé»it -

makes, Christ’'s 'redeﬁption' largely supgrflﬁousJ‘ Itmséems'.\f - \‘ 

problems that does _the ciassieaf, ihis own.’countexio;aimsﬂ.A.

&

notwithstanding (of. 1956c:166f.).
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Kaufman atﬁempfsito deal with thiéﬂdilemﬁa by“pdiﬁting -

to the ocumulative effect of -sin in _hiétory in what amoﬂhﬁs_,

. - -
to a historiaistic doctrine“ of origimal.‘sin. - Becahse‘,

. d60181ons vere’ made and actlons performed w1thout refenence

“to God.s 1ntqntlon dn 1maklpg humankind free, .hatred,. guilt,.

qfear;:anxiety and éuspidion resuited and affected the lives

- of others. And: ‘these, .in - turn could not but be 1nf1uenced

and 00rrupted by hatred gullt etc The reSult of thls was

not iny mlsery and death but also a serlous dlmlnutlon of

freedom ) Indeed ‘while modern seoularlsm purports to value

-

freedom hlghly,ukaufman argues that it actually represents a

rétreat -from freedom becausa 1t has dlvorced itself from the
s

God who oreated human belngs frée and who can prov1de us'
w1th a knowledge of how that freedom is to_ be used.
- Insfbad tradlt;ons of .bhatred and fear have shaped

' generations. Contemporaries act toward one another in-
. - - . oW . T

,hatred - fear, ‘and‘ guilt; individuals make deoisions that

reflect the exmstence of these dlstortlons 1n human life.

Nevertheless ’ 1t follows from Kaufman's premlse that
humankind is worse off 1ater in history than it was earlier’

'«13% hlstory though Kaufman does not say as much.v He does

8

say: that through a s1nfu1 history., humankind becanme

thoroughly enslaved to 1ts own selflshness ' And this meanﬁ_

that’ “the approprlate solutlon t0 this problem. would be the

entranceJnlnto hlstony of a new impulse,- a oommunltyjof



. (362).

"‘may be understood  as one;

‘c¢nsequences

the fall® (373). - .

-
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reconciliation- ahd love which could provide a context for
freedonl without anxiety” (1968a:364).

This was provided in

Christ. L ' o N “‘~'

Thus, aé:inérigﬁing as this historicistic“acebunt of
sin is, it asks "too much éf lés readers. It . asks them to
Leiieve that hlstory before Chrlst wvas an ever deeper
descent‘ into - the, ' abyss bf

secularlty ‘and corruptlen.

Kaufman’s emphaS1s on . the actual hlstorloal natﬁre of the

fall leaves no dOubt about thls In 11ght of the faot thatu

’rel%glon was far from dead at the tmme of God s Tevelatlon

4

furWhe;

in ' Christ ;nterprep all

¥

,,uKaufman _is foroedl to-
religions as “éxpregsions 'Qf the ;repeilion " of humankind
agé%nst God: "Ménf not God,ﬁ%n&ented mgr&lify and }eligioﬁu
iroﬁicail§,=

OSYS#é@.

" Religionm, becomes an . expr9351on'- of -+

Jsécular;ﬁf “in Kauf@an'si Further ore,

Améiguo@s naéure of life in%the modern: era (4.@
: ‘ b :

of géédnéssﬂ'

deSplte the,

.*“desplte

the experience fulfilment.Aandjﬁaﬁplness as
well as of  evil, femptiheéé, and alienatiom), Kaufhman
uundharaotgrisfically unequlvocally argues Lthat “The

t

continuously, 1ncreaSLng seeularlsm of the modern world .

-

of  the ° f1na1 hiStOTlG&l

)
!

of thet nbvément linto fauténomy beginning w1@h

— N L3
l. - L T . :
\‘» i N

! -

. - L7 Y -
| .
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from ~ its true ground in Godhand ,his purposes, and because .
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S = - . . ..
2,B"Révelatidh and Historicism i L : =

-~ o

- Kaufman’s christology oreates problems of a 81m11ar

naﬁuref ARQuite r1ghtly,~ Kaufman llnks the salvatlon that

__comes - tﬁ;ﬁﬁ@i‘lChrist, w1th “God's .or;ganalu intention: for

_humankind (383ff.). Because the fall alienated humankind

“(as stated éarliér)‘ it became 50 mlred in a 6orrup£ed

hlstory, God had to act ta make 1t p0381b1e for hnmanklnd to

V ,see  once agaln (or for the flrst tlmeO) the’ klnd of 11fe

orlglnally envmsaged for 1t Thls was accompllshed through
_ the -1life,- death, and resurrectlon of Jesus Christ. . In this

person and 1n the communlty establlshed by hlm God entered

-

1nto. hlstory as “an actlve and effectlve force” (386) and

thereby deols1vely altered the ontologloal - character - of

) hlstory’(of. 273ff., 284). Moreover (an& at thas p01nt we

see ﬁhe, incorporation of a.-unique“ Mennonlte—Anabaptlst '
emphasms at the same time that it'betrayéqphe néo;prﬁhddox
concern with Christ as revelation of God) it ig the écﬁuél
historical /life of. Jesus, his self-giving (365), his free

Qbedience t884)“ and nonresisténée ‘(219ff ) 'that ié'thé

-

‘revelatlon of God to humankind. . Beoause of the sacrlflce
;aand gesurreot;on ,véﬁrlst. peoplé eould see that the

~ ultlygte. truth bf‘ﬂ “their vegy - belngs | wvas 1gva;_ww*A
“selffsécrifigé,,> fofgiveneééj' and freedom~ i(SB?;h cf. “'

© 10618:43). /167 o ' U .
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(‘ -Kaufman's, ‘ohfiétoiogy‘soiearli intégrates ethics.ﬁ;th 

chrlstology and this in itself. is an achlevement /177 It has

.

the strength of a deflnltlve revelaﬁlon of God embodied in -

]
& ¥ wooR

_ the life, cruc:Lf:Lx:Lon~ and Tesurrection of Jesus. But

_ precisely this strength béOOmes a"liability When the -

question of non- western tradltlons 1s brought up. - Kaufﬁan'

< has no way of thlnklng “that God conld have been (189) “at”

work 1n other- cultures ~cand . 5001et1es outSLde of nthe
1nf}uence of a conorete, hlStOrlC&l Chrlstlan communlty

Unwittingly, his hlStOIlOlstlc 1nﬁerpretatlon of _Christ

3

easmly becones the bagis for a rellgious 1mper1allsm

5

For all that there 1s somethlng very appeallng about

,Kaufman S 1nterpretatlon -of the doetrlnes we have 1oeked at

'His emphasis on tﬁe soclal character of ‘human llfe serves tQ

.. 'brlng the 1nd1V1dualism of modern 11fe into questlon

CH 2 A HISTORICIST THEOLQGY 46 -

Despltg what .we are always belng told by the medla o we are -

very much social creatures; our llves are. thoroughly

.enmeshed in the liVeS‘ of others ;Furthermore Kaufman s

empha51s on the social nature of sin brlngs 1nto questlon

those who -~ would relegate s;n completely to the prlvate,

Splrltu&l realm.‘

-

some nebulous sense. It is also the disruption- and =~

destruction of soclal relationships.  And - Kaufman's:

will of God ,is,certainly justified. Kaufman clearly sees

- . - £

oﬁerridiﬁgﬁ concern to link freddom 1and creativity to the -

Sin is not merely separat;on from God in = -

t
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TR o %h »
‘that freedom w1thout responsmblllty and creat1V1ty without &
- y i 'y
sense of morallty is a serious danger. | ,

‘ " . ) .
Still* annoying ‘questions - Grop ; uﬂ.' Does & -
« - . - : , . | i .

_— T g , - Lo '
- historicistic - interpretation of Christian | faith do justice

" to the experience of Christian faith as it is lived by
S » . ¥
Chrigtians? Does it do- justice to human 11fe’1n genera19

Does’ freedom adeguately define human beings? D&es defmning

humén ‘beingé in‘ social and historicaiitermsf An terms of -

o

de01510n and actlon surrender tdb much- tb a culture that

has "made a fetish out of action” (Mertonm, i971 164)9

-

{
Whatever questlons may have arisenﬁln Kaufman's own
irﬁind about his project, he was conv;nced (pf the essentlal
apﬁrépfiateﬁess‘of his historieism. Indeed, 1the historiciem
becomeS‘even more. pronounoed as we will see ;n the follOW1ng

V-

' chapters L L S 3
hY \
: |
. : |
: . |
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3. THE PROBLEM OF THEOLOGICAL MEANING

3.1 Intro@uotion

A ‘necessary presupposition of writing a systematic

‘ :tﬁeoiogy‘ is the intelligibility t0 one's readers of the

e tprms,rwcateéories, and images made use of and reflected

. -Euponl‘;ln the éase of Kaufman, this would seem to be of no

Hpafpigﬁlar concefn; The categories of God, Christ, Spirit,

»bhuréﬁ; ,éredtion,. ;tc. have been émployed in Christian

jdhﬁ&oﬁgsu‘ for  centuries. Their  use rTequires 1o

juétificatioyf;% They are ‘a part of the consciousness of

.’ Christians everywhere. Of course, non-bellevers might find

S “ —'%he@ meaningless. But then, this is mnot ~surprising:

aphrisfianity is a faith to be confessed, not dlpr?position

;:utéfubé proven’ by argument. Theology pres&§poses_»faith
‘”~(1968a:31ff.)§ it cannot pfoduce'it.

.t . . . 7

¥hile Kaufman ocan be found to be  affirming this

: i'_ S i -~
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position in a Tumber of his essays (1956a:28f.; 1957Vb:238),
g there :is ‘alsq evidence +that he was never quite comfortable
" with ‘it. As esrly as his Ph.D. thesie. he takes. time to
g cri"ticize H. Richard Niebuhr for suggesting that ChI‘lStl&.n
faith _can only be coniessed Kaufman po:n.n’b&, out‘that
Niebubr himself makes every attempt "to present the idea of
revelation. and even . of ‘confessional  theology.' as
‘iniu:elligible and not unreeﬂscnable ideas™ -N(1955:58n.;

1960:10n.). He concludes his wq;:itfcism with the argument

that human beings can never *;be satisfied with parochial

v

] .
views because they are the kind of beings who look for

,@ -universality in truth (-10n.). l_é’r . Whatever the va.&lidl’cy of

J/ his concluding argumeht 19. 'wé have already seen that
/F‘“ Kaufman takes this seriously. | As we saw i# the 1a.st

,v chapter, his systema.tlc effcrt is an expression of th&t

seriousness. - What Kaufmin ¥ does not seem to have

anticiﬁated. however, is the queétioﬁw of whether the terms

e

\,\\ anything at all anymore. To what, after all, do )words like

Y "kod' and "ﬁ'anscendenoe" refer?  About 1965, however, the

§
3,

s#lgnificanoe of this question is acknowledged by him.
'+ 8.2 The Crisis of Neo-orthodoxy
Kaufman never relates precisely how it was that his

reneved concern with 7 the intelligibility of Christian faith

!

&

4 and vocabulary of Christian +theology ocould communicate .
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was born. No doubt it had something to do with the times.
The decade of the sixties was a tumultuous one. not least of
all for theoiogy. The death of God had been proclaimed, and
for some +this was taken to heart ag they embraced the ‘more
promising "theology" of secularism. Kaufman was not one of
those, though his move to Harvard in 1963 probably made his
awareness of this option more acute. Whatever tq§urea30ﬁ.
thé-almost innocent optimism of Kaufman's earlier years gave
way about 1965 to a more gober assessment of the possibility
of maklﬂg Christlan falth understandable and’ persua31ve to a
sceptical  culture.  Im “Christian Education Wwithout
Theological Foundations?"-%o, that assessment receives its
first exﬁresszon £rom’h1m

In ~that gi£er, Kaufman quletly admlts that Chrlstlan
theology and faith have a serious problem w1th which to
contend. It ig a problem which, he says. has been concealed
for many years by the mneo-orthodox theologloal consensus.
He describes that problem as follows:

For a time the reviva&’ of traditional Christian

language and perspectives in so-called

neo-orthodoxy. coming as it did at a time of

serious crisis in Western civilization, obsoured

from us the incompatibility of traditional fait

with contemporary exi&tence. But now this problem

is bursting into the .open again for all to se

~and -the question wvhether Christian faith Oj

gurvive in the  modern world as a meaningf 1°

‘orientation of human existence is - the oentr 1.

problem facing the church . . . (Chrlstlan and

vittig, 1967:106f.) : ;

Even: more- to the pbint is Kaufman’'s “Théologioal

4



IMAGINING GOD | . CH. 3:. THE PROBLEM 51

- Historicism as an Experiment in Thought" (1966d) Here
- Raufman asks the crucial questlons "What do we mean by
'God'? Is thlS nomlon lntelllglble at all to 'modern man’

" (269). .And *“If absolutely nothing within our

-experience can be directly identified as that to which the

term ’'God’' properly refers, whéﬁ meaning does or can the

word have?' (2%0) To -these questions Kaufman, in -the

mid-1960°'s, turns his attention.
3.3 Models and Theological Meaning S
. . ) - Y.

W

The first published essay in:which’Kaufmanrdeliberatelq
addreséed'the_question”of the meaning of the word "God" was

"Two Médels of Tngp§cendence: An Inquiry - into- the Problem -

of Theologic&ljueaning"~(19650).

The raper is essen?ially an attempt +to deal with vhat
_Kaufman qggards as one of the primary intellectual,sources
of theologlcal écepticism vi;.. 10g1¢a1  positivism.
Admitting that there aré prohlems and orltlclsms that can be
levelled against a logloal 7 p081t1v1st101‘eriter10n of

meaning, Kaufman nonetheless seems to agree with ‘the

positive point being made" which is that “meaning always>

involves reference to concrete experience, and unless the
experiential referent can be?‘loca%ed. the meaning of a term
or sentence cannot © be demonstrated; it is an enpty

acstp‘actioh" (19656:183). The problem that immediately

!
|

ws

@
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arises for theologlans is that the term “God" by definition
refers to somethlng that completely transcends the ordinary,
gmplrlcal world and human éxperlenee. Kaufman addresses the
problem in £hé following way.

While God is =not an object of experience and is by
definitioﬁ beyond the realm of human experience, stili, he

is conceived of in terms of analogies with one of two kinds

i
4

aof human experienge. The ﬂfirst kind is:; the experience of
the self as agent, as ome who is able to choose a goal and
able +to direct its efforts toward‘the realization of that
goal in the future. For a theology whose fundamental
met%§hor is God as a self, the key category is fevelation.

For our knovledge of other persons depends largely upow

“their acts of revealing or unveiling themselves to ug when “

they communicate with us" (189; Kaufman's emﬁhases).v Thus,
our concept of a personai‘reality that transcends us has a
root in our concreéte interpersonal,experienée.lef )

A second historical model of‘transcendence has been the
experience of a self with the power to act, suggests
Kaufman. The goal which one sets transcends one in that it
driyes one beyond  satisfaction or complacenoy with the
preéent and ' the already existing (191). Vhen -Go? is
conceived of as the telos toward wﬁioh all striving is %o be
directed, omne's theology becomes a theology of being;

LS
anthropomorphisms  are acocordingly avoided as much ag
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| ‘ ‘ ‘
poss1b1e “All fiﬁite;reality will be viewed as necessarily

grounded in this ultlmate reallty and as, in turn., striving
T ' * -
toward it" (192). - ‘
All this is to suggest that there .is a sense, in which

theologlcal meanlng fulfllls the positivist’'s crlterlon of

meanlng While God ' is not an object of experlenoe, s/he is

1nvar1&bly conoelved of in terms of some model derived from
empi;ical experience. There is, , therefore, a connection
betw%en _empirical réali@y and God. Talk of God, Kaufman
implies ‘need not be abandoned.

There 1is a certaln exaggeratlon 'in the attention
Kaufman pays to the pos1t1v1st s¥criterion of meaning. And
the conclugion to which he tries to lead us, viz., that
since our ideas of God are shaped by empirical experience
ﬁhey ére at least intelligible, is equally exaggerated. He
sgpplies us with no reasoﬂ\for believing that a God modelled
on some empirical reality should be anymo£e meaningfui ar
ies&3¢r;1ﬁsory than _one obmpletely imaginative (if that is
possiblé).‘ﬁ A j":Vt-.kbgi,ca,:LILy ‘constructed illusion is still an
illusion. ‘
a i
8.4 Experience and Theological Meaning

" But even when‘Kau%man is willing to. admit that he has
taken the empiricist définition of truth . too seriously (as

he does in a footpqte‘ to a revised version of this essay

#
¥
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[19%2&:72n,]). the assumption remains that by iso!!fing some
experience or empirically-derived model that guides the
construction |of a concept of God, the intelligibility of
that concept will.have been established. “On the Meaning 6f
"God  : Transcendence Without Mythologﬁ“ (1966a;
1972a:41-71) is a case in point. _

- Arguing that moderns can no longer accept the idea of a
knowable,‘transééndent other world which Christianity has so
long preached, Kaufman sets out to show "how it is possible
and why it is significant to speak mnot only of this world
but of 'God’h" (1972&44). His argument takes him into a
phenomenvlogical description of -~the situations 1in which
"Géd—language" has been understood to be appropriatelyvand
meéﬁingfully used. ‘ | ¥

Speech about God, he argues, ‘“appears within the
context of man’'s sense of limitation, finitude, guilt.“and
sin, on the one hand, and his question about the meaning or
value or significance of himself, his 1life. and his World,
on théwothei" (46). |
In Quch the same ‘way as he does in "Two Models Ef
Transcendence, * Kaufman argues that the notion or fdea of an
ulfimate 1imit understood as "God" is one that is derivative
of, or an abstraction %rom, concrete experience, in this
case experiences of limit. Spéoifioally, Kaufman lists

physical, organic, = personal, and normative limits
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I

|
- "»3,
experienced by individuals in the natural course of llfa.
/

* The movement from such particular experlenceé of
limitedness té a mnotion of an Ultimate Limit 1nvolves a8
number of stages. Flrst a general concept of llmlta%lon
emerges by means of reflection and abstractlon. A profgund
sense  of peréonal liwmitation, - invblving perhaps such
emotions as "terror, despair, revu131on anx1ety“ (55),Cmay
follow. And this, in turn, éﬁg; be followed by the questlon§
What is it that so c¢onfines the self? Finally, thls "what“
wvmay then be coﬁceived of in terms of one of the four klhds
of limits (physical, organic, personal normative). *

Thig last step involves the imaginative construotlon of
an Ultimate lelt a construction whose building blocks m&st
necessarily " be models and images derlved directly féom
experience. In the west, argues Kaufmau, God has- prlmarﬂly
been conceived of in terms of personal 1mages. And Just as

persons are more thah our experiences of them, God can

analogously be thought of as more than simply our experienée‘

“of him/her through our experience -of limitation. On the

-
i g

basis of our experience with other selves, we can ’

imaginatively counstruct a divine person whom we "experience"”
through limitation. And naturally,;the notion of revelation
will have a prominent place“‘in such a construeéion: EWe
know the transcendent reality of other selvés only as they

act toward and communicate with us, as théy reveal to us

oy

i
|
4
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their reality and character and purposes. in word and deed"
(66).

The iﬁplication that Kaufman draws from this sketch of

the exieiiential root’ of the word "God" is tPat to speak of

God, 'of his/her action, and of his/her revealing is "not
neéeés%rily t0 make a'mythological gtatement presupposing an
unjustifiedt and ;ﬂgjustifiable metaphysical-cosmological
vdualismk suéh R speéch [is] necessary if ané whenever a

.persona# limiter is taken as the model for grasping the

)

] ultimate Limit" (6%Y). The "experience" at the root Qf_%he

wordl Géd is that of limitation. The image in whose terms
the‘,exﬁerience is  understood is that of a person. No
“know;edge“ of a reality béyond the world need therefore be
positeﬁ in order to maké sense of talk about God. The image
of a person provides the internal logic ©f such talk. The
expgriénoe of limitation provides its experiential warrant.
That‘ the image of a ﬁengon has provided the general
logical ffamework for talk about God in the west is probably

more oOr ﬁles@ true. It is far less obvious that the

experiencé‘ of limitation has Dbeen the constitutive

- experience underlying the word "God." A logical implication
of Kaufﬁanﬁs argument i& that only those willing or somehow

.predisposed to make the leap from particular experiences of

limitedtess to a general oconcept of limitation that is
believed to be an oObjeot of experignce and requ%;ing

¥
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conceptualization in terms of some model or image could find

talk about God meaningful. This. is misleading not only

"because some people find talk of God warranted by quite

different experiences (of oneness or wholeness for example

[cf. Richardson, 55f.]), but because for some people the .

simple sense of purpose and meaningfulness that thinking of
their life in terms of God provides is sufficient reason to
engage in talk about God. For such - people, there is no
particular or generalized é%perience ﬁroperly speaking
unaerlying the word "God" (cf. 1972a:68). Thus, Kaufman's
6wn suggestion th;t talk about God appears 'within the
context of our Questions about the meaning of life (46)
would seem to be % more adequate starting point from which
to launch into & discussion of the meap;ngfulness of
theology. ~Such talk of God attempts first and foremost to
supply answers to questions - of this sort. Theology is
perhaps better understood as a urselves means of relating

ourselves to what is ultimately real. 22/

. Moreover, Kaufman’'s attempt to locate some experiénoe

that could even analogioallﬁ serve as an empirical referent
) ] .

- for the term "God" exposes him.to criticism from the very

people whose concerns he has Dbeen at pains to address.
There is, from d positivi§£ point of view, no justification
for supposing that our experiences of limit point to any

other realities than those which’ Kpﬁfman has specified as

1
1
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physical, organic, personal and| normativag(QB/ There is
] > ! i

- [ lf

nothing that would lead pedﬁle toisuppose that “limitation”

is anything but an abstw' fortieri nothing
' . . 4 .
that requires them to think of an "ultimate Limit* much less
//

of suoh a llmlt in terms of amn emplrloally derlvrg model

But the principle that guides Kaufman to { take on the

positivists is a sound one. And it can be found,imﬁlicitlyv

in the form of hlS hlStOTlClgt thealogy and explicitly in |

Relati v1gm thought and concrete hlstorlcal existence are
lntrlcately bound up with one another. While Kaufman never
really loses sight-of +this principle even in his discussion

with +the positivists, he soon reaffirms that "concrete

,historical existence” does not imply the relative primacy of

empirical experience as he seemed to assume in the essays
discussed above. Our .experience is itself shaped by

cultural existence and a world of imaginative creations.
! B :

This = rveaffirmation puts. Kaufman well on the path to the

theological method he later develops .for it - leads him toh

think' in terms of oculture as the presupposition of all
meanlngful expermeuce and less of emplrlcal experience as
1té prlmary root. In "God as Symbol" (19?2a.82—115), we see
Kaufman completing an important leg . of the jpurﬁey.!ﬁé/

The thesis of "God as isﬁm&fj‘;;. is that Cod is

essentially an imaginatively constructéd symbol which serves

certain functions vital to  human Llife. A number of
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proposals are contained here. ‘Let us 1look at the most

» ?
significant ones.®

3.5 God as Im@ginaiively Constructed

<+

Forever +true to his historicism, EKaufman develops an

anglogy between God and a historioal figure like George

Washington. Neither is visible or accessible by means of
the senses. as are, for example, physical objects or living
persons. EKnowledge about someone like Gebrge Washington is
acquired by means §f~reports. recor¢sfcletters1 etc. As
those reports and ‘reoords are rea&. an image of Gebrge
VWashington emerges, an image constrlicted on the basis of
available documents by the hiséorical imagination/25/ Of
course, Washington was much more than the image that can: be
constructed of him; but since ve are jhélly dependent upon
historiogi evidencé, this 1is the oﬁ;y ﬁashington ve can
know. - |

What thisimeans is that there is .a sense in which‘We
have two Washingtons:v a Washington thaf; is “available" to
us through the histbrical evidence and ; "real” Washington
wvho forever remains unknown. :The R“real“ ‘W&shingtoﬁ

functions as a limiting idea for us, reminding us of the

limitations to which our knowledge of him is subject. But

beyond this only the “available" Washington is of’any real

consequence to  us. In Kaufman’'s words, only the

(.
i

I

i
|
¢
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imagina%ive}y constructed Washington “can in any way affect’

our attitudes, action, or thinking: thus only [he] can be of

real 81gn1flcanoe or 1mportance to us" (19?2& a84).
God‘ suggests Kaufman is known llke Washington is

known. Although_~god is taken to "ex1st" 1n.some sense and
M

to be present ‘(at least by bellevers)4 nonethéless,

knowlgdge‘ of himyher »also involves an 1mag1nat1ve

. o .
congtruction because S§’he is never ac09381ble by means of

" direct contact, obgervatlon or dialogue. And since the

"real"” God, i.e., God as s/he is experienced by God, is not
acoessible | to us, practically. speaking, s/he is ,of no

=

cénsequence‘to us. It is rather

the““avallable God" whom we haye in mind when we
worship or pray:; it is the available referent that
givds content and specificity to any sense of
moral obligation or duty +to obey God’'s "will"; it
is the available God in terms of which we speak
and ° think whenever we use the word "God."
(19728.:85¢F.)

"In this sense," Kaufman continues, "'God’ denotes for all
practical  purposes what is essentiafiy a meptal or

imaginative construct" (85).

13,
pr3

Continuing with +the analogy. from what documents or
historical evidence is the symbol of God constructed? In
the caséu of @od, Kaufman argues that "documents" and
"historical evidente" ‘must‘be understood in a much bioader

way than in the caée of a George Washington. The available

God to whom we (in the West) have access is g"éultural



tradition.
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possession; s/he is the God of ‘the Judeo-Christian
tradition, .appropriated and interp}eted toddy in a variety

of ways. The source material from which individuals

construct an‘image of God comes first and foremost from that

&
+

Complicating things for Kaufman is the fact that the |

~ABource material itself is imaginatively constructed so that

the imaginative construct one builds-is itself dependent

upon other imaginative constructs which rely on still other

'imaginative' constructs. This precipitates two questions:

1. What sustains such a thoroughly imaginative construct as
"God"? and 2. What guides the imaginative process in its
creation and recreation of that image or construct? These
two questions are clearly related as we will see.
3.6 "God" and Human Life '

’ ’ P

The questiow of what it is that leads people to keep

such a construct alive is, for Kaufman, the question of the
- - 1

function of that concept for the culture in which it is in

faot sustained. & The concept of God. he argueé performs a
' 7

vital cultural fuhdtion‘ it "defines and orients‘a whole way

of life and underst&ndlng of the world" (197%& 89). Why

o

such deflnltlon and orientation are even neiessary is a

question Kaufman deals With’ by adverting to the nature of

A
human beings. Referring readérs to BelﬁLiYiET for a more
‘ !
|

|
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thorough treatment of the idea -(89), Kaufman argues that

human beipgé are profoundly -cultural animals who experience,

R . |
understand, reagon, act and speak in terms, categories,
: 13

values and language they approﬁriate fr§ﬁ culture. Every<

culture, moreover, is constituted by a structure of meaning,

a system of symbols and myths in light of which life is:

ordered.. "In Western oculture the symbol with the deepest

= o —

'signifioapce and greatest power to ' legitimate and sustain

others is God" (1972a:90). _ The doctrines of God as creator

of the universe, as Lord, as Father, etc. have not oniy
gserved to shape Western attitudes tovthe world, to communal
life, ‘and-to £ellé§ human beings but have served as the
ultinate 7}efenéﬁoe points for shaping all of 1life. As a
cultural animals, theyroannot avoid the task of conoei&iﬁg
anq)imagining their lives within a largei context, a context
which brings their significance and that of their activities
into ‘yglief.  What sustains such a thoroughly imaginativé‘
épnstruott as God through the ages is the faoﬁ tﬁét it‘has
fulfilled the need . of (western) people £0 perceive
themselves from a transcendent point of view. I

b C ﬂ

3.7 “God" and Human Life Again *

4

The fact that. thi imaginative activity, i& never

" brought to a halt testifies to a certain incompleteness in

" every particular construction of an image or conocept or

* v
'
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symbol of God; it testifies to a continuing oritical
exanination of all constructs of God. This brings us to the

question - of what it is that guides such construction and

 reconstruction. Since. like VWaghington, God is not an

fémpirioal ‘reality, one gannot "compare"” a desaripti‘on of God
to God as & he ‘“really’ is and thereby determine the
accuracy of the description. Our earlier discussion of the
function 6f the sylnbol of God impliés at 'least one

criterion. wviz., that the construct be able to define and

orient a way of life that promotes  the well-being of the:

culture. This means that it must exert a significant
influence on the people that make up the cultdure; it must be
persuasive and able to interpref: life in & oconvincing way.
Therk is a Jnotable sense in which the concrete
experience of life guides the construction of concepts of
God. This is because activity has a certain priority over
_thought. In this obgervation Kaufman relies, according to
his own admission. on EKant's’ critique of practical reason
(1972a:101n. 21). “Man is most fundamentally a practical or
active being." argﬁes Kaufman .. -"In this respéct moral

questions (What ought I to do? How ought I o comport

myself?) are prior to questions of truth and being (What is

the world really 1like? - What is man?) and cannot De -

suspended until the latter are answered" (1972a:100;

Kaufman’'s emphases). Henoe, the capacity of a construct
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like God to promote the moral life in culture becomes a way

of measuring its appropriateness.
/ ) .

3.8 Conclusion o “ ° ~ —

o
!

. |
Summing wup what Kaufman has proposed in this paper,

‘what the concept of God | denotes is, and always has been,

imaginatively oconstructed. much as an historical figure is
reconstructed by the historical imaginatiomn. There is no
direct.'pnmediéted access the "real God." We have access to
the ‘"available God" only by‘ virtue of being a part of a
oultufe in which the word “God" is assumed to have meaning.
a oulture in which the gtructures of soci&l, political,
eoonqmic and religious 1life have been erected upon the
presﬁpposiﬁion of the mneaningfulness of this imaginative
construct. Historical and phenoﬁenological studies also
give us access to thgwavailéble God presupposed by much of
Vestérn culture. Furthermore, God exists as a construct at
all beoause‘ westerners’ néed to ?rder and orient their

cultural life has led +them to “imaginatively create him’her.

- And since cultural life is the only life human belngs know.

some construct analogous to.God is always, in every culture,
constructed. This means that the "truth" of a particular
construct is dimpossible to answer and, in some sense. even
irrelevant. Only about its appropriateness, judged on its

-

capacity to meaningfully orient human action, can relevant
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questions be asked. For "man is fuﬁdamenta.lly a pria?otical
or active being"” and ahy construct that lends support and
meaning to his activity is appfopfiate for him/her to
embrace. h ‘ d ‘ h

It follows frc;m this understanding that Christian faith
is appropriate to the extent that it promotes the

transcendence and order required by cultural 1life. But in

“God as Symbol,* there is & certain hedging on Keufman's

part on making the promotion of cgulture a criterion of

theological work. The logical impl“ioation of this is a

degree of < freedom for the theologian that he was quite

unwilling to grant, for exaﬁlple, in his Systematic Theology
conviction of truth needed to be involved in any legitimate
t‘héolo‘gical construction (1968a:67-Y1). In "God as Symbol,"
however, he dis willing to use "the vcriteria ~ba.séd on the
image o:f that Lhelpl‘éﬁus:, nonresistant éuffering figure dying
on a oross® in deciding the appropriateness -of using
specific traditional and/or biblical 'images in contemporary
theological construction. But he chooses these criteria not

because they are "true' in some metaphysical sense but
beoause~ they tend to support moral life: "Only such &
radical loving, forgiving, suffering God can metaphysically
sustain and further enhance our ;'nora,l gensitivity in face of
the terrifying evils . in today’s wBrld" (19‘?2&:}1211.)‘

!
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Hence, the dlstlnctlon between  theological and’

anthropological crlterla becomes increasingly blurred in
| . c

this essay. And Kaufman %s well on his way to the

theological method of his Egsﬁy on EhteleQ@l Method.

Before we move on to the next ohapter, it should be

noted. that in each of the three’/ﬁaﬁers discussed in this
chapter (as well -as in othefs)}26’«Kaufman consistently
tries to.Jargue that God is best understood on the model of a

[

person/agent. This he does because he regards it as

PE—

. " ‘ b
biblically based (of. .19v2a:119f.), because it undergirds
practical, moral life (of. 69, 105ff.), and most obviously

because it 'allows us to think of God as historigal.

Carefully analyzing the linguistié structure of such terms

n

as ‘“person" and “agent," Kaufman tries to demonstrate how
such ideas as purpose. action, and goal can be meaningfully

applied to God. the “cbsmic Agent® (181). His efforts gre

very- 1llumlnat1ng and, -to those who believe in a biblical

God but who cannot belleve in supernatural acts, they would
llkely be persua51ve as well I mention these efforts
because they 111ustrate the thoroughgoing nature of

Kaufman's ! theological hlstorlclsm They illustrate

' Kaufman's determination to understand every major Christian

doctrine either in terms of history (i.e., time understood
as linearly, purposively ordered) or in those terms

presupposed by history (e.g.,” freedom, aotion, purpose,
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intention, creation and com;nunity and culture). As we will
see in the next chapter, this historicism, bereft to some
extent of its theological interpreta‘;oion, f:::a,mes Kaufman's
understé.nding o'f the mnature of theology. Theology itsélf
will be understood in‘ terms of freedow and as an agt of

creation. Y - t

| 3
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4. NEW FOUNDATIONS: THE THEOLOGICAL IMAGINATION

In ‘the preface to An Essay On Theéological Method
(hereinafter, Essay) Kaufman remarks that the understanding
of the theological task which he develops in that boékg

emerged 'gradually in my mind over a number of

g | years. The breakdown of the neo-orthodox
consensus in protestant [sicl theology, which had
made so much of the" authority of "God’s
revelation" as . the ultimate court of appeal,
forced™me, 1like others of my generation, to
attempt to' think through afresh the task of
theolody and to search for new and more adequate
foundations. (1979a:x)

¥e¢ have already seen what  this u“breakdown" meant for
Kaufman’s own reflections. It took Kaufman to attempts to
109&te t@e roots of+ réligious ideas such as God in the
concrete historical experience of ind;viduals in order to
defend ;he meaningfuiness of these'ideas. I have noted some
of the : problems in%oived in such attempts. Kaufman's

relative silence on these attempts to justify the

theological enterprise wmay be taken as a judgement in
: . 3 l

|
!
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Kaufman's own mind of their persuasiveness./27/

.

4.1 Theology and Language

 Kaufman's Essay contains what he £§g&rds as a much more
convincing account of theologyl It prgsupposeé neither the
appropriateness of simply confessing a:'position nor that
there are certain human experiences which in some way demand

a theological interpretation. Instead, following the lines

set out in “God as Symbol," EKaufman begins with a -
éesoription of the essentially cultural . nature of human

beings, of the cultural significance of-religion, and of the -

cultural roots of theology. Iﬁdeed,’Kaufmangn;w argues that
it  is spéoifically in the language of ia. culture that
theology has its roots. Neither revelation nor experience
can -be‘adequately developed into a basis for theologizing
since both presuppose theology.

Kaufman is quite right ——to argue thaﬁ~reﬁelationlis not

a mneutral, desoriptive ocategory. It is fundamentally a -

religious, theological category which cannot be extracted
from its context in the Christian *vocabulary and its

relation to other theological terms. To speak of theology

as reflection upon ‘“"revelation" is to speak from within

Christian faith and in that context it is not inappropriate.
But Keaufman 4¢& here trying to establish in anthropological

terms wherein theology has its roots. Hig concern is to set

J
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%

theology on a foundation that hags a more general validity,
and permits’dlscu351on and debate with those who may notv
consider themselves part of the Christian fold.

Language, however, does ~not seem to me +to be a broad
enough foundation . upon which to set theology Unless
Kaufman wants to include anythlng that is expre581ve of
meaning as language (as he did in Relativism [1960:60; see

also pp. 10f.vof this paper]) he excludes a whole range of

) cultural expression from serving as a basis for theologicai

reflection. Perhaps most neglected. are the visual and

musical arts./Z&/

E Tt soon becomes clear, howevér: that language 'in the
narrower sense of words, terms and "complexes of terms" (8)
ié the foundation Kaufman hag in mind. More speoifioally,
he suggests - that ordinary language is +the basis for
theoldgy: . “All special and technical meanings are
variations or developments of the ordinary language,

bulldlng upon it, vefining it transforming it" (8). And if

this 1s granted, then theology “hag public, not private or

parochlal foundatlons" (8). By attendlng to certain key

terms = in ordinary language (e.g.. “holy," *“divine,”

“gsacred." “transcendent,” etc. [8]) and .then critically
s .

refleoting upon them and refining their use, these terms
become specifically theological terms.

But Kaufman goes even further to suggest that what

L3
)
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makes theological discourse ' theological is the special
gtatus it accords to the term "God": "All other terms of

 the theological vocabulary in one way or another qualify.

!
!

explain or interpret what is' meant by ’‘God,’ or indicate

ways in which God is related—to- or. involved in human

dﬁ;périence and the human world. In this sense they are all
derivative from or secondary to ‘God’'" (9).  While those
"other -terms" are indeed crucial (since without them the 5y

meaning of "God" would mnever be perceived}, still, the
oéntrality of that term wins for it special treatment.

This insistence on maintaining ‘Goé Vgs the ééntral
theologic;l category is one of the few ties to neo~o;thodoxy
that Kaufman perserves. As we will see ﬁresently¥ theology - ’
no longer hqs the interpretatﬁon of the content of this
category as*gts task but its f;eonstrubtiOn. . Why people
should have:any kind of inclination to involve themselves in -
thinking, writing, and talking about ideas like “God" is \

Kaufman’'s concern in chapter two of his Egsay.
4.2 God as Imaginative Construct,

4 The two theées that Kaufman tries here to establish are
those for which he argued in "God as Symbol®: (1) that the
coﬁoept of God is an imaginative construct and (2) that this
concept has an indisPénsable role to ©play in é&omotiﬁg the

transcendence which is a qpndition‘pof culture._” But
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“Kaufman’'s tome here is more ‘emphatic than in the earlier

| essay.

That God is an imaginative consgtruct <through and

2

through has long been obscured by the fact that the model in

——————— - _terms -of which God has been understood andjbonstructed is

' '

" that of a person,.. or so Kaufman argues. God was thought of,

|

_in Kaufman’'s words, as “the sort of reality that ordinarily .

———————comes—_to __be  known _ in some relatively direct
quasitexperiential way" (21).  Vhen' understood in this vay,

consistency dictated that theology be understood as the

Il

business of desoribing this divine person n much the same
. . way one would 4 fibe a person empirioallyuprésent. And
since knowledge G:I:d be ascribed to this diviﬁe pérson. one
gould also conceive of this knowledge as something Goddoould
revealj"iL Theolqg§ therefore also took on the task of
'speoifying the nature of tq1§ knowle&ge and its significance

for human beings (22f.).

-

. ;The reflections of fKant,‘ however,  brought this

understanding of the concept of God radically into quéétion,
argues rKaufﬁan. They therefore also demand a redefinitioch

of the theological task. In Kaufman'’'s words,

Kant saw that ideas like "God" amnd "world"
performed & different kind of function in our
thinking than concepts 1like "tree" or “"man."
¥hile the latter are used to organize and classify
elements of experience directly, thus helping to

make posgible experience itself and serving as ‘the

vehicles through which experience is cognized, the
former ‘“regulative ideas" function at a remove

- ' i

’
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from direct perception or expeérience: they are
used {for ordering and organizing our conceptions
or knowledge. The “world," for example, is never
an object of direct perception; it is, rather, a
goncept with which we hold together in a unified
: totality all of our experience and knowledge of .
§ objects-—everything having dits own proper place
"within" the'world . . . The concept of world is a,
construct of the mind, a heuristic device by means
of which the mind orders its own contents but the
objective referent for which we have no way of
discovering. (24) ‘

The concept of; :God“ functions analogously to the
‘bbncept of “"world" . but Joonnotes‘ something even broader.
Aéain in Kaufﬁan's words, "It functions, on the one hand. as

) - .

the ultimate unif¥er of all experience and Goncepts both

r‘sﬁbjectivé and objective (’world‘ unifies only the concepts

of ‘objects’'), and; on +the other, as the most fundamental

-

postulate of +the moral 1life, +that ,which makes moral
!

experience inﬁelligible by rendering the world in which we

act a nmoral universe“r(ZQ).‘ And, like the concept of world:

the concept of God is an imaginative construct "oreated by

the mind for éertain intra-mental funmctions . . . * (2597
Once thié is understood, it comes as no surprise that

no one haé ever been able to; '

they have éxpefienced God directly, as one would experience

substantiate the claim that °

a physical ,objecﬁ; there is no percept that corresponds
directly £0 a concept of God (25, 40n. 3).

Upon closer reflection, however, it 'is not quite so
obvious that the claim Kaufman makes for Kant'sdinsightvand

égainst "traditional theoloay" (25) is self-evident. As

» N
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regards ﬁhe; éuppogéd objectivify of God in tfadition&l
theology (of. 198la:93f.), ome must be careful not to
interpret- this anaoyronistically‘ Kaufman comes c¢lose to
doing . this when he&implies that “objectivity" was alvays

equated with @ empirical reality as it is today. 1In The

-~ £

Iheological im&gin&ﬁign, for example, he repeatedly insists-
that "God is jnot aﬁ‘reality immediately availablérin our
experieneé for observation, inspection, and description”
(1981&:21}\0f. 23, 47, 76ff., %;T182, 243fh, 257). And é%is
does a disservice to theologians .of earlier eras. It is not

at all obvipus that they understood themsel&es to be merely
‘ ‘

describing some'kind of object. The doghatism with which
* ‘) - -

Kaufmian associates traditional theology is certainly partly

due to some %orp of objectivism (of. Dewart, 1970:62). But
it 1is also Ftrde that . people took theology with much more

éerzﬁasneséj in earlier eras, a sSeriousneéss that ;seemsf
strange tora culture which, for good and bad reasons, has

privatized religious bgiiefs. That traditional theologians

2 , .
"were unaware that some kind of - imaginative oonstruction was

going on as they theologized cannot be easély substantiated.

As fhe revolutionary character of‘ Ként’s reflections
(as understood by Kaufman) on the nature .of the concept of
God is not self-evident, neither are the implications of
ﬁhose reflections for theology. While Kaufman suggests that

a ' fundamental redefinition of theology is thereby implied,

Ll

,\
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one might well ask, What actually changes? “1f, in spite of
what theologians believed they were doing, they were always

engaged in imaginative construction (cf. 1981a:273), what

difference does it make‘ to becoﬁe aware of this? EKaufman
would iikely reply that it provides us with a critical lever -
7 |

© (1981a:76). Earlier, one could appeal ‘to the faithfulness

of on?'s theology to scripture and tradition as a guaréntee

of its soundness (1981a:183), regardless of the kind of
morality and values it - promoted (1979a:5%). When the

imaginative character of all theclogies is kept in mind,

scriptural and traditional warrants' have only a limited

|

validity./29/ If a theology promotes dehumanizing values, it

can be rejected even if it c¢laims a fundamental continuity

with tradition. «If a radically néw theology promotes the

“

humanization of cultural life but has no easily recognizable

association with tradition emd scripture, one may still

judge it appropriate to embrace (1981a:277).

4.3 Theology and Aseity

*

. -
Whether, in fact, continuity with tradition and appeal

to . soripture were ever the principal oriteria by whicﬁ
theologies were judged, for Kaufman, the freedom implied in
the definition of tgeology as essentially a constructive,
creative task gains a whole he§ iﬁportance,

¥hat Kaufwan actually does in freeing theologlans from

[
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the bonds of tradition and soripture *s extend his

theoldgieal anthropology to _theology - itself. His

* theological anthﬁbp@ﬁogy is the context of his understanding

.of theology as imaginative, construction.. The freedom that

defines human beings, i.e., their aseity, extends as well to

the  human &ctivity of theologizing. Indeed, "The
4

&

thpolbgian's task is to comstruct a conception or pictureﬂof\3

the world . . . as pervaded by and purveying a particular

kind  of (humane) meaning and significance . . . In this

‘respect thHe theolog%an is essentially an artist . . . "

(1979a:32)./30/+ Moreover, one could ocorrectly deduce that,
for‘ Kaufman, theology is another ’e,ctivity through which
humgn beings gain cont?ol over and create themselves. |

It %s precisely at thie point that I find myself
uneasy. ‘Mssuming that theology is essentially an active, ~
constrpctive'enterprise,. it i§ a simple step to reduce God
to a construct whose fundamental: = character we ded%ée
according to the requirements that we perceive. And this -
places the theologian in the position of " jﬁdge and
executioner over the‘construc%s of God that afe put forwar&,
the criteria for which theologians cannot agree upomn./317

That Kaufman courts this danger is everywhere evident.

-Sinceé the concept of God is an imaginative construct which

plays the essential role of promoting transcéndence,

-

N

mofélity and "unity, theologians must ognstruef and

’.
.

o
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r:écoﬁstua;ot this conéepb, with as much self-consciousness
about the uses and abuses to whuieh their concepts might be
put. Their concepts "must be assessed and reconstructed in
éongideration of the kinds of activity and forms of
experience they maké possible . . . " (32). Questions such

as "¥hat forms of 1life do these ' conceptions . -.

: f&cllitate‘? which forms inhlbi‘c‘? What possibilities do they

open up for men and women? Wthh do they close off?" (32)
must therefcr% be asked and answered as one theologizes.

What is disturbing ‘about this is ndt tha Kaufmen vants

u

~to promote ;a oonsc:-10usness of the sort of life a theology

promotes. This seems to me a 1eg1t1ma.te concern, though I

seriousiy worider to what extent one‘ can be aware of the
!
practical- implichtions of a theological constuction before

it is actually embraced by people.  What concerns me is that

, the theologlan is pla.oed in the position of being a creator

» sexism, ‘_ the system of "nation-states, third world problems,

of human possibilities, with "God" being one's primary tool
Moreover. it , seems that unaocusﬁomed a8 theologians are.to
consciously creating human poss:Lb:Lllties they Wlll turn to
the wider culture to sIt t;he theological agenda. Eaufman

himself already tends in this’ direction. Such issues as

I

"amd the nuclear threat have recently been proninent in

- Kaufme.ni refleotions (1978a:xx; 1979a:xii; 198la:15f . ;

1983a). And this is fine as far a.s :r:l:. goes But only with

s
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the issue of violent ’f‘revolution does Kaufman bring an’
independent theologioai concern . to a currént issue
©(198la:152). /32 ¥hether ~there are any dimensiong of the‘
human which a "parochial” religious tradition could unveil

is a question to wh.ich‘ Kaufmah devotes little time./33.
Fuarthermore, “ it is, not olear +to me that this is & simple
oversight. It is only logical that having defined‘ the human

in terms o:f freedom, autonomy, and history he should look to ‘«
contemporary culture (vhich itgelf defines the human in this

way) for guidance in formulating the thedlogioal agenda.

4.4 The Moments of Theological Construction

Kaufman’s understanding of the actual steps involved in
constructing a theology are helpful, though as he qevélops
these steps many of the| problems mentioned above are

evident.

t >

As Garrett Green has nofed (1983:220), Kaufman's
principa‘;“l 'metaphor -in-describing the nature of theology is -~

- that of building. (Is it perhaps that the waters of
. 4 ] “
Kaufman's Protestant work ethic run-deep?) Quite consistent

* - .
"with this metaphor is Kaufman’'s desoription of +the three
basic steps that are involved in any tﬁeologieal endeavour:

.. ' The first step is the imaginative move beyond the ;
" items and objects of experience ., itself to
construct a notion of the context withis which all
experience falls, a concept of t¥d'world; the

*  second step is the further comstructive.leap which .

7~ limits and relativizes this concept -of the world

' through generation of the lconcept of God; f‘:l;na.lly,

1
|
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i

there is the third imaginative move which returns

again to experience and the world, thoroughly

‘reoonce1V1ng them nov in the light of this concept

of God, i.e., grasping .them theologically. (46)

The details of this three-step construction are quite
instructive. The comstruction of & concept of world
‘involves +the description of the -sort of world people
actually experience. The purpose of this is to establish a
common  base between the people of a oulture and the
theo%oéiaﬁ. Kaunfman understands this b&éicaliy as  a
metafhysical task (48). The comstruction pf”a concept of
God is the construetioh of a transcendent point of reference
‘“from which one looks at the world and in-terms of which one
judges it. Formally, 1t must be able to relativize the
world; materlally, such a oonstruct must be able to present’
the ultlmate reality "as one for which humaneness and
humanity are key componenté Some sort of anthropomorphic -
model is apparently unavoidable, a?gnes Kaufman becanse the
only reality we know that is oaﬁgﬁie of placing a value on
humaneness is another human being. (58).  Finally, the
- construction -of a theological world involves redesorlblng
the world as it would look frOm the point of wview of the
concept of God. ° This reinterpretation necessiﬁates finding
“bridge-categories” between those of the world and those of
" the exlsting theologioal vocabulary One aﬁﬁempts here to

develop new p0531b111t1es for human being in the world.

Thisg desprlptlon of how a theology is produced is quite

3
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persuasive +to me. (The one reservation I have will)bé
expressed later in my oritique.) I 'should perhaps only
point out that Kanfmén is not suggesting that this is a
literal descripéion of what goes on in theologizing. The
process is highly dialestical; conceptions of God invariably

affect: our “phenomenological” description of the world,

» -

aé%?séments of the world affect how we conceive of God, and -

so 'on. But it “is striking that in spite of Kaufman’'s
insistence on the constructive natﬁré of theologiz&ng, vhen
he specifies the details of A how theologizinga.dught to be
done he takes it for granted that theologians have a good
knowledge of the Chrigtian tradition and of philosophy. that
they have read widely and have some sort of aoquaintaﬁce
with the arts. Ygt Kaufman says nothing +to suggest that
essential to the comstructive theological task is a passive,
responsive posture which permits +the reception of the
material from which one does one’'s constructing.

Tndeed, in his ‘most recent book, The Theological
Imagination, Kaufman argues that “theology is not to be
understood  as primarily or chiefly exposition or
interpretation of the several creeds of the church or of the
igeaé of the Bible" (1081a:265; of. 266). This is because
i; suggests théologians' dependence on something objective
which would only SJ ve to réinforée the ﬁotiouAthat they are
involved in the%ies r;ption;yothHé "objebt“ of their study.

|

]
i
b
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and most comprehensive sense possible” (76)
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In my next chapter I will try to showswhy I believe it

proper  and necessary to think of theology as having to do
with an - objective dimension to which .theologiahs must open
themselves. ‘

Suffice it to say here that EKaufman seems 80

.enthralled by the essentiél freedom of theologiansvvis a-vig
tradition andvscriptﬁre‘thatl he seems to take lightly their

potential for stimulating the K theological imaginatiom, for
opening - up new worlds

of
possibilities.

meaning and new human

.

»
4.5 Theology and Truth

There 1s one more problem that Kaufman's theologlcal
method seems to me to encounter

That problem is that it is
not a very theological. method

* This point can best be made
via a discussion of -the understanding of truth that EKaufman

in his method. In the short epilogue to hig
Egsay, Kaufman érgues that for theolégioal eoﬁstructs.

“only
criteria of coherence and pragmatic usefulness to human llfe

are relevant and applicable"

(75). While "usefulness to

is understood here "in the broadest‘anq fullest
“thé idea is so
gseens to be

Indeed to the extent that it foousses attentlon on the

praotlcal uses tqQ which a theology might be put iy seems to

81

is

o §
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3

me to obstruct theologians in what I consider their primary

aim, . the search for truth. I would argue that theologies

- become  humanizing forces in a oculture not because

theologians deliberately and self-consciously seekl to
devgl@p humanizing theologies Dbut because they strive after
truthfulness. Kaufman does theology a disservice when he.
equates +truth with whatever produces the greatest human
possibilities in a culture, all the more because today ‘s
culture does not even seem  to know theology exists.
TheoloW¥ians are diligent seekers after truth, the best of
them at least. Whatever “truth” ﬁighh mean here, it
certainly does  not mean they are searching first and
foremost for a theology that will humanize oulture.' Kaufman

reduces the meaning of theology to an activity of

soclio-cultural signifioance and thereby effectively excludes

e

as 'irrevelant whatever theologians might understand
themselves to be doing. At times, Kaufman makes it sound as
though this was just & matter of proper theological
technique, of‘findiqg the right métaphors and models, or of
fgllowing a formula for constructing the idea of God (cf.

1981a:34-46).

-

4.6 Theology in the Nuclear Age

| |

} Kaufman'’'s wri’cinés subsequent to his Essay further

" elucidate his bagic theses and only confirm the critical

t

I ,\ .

*.
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observations I have made. I have already made numerous

references to The Theological Imagination (198la)./34/ Let

us look just briefly at his latest paper which also happens
to be his presidential. -address to the American Academy of
Religion. The paper is largely a call to academics to take

seriously the - threat of nuclear annihilation by fading
-

. questions of value and norms and, hence, taking om a

"‘theological’ role in human life .. . a role which is
quite properlﬁ theirs" (1983a:12).

Yet Eaufman’'s address is not without significance for
theglogi&ns. Indeed, EKaufman even goes on to criticize "the
artificial separéfion of theology from religious studies"
(13). He argues that the contemporary world is crucially
different from the worlds that preceded it. The difference
is not that ve oan today conceive of the world coming to an

end in' our lifetimes; the ancient prophets foresaw such an

" . end themselves. It is rather that- today human belngs have

the Vcapébility"to “bring all pum%n life to an end whereas
6nly <Gbg could be conceived _to have such poweru‘prior to
contemporary times. What this means theologically is tﬁat ‘
all the old oconcepts of divine sovereignty and pfovidenoe
are brougﬁt‘into_serious qﬁeétion (1938&:8),V Inde;d, even
the .personalistic“image"of God which has been so dear to

Raufman he now says "seems less and less defensible in face

of the issues humanity today confronts . . . * (9). The new

A
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" historical situation calls for, "indéea, forcels! uﬁon us, -
changes in our religious symboligm ~and in the‘framevdf
referenée'within which we make our value judgments and~moral
choices . . . " (9h Accordingly, theologiané “mugt be
prepared  to  enter inko the  most radical kind of
deconstructlon and,reconstruotlon of the tradltlons {theyl

have inherited, 1nclud1ng espe01ally thelr most central and

precious symbols, God and Jesus Christ and Torah' (13). And

it 1s here that the work of gpeologians and that of scholars
of religion converge: “Theology énd’the_ stutly of réligion
mﬁst«together move forward into one ‘diécipliﬁégwhioh,éraws_
on the deepest religious resources and reflection in human
life as it trles, in face of a thoroughly threatenlng future
to pgovide orientation and guidance for*our oontemporary

&

human existence" (13). .
f do not believe that Xaufman is ealling for the
oreatlon of new rellglons though it is not clear t0o me how..
'a Christian theologian could abandon éuch central notions as
God's éovefeignty‘and providence and spill.ocme up with a
?Eeoognizébly Christian theology. He is callihg'for their
\deconstruetlon and reconstruotloﬁ 80 that they can better
‘fulfll thelr proper (cultural) function which is their
. primary significance. The question of t:uth"appearé‘beéide
the point. It may evén distract us from‘the'?riﬁéfy task at’

hand which has already -been defined by & broader,
a by & .\
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hﬁmanis?}é. cultural movement. -

It should be madé clear, qfccéufSe, that Kaufman's own
ethical concerns have yooté .in . his  religious
(Anabaptist-Mennonite) heritage and that.while he appears to
be simply accgepting a humanlstlc/aot1v1st agenda., its
apprgp;iateness “ is“ Judged bn religious  grounds.
Unfortunately, Kaufman gives no indication that he believes
a qﬁestiﬁn of truth is involved beyond tﬁé fact that were 5

nuclear holocaust to occur, 1t would be the end of culture

and human life. Only in terms of the oriterion of

" humanization doés he articulate his concern: i.e., a

i
o

nuclear po}oéaust would wipe out cultural and human
life./35/ - ‘ :
- - ‘ - &'
Furthermore, Kaufman s call for deconstructlon ‘and
reoonstructlon which itself can be v1ewed as an expression
of the prophetlc orientation of his understandlng of

theology, again reveals EKaufman's view of human beings as

essentially free and essentially active, pragmatic heings;

!
!

4

beings for whom questions of truth are largely secondary and

questions of action, primary. "While Kaufmih is not nearly
as iconoclasp%gﬁas his paper might“suggest (he himgelf has,
a8 yet, done none ' of the radical ' deconstruction and

reconstruction for which he calls),” it does seen

inappropriate tq'dgvéoate such a program in'ulight of the

~iconcclasm  and- 'pragmatisﬁ ‘that already characterizes -
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~.

contemporary oulture It oould, indeed, _be argued that’

precisely this 1conoclastlc posture has led to the er051on

m—————

of a sense of transcendenoe in our cuLture. on thls note“~*»’

‘

let us move on to the last, part of my paper.
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5., KAUFMAN'S METHOD: A CRITIQ@E

- 6.1 Imagination vs. Révelation?

At - the Mbeginhing of ~ thié ‘paper I noted that Gordon

. Kaufman was finally receiving some of the recognition he has

earned, that his work on theological method was being widely -

revieved. Allow me to deal briefly with ‘two observations

that are perhaps  too easily made about Kaufman‘s

methodolo§i0a1 reflections, presented most ably by Garrett

' Green (1983).736/ Green argues that Kaufman’s understanding

of theology as essentially- an imaginative'construcﬁion makes
it imposgible to distinguish idols from God since idols are

ﬁreoisely’hnman~made images put in place of God. Secondly,

- he  suggests that Kaufman has actually replaced revelation

with the theological imagination as the foundation of

- theology (of. Thiemann, 2344). And Green argues that this

makes gennine ériticism impossiblé gince that in 1ight of

@
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which all human ideas and constfucﬁs should be criticized is
itself a human oconstruct. ‘Having workéd through not only

Kaufman’'s method but hisJ_géyliér writings és ‘well, we are
nov in a pqsitioﬁ to a;sess these criticlisms. '

I believe that ' there is a fundamental misunderstanding
on the part of é;éen ‘of Kaufman’s persp;otiVe and thié
ﬁisun&erstanding ig reflected in bhis critical remarks. Tt
is | as?umed by him tﬁat Kaufman is attempting to develop a
new‘ theological foundation for theology rather than, as I
believe, a philosophical foundation. Green's assumption is
unjgstified‘ gince Kaufman explicitly acknowlédges‘ that
within  the context of Christian faith, espeoiaily a
Christian faith that ooneeiwes of God on the model of a
person it  is qulte approprlate to say that theology is
based on de's revelation so that, theologically spegkingh
theology must begfg vith what God has revealed (1979a:67f.).
Philosophically, however, especially in epistemological and
psychological terms, such Q claim cannot be made since it
assumes wha§,> from a fhilosophical point of view, needs to-
be justified. We do not meet an e%pirioal reality named God
vho hands us either eternal truths or eternally valid
symbols and images of hiﬁ/herselfl From a
philosophicgl—anthropological poipt of view, the fact that

we must speak of God and of revelatlon must itself be

~understood in terms that phllosophy and anthropology.supply.

ﬁ?‘ | ‘
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Moreover, understanding God as an imaginative construct is

not a particularly shocking iddea if it ie remembered that

all of our knowledge is constructed imaginatively (ef.

Thiemann, 254:258).

In regard to the first oriticism (i.e., that if God is
anv'imaginative construct, he must bé’an idol) it must be
‘pointed out that the definition of an i&ol aé a human-made
image is not Kaufman's but Green's. For Kaufman,ﬁan idol is
cany finite authority that claims itself worthy of complete
or ultiméte allegiance. In this definition JKaufman is
largely following H. Richard Niebuhr (cf. Nieﬁuhr,
1945 :passin) . _Idolatry is odistinguishéd by its
selfejustifyiﬁg function vhereas what makes God God is his
capacity to enéoufage self-¢riticism and tfanseendenoe.
Thus, there are mnot “human-mdde images” and “revealed

d
d

images! which fall out of the sky, but idolatrous,

self-justifying constructions and self-critical
constructypns that promote transcendence. Bestowing the
status of - "revealed” upon certain images in no way

guarantees  that they dindeed function in a transcendental
way. ‘ —- |
- Aé to the second criticism (i.e., that Kaufman no
longer believeés in révelation as<the‘basis of theology)”soﬁe
comments have already been made. - If thi% criticism is to4

tsuggest that Kaufman no longer “believés that omne can

Q

<
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theologically conceive of God's revelation as the basis of
theolog§, it is patently false. But this criticism can be

understood in another way. Granted that "Green is aware of

't

Kaufman's philosophical perspective, what he may be saying

is that Kaufman has -abandomned theology for anthropology and

some kind of philosophy of feligﬁﬁn. Understood in this

way, we have a much more serious criticism to contend with, o

one that is more difficult to refute.

A principal concern of -this paper has been to
demonstrate +that throughout the development odeaugoaéifﬂ
thought & Gentral dymamic is the dialéqtieal relation of
theology. and culture.’ Since there is, sociologically, no
rigid separation of Christian faith and culture in general
(1979a:3), Christians and - non-Christians aoquire an
eosentially similar, - consclousness (19663%2).‘ Thé
oategorles of thinking we acqulre via oultural existence
cannot  but ynfluence our theologiocal thinklpg Thiso
conviction was‘ expressed by Kaufman as early as hlS Ph. D.
thesis (1955) \1n which he dealt with the secular prlneiple
of relativity 4in +terms of the theological category of
finitude, effectively reinterpreting both Christian theology

and secular anthropology./3%/

A parallel can, I believe, be observed in Kaufman's

treatment of religion and theology within his "theological

anthropology " Followmng the 1ntelleotua1 currents of the

i
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i - 3

sda:yl Kaufman plaoeé his- understanding of religion and

theology within an anthropologyg;‘ However it mnay resemble a

purely seoulgar agcount of human” life, EKaufwan doeésg not see
. ,

any substantial diffference between t‘hat historicistio”

" account and the one presupposed by the hlb].lcal wrmters

RN

vhose words have -'shaped the Chrlstlan tradition, The °

‘erucial difference, of oourse is  that” a secqular

anthropology does not necessarily Suppose the meaningfulness

of human evolutlon while Kaufwan’'s theological anthropology

interprets it as being under God's guidance and "as moving,

toward the fulfilment of God’'s intention. Though. Kaufman’s

position as it currently stands may well - be described as”a

“practical  atheisnm® (Juﬁg, 1983:190), . he nevertheless

maintains +the conviction that human 1life has a spe&al

status in the inatural, order, /that human life is defimed
historioo-culturJlly and, héri’cé*,# by freedom, that, in view
of? the ¢global crisis we face, feoonoili&tion has never been
a stronger imperative, and that our historical existence has

an ultinate goal, the complete humanization of humankind.

4

And these emphases can easily be translated into theological |

terms and categories, however influenced by some kind of
humanism they might be. -~ .

Tt is  within the context of this btheological
anthropology that Kaufman thinks about religion and theology

and develops his - theological method. To the extent that
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this anthropology Lis indeed ar‘ theologically—based
anthropology it seems to me thaf\ Kaufman cannot be accused
of abandoning theology or of g1v1ng it a basist alien to
:itgelf. From Kaufmén's pom§t of view, the understanding of
human ~beingS\tha:‘c grounds hié theoretioél work is, in its
badic points, thoroughly Christian, however consonant 1t may

», ¥
be with a modern relat1V1stic~hlstorlca1 understandlng

i i > ‘ i
/
!

. s o
5.2 George Grant and‘James:Reimer

¥hile there is llttle doubt that Keaufmah regards his
anthropology as essentlally Christian, there is an 1mportant
question that ' can be raised im regard to his appropriation
of secular iisights ﬂnto the nature of our existence. The

questlon lS, Does 1nterpret1ng human existence in terms of

i

‘an anthropology S0 harmonious  with the} modern
gelf-undersgtanding shOﬁtvcirouit‘the capacity of vheology to
be critical of the modern age?

The only oritic ot Kaufman to my knowledge who has
‘ réised the question expressed above‘is James Reimer, himself

influenced by Canadian political philosopher, George Grant.

It is particularly Grant‘'s oritique . of the liberal

philosophy of the Enlightenment (which, he sugdests,
dominates the modern world) that Reimer sees as applicable

both to Kaufman's theology and 'his method./38/ Before

proceeding to. evaluate Reimer's critique let us look first

|
f
|
!
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" at Grant's.

The fundamental assumptlon of liberalism is that human

beings have freedom -as their essenoe suggests Grant

(1969:114n. S)V And this assumptlon goes hand in hand with
an understandlng of human beings as historical. Freedom

freedom from ohance from all naturally or humanly

1mposed neoe331ty and hence freedom to have a history.

Furthermore, it is from this freedom that technology arises,

‘both as the loglcal consequence of the assumptlon of freedom R

.and as the means of overcoming the oontradlctlon to human

'fréedom‘*that the empirigal world presents. The assumption
that human essence is its freedom, time understood ag
hlstory, xand technology - as'a »oonelu31on of freedom and a
basic method of approaching reallty, dialectically interact
to form the myth tpdt dominates western culture. The myth
is that we can acoomplish our own "redemption” by shapihg

nature, the course of events, society and even ourselves as

-

J
!

we see fit. | ‘1

But the results of two-centuries of liberalism ave at
best ambiguous, suggeéts Grant . Among the regrettable
developments are the devagtation of +the natural world by
pollutlon and explOltatlon of all klnds the hOmgiiplzatlon
of Vestern oulture (in dlreot contradiction 1o 'the llberal
advocacy of plurallsm) and the concomitant loss of the

.M
appreciation of tradition, the redunction. of politlcs_to a .
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ideal of virtue in favour of a ‘Trelativistic notlon of
values," and the loss of the sense of a trahscendent end as

1ndlcated by the humanistic. 1dea that human belngs are the

measure oijall things. Grant bases hls'crmthue on his

understanding of the classical world ‘and its more humble

Vvieﬁ of ﬁuman bgingsbas ones who paxﬁ;glpﬁge by theif very
beiné in a realm of eternal values such as beauty, goodnese,

) trutﬁ Justloe rather than as ones who greaté values as they

_see fit for purposes, they deem worthy Thus, Grant s ‘sense

of hlstory and profound understandlng\pf the ancment western |

- - tradltlnn allows him to make a crlthue of modern
assumptions. |

The signifioanée that Reimer sees in this fof‘Kaufman's

theologdy and his  theological method is that, despite

Kaufman's concern to develop a method thab ensures

‘thﬁology § capacity to be truly orltloal 1t falls short of

N being able to crltlclzg the Enlightenment assumptions that

‘ _ground his methad and fheology. Since Kaufman haé accebted

thé liberal assumﬁtion that we ha;e freedom  as our

essence’/39/ he 1mp110ttly underscores the very tendendes

that have led' to the dangers peoullar to our age, the

greatest of these being tES ‘annihilation Qf human life by a

nuclear war. ,Iﬁ Reimer's words, “We have come t0 this point

exactly because we have taken things into our own hands,

‘

' (SGlentlflO) kind of admlnlstratlon,,the obliteration of the
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because we thive perceived ourselves arrogantly as'free‘vas

B . ¢ '
the shapers and managers of the world . . . “ (1983a:9).

'-Kaufhan's, insistence on the freedom of theologiaﬂs f?pm

tradition and scripture is utterly counsistent with this

fundamental modern assunption, suggests Reimer (1983a:8).

-

And _the "semse of a transcendent God to. whoil. we are

acocountable individually andlcofporately“ (1983a:9), a sense
of a 1limit to our freedom, is consquently uﬁdercuﬁ,in
Kaufman's theology as it is in modern theology generall§
(1983a:9) . | ‘ : T ‘

} ﬁeimer's own methodoldgiéal proposal has not yet beén
systematically articulated. -But- he haé clearly expressed

his conviction that  a critical recovery of the classical,

trinitarién“tbeological tradition provides the best hope of

{ B . '
give an account of ourselves (1983a:8ff., 11; 1983b:54;
1984 :69f.). For Reimer thig -means neither uncritically
rejecting the Enlightenment nor uncritically ‘~and

anachronistically embracing the classical - theological

formulations. In his words, "What I am suggesting is that

(we recog;iie, the poverty of the modern horizon and
re-examine, seriously listen %o and engage ourselves with
the o©lassical Cﬁris%igﬁ doctrines from within the modern
horizon“ (1983a:12). In view of the many <problems guch a.

"Neo-clagsicist"/40/ musgf face from the outset, it will be

¥
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interesting to see how Reimer dévelops his ideas and’his e&n
constructive theology in future writings.f41/ o
/ What confuses matters somevhat is the fact that both
Reimer‘'s  tripitarian- oritique of Kaufman and Grant s
ciassioistic, critique of  liberalism presuppose the
Enlightenmeﬁt. Grant is only able to _$tand outside of
modernity from the position. of ‘another Jhistorical era
" because of the tools of hlstorioal criticism made available
by those 1nspired by the splrit of the Enlightenment As
Ernst Cassmrer argues, while it was the Romantic movement
- ‘that perfected those tools and with them developed the
ooncept of hlstorloal eultures this vas accomplished "only
as a result of the effectlveness of those presuppositions;
that is to. say as a result of the ideas and ideals of the

1
L

En11ﬂhiDQ&QQ$——~£C&Ss&?e%“~%95}~¥@¥}———4MKL4KH£E§Lﬁ%S%&#%fﬁ

his trinitarianisih on the basis that it does-greater justice
‘to human experienge than Hoes historicism and is capable of
providing an effective limit to the freedom by which noderns

define themselves. In Reimer’'s words, a trinitarian
* 4

perspective ' "providées ' us with a model critical. of all

- theological and anthropologicai reductionism, truncation,

one-sidedness and heresy, dangers so apparent in modern

-

historicism” (Reimer, igasazg) And this, it seems to, me,

v

is nothing‘ but an anthropological justifioation of his

pos1tlon /42! Both of these observations Iindicate that
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howe;er *much one ﬁight wvant to fiﬁd a basiéjfrom which to
challenge the. spirit of +the Enlightenment that continues to
;nfOrm our sélf—understanding,‘the final jus@ificatioﬁ can
only be‘made in terms which themselves must be justified
through thé Enlightemment. It is this fact to which, I

!

believe, Reimer himself points when he suggests that any

, criticish of,Enlightenment.assumﬁtions must be made-via "the

i

prism of the Enllghtenment“ (1983b:34). - |

What this means in regard to Kaafman 1s that he is to

be held respon51ble less for acoeptlng Enllgptenment

assumptions than for doing o unorltlcally Like Reimer,

Kaufman seems to be motivated by a stong ethical concern.

- And in making “humanization" the criterion by which all

theological concepts and constructions are judged, he shows

h;mseléL——%e—~be~;be%h»—;ﬁheroughly modern- and thoroughiy

Anabaptist-Mennonite./43/ But serious - problems arise when

R

Kaufman accepts the notion of our complete agtohomy that
attends the modern preoccupation with history, ethics?hand
politiéénfééfrin short. while Kaufman, like the rest of us,
cannot be faulted for being a person of his time, he must be
neld responsible for failing to 'be adequately oritical of
the assumptions of his time. That Kaufman has not

. Vo
sufficiently scrutinized the tenets upon which the modern

'7myth of hlstory as progress rests however, requlres some

[

further argument

- _
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' 5.3 Kaufman and- Modernity

g

5 -

The following three points shodld adequately serve to '

reinforcé the judgement that Kaufman has too easily accepted -
the modern assumption of }our complete autonomy. Each point

.

constitutes a critiocism by itself. But as I hope to show,

each is a manifestation of a more geneya; prob1em<trdéeable
te & ’'modern view 6f human beings as essentially their own
creators‘fééf . o R |

The (first pé%nt is that. there -is a sense in which
Kaufmwan's iheologieal method presupposes what it sets out to
prove. Kaufman begins with the assertion ﬁhat theology is |

concerned first and foremost with 7grasping the ultimate

point of referemce specifically as God (1979a:15). This in

itself indicates a "radiocal monotheistic® bias. Theology cén
also :qonoeivably be thought of as beginning with, and as
reflection wupon, the Bible, the creeds, liturgy. or Jesus
Christ .“;‘ . ! _

Tais "radical monotheistic’ emphag‘g is intelliggble,

Lo K -
however, when we consider omne of its primary virtues. As

s w {), % . - P
indicated by H. Richar@”ﬁ?ébuhr in his Rad¥oal Monotheism

~and Western Culture (1943), monotheism is & profouﬁdly

ethical understanding of God in which "idols" of every kind

are exposed and "dethroned." By positing a single utterly

transcendent standard, ragdical monotheism makes possible a

radical oritidism of all human endeavours. In light of

b
t . -
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‘Kaufman's sta£ed ethical concern and hig view of theology as
an, essentially critical enterprise (1981a:94), his

11m1tat19n of theology to.a speclflc centerlng on God (i.e.
God unéerstood in the even narrower sense of radical
' monpthelsm) seemg to' be based upon this prior ethical
comm;t?ent whiqgvhas already determined the (eritical) value
-~ . of 'a mbnotheisﬁicallyv qonceived God. 6% course there is
nothing Qrbpé“ with having ethieal 'conoerns, and other
%hedlogicql approaches certainly carry with them ethlcal
“iﬁpiiOationsﬁ But theology can be understood as based uponyr
oonstrupts-‘bioader ﬁhan a radlcally monotheistic‘God, The
&hole biﬁiical myth and’Chrigtian symbol system can ground
theologlcal reflection. f46/ Kaufman s three- moment schema of
- theologlcal construction is shaped at least as 1t stands in
An, Essay, -in such a way that only a radically monotheistic

God éﬁuld legitimétely be éoﬁstructed. —

'» Nf— What ﬁhiSVmSaDSQ other than that Kaufman obviously has
afdeep ethical‘céncern that permeates his thinking, is that
"tée:e is a dimeﬁs;on to all thought, theological or other,

gor which Kaufman's method doeé not adequately account .

N

‘f - -
There is a sense in which onay a Protestant/47/ could have
fproposed .such -a method sihce

only a Protestant heavilyv
'influenced  or informed by neo-orthodoxy would be as-
«(concerned as is Kaufman about the capacity of the concept of

- f God to serve as a critical principle. Only a liberal’would

v
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_identify human'eulthré S0 specifically- as the locﬁs of God‘s .
fulfilment of history. " And while there is no doubt that
North American,culturerhas his%orically been predominantly a . -
Protestant culture (and%thus one can see how,kaufman might
be” persuaded that thereQis something more-universal about
the concerns from which his methdd emerges): stillﬁ“a
radical monotheism is nd£~‘thelonl§ theism that qualigieé as

. I I
" Christian. Here it seems- to pe  that a more profound

awareness on Kgpfman”sﬁspart of Vthe tradition whichkhas
shaped - his theological views . o#ghE, toi be incorporated
somehow into the method he outlines. 48/ Everyntheqlogian
comes out of a tradition of some kind and one of the things
tﬁat~pa w@ethodoloéy ought to do is bring influences that
might prejudice the outcome of'an_investigatipn to the fore‘
so that even if they contimue to influence, one oan at least
be‘oonsoious Nﬁo sbme degree éf how they migﬁt‘haye s%anted ;
one;s position. v

Kaufman's failure to ﬁa&e tradition mere seriously in
his method would be a moot point were it not for the fact
that he not only faiis to take it seriously in other -
contexts but explicitly denounces any kind of reliance ow

-

tradition or even scripture that suggests a heteronomous -

relation between it and theology. By “"heteronomy” Kaufman
seemg to mear the imposition of  ideas, wpotions, or

constructs fundamentally alien to the mode of thought that
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is predominant in a culture and threatening to th@?&reedom )
that defines human beings: 49 As it turns out. Kaufman

seems to see almost any kind of reliance on tradition as

heteronomous in character.
5.4 EKaufman and Modernity (2).

. ~ e, = R .
7. - Related to this problem is a-second point, the guestion

of | theology to religion: in Kaufman's thinking. gne

frequently gets the impressiqib:rom Kaufﬁan that not only is’

it the theologian’'s business oritically reflect upon the

'\conoeﬁts, imhges and symbgls already given in the religious

tradition as it -stands, but it is ‘up to him/her to create

‘concepts, images, and symbols as well.- The word, “"create"

must . be stressed here for it is the onme Kaufman uses over

and over. As we have seen, he justifies its use on the -

basis of the thoroughly imaginative-constructive.nature of
all theological concepts. 7

But surely one cannot suppose, as Kaufman seems to,

that the absence of a percept corresponding to the concept .

of God means that the historical experience of a community

of people is only of negligible importance to the symbols
and images of = deity that arise ad significant. Here it
seems to me that' Kaufman’s eafiigr underétanding of how
hiétOTiéal events Voaﬁ be. revelatory wquld appropriatgly

chasten the idea that men and  women are somehow in a

‘ v ) I ) )
| IMAGINING GOD . _ <. - . CBITIQUE 101 .

- e;‘
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position t0 oreate meaningful th@ological»symbéls out of
their imaginations alone. As ,Tillich‘has shown’us, symbols
ﬁartieipate in that to-&hiqn they point. And while no doubt
ﬁhefé' are symbols that are sucﬂwoniy~~for individualé; the

social nature of religious symbols means that the symbdls

are born in “a social, public context and, given the

historical nature .of all self—uﬁderstanqihgﬁ‘ in public -

‘events. Thus, all significant meaning occurs, éééa kind of

- event. When we ;appreh#nd~ meaning we apprehend sdmething

that is objective to us. 'We experience it as something that

‘happens to us rather thah as something that we make

happen. /50/ No doubt this meaning is congtructed in some
sense and is gdepeﬁdent upon the imaginatively constructed

consciousness of those who appropriate it" but there is no

v

sense in Wthh the experlence of that orlglnal meaning can T

= [

be said to ~have invalved a dellbe%ate self-conscious
act1v1ty'on‘the part of q subJecé, It is al&ays'a surprise‘
in some vay, an event ‘that happens t0 ‘one. ;

| In rellglon we perhaps have what Paul Ricoeur would‘
call ‘the first naiveteé.’/51/  The symbols and images are
inseparable from their meaning, from that to which théy
ﬁoiht Uﬁ}hey are appropriated uncrltloally But it is at
this pre -reflective level that theologioal neanings take
hold of - consclousness give it decls1ve shape and constitute

it -in -;;ﬂe way. ThlS says nothing about the degree of

v
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individual's thought ‘ bontradlotlégs
because those wmeanings haVe

v consisténoy in Tan

invariably arise. But it is

already taken hold of a community or culture that critlcal
s are made to

A
]

. .
reflegction upon them takes place and attempts
contradictions and to Teconstruct  the concepts,
. & . -
Existing =

=

reeonclle L
1mages or symbolé ‘wﬁich embody ‘those meanings.
meanlngg__and formulations have an 1neV1table prlority over
refleotlve thought that seeks to reconshzuct them /B2
remarks 7 do - not -seem

critical
His An Egssay explicitly states
of God as it is

Agrin, these

k3
*  unappropriable by Kdufman
-~ that theology must begin with the®concept
found in Western culture and carried in the languages whose

were . touched by thé Judeo-Christian tradition

 histories )
Kaufman even seems to anticipate "this criticism when he says
It should not be supposed that the theologian

creates the order®into which he or she fits the

. multlfarlous features and dimensions of life

-0, simply ex nihilo.™ Such an arbltrarlly congtructed

world  would have 1little ‘' plausibility _ or
significance ' and could hardly provide a context
ongoing human llfe or for active religious
“The theologian’s task of
1ngful and humane world is in

for
wo&shlp or devotlon
part the task of articulating and expllcitatlng a

oohstruotlng a me
already in certain respects defined in and
in its religious traditions, its
e

world
by’ the culture i
(conscious and unconscious) myths, its rituals and
- taboos, its linguistic classifications; (9) that
is, it is always Dbased on the pridr human
: constructive activity which. produced and shaped
‘4~ - the culture. Insofar as thé theologian is drawing
‘ upon what is alreadY‘ explicit in tradition and
what is implicit in aocepted ?yth and ritual, he
or -she is engaged more n discovering something
in the oulture than in creating something

given )
newv. (1979s:33)

%

2]

G
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!
Yet he continues to insist that the theologian is involved

or should be involved in the creation of symbols:

But to the extent that the theologian's
articulation involves making sharp and clear what
had previously not been consciously reocognized and
expressed and defined, thus drawing lines and
boundaries fox consciousness and reflection and
action which had not existed before, his or her
activity clearly involves the creation or
construction of new concepts of God, and of the
world as "under God." (1979a:33)

At the wvery least, this seems to be an inapproﬁriate use of

the term. “creation." But its use is gquite consistent with

the hisgtorico-cultural anthropology that grounds Kaufman's

understanding of theology. .

5.5 Cultural and Tndividual Imagination

g

And thirdly. there is the question of whether there are

any distinctions to be made in the concept of the

imagination itself. Garrett Green has suggested that even
in Kant the imagination has a passive-receptive dimension to

it as well as an active-constructive one (Green: 221). But

even Kaufmgn’'s discussion in Relativiem of the place of the

imagination in the developfﬁent of consciousness presupposes
that the 1magratlon must receive somethmg it does not

itself produce. The imagination ocertainly transforms what

V\:L(K.receives so that one’'s perceptions, for example. are

never unmediated by an imé.ginativély constructed gestalt of

Isome kind. But it cannot transform vhat it does not first

)
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receive. Again. Kaufman's earlier undérstanding of

revelation as an event which illuminates and unifidés human

i eXperienée for +those who so0 grasp 1it. presupposes that‘

something objective to the individual or community occurs,
something not produced in any consclous semse by those who
exﬁerignce ‘if. » Greén is quite right to point out the
one-sidedness ‘of Kgufman's understanding of the imagiﬁation,

Furthermore, the, related problem of the relation of the
individual imagigatibn to the cultural imagination must be
pointed out. Considered historically and in terms”of
centuries., one cannot help noticing the sheer variety and
novelty of +the products- of the human imaginatign down
through the ages. Literature. art, religion, philosophy.
and theoiogy have, in d%fferent times, taken on su&ﬁ diverse
forms that one é&n certainly be sympathetic with someone who
supposed  that disconti?uity rather . than histofieal
continuity is the rule. On a broad historical socale, human
cultu;e testifiéé to a remarkablerimaginative creativity
that easily—conveis the idea of freedom. The difficulty
arises when one moves from a broad historical view of

“man’s" imaginative activity to a view of how individual men

and women ought to go about & |specific task like theology.

For -all +the apparenﬁ freédom of ~ﬁhevgeneric "man, " the

experience of individuals as they write, think, speak and

theologize is not one of limitless freedom but one of

R . e T

re
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. operating under the norms and canons of truth of the culture

in which they find themselves. Of course. even under the

weight of such norms., a tremendous creativity is

possible.. 53. Indeed, it may well be asked whether anything

creative? is possible outside of some sort of culturally
defined limits and structures. The point being made here.
however,‘jis that the 1mag1nat1vewcon8tru0tlve charaoter of
theologlcal concepts does not necessarily legltimate the
“radical® kind of recomstruction to whlch Kaufman is calling
théclogians. Very real eonstraiits &re alvays atvwork‘in
theological construction and cannot be ignored without one’'s
theology suffering. ) o ’
Agaih I must note that Kaufman woulderob&bly not
hes;tate to agree with the Fformal p01nt I am making which is
that all thinkers operate . out Of a cultural- 1ntelleotual
context and that their imaginative activity camnot but
operate under certain donstraints “ Andﬁ Kaufman's“wawn
systematic efforts since the formulation of his method (as
found = primarily in Ihg Theological Imauna&ign) seem
implicitly to acknowledge the simple necessity of-relying on

- i ‘\
what has already been thought and said (‘éf. 1981a.:127). But

particularly im  “"Nuclear Eschatology”  (1983a), this

necessary respect for the theoiogioal traditions of the past

seens ' t0 wane and the call for “the most radical kind of

*

deconstruction and reconstruction of the traditions we have
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| inherited” (1983a:13) is loudly 'proclaimed. “Of course. 1t

is the possibility of imminent human annihilation that seems

't6 inspire Kaufman's ocall more than a distaste for
trédi£iqn; Hence, there is - 1ikely a rhetorical fotivation
for his “?Q,Qf the term “radical." Yet, knowing how o@refﬁi
s writer Rsufman is, one cannot too easily dismisé_ghe

'Aisériousnesé'with whicﬁvhe uses the word. Neither can one be
. sure that’ the rhetorle will not tip the b&lance between the

“‘neo OrthmdexA conﬂern for 1ntegr1ty and the liberal concern

- for the lntelllglbxiity of Chrlstlan f&lth that Kaufman has

attempted to malntaln‘ f Only Kaufman 8 future writlngs wmll'

o
=

tell us whether or not this w111 oocur-
’ These vobservatlons should sufflce 'to ‘indioate the

degree to which Kaufman has 1ndeed.accepted the modern tenet

of our fundamentdl freedom For' Kaufman thls freedom’
extends even to our relatlon to the cultural and theologmcal

tradltlons in whloh we have bheen shaped They may be

deconstructed and reconstructed as we see€ flt The only
obligatign undep which  we labouruls that of promoting a more
Ahumane culture. Irénicallyf it -may well be that
understanding the essence of . human beings as freedom is

precisely what .stands inp the way of a more humane culture.

5.6 On Reimer and Autonomy
- S c o

I have already expressed my basic agreement with -
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Reimer.s oriticism of EKaufman's theology. I must now

- express some hesitation, however, about following him into

his Neo classicist proposal. It seems to0 me that merely
debylng that freedom is what defines us as human and,
s S ‘ -

altérnatively,. arguing on ethical grounds for’  the

oonétruction of a trinitarian Godfwho limits our historical
' ’ ' v N

‘actiﬁitytdoes not proﬁide adequate grounds for bringing that

defiﬁition into question. Indeed, one could argue that the

*

.onlyK difference between Kaufman and Reimer  are their

' readlngs of the modern 81tuatlon Kaufman argues that the

1 .
dilemmas of the modern world are due to greed, envy, hatred

fear, and susplcion of 1ndiv1duals and peoples whlch have

taken on institutional forms and, structural dimensions 1n

human societies everywheré The “solution”-he env1sages

!

involves c¢oming to understand the very nature of the

universe f as essenﬁially ‘congruent  with the noblest
|

asplratlons of human belngs For Kaufman this neans arguing

that | Jesus Christ. ‘and,the suffering, loving, giving and .

forgiving God he reveals.. also reveals the ontological
4 - n

character“of ‘being and as such is fundamentally supportive
of our longing for a better world " This is the sort of God

_we must construct; this is the sort of world our theologies

shohld;seehuto promote.
For Reimer, the dilemmas of the modern world that

ooncern him are pr901sely those that concern Kaufman He;

-

&
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however, identifies their rToot cause as our belief in our

autonomy. Because we believe that freedém’defines us we are

ready to Sabrifioe the env1ronment to our whims, we~are

ready to manipulate publle oplnion for our interests, we are

ready to sacrifice the unborn for our convenience.. The

_"solution" for Reimer is . the construction of a God who is

N .4 I

noti historically oontingent and who.places uncpn?ifioyal
demands upon us SO as to‘ﬂlmlt what we believe . it is our
right as free beings to db -

That we must construct a God who mqre adequately

supports ethical reflectlont however, implies our freedom to

construct. a notion of God. The fact that Reimer wants to

recover the classical ‘God should not obscure the fact that

such a recovery will inevitably involve him in a deliberate

construction of the ~sort that Kaufman advocates. Both
thinkers seem to want to eonétruct—Or —recovéf a concept of

God that will prov1de an adequate” basms for$ethlcs rather.,

than réceiving .o vision of "the nev belng" from which an

~

; : ‘ ﬁ
ethic would be derived. Thus, the very‘f:eedpm that<aelmerd,

|

wants. to  limit seems to be & prerequisite for the
A .

theological project he has in mind. / |

§
What Reimer’s proposal seems &0 me [to require is a

conception of the human that qualifies the“"truth of hﬁman‘

freedom” (Grant, 1959:73) and yet - is intelligible to

post-Enlightenment minds. “In Paul Ricoegr‘s reflections on
”‘ LY

-

——
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- : the, nature of " human consciousness such a congeption, I
B " b P

“

believe, is attempted.
L | .
5.?@°Ricpeur on the Dependence of Congciousness

Ty Q{ . ’ - )
: 1 Unlike Kaufman, Ricoeur believes ‘that the category of
Y l .

*revelation® 1is a philosophically useful one and that its

heteronomous COnnotatlons need not be determlnative in any—

émplgymént of the term. Similarly, the concept of trnth as

an intellectual pfoposition thgt usually accomganies‘the use

of the térm "prevelation” is not the only viable conception.

., For Rlcoeur, human belngs are capable of receiviné iﬁsiﬁhts

p nto the nature of reality, of reoelv1ng "truth” about the
reality that envelops them. - This ocours omn a number of

; levels. It ocam happen in reading & novel in whlch reality

L is redesorlbed ln\fuch a Way that readers believe they have

been exposed to

which actuallyAtraﬁsforms the wdy they perceive the wvorld
{

v ~ (Ricoeur, 1980:101f.) Or, 1t can happen in reading or.

hearing a religious text, 1ead1ng hearers to a confrontation
. with “the truth” of reality, of belng when this happens

written»~diébourse functions poetlcally and “manlfesTs" a

dimension of ©reality that transcends one's _ordinary
" experience of the world, and ‘one’'s own individual being.

Even mores to the point, Ricoeur argues that ~all

gelf-understanding is derived from, historical encounters

»

L]

,a significant new truth aboutb theiworlQ'
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with meanings that are objective to the individual so that

there -is an unavoidable “"dependence” upon7externalpmeanings

without thre‘ necegsarily beiﬁﬁ' a . héteronom&_ of those
meanings. Human beings come into a world already defined by
meanings. Altﬁough‘their appropriation of those meanings
may be Funique ﬁand; hence, eacﬁ generation is neyer simply

an identical reproduction ‘of the previous) still. there

would be no meaning at all, no culture, nothing in terms of

- which self—undérstanding ¢ould be achieved, if there were no

meanings that preceded them. The implication Ricoeqrrdraws
from this fact isvthat human congciousness does not create
meaning‘or'ifs éelf~understanding in and from itself and in
isolation from all historiéal,cpntihgehéy but that it does

so0 only. insofar as it encounters meanings that it does not

1tSéép?ér§afeT‘ : T T

. The idea of the inherent dependence of consciousness on

neanings “external’ to it ié'?developedwby Ricoeur through

what he ocalls (following Jean NabeTt: ¢f.  Ricoeur,

1980:119, 153) a hermemeutids of testimony. Both

individually and corporately, human beings come to define

themselves through the fhings .over which fhey have no

comtrol, %hrough historical events and testimonies

originating from such different sSources as syﬁbols, texts

and  human beings. There 1is, therefore, an imperative

experienced - by consciousness to interpret events or

—

' “CRITIQUE 111
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testimonies, to determine their meaning.  Vhile event and,
" - i

me&ning are lndistinguishable to +those who - originally

’ experience the event,,tlme de#vorces the two making neoessary ‘

a "trial" of testlmoﬂy In other words, criticism of the
various historical ‘predicates of the divine" (Ricoeur,
'1980“114)’ that iay a claim on the self~definitién 'Of-
hoons01ous is demanded by.thelr smmple obJect1Ve presenee and
the contradictory nature of those claims. The purpose ofl

Y

 oriticism is the determinatibn of wh&; predipamesfmosp
adequately Vex@ress‘the pature;pf» the tfansoendent ?eality

thaf‘ informs the seif~understahdin§ of conseiougnessf Our
ideas of what is worthy, or of what Justloe or goodness mean
are forﬁed as ve crltloally examlne the multlfarlous claims

or testimonies that'confront us in hlStOTYtJSQ/ Finally., the
‘ - N = : - i

S

historical presence of individuals who surrender themselves
completely to a meéning"_or faith even to the point of

martyrdom suggests -to _consciousness  naivete of believing

- that it creates~ its own s;gnlficanoe " Reflection can

s,

;1ntellectually re«enact the events ,1n terms -of Wthh it -
understands-i 1tself. It can ) re”enact - the process of
criticism, the ;sifting" of théJpreQicétés by which ve -come
Jp “form & - certaln idea .of the divime. Buf it cannot

rehqnact ~the surrender of itself to those predlcates. "In

Ricoeur's words, ' o - L
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Philosophy must internalize " what is said in the
Gospel: “Who would save his life must lose it."
~Transposed into the realm of reflection, this
means, “Whoever would posit ~ himself as a-
constituting ‘consciousnesg will miss his destiny.”
But . reflection cannot produce +this renouncing of
the sovereign consciousness out of itself. It may
only do &0 by confessing its total dependence on
the historical manifestations of the .divine.
(1980:115). - ‘

-In effect, Ricoeur‘ argues that the aunthentic life is a
Isurrendering'to a transcendent meaning. not a self-creating

_ ! R
which is inevitably self-justifying.

It- would take a real stretch of the imagination to

- suggest that Kaufman, who -would argue that as a theologian

he is in the "business" of creating theological meaning,
fails in his writings to promote a transcendent.
self-critical 'point of reference from which to view the

whole .of life. -What I have argued is that he has a

‘deficient view of human beings and that this deficiency

exposes him to the dangef'of lending support to the movement
that has brought ‘humanity perilously close to its own

annihilation. In Ricoeur I find reflections upon human
- ! - - !’
consciousness . that bring the assumption of our autonomy

, gy - _
sufficiently into question so as to warrant a reformulation

of our self-definition. Our essence is our capacity to hear

and respond to the c¢claims made upon us by meanings not of

our own making. No heteronomy need *be implied by thist
Uﬂ— . .

definition. The clainms we percéiVe* “in . historical

testimonies and symbols are perceived with. our imaginations,
. R ! ?
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" not our wills (Ricoeur. 1980:11%).
While Kaufman opposes the notion of an objéctivegbody
of ﬁéaning which it is the theologian's job srimply to
reintéfpret I'do not believe that EKaufman's earliest thought
would have been unamenaﬂle to the insights into the naﬁure
of our self-understanding put forward by Ricoeur. No doubt
the reader will have " noticed that thehemphasis upon the
historical nature of the self-definition of conseiﬁﬁéness in~
‘Ricoeur mwmeshes well - witﬁ\'Kaufman's‘fdisoussion of :the
ﬁifto%ical nature of the -baseé of our knowledge and of
Chiistology in Ee;ggiy;sg. The very categories with which
-we think are acquired as we acquire laﬁéuage. And it will
be recalled that for K;ufman, Christblogy points to the
“facth that every syétem of meaning has 1its centred upon
some histdrical event believed to unveilﬂthe‘ﬁeaning of the
- whofg.of ligg and history./55/ Thué, tﬁe meanings by which .
_human . beings 1ivév have a certain objective character but
without being heteronowous, i.e., without beihg essentially
ug}ntelligiblekto’pﬁe’s:iconsciousness. At least, one couldw .
~ draw such a ‘conclusion without doing violence to Kaufman's
earlieats thought . Kaufman even approvingly refers to
Y

Dilthe concépt of "objective spirit" in his discussion of

the nature of human consciousness (1960:61). The categories
df;thought are acquired by a person through 1anguage>whioh?

of course, exists prior to the person. Hence, Ricoeur’s
% -
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insistence that we must appropriate something that we cannot

ourselves produce in order to think and understand ourselves’

is quite consistent Witi; wvhat Kaufman could have understood

+to be the case in Relativigm.

5.8 Theology and Nonviblent’Appeal

Given that consciousness iS~inevitablYu-and naturally

‘ . , ,
relifPt upon something objective to it,‘ wvhat are the

implications of this for Kaufman 8 method9 s Irﬁnderstand

ey

o it, a&mittlng that the way we come to an idea of the divine

-is dependent upon historical events or testimoniesf or purely
imaginative construots " that p’reeede us, ians tha't

theologians too are dependent upon the testimonies of the

words and actions thatb Aexist’independent of them. And what -

this means for a theological ‘“method" 1is pfimarily a

difference in pbsﬁﬁre from that which Kaufman suggests. It

- means that the busy constructiveness of theologlans is not

flnally what - suoceeds Jin dlscoverlng new depths of meaning

in human 1life. It is rather’ the oapa01ties of theologians

to surrender themselves to testimonies,  to stories, tq'

images, to imaginative oreatione that allow them to vievw new

p0351b111ties of belng in the world.
Here I would agree w1th Kaufman that theologians are

artists. And as’ artists, the technloal skill needed to

‘produoe a work of art is only a small ‘albeit 1nd1spensab1e

-

&



IMAGINING GOD o | . CRITIQUE 116 .

#
£

part’ of theologizing. Theologians have perhaps been too

one keep one's eﬁotions and feelings at bay., But inasmugh
as’ feelings are perceptions of the deeper dimensions o;
living/66/ theologians should be paying attentich to their
intuitions, emotions, and feelings, t0 thosek parés of

themselves that they cannot oonscmously oontrol In no way

“is this meant to imply that theologians take thelr work with

*

less sericugnesé, that they shouldlnot be so concerned with

scholarliness. Technical skill is still important to an

artist and s/he could bhardly make a serious contriymtion if

s/he did not seek excellence on that level. It is merely to

say that if théologiQBS> are in the "business" (a poor
metaphor) -of dlseoverlng “and uncovering truer. and deeper

- dlmen51ons of life, they will have to open themselves up to
those dlmen81ons and they eannot count %n their busy

, construotlon to do it for them. Indeed our 1maginations

- - must be educated (Fry(ﬂ 19633,_0ur appropri&tlon of biblical

and tradltional -ideas and lmages must take account of. the

evaluations K of our ‘own  and others work ‘Yet we should
affirm the ‘"essential playfulness® of theology as Ted
Jennlngs puts. it- (1976: 176). B ‘

The following quote from Rlooeur seems flttlng in 1light

Lﬁf the exaggerated :conoern, Kaufman expresses about the

~.

enamored with the “method" of science which dictates that'

3 ’ results of modern oritioism - We’ should be rlgorous in ourv‘
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ddhgers of objectivist thinking in theology:

Why . . . is it so difficult for us to conceive of
. a dependence . without  heteronomy? Is it not
- because we too often and too quickly think of a
will that submits and not enough of an imagination
that opens itself . . . ? For what are the poem .
. of the Exodus and the poem of the resurrection . . *
addressed to if not to our imagination rather-
than our obedience? And what is the historical
testimony that our reflection would like to
internalize  addressed to if =not to our
imagination? If  to understand oneself is %o
inderstand oneself in front of the text, must we
not say that the reader’'s understanding; 1is
suspended, -derealized, made potential just as the
world itself is metamorphosized by the poem? If
this is true, we must say that the imagination is
that part of ourselves that responds to the text
as a Poem, and that alone can encounter revelation
no ‘longer as an unacceptable pretension, -but a
nonviolent appeal. (Ricoeur, 1980:11%)
- - ' t

i
'

~ ' Taking Ricoeur's insights to heart would entailug
fundamental c@angecin emphasis in'fhe theoretical framework
of Kaufman's theological method. - We aré not. only
constructive~ beinés; we are‘;égepyive beings. We are not
uttefly free; our freedom 'is qualified by a natural
dependence upon something' that we O&Lnot ourselves produce.
Theology, therefore, involves firét a receptiveness, a
willgﬁgness to listen to the many words§, or peroeive ﬁhe
many images, that lay a claim on our seif-undeiéﬁanding. -1t
similarly involves a readiﬁess critically to examine those
words and images to determine which, giyen what we presently
understand, best correspond to our understanding of what is

worthy of the divine. Finally, it dinvolves a ocertain

abandonment of the theologian to the meanings that have
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[

#roved worthy; it involves +the surrender of the imagination
to what it has eucountered. And s itseeks to give
expression to ‘that by which it has been grasped, it
constructs, just as Kaufman suggests. But it construots
orly because it has‘ first been confronted and providedJﬁith'
both the material and the impetus for construction. 57 -

It appears. then, that I must acknowledge the validity

of - a o¢riticism I earlier tried_gtc refute. Kaufman's

philosophical perspective does not exempt him from the

criticism that he no longer gives revelation a place in his
theologlcal method Of course by "revelation" I mean what
Ricoeur means by it, viz., & philosophical uﬂﬁerstanding

derived from the dependence of oonsoiousnéé%\upon objective
. 5 14

_meanings, rather than 'a religious medﬁing as Green

presupposes. Only a repudiation of the idea that human
beingét are bampletely autonomous and able to render their
lives meaningful by éheer effort and action would allow‘
theology' to be the truly crltical discipline that Kaufman
(rightly. I believe) wants theology to be.

T~ - ~

¢+ With regard +to " Reimer‘s Neo-classicist ‘proposal,
Ricoeur’'s insights allow us to speak of both tradition and
scripture as potential sources of revelation. Of course
they ‘do not provide a warrant for speaking of Christian
tradition and soripfure ag normative in the sense of .
supplyihé critical standards, themselves subject to none.

~



. ¥
IMAGINING GOD - ; JCRITIQﬁE‘ 119

¢

Our appropriation of tradition ocah only be done in a

critical manner. The Neo-classicist model of fheology must

justify i:tself like e;ny other. But Ricoeur's insights do

seém to me at 1eaét {2 bring criticism of the modern teénet A
of our autonomy into the realm of the imtelligible and hence
provide us v with & basis {frém which to 1aunéh into a
discussion of specifically religious claims and of Christian
revelation. This seems to me to be a most va.luableM
contribution tgwémgfaxtempt to retrieve the significance of -
older theolog&oal traditions byﬂ passiné through “the prism

of the Enlightenment.”

i
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A

A CONCLUDING REFLECTION

=
g
o

It should Dbe c¢lear by now that I have reservations
about Kaufman’'s methodological proposal for theology.. To be
more precise, I am not prépared to assert that human beings

-

are essentially free to create tﬁein_o&n meaning'or that.

theology is in the business of creating méaning. At this -

point, what\I am willing to say is that theoldgy4i§_aéoqt
discovering : meaning and discovering new: ways. of
underétanding the reality(ies) that transcend(s) us.

The di{ferencé between "éreating" and "discoveripg“ may
at first appear negligible. Both seem to involve the
expenditure of effort by the sﬁbject. But I thiﬁk wélcould
agree that in‘the Ec“a.se o&“creating," that which is being
created is usually éhought ofﬂasupaésive and dependent upon
its _creator. “ Godijas creator comes to mind and his/her
creation ez»nihi;nqi In the éaselcf _"dis&overing" (let us

use the example of Columbus discovering Ameria), that which

4 . /
! N i
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1s dlscovere& has its own redllty guite independent of the
dlscpvergr .even whlle it is paSS1ve, Moreover, the
dis‘co%rerép 8 - :Lntentlons and purposes have" 1ittle effect on
that which is dlsoovered Indeed, one may be required %o
‘f}he‘mge in some way. to res‘pm’ld"rto trhe‘ discovered as ColMus
did when hé found that it was a new world he had discévéred

and not India a.t all. A creator has 1ntentlons and purposes

to WhJ.Oh S. he wants %o give expressmn in the created and

thus* it —:LS the raw crea.’clon tha:b must respcnd. change and be .

" shaped whlle the creator rema:uns unohanged

of “course, .‘the ) Oreatlovn—dlscov‘ery» ‘dichotoiny I have

“drawn is far too simple. . While God- nay have remained
i .o ! .

- 'e,séentia.lly unchanged by his‘her act of creation, it is not

‘unlikely that huﬁl',an beings, when they "create" " a work of

art,’ for exa,mplef’é.re changed by their creation in some way.

And it is. quite obvious .in the ocase of Columbus that the

/1and of America ha.s gone through s:Lgnlflcant changes as a

‘result of its dlSODVeI’Y S0’ the analogiés break down as

- they inev.ltably do. o ] : e

- But let me go onm to another point, the point I have
. . o ]
made 'ea.rlier with much help f‘rom Grdnt and Reimer. It seems

to become clearer a.nd clearer to me that the world of wh:l.ch

I am & part has become far too ready to see itself in~theA

position of a creator. It has become thoroughly “practical®

in the sense that Kg,ufman”ha.s used the term. And lest I be
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accused

"there. haﬁe been 1nnumerable tlmes when I wasg profoundly

| thankfujv for the many beneflts
§

’ enJoyLbecause of the praotloal ormentatlon of our s001ety

Thé worﬁ,processg{‘I ‘was able to use in wrltlng this the31s

saved me days,- peyhaps weeks of time, time I was able to

spend on unpractioal matters.

For all that I an still ooncerned that the success of

[

the practlcal“"efeator posture" of our soclety will Slowly

 §uffoeate the quest;onS>of truth wvhich no soclety can lbng”
live without asking. The danger of the creator orientation-
is that it a8sumés it- already knows

know - about the ydrld,it wants to oreate. And so0 it gbes~
" ahead, ob;i&ibus %o°rthe'coﬁséquenoesj that may result from
it actions, 0b1i§ioqs'even to the fact that it is guided by
aﬁgiofientaﬁion, And  while _this desoripﬁipn‘is‘itseif a
"ca?iqéture. our history is not vithout examples 6§;§imes
‘ 7 on Th; “girst
naivete” which our culture seems to‘hévé?ihiregard to itéélf
e . s

when human action has fallen to such levels.

only increases the likelihood of "such degeneratiOn

It is for this reason that I have obgected to the idea

“that theology is essentially constructive. This 1dea seems

only to underscore the naivete of our culture with regard to

itself. - We mustxgpmew_to a place where we can agk whether

there are certain problems, issues, -or areas of human life

of lngratltude or even hypoorlsy let me say that

everything it needs to

‘I have - Been pr1v1leged to

'
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for which a pfactiéal.%technoloéiéai. soiehtifio approach is
inadequaté‘d‘> | 7 - .
As an alternative vapprogéh to exisfenoe. I find
Ricoeur’s . réfleotignstsuggestive,: Thomas VMerfop, I think,
' would be of great ﬁéipAhere‘ as wélit“‘ﬂe cpuid help us find
?he,signifioance of vbeing unpr&otiéal; of "contemplationgiﬁr
a world of action" (lé7i):4‘His own response to the question
of how epntemplat;on-‘relames Vto Va¢tiqq :ié that “Hé-who‘
© attempts -to act andp_do'thiﬁgs féf‘ others or for the world

. L . - 5 B
_without deepening his own self-understanding;” freedom, -

 integrity and.capacity to love, wili~not _have anything to

' give others" (1971:164).

The posture of a discoverer, it seems to me, is a

needed corrective to a culture that is too busy with s

building and oreating.. A theology that takes this posture

will iﬁdéed‘!E-%he;prophetio theology that Kaufman envisions .

1(19813:1?): . : : : o
What this means, théh, iﬁ relation to Kaufman's mefhod
ig nothing and e§erythiﬁg. I cannot think of any steps at
the actﬁal constructive stage qf theologizing that I 'would
include in addition to those he has suggested. But as far
as general 6£ientation goes, 1t would mean a'significént
change. Ve héve yet to see what Kaufman will do differently
now' that he believes he isuinvolved in theological creation.
Prom his methodological préposal I can only guess that he

. ~ . 3 3 ;
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¢

s

will become mﬁre iconoclastic in regard to the tradition of

Christian faith. - *

{ o
But what he has) done up until. now suggests that he is

>

an excellent illﬁstration of one who has opened up his

imagination to a.certain vision and attempted to see more
. . ¥

clegfly the world - that has eﬁergéd before him. No other
explanation for why he has so long and so consistently

maintained a historicist perspective seems to0 be adequate

than that his imagination has been captured by it. And

" while I have reservations about his perspeotive, in his

rigour as a theologian and scholar, and in his capacity to
open himself up to ' the possibilities of that perspective, I
should dearly like to count hinm as a mentor.

A
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ENDNOTES

Chapter One
: ‘ O

:1’ Most of Collingwood’s writings are concerned with some

. aspect of Thuman historicity. For his aoccount of the

implications of historicity - for phllosophy see especially
his Essay on Metaphysics? (1940), Essay on Philogophical
Method (1933), and Speculum - Mentis (1924). . The reader

familiar with GolllngWOOd ¢ writings will see that Kaufman's

historicistic  perspective is  deeply influenced by
Collingwood's +thought. Because this is so. it has proven
unfeasible to document the dependence in great detail. For
those more interested in the relation betweéen the two
thinkers, Kaufman's Ph.D. thesis (1955) fully documéhts both
Kaufman 8 agreement and dlsagreement Colllngwood 5

427 Gf. Leslle Dewart s dlSCUSSlOB of Bernard Lonergan’s

reticence about adopting a philosophy more consistent with
the fact of the -historical nature of’ -knowing in Rgl_glgg
L@nguggg_gnd Truth (1970 146-168).

Higtoriecit X (1961)

/4" Since there-ls no subéﬁantial difference in the argument

of the -two writings, all veferences in this section will bé

to the more accessible Relativism, Enowledge apnd Faith

- hereinafter referred to.as EQLﬁtlEism.

B See Kaufman s discussion of ' the - 1nevitably
anthropomorphic character of all our knowledge (1960:34-38).

. IMAGINING GOD - 'ENDNOTES 125 »

/8/ Gf. Emil . Fackenhein's discussion in Met@ghyglgs and

He suggests that “our knowledge of the object is guided or-

-~1nfluenced in certain iwmportant respects by our fuller

knowledge of the subject, and we interpret the 'objects’ we
encounter in +the world in terms of analogles with our
self-experience” (34). The difficulty with this suggestion

is that it assumes an unmediated (im-mediate) knowledge of .

ourselves. Kgufman fails - here t0 see that even our
self-knowledge is = mediated by symbols, images, and
categories which are given to us in culture. One could just
as well argue that our knowledge of the subject is guided by

' ‘our knowledge of the “objects" we encountefr in the world. I

mention Kaufman’s understanding of the anthropomorphic
cdharacter of our knowledge beeause he uses.. it later in his
dialogue with the positivists. In thig, paper, see c¢h..3.

-
u
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/67 It is perhaﬂs a Western 11ngulst10 bias that leads us
to hold +that thofight precedes action rather than the other
way around. Modern ‘ritual studies may well help us to
recognize this as a bias and not a self-evident truth. On~

this, see _Roniald Grimes’ Eggl%giggg in Rityal Studies
(1982)+ For Grlmﬁ "theology confists of reflection on the

stbollo utterances and pract LQQS of those vho search .
(267; my emphas s) .

i Speclflcally Chrlstlan theology is Kaufman's concern

here. He  is making ~no Cl&lmS about the‘"theologles" of
other rellglous traditions.

/8¢ The term "neo- rthodox" as i1t is used here is understood
as the concern 0 maintain. the wvocabulary which bhas
historically char iwoterized Christian theology against the
tendency to reducg that vocabulfly to terms and categories
- of" contemporary thought. The latter exposes theology to the
danger of rendering superfluous all talk of God and, hence,
~of the eclipse of 'theology by modern categories of thought.
Of course neo-orthodoxy courts a different danger, that of
being unable to relate the meaning of theological categories
and doctrines to fcontemporary thought . and life. Theodore
Jennings argues that beth tendencies are a, perpetual danger
for theologians and that both the neo-ortiodox concerns for
integrity and the "liberal” concerns for the contemporary
relevance of faith must be held in tension (Jennlngs
1976:88-107, esp. POSf.). ;
"/9/ For those raised on some form of monotheism, religious
or philosophical, Kaufman's arguments would probably be
quite persuasive. For those critical of western monotheism,
Kaufman's talk of a final unification of consciousness,
-about the self as essentially a unifier, and about there
being a single historical moment or event which illuminates
the whole of hlstory will recognize this as but another

expression of that monotheism. I am indebted to Prof.
Grimes for his observation of ‘the monotheistic Dbias that
pervades Kaufman's °~philosophical reflections. See David

Miller's The New Polytheism (1974) for an interesting

discussion of the relation of monotheism to thinking and
theology (15-30).

/10, €f. Kaufman's own comments on Barth’'s objection tg an
anthropological basis for theology: "It might be argued, a
la Karl Barth, that +thus basing one's understanding of
theology in an anthropology threatens the autonomy of
theology .and involves subordlnation of the divine revelation
- to human =~ knowledge, i.e. denies- its character as
revelation. I do not think this argument is as conclusive
as might first appear. ~ Barth himself quite emphatically

Qv
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takes the position that theology cannot claim to be anything
more than- & ‘human effort after - a definite - object of
knowledge. (3) As such, —of course, it is an appropriate
object of investigation by one trying to understand the
human  being . seeking  knowledge. - The fact -that man
theologizes is an anthropological fact which” must and can be
understood ' anthropologically. - While revelation. perhaps,
cannot be ocomprehended through strictly anthropological
categories, theology as a. human activity can and must be".
(1960:xf.). oo C S o B

—

Chapter Two

; v /11 “dJust abnote}~0n sexist 1anguage: In Kaufmanfsrearliér -

writings, in fact in all of his writings prior to 1975, he
uses “man” and "he" as generic terms and for the sake of

faithful reproduction, wherever I gquote him I reproduce

these as they" occur. Where -1 myself am making an
observation or interpretation I attempt to use “humankind"
or "human beings.” The term "God" presented a problem,

however, especially when a pronoun or possessive prompun had
to be used. I sincerely hope. that someone can come up with
something better than "s -he" and “"her/his." Until they do,
~- . our language will suffer. I tY¥ink it is a mistake to think
. that making a change in the way} we write will make a change

in the way we speak. Ve need\ a generic term and generic.
pronouns that sound  right -as \well ag express the right

ide&s.' I have used the "s/he," & er/his" format.

712/ See Tillich’'s -The' Protestant Era (1957), especially

“Higtorical and Nonhistorical Interpretations of History: - A

Comparison” (16-31). . Here he lists the Hebrew categories of
' time and distinguishes them from the Greek.

/13- FOr Kaufman’'s more detailed argument against Tiilich‘s.

desertion of what Kaufman regards as a more promising
“historicist position, see “Can a Man Serve Two Masters?”
- (1958b) . : ’ T

714/ Kaufman is aware that Karl Barth used the same analogy
but he states that he uses it in a different albeit similar
- way: ."As far as I caun see, Barth means by this essentially
the fact that man is sogial. that he exists as a person only

in social relations to other persons, and this is on analogy

| - with the distinction and relation of persons in the godhead.

But to say that man is social is not enough; it is necessary

! t0 say that man is historical, and this intludes within
itself the fact that he is social" (1956c:168n. 9). '

.y
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‘187 T am including Kaufman's Systematic Theology in thisg

-period (1955-1965) because, while it was published after

1965, it represents in my view the climax of his systematic
interest evident already, as we have seen. in his earliest
writings. Furthermore, Kaufman himgelf tells wus that the
first draft of much of his Systematic Theology was done in
the years 1961-2 (1968a:xvi). - ’ -

/16/ The. ethical emphasis implied here is intentional.
EKaufman wrote a number of essays during the 1955-1965 period

that deal with questions of ethics. .These include-

"Nonresistance and Responsibility® (1958c¢), “The Issues are
Peace and Human Rights"-(1964) as well as The Context of
Decigionm (196la), a book primarily addressed to Mennonites
in which Jesus’ nonresistant posture is explored and used as
a mnodel for . Christian ethics.- Though addressed to

_ Mennonites, Kaufman takes Jesus as a model for ethics in his
-Systematic Theology as well. For a review of Context from a

Mennonite perspective, see Yoder, 1963. For Mennonite
reviews of "Nonresistance and Responsibility," see Habegger,
1959 and Meyer, 1958B. i

717/ Stanley Hauerwas and John H. Yoder have suggested that
all - too often ethics have been derived from some source
other +than a christology. Cf. Hauervas. 1981:37ff. and

¢

Chapter Three

, , , F o o ,
718/ A comparison of the positions of Niebuhr and Kaufman
would  likely vield interesting results. But such a

comparison falls outside the scope of the present study. - It

-might be noted, however that Kaufman's Systematic Theology
is judged by Douglas Ottati to be the closest “comprehengive:

statement of Christian - doctrine in accordance with
[Ottati’s] understanding of [Niebuhr'‘'s theological] content
and method" (Ottati, 1982:183, 201n. 25).

/19/ See David Miller's discﬁssion inilgg; New Polytheigm
(1974) . ‘ - ‘

120/  1965b. Reprinted  in  Christian -and Wittig,
196%7:105-112. References will be to the latter. :

/217 For a oritical examination of,tﬁis personal‘modelg‘sée
McLain, 1969. For Kaufman's response, see 19VRa:xiii-xviii.

/327 On how speech establishes relations between things, see
Devart, 1970:96ff. and Rosenstock-Huessy, 1970:115-133.

- ~
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‘23, Thus, Kai Nielsen’'s refutation of Kaufman's argumenté
on pogitivistic grounds ds quite appropriate. .See Nielsen,
1973:73-84. Don Wiebe refutes the same idea on theﬁloglcal
grounds. See Wiebe. 1974.

' - s L 4 - R
:24’ Kaufman himself later , suggests (1981a:12) that "God as

Symbol" "fgrshadowed to some extent” the method worked ocut
'in his Essay on Theological Method. My interpretation of

Kaufman's development” toward that position should confirm
Kaufman's observation. . -

’R5/ Cf. Collingwood's mnotion of ,the hisgtorical imagination
in The Idea of History (1948:231-249). It should become
clear in the course of this paper that to a certain extent
the "theological imagination" as EKaufman conceives of 1t is
derived from CollingWwood‘'s ‘“historical imagination." For
both the theologlan and the historian. the "object" of their
study is not an empirical thing to “be described. There is

“not even “evidence" propeérly speaking for the historian

because all +the sources s/he has must be c¢ritically
sorutinized and recoanstructed so as- to create & coherent

picture of “"what actually happened” (1948:231ff.). ‘¥hile

Kaufman disagrees with Collingwood - in his Systematic
Theology (T1868a:69) +that there are no authorities. . for

historians properly speaking, he seems to come around-to sdy -
precisely that about the theologian., even arguing that s-he -

is primarily in” the bu51ness of reconstructing the concept
of God. Cf. below.

[

/267 Cf. 1968b, 19680,  1972a: chps. 6. 7, B.

& - ) -

Chapter Four

—

27 ng the Problem is not qulte the last we re&d of them
however. In Kaufman's Theological Imagination (198la) he
discussesg the place of the "ontological anxiety" produced by

-our relations to others in the developmwent of a person’'s

“attachment to God" (58-79). It is.significant, though,
that more emphasis is placed on the imaginative nature of
constructs of God and their. cultural significance (of.
YOfLf. ). It ig just this dimension that was misging from
earlier accounts Of the meaning of "God-talk," as short as
this may fall of an adequate understanding of its meaning.

/287 Kaufman is not alome in neglectlng these arts as
potentially fertile grounds for theological reflection. But
John Dixon insists that music too can be theological and
states that "Bach was one of the najor Christian
theologians" (1979:193). C - .
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‘29 . Kaufman limits their -validity pragmatically.
Theologiang must- take account of the fact that the modern.
consciousness has been shaped by the Christian tradition

‘among others. Furthermore, using biblical and traditional

theological concepts, images. and symbols may add to the
rhetorical effectiveness of a theology. Cf. FKaufman's
comments in his preface to Nonregistance and Responsibility
(1979b:10). : | o .

~30; Kaufman goes on to qualify the analogy he draws between
the theologian and the artist: “The .finished product of the
theologian’'s constructive work is not, like many works of

.art. essentially something external to  the artist, -an

dptional object available in the public arena to be viewed

" or heard. Rather this work of art is to be lived in: it is

the very form and meaning of human life which ig here being
constructed and reconstructed. Theological work must have a
universality and comprehensiveness  which  does @ not
necessarily obtain for the artist . . . " (19Y9a:33). For a
critical analysis of this distinction, :see G. Gunn, 1982.
For a more general digcussion of EKaufman's suggestion that
theology is like art, see A.J. Martin, Jr., 1982 and Walter

Capps, 1982. : , .

J33 Kaufmah  does develop “a  oriteriom, that of ~
“humanization." This 4is first discussed in some detail in
"Evil and Salvation: An  Anthropological  Approach”

(1981a:157-1%1). But even there it remains .80 formal that
it does not seem clear . just how this would help theologians
decide what to do..” And this could well work against
Kaufman's intention:. instead of drawing theologians iuto a
place where different forms of human 1life mnmight be
appreciated for what they ~ are, " a. vague notion Of |
“humanization” could lead to a simplistic Manichean-type
dualism betwe®n what ig a proper human way of life and what
is inhuman, one’s own form of life tending to be the norm.

This tendemcy to oversimplify matters may well be the fate
of every single criterion. I am not sure yet myself with
what I would replace it. : Co \

\‘ .

/32, Kaufman brings his Anabapbist-Mennonite tradition’s
emphasis on nonresistance and nonviolence to bear on this
problem. ~ It isg"annoying t0 me however ' that even on this

question he accepts the prevalent emphasis on efficacious

action in shaping his suggestion. The sacrifice of Jesus is
put forward as ‘"a model of the sort of creative action
required’ to ‘tramsform human situations of hostility,
alienation, and evil" (1981la:152; my emphases). I am amazed
at how easily the mnonresistant posture of Jesus can be -
transformed into a ‘“creative action.” It could only have .
been an “"action" had Jesus crucified him%e;f and then with

. : |

ot - . b2 ‘ -

1
o | |
|
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the purpose of ‘transforming human situations," etc. But
even on this point ZKaufman is consistent: he refers to
Jesus’ orucifixion as “Jesus’ self-sacrifice” (152).

/33/ Cf. Daved Tracy s remarks on Kaufman’'s ESgsay on

" Theological Method in The Analogical Imagination (1981 92n.

7).

/34/ See also Kaufman's preface to the 1978(a) edition of
his PSystematic Theology. Kaufman makes some interesting
observations here about the flaws of the book. Though he
still finds the interpretation of Christian faith-
convincing, he would change the "heavily objectivistic talk

of God found in this text . . . [which] gives the appearance
of much more detailed and intimate 'knowledge of God’ than
can properly be claimed . . . " (xviii). He would alsb not

begin by assuming the fundpmental truth of the Christian
faith but instead try to show how it relates to human life
in general, how it might 'be able to serve to sustain a
culture (xix).

[

/35/ For a helpful and illuminating compa®ison of Kaufman's

‘view of the implications of a nuclear holocaust with that of

Stanley Hauerwas., see Shanon Jung's "Nuclear Eschatology"
(1983). - ¥t might be noted in passing that Jung too remarks

that for Kaufman, "culture sets the agenda" (193). |

-

Chapter Five

/36/ For other criticisms, see Kevin Sharpe’'s "Theological
Method and Gordon EKaufman" (1979) and Ronald Thiemann's.
"Revelation and Imaginative Construction" (1981). Joseph

Runzo glves a short revmew of* Eaufman’s.Esgay (1976).

437/ EKaufman does~the same in “The Idea of Relatxvmty and

the 1Ideal of God" (198la:80-95). The argument here is

strikingly similar tccthat of his Bg;@t;y;sm

/38/ To a 81gnlf10ant degree my whole crltlcal hlstorlcal
survey has been informed by Grant’'s and Reimer’'s critique as
ghould become clear from the rest of my paper.

/39/ It should be noted that Kaufmwan accepts this idea ag
early as his Ph.D dissertation. In +the appendix, "The
Problem of Man's Hisigprical Nature," Kaufman observes that
"it does not follow, however, that man has no nature at all.
To such an assertion, it can always be replied that at least
one thing can be said about man’g nature, nameXy, that it is
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£ .
the structure of & beflng who is capable of having a history,
aud it is this structure which makes history possible. This
involves 'the parvadoxical idea that man has freedom as his
nature; He has the nature of not being bound to his giveu
uature but of being able to transcend it in many directions"-
(1960:12Tw emphases are his).

40 The term is Reimer s (1984:69).

_41. It seems to me that a fundamental stumbling block of
such a pi@gect is that classical theology concerned itself
essentially with the question of being or outology whereas
the modexp lera, according to Reimer himself (1983b:5Z), has
history, ethos and politics as the basic categories of its

thinking. | Since Reimer himgelf  admits  that  his
Neo-classicism has "come wabout not as an escape from the
Anabaptist- Menhonlte concern with ethics . . . lbut] by vay

of my ethical oconcérns” (1983a:12), oune must wonder how
"ulassxoal"} ‘such a Neo-classical theology could really be.

Of course, a final Jjudgement must await Reimer’'s systematic
elucidation lof his method and, presuming he will write one.

" his Neo- GldSSlCdl systematic theology. For a list of some

of the othe1 questions that Reimer’s proposal raises. see
Howard Loewen's “Respounse” in The Conrad Grebel Review
( Loewen. 1988 56-58) . )

43 . Of eourse theological  reductionism, truncation,
one- sidednass and “heresy" are_ not easily or directly
reducible tu( anthropological criteria. But it seems to me

that an anthropological consideration «<is 1ﬁvar1dbly at work -

when one judges a theological formulation reductionist or
heretical since one would hardly be concerned about such
"deviations"  were it not for the ocoaviction that human
beings would be worse off in some .way for embracing them.
Reimer wseems only 'to support +this wiew when he says in
"Mennonite Systematlc Jheology and the  Problem of

Comprehensiveness. " “I view the cemtral crisis of the modern
age to be the loss of accountability to a transocendent
reality” t Swartley, . ed., 1984:64). That this

"gocountability” is understood primarily in ethical terms is
evident when _in d4nother paper, a coritique of Kaufman’'s
theology, he argues that Kaufman's "starting point is not
adequately xigorous in sBaying 'NO’ to the negativities of

.the twentiefh century. - The horrors of Hiroshima, Nagasaki,

Auschwitz and the: distinct possibility of limited or even. -

-total nuclear destruction of western civilization demand q
- much more radical critique +than what Kaufman's theology can

provide* (*The Ethical Implications of Gordon.Kaufman’s

Theology," unpublished paper: 29f.). ~ This lends credence '

to py argument that some sort of anthropological criteria, '

some “oriterion of humanlzatlon" must be at work even im

h‘-‘ -
N
4
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"theologio?l" criticisms.

.43 This judgement is based on Reimer's “The Nature aud
Possibility of a  Mennonite Theology" (1983b) in which he
argues that there is a profound and - dangerous harmony
between the modern theologies of such prominent Mennonite

‘thinkers as Harold §. Bender, Robert Friedmann, John H.

Toder, and Gordon Kaufman aund eonﬁemporary post -modern

"forms of thought. This harmony is not a perversion of some

"pure® Mennonitism but is a npatural tendemcy within the
Mennonite +tradition itself. he argues. Thus, despite the
criticisms levelled at Kaufmun from other Mennonites (for
example, that Eaufman is a wolf in Anabaptist sheepskins:
reported by W. Unge19 1984:68), Le is not unfaithful to his
own tradition.

44. On this pleocoupatlun dee Reiwer's "The Nature and
Pos51b111ty of a Mennonite Theolugy“ where he says. "to be
modern is ‘to see time as history. as movement from past to
present to future, to see wman as defined primarily in terms
of history, ethics, and politics rather than ontological
being” (1983b:52).

45 I am not persuaded that a oritique of this idea must
necessarily be theological in nature. although I know of few
thinkers who are not Christians who make it. Heidegger is
one . See especially The Question Copcerning Technology
(19%%), p. 2% where he says: “"Meanwhile man. . . . exalts
himself +to the posture of lord of the earth. In thid way
the impression ¢comes to prevail that everything man
encounters exists only insofar as it is his construct. This
illusion gives rise in turn to one findl delusion: It seems
as though man everywhere and always encounters only himself

- . In Sruth, however. precisely nowhere does man Loday
&ny lg;gez encounter himgelf. i.e., hisg esgence . . . he
fails to see himgelf as the gne spoken to, and hence also
fails in every way to hear in ha. respect he ek-gists, from

ggdlm

out of his essence, 1in the> of an exhortation or
address, and thus can never nter only himself."
Heidegger’'s “Hbolderlin and the Essence of Poetry" similarly
emphasizes ‘that we live in response to a claim that comes
from beyond us (Existence and Being {New York: Harper &
Row., 1962]).

46. This is Ted Jenning's position,’ for example, in his
Introduction o Theology (1967). . :

a7, atever Kaufman has appropriated <from  his
Anabaptist Mennonite tradition. which, according to Walter
Klaassen 1is Nelther Catholic por Protestant (19v3). he is
clearly more  Protestant than he 1is Catholic. The
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"Plotebtant prlnaiple" (Tillich) Jlooms too flarge. in hlS
thought to make any other judgement possible. For a Summary
of uniquely Protestant emphases, see Dillenberger and Welch,
Protegtant Chrigstianity (1954:812-333).

48 Bernard Lonergan, for example, does just this in his
Method in Theology (1972). . In that book see especially his
chapter on "Dialectic” in which the various problems that
give rise to theological conflict are discussed (235-266).

49  Hence, Eaufman confesses in  the - prefade‘ to .

Nonregsistance and Respongibility that “I now would not
interpret the Christian life as founded so arbitrarily on an
guthoritarianism of  revelation. as some of the chapters of
this book written a good many yvears ago suggest, but would
be lnclln d to argue the value of 'a posture of redemptlve
love a tringically right and good for humans .
(19%9a:9: ‘my emphases)

‘60 It is 1nterest1ng that in his Systematic Theology,
Kaufman uses similar terms: “"The term 'revealed’ has been
used here deliberately: in wno sense can we claim to have
discovered or created or produced this meaning tthrough our
own  initiative. On  the contrary. this foundatiocnal
structure of meaning in our existence happeng to us: it
comes to us from beyond the circle of our private existence;
it is 'unveiled- to us” (1968a 99) :

‘51 __See Ricoeur. The Sympgl;gm of Eégl (1967) where he
introduces the notion of a second naiveté which, as opposed
to a pre-critical *first" naiveteé, takes seriously the whole
range of modern criticisms of religious symbols and ideas
vyet  'ls uncontent ‘o dwell at the c¢ritical level of

understanding. ' .
. ' #

52 Northrop Frye, for example, points out that fhere is a

tenacity about biblical metaphors that allows them to resist

and survive all attempts to interpret or-reconstruct them

(Prye, 1981:55). This  tenacity attests to a certain
objectivity and autonomy of exigting meahings and metaphors
vis-a-vis the . interpreting, qeconstructing and
reconstructing self.

!

83" I thlnk here partloularly of $St. Augustine whose
theology is nothing if mnot a remarkable feat of the
theological imagination but who took tradition and scripture
with an unrivalled seriousness. A

54 The c¢riteria of criticism to which‘Riooeur here alludes

include those  developed in the modern era by Kant,

Feuerbach, Marx, Nietzsche and Freud. Of course these are
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“Tprimarily negatiwe criteria. serving to alert us to possible
pervergibns in our -appropriation of religious testimonies
and—gymbols. The matter of what constitutes appropriate
symbols and testimonies dis much K more difficult but would
presumably include gongiderations of the vitality and
interpretive and reflective power they make available. This
at least is what I take from Ricoeurts understanding of the
wager he proffers: "I wager that I . shall have a better
understanding.. of man and of the bond between the being of
man and the being of all beings if I follow the indication
of symbolic thought. That wager then becomes, the task of
verifying my wager and saturating it, so to speak, with
1ntell;g;b111ty . In returt, the task transforms my wager:

in betting on the significance of the symbolic world, I bet

gt the same time that my wager .will be restored to me in
power of treflection, in the element of ocoherent discourse”
(Ricoeur, 1967:355; emphases are his).

55 I am not ~myself convmnoed that hlstorlcal events are
necessarily the bases for every human system of thought. I
am only suggestlng here that Kaufman's understandlng of
Christology in Relabivigm potentially carries. with it an
understanding of the obaeotlve character of meanlng simllar
to Ricoeur’s. . )
/56 For a convincing elucidation of the idea that feelings
are perceptions. see Herbert Richardson’s Toward an Amerlgﬁn
Theology, 1967 :58ff.

- I
Ed i

5% In _Kaufman's ocase I would argue that the

prophetic-eschatological emphasis of his theology warrants
his alliance with Enlightenment assumptions (especially the

view of history &k« some kind of progress) and informs his ~

concern +to make theology a public discipline of general
cultural significance. Hence, the universalistic emphasis
of his theology ~is the very ground from which his
reflections upon -theologiocal method sp™ing. It 4is in this
gense that I would say that the imagination "constructs only
because it has first been confronted [by a meaning external
to it] and prov1ded with both the material and the impetus
for construction.
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