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POSITIO QUAESTIONIS ’

Curs is an age of crisis not only because of gross frternational
strife and poverty (an age permeated with sociological and economic
"wars and rumours of wars") but also because of a great spiritual
vacuum in modern man. Having sought certainty in his own technological
and scientific advancement, man faces a growing sense of alienation.

4

It has suddenly dawned on him that the ‘“promised land" of economic

and social bliss that technology prophesied 1is shifting sand.
Among the numerous ma~ifestations of this awareness of alienation
are two evident signs: a quest for freedom and a growing disenchantment
with faith. The quest for freedom, in our time, has become most
vociferous 1in the movement of philosophy that has been termed
"existentialism".  However, existentialism as philosophy is only the
conscious reflection on a "mood"  that wunderlies the spirit of
our age and which emerges in 1its art, sculpture, literature and life-

style. There 1is a certain disillusionment with orthodoxy and

conformism, and a refocusing on the greatly ignored individual and

his freedom.

The crisis of individial freedom has emerged within both capita-
listic and communist societies. In the former the freedom of the
individual has been forfeited to monopolies, the technocrats, the
specialists and mass-man. In the Tatter the individual has been
subsumed by "the party", and has annuled his freedom by vesting it in

a society governed and manipulated by guardianship. Collective



social being swallows up individual man. Capitalist society,
in the name of "free enterprise", and communist society, by its

sentimentalization of the proletariat, pay only lip-service to freedom.

This dissertation attempts to elucidate a single argument in two

main parts. Firstly, it is argued that freedom s dynamic

and obtains in man's ongoing quest for authentic existence. This
. % . .

view is elucidated and assessed vis-a-vis the ideas of freedom

that  have emerged in modern  man's philosophical quests.

The term "modern" is intended to cover the period since the
Enlightenment je. the immediate background to the three most
influential  contemporary philosophical  approaches: Positivism
and neo-Positivism;  Marxism and neo-Marxism;  and Existentialism.
The immediate antecedents to these approaches include the empiricist
and rationalist schools of thought, Kant's critique of reason and
Hegel's universal synthesis., Their notions of freedom &re

described 1in order to understand the Sitz-im-Leben of the three

main contemporary forms and in order to facilate an elucidation

of the thesis that freedom is the ongoing quest for authentic existence.

The time span covered and the widc scope of this first part only
permits a selection of historical philosophical expressions relevant
to clarifying the controversial nature of modern theories of freedom.
The dissertation cannot accommodate a detailed study of any one
philtosopher or philosophical tradition. However, it is often impossible
to extract a philosopher's idea of freedom from his whole thought

because as in the case of



Hegel, the quest for freedom is centra! to his thinking. In order
to obviate this difficulty within the confines of this dissertation,
only a brief synopsis is made of the salient features of a particular

philosophy in so far as this is necessary to focus on its notion

of freedom.

Another great difficulty that a study of this nature faces 1is the
sifting through the mountain of material available on the sections
and sub-sections of each of the approaches studied herein.
Therefore, only the main primary sources and the more wuseful
secondary sources were given pride of place. The author had at
times to will himself to proceed forward in the argument lest he
was at any one single point side-tracked. Selections will
inadvertently admit some lacunae but it is hoped that the argument

is sufficiently lucid to overcome any such omission.

in Part ©One, then, first an analysis is made of the notions
of freedom that emerged in the Enlightenment, Kant, Hegel and in
Positivism, Marxism and Existentialism. Then the thesis that
freedom is the ongoing quest for authentic existence  is discussed
on the basis of the important argument that G.A. Rauche has
elucidated in several publications, namely that the abdication
of philosophy 1s eauivalent to the abdication of man Dbecause
philosophy as ongoing critical theory 1is what ensures the freedom
of man. Rauche also prese%ts an incisive critique, in this connection,
of the three main contemporary philosophical forms. The benefit

of analysing Rauche's critique and of his



argument in general for this study 1s three-fold:
i) It leads to the thesis that freedom obtains 1in the ongoing
critical quest for authentic existence and that it 1is neither the
result nor the derivation of theories about freedom. Freedom 1is
therefore, not a postulate;

1) This thesis in turn presents, 1in an analogical way, the
"structure”  of the quest for freedom which theology cannot 1ignore
since it also makes a ftruth claim in the market place where the
three contemporary approaches find a ready clientele. In Part 11
it will be argued that faith as existential encounter not only
fulfills the “structure" for the quest for freedom but also that
it underpins human freedom;

ii1) It lays the foundation for the claim in Part IIl that the
abdication of theology leads to the ebdication of faith and,in view

of our contention in Part Z, to the abdication of man also.

As already intimated, this dissertation contends that the dialogue
between theology and philosophy has unnecessarily been confined to
the antithesis between faith and reason where bofh have been viewed
in essentially epistemological terms. Reason, the underlying
guide for the Enlightenment achieved a/ new legitimation during the
seve iteenth and eighteenth centuries mainly wunder the imract of
the rise of the natural sciences. Christian theology responded
to the Enlightenment by postulating new and more refined arguments
for revelation. Revelation, conceived 1in epistemological terms,

became the bastion against the onslavcht of the Enlightenment.

More  "solid" bases for certainty were sought: in a historical



Jesus (Renan, Strauss, Schweitzer);  the kerygma of the early church
(Dibelius, Bultmann); in the church's tradition (Roman Catholicism);
in devotion and inner illumination (the Pietists, Fundamentalists,
the Pentecostals); in the faith of the believers themselves (the
new questors) ar in the eschatological hope proleptically present
in the Christ-event (theologies of Hope: Pannenberg, Moltmann).
\
The dialogue between theology and philosophy has in the main vemained
at the epistemological impasse between faith and reason. To the
question "'How nan I know for certain?", Revelation claimed a realm
of validity vic-a-vis reason not unlike the distinction that Kant
had made between the sphere of phenomena and that of noumena.
Where theology became adventurous it ended up endangering faith
itself, for example, in seventeenth century Deism and nineteenth
century liberalism. The faith-reason antithesis leads the dialogue
between  theology and philosophy into a logical cul-de-sac.
A more meaningful basis for the dialogue 1is the quest for freedom
that both philosophy and theology are deeply concerned with.
However, before such a basis s understood, there 1is a need for
a radical re-evaluation of the nature of philosophy and of the
central impulse of theology viz. faith. Rauche's views help us
towards the re-rvaluation of the nature of philosophy (which should
be vitally concerned with the quest for freedom ie. man becoming
fully man), and with its reformulation in dynamic terms. Only
such redefinition will make the philosophical quest relevant to man's
ongoing quest for freedom. It will then have an openness that all

human quests for truth must have in order to be relevant for man's



wholeness. This opemmess will *lead to the interchange of ideas and

to the radical commitment of man to his fellowman.

Theology, on the other hand, needs to take seriously the dynamic
quality of a person's commitmrnt to God. In this age of systemati-
zation, professionalism and specialization, the individual has
largely gone unattended, a problem which the Existentialists have
highlighted for our time. After all, the basis for any meaningful
talk about God must be on the basis of commitment. Hence theology
must reconfirm constantly and protect what lies at its very heart
viz. the dynamic dimension cf  "subjectivity" which 1is faith as
existential encounter. Such a view does not Jettison systematic
theology but merely ensures that faith remains, as the Bible and
the Reformation later had highlighted, vital and dynémicq The
second part of the argument 1is to clarify the nature of faith as
existential encounter. In order to do this a critical evaluation
will be made of Existentialism's contributicon to the unveiling in
our time of that which is endemic to the very earliest proclamations
of the Gospel. Special focus will be on the idea of faith 1in the
thougnt of Kierkegaard, Bultmann, Brunner, Gogarten, Tillich and

Ebeling.

There are at least three ways a study of these theologians can proceed:
i) An evaluation of their thought vis-a-vis a conservative theological
or confessional approach which invariably puts them out of the pale
of orthodoxy . Such an approach benefits very little from their thought;

i1)  An assessment of their interpretive method and their significance



for hermeneutics., This approach achieves much more. It highlights
a very controversial issue and an ongoing debate. These theologians
sometimes develop an  "Existentialist" methodology which 1is often

2

imposed on Scripture and invariably constricts the message of the
Scriptures to the limits of 1ts predetermined Procrustean bed. A
great amount has been published in this area. The hermeneutical
contribution of these ﬁhinkers, albeit important, 1is also not the
immediate concern of this dissertation;

i11)  To understand their idea of the nature of faith. This does
not mean an uncritical acceptance of thiir Christian existentialism
but to understand the existential dimension of Christian commitment.
This brings to light their most significant contribution to all

of Christian theological quests viz. the dynamic understanding of

faith which acts as the  keystone of theological  thinking.

Therefore, the dissertation does not cater for a detailed description
of their whole systematic theology. On the contrary, several aspects
of these theologies confound their wunderstanding of faith; tor
example,the strict demythologization approach of Rudolph Bultmann.
This approach remains highly controversial and cannot be accommodated
in this study without detracting from the overall argument. The
reactions to demythologization and the new hermeneutic has so
preoccupied theologians that their important understanding of

faith has 1in the main been overlooked or trivialized. The vreaction,

unfortunately, has lapsed again into the epistemological debate on
the certainty of revelation and inspiration, or of historical certainty.

The parallel development 1in pirilosophy has been the reaction to



Existentialism which also missed the Existentialist refocusing on
the freedom of the individual. The “baby" as it were, "gels throuwn
out with the bath-water.®” [ven the evangelicals, who understandably
are wary of the approach of these theologians under consideration
here, must take seriously what they say about faith and freedom
in order to vescue Christianity from the ravages of institution-

alism and conformity to the functionalist spirit of our age.

The argument presented here is briefly this: if freedom 15 the
ongoing quest for authentic existence ie. if man is free in so far
as he is still free to strive for authentic existence th~n-~

i) faith has an indispensable rcle to play in the quest for freedom
ie, in so far as faith itself does not lapse into a belief-system
but remains an ongoing, existential encounter with God;

i1} if freedom is the ongoing quest for authentic existence then
it is presupposed that man is free as man fe. in s$o far &5 he is

fully man not Grossmensch or slave to one or other philosophical

or religious system or ideology. his idea undergirds the Christian

doctrine of veconciliation,

The third part of the thesis attempts to point out some
implications of this argument for theological method. It is
argued that the attempt to jettison theology as ongoing, theoretical
clarification of the dynamics of faith and as the critical quest
for "the Gospel,® for either pietistic devotion only or

denominational confessionalism, leads to the abdication of faith.



PART 1§

FREEDOM AS ONGOING OQUEST

FOR

AUTHENTIC EXISTENCE
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1.1 THE ENLIGHTENMENT AND THE QUEST FOR FREEDOM

Endemic to the age of Enlightenment was a quest for freedom from
absolutist powers, many of which had gained eminence during the
Medieval period and which were exemplified in the totalitarianism
of the Roman Church, The Enlightenment wushered 1in an optimistic
mood intc Europe as it emerged, or struggled to emerge, from a long
period of superstition and feudalism. The Enlightenment 1is best
understood when perceived as a mood or mental attitude rather than,
as is often done, only a period in Western history. Such periodization,
which views the Aufklérung as the years 1720 to 1770, ignores the
fact that the spirit of an age moves in the spirit of man over and
above, and definitely beyond, 1its particular objective manifestations
in the arts, science and culture of any one period. 1 The mood of
Enlightenment permeated all of modern history. The Enlightenment's

o

quest for freedom underlies all of modern man's existential crisis.

As J.D. Stowell stated,
The process of Enlightenment as a Tliberation from
the chains of traditional patterns of thought proceeded
only slowly during the first 50 years of the
(eighteenth) century, in the 60's it became agitated,
in  the 70's tradition was overthrown and the
‘creat -ve life' of the emotions was prized more
highly than the reflective powers of the mind. 2

However, it was this new found confidence in the reflective powers

£

of the mind that was to be the all-pervading rationale of the age;

Newton's Principia (1687) was the culmination of the new prestige
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of the natural sciences. His discovery of the laws of physics facili-
tated a rational explanation of the world. The sense of cosmological
mystery whicin the totalitarian powers, both secular and vreligious,

had exploited, could now be explained away. Pope's well known lines

captures the new found confidence of the natural sciences:

Nature and nature's laws lay hid in Nights

God said, Let Newton be: - and all was Light.

Principia highlighted the control that man could have over nature
since the universe was now considored rational in all its aspects.
This belief in the rationality of the universe, wnich is still taken
for granted, represented a major ‘“paradigm shift" in human history.
In the eighteenth century it heralded a sense of well-being that
permeated the consciousness of man and it demanded a major reorienta-
tion of man to nis world., As a result of the discoveries of the
natural sciences, the worlid-view of western man underwent upheaval.
In this connection, the Copernican revolution and the discovery that
the world was not flat, were accompanied by a reshaping of man's

mental world.

Nowhere 1s the struggle to wrench free from absolution more vividly
illustrated than in the church's intolerance and high handed treatment
of Galileo.  The church had married its theology with a particular
system of philosophy and a particular view of science. Therefore,
with the rejection of an outdated science came the rejection of the

church and 1'_’(:5 theology. Hence Luther's rejection of theology that
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had became clouded by the terminology and method of inquiry of Aristo-

telian thought especially to the ends the scholastics had  putit, 3,

The Enlightenment was accompanied by a this-worldly belief {hat Reason,

if effectively applied, would lead te the mental, socio-economic
and political liberation of man. Hence from Locke to Rousseau education
was acclaimed as the means by which Reason would achieve 1its goal:

the freedom of society.

Reason, Nature and Progress were the three cardinal signposts that
marked the way to freedom. Because nature was rational and therefore
predictable, man by harnessing nature was assured of unending progress.
If people from their infancy were educated correctly in how nature
intended them to be, they could attain unlimited progress toward
material and spiritual happiness. For example, Gotthold Ephraim
Lessing (1729-1781), one of the greatest representatives of the German

Enlightenment, pursued this view. 4

This kind of optimism, grounded in the natural sciences, became the
foundation of all human quests for knowledge: sociology, anthropology,
history and economics. The anthropologist, Montesquicu held that
humen  behaviour was determined by certain laws that were to be rationally
uncovered, a knowledge of which would aid in the ordering and ameliora-
ting of society. Gibbons, the historian, propounded a universe

and human history that possessed a rational plan,

In theological circles, Deism epitomised the impact that the mood
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of the age had on religion. . The unpredictable, the miraculous and
the immanent divine were removed from the world. God who made the
universe with its own logical rules and physical Tlaws, Tike a perfect
clock, lets it runs on its .own. Herbert of Cherbury’s denial of

/
revelation in 1624, John Toland's Christianity not Mysterious (1696)

and Matthew Tindal's Christianity as old as the creation (1730)

are key examples of this natural theology. 5

Alongside reason, nature and progress lay yet another underlying
belief: the inherent harmony of human society. Descartes maintained

that all men have bon sens 6 and Rousseau spoke of volonté générale,

the true will of the whole. 7 Adem Smith (1723-1790) held that in
spite of the personal profit motive, in. the end the whole society
would progress by some hidden law: some  "invisible hand" that
guides men's economic pursuit; 8 The same kind of belief occurred
in politics where it was held that if every individual followed his
own persuasion, a majority consensus would emerge that would benefit
the whole society. As Paul Tillich stated, this belief in the harmony
of society still underlies our present views of capitalism and

democracy as it did their founders. 9

The doctrine of harmony enabled the Enlightenment's intelligentsia
to bracket the contradictions in society. It admitted the dimension
of "in spite of" which facilitated the optimistic view of progress.

Leibniz, for example, held to the view of harmonie prééablie, a

pre-established  harmony, which existed between all the monads that

constituted the world. 10 "In spite of " human error and the
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imponderables in society, with.time, these contradictions would be

harmoniousiy smoothed out.

In the above discussion, n the attempt to describe the mood of the
age of Enlightenment, the impression could be given that the development
of thought proceeded 1in linear progression. On the contr§ry, the
Enlightenment was culturally and ideologically greatly varied

including within 1its orbit such moderates as Descartes, Spinoza,

Leibniz and Locke as well as radicals such as Bentham and Paine.

A1l agreed, however, in their belief in the autonomy of the individual
which reached its most potent formulation in Immanuel Kant (1724~
1804). 1In his often quoted essay "What is Enlightenment?", he stated,

Enlightenment is man's emergence from his self-incurred
immaturity. Immaturity 1is the inability to use
one's own understanding without the guidance of
another.  Immaturity is self incurred if 1its cause
is ... lack of resolution and courage ... The motto
of Enlightenment s  therefore sapere aude. 17

The eighteenth century brought to fruition the humanistic spirit  of the
sixteenth century Renaissance. Kant's doctrine of man's autonomy
reiterated the Renaissance belief in the “complete autarchy of
rational man in a rational world.” 12 This view was embodied in
the Tife and philosophy of Leibniz who stated that,

The utterly self-sufficient monad 1is an emanation,
an urge, a mirror of God himself and is therefore
nowhere limited by things outside it, but only 1in

its own being which has no windows, and changes
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only by its ,own principle, 1its own particular

striving. 13

Thus as Karl Barth succinctly commented, "The geocentric picture
of the universe was vreplaced as a matter of course by the

anthropocentric.” 14

Following in the wake of this awareness of the individual's freedom
to determine his own future and social weﬂ-beings was a new perception
of human society. A new-found sense of democracy fostered the decline
of imperialism as "the people” themselves vreplaced the emperor
as the embodiment of the Stave. Netionalism emerged as the attempt
to ensure the freedom of individuals by furthering and protecting
the freedom of the nation. "The people” now decided among themselves
who shouid govern and when the government should be replaced ie.
when that government violated the nation's finterest. This perception
of social liberty is lucidly illustrated in the two, now famous,
documents which appeared within a few years of each other: the
Declaration of Independence of the U.S.A. (June 1776) and the
Statement of Human and Civil Rights ratified by the Frencihh National
Assembly in August 1789. Both affirm that governments are instituted
by the people. The French Statement promuigated Treedom, property,
security and the right to piotect oneself from violence as basic
rights. It defined freedom as consisting “in being able to do
anything that does not harm anybody and 1is not as such forbidden
by law." The U.S. statement listed as ‘“basic rights"-life, liberty
and the pursuit of happiness. Rousseau, the philosopher of the

French Revolution, gave formal theoretical underpinning to this
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view of 1ife and politics.

In the area of philosophy an epistemological sequence was set up

in the theories of knowledge that emerged in the writings of Locke,

Berkeley, Hume and Kant, Locke's Essav Concerning Human Under-

standing (1690) gave the Enlightenment doctrine of Reason its formal
formulation. The quests for truth became epistemologically based.
Not only was the question  "How can truth be known?" stated anew,
but also the question was now reformulated: "How can truth be known
and conclusively shown to be known?"  In other words, philosophical
pursuits in Western thought centred around the problem of certainty
of knowledge. This emphasis was directly the result of the ability
of the natural sciences, mathematics and physics in particular, to

demonstrate the grounds for their claims.

Accompanying this epistemological quest was the polarization of the
universal and the particular, a problem that had always existed in
the history of Western philosophy and which had emerged prior to
the Enlightenment in the nominalist controversies. Now in view of
the focus on the autonomy of man, it was held that general freedom
within an appropriate social order can only be brought about through
the knowledge and activity of free individuals. Both the rationalists
and empiricists agreed on this although they disagreed totally on

what constituted the basis for certain knowledge.

For the empiricists the alleged laws of reason that the rationalists

claimed existed, were the result of custom and habit. 15 Such Tlaws
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or universals do not govern the facts; - they merely adhere to them.
Hence both John Locke and ngid Hume rejected Descartes’ views
concerning general ideas. Such ideas, Locke held, were "the

inventions and creations of understanding ... the creatures of our

i

own making." 16 Hume similarly believed that universals can never
provide rules or general principles since thay "were abstracted
from the particular and ‘represent’ the particular only." 17

Thus by refocusing on experience the empiricists laid the basis for
a radical questioning of the rationalists' claims to truth by the
methodology engineered by Descartes, Spinoza, lLeibniz and Wolff who
functioned on the premise that reason could organize reality. However,
by denying the universal, the empiricists had undermined metaphysics.
The rationalists, as the empivicists attempted to show, by attempting
to free man through reason, absolutized reason and led man into a
new form of alienation from reality. The empiricists, on the other
hand, in the name of liberation, also Ted man into a new captivity.
they made him the prisoner of his senses. Empiricism, therefore;
as Herbert Marcuse observed, “resulted in not only scepticism, but
conformism.” 18 Hence Hume could write,

... W are no sooner acquainted with the impossibility
of satisfying any desire than the desire itself
vanishes, When we see that we have arrived at
the wutmost extent of human reason we sit down
contented. 19

Our description of the man of the Enlightenment has to be gualified
by at least four limitations that existed side by side with the

optimism of the age:
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The first limitation is the element of scepticism that existed in
several quarters and whose standpoint veached comprehensive form
in the writings of David Hume.  Alongside the confident and busy
man of the eighteenth century also lived the individual who was
extremely doubtful about the dream of endiess progress that his
compatriot proffered. As Karl Barth pointed out, in Goethe's Faust,
alongside the confident was the incurably sceptical Mephistopheles
in  whom “the Enlightenment doubts itself or at 1east. reaches

enlightenment about itself.” 20 Voltaire's Candide (1759) was

i 4, ¢ <+

an attack on the view of Leibniz that this world 1is the best 1in
the best of all possible worlds. 2i Jansenism, within the Roman
Catholic world, and Methodism in Protestantism, represented a religious

reaction to the rationally removed and clinical God of Deism. 22

Secondly, the Stwrm und Drang also represented a refutation of
rationalism which had become dogmatic and authoritarian. The
literature and art of the Sturm und Drang furthered the ideals of
tolerance, freedom from rational arrogance and the search for

virtue. Lessing's Nathan der Weise (1779) preached religious tole-

rance arguing that all are in the search for perfection and that
the importance of revelation lay 1in the way men lived in the worid

not in the way they adhered to fixed dogma.

Thirdly, there was the disillusionment that set in with both empiricism
and rationalism which, at the end of the eighteenth century, 1is best |

represented by Romanticism. Rousseau's writings exemplify the = transition

since he was very much part of the Enlightenment and yet had a
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Romanticist view of nature. While he exalted the power of reason
and advocated a view of society based on "harmony”, he spoke of
the paradisiacal state of man where for example, as among the
"savages”, no private property existed. 23  There emerged here  the
Romanticist longing to ¢ back to the natural. By a formal concept
of nature, Romantism commenced the conguest of the principle of reason.
For the Romanticist, the Enlighteament lacked imagination and spirit.
Its perception of the world was too mechanistic. William Wordsworth's

The Tables Turned succinctly captures this reaction:

Enough of science and of art:

Close up these barren leaves;

Come forth, and bring with you a heart
That watches and receives.

Fourthly, 1t became apparent that contrary te whet the rationalists
hed maintained, man is basically unpredictable and that freedom
is not necessarily the result (nor the initiator) of rational and
harmonious progress;  that the irrationalities of human existence
cannot be Togically explained away. The French Revelution highlighted
this irrationality and did a great deal in tempering the prevalent
optimism. The Revolution which had proceeded in the name of freedom
and the rights of man, and wnich heralded a new age of democracy,

lapsed into a reign of tsrror.

Hence Rousseau had to admit that the freedom of society was not
the result of an ineluctable process and that “it may be necessary
to compel a man to be free". 24 Kant also maintained that only a

few, by cultivating their own minds, have succeeded in freeing
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themselves. He held that, ’

... @ public can only achieve enlightenment stowly.
A revolution may put an end to autocratic despotism
and to rapacious or power-seeking oppression, but
it will never produce a true veform in ways of
thinking. Instead, new prejudices, like the ones
they replaced, will serve as a leash 0 controt
the great unthinking mass. 25

[ }]

Although still affirming the absolute value of reason, it gradually
became clear to eighteenth century man, that the nature of human
society and human consciousness was more complex than had been
previously assumed. The age of Enlightenment had inadvertently
reduced the problem of the autonomy of men, which it had correctly
perceived, to the equivalence of the autonomy of reason, which admitted
new problems. Hence, as Barth stated, the eighteenth century sought
freedom but "in the very search for what it understood by freedom,

again and again, recreated the old unfreedom.” 26

It was pointed out already that the mood of Enlightenment which
was given theoretical form in Locke's weitings underwent a vadical
redifinition in Hume., Hume went beyond Locke in his undercutting of
the metaphysical foundations of natural law and in introducing a
thorough-going epistemological scepticism, Hume's  revolutionary
doubt about the ability of reason stemmed from his "discovery®
that there was no  "necessary connection®  between matters of fact.
Reason, he held, could disclose nothing about the real world but
merely aided in detecting relations between ideas.  As W.T. Jones
states, Hume by pointing out that there was no rationale in nature

to which the rational mind of man conforms since we experience nature
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as ordered, in effect was "driving a wedge between reason and
nature®. 27 It was Immanuel Kant who understood most clearly the
implications for Reason that Hume's view had. His Critique of

Pure Reason was an attempt to provide a new paradigm to restore the

ety o

absolute value of reason.

1.2 IMMANUEL KANT AND TRANSCENDENTAL FREEDOM

In Kant, German idealism reacted to Hume's attack upon reason as
the gquide of experience since it viewed Hume's empiricism as an

attack upon metaphysics and therefore an attack upon the conditions
of human freedom. For German idealism, unity and universality were
not found in empirical reality. What, then, was the basis of knowledge?
A new epistemciogy was required that would overcome the empiricist
criticisms but still maintain the rational ideals of the individual
and society which were considered the conditions of freedom. Kant
believed that the basis of the new epistemology lay in the structures

of the mind itself. He begins his Critique of Pure Reason by stating

that,
..all our knowledge begins with experience.

For how is it possible that the faculty of cognition
shouid be awekened into exercise otherwise than
be means of objects which affect our senses ...
to convert the raw material of our sensuous impressions
into a knowledge of objects, which we call experience?
In tespect of time, therefore, no knowledge of ours
is antecedent to experience, but begins with
it. 28

Thus Kant agreed with the empiricists and Hume in particular. However,

in his next statement he lays the basis for this new epistemology
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that totally differs with Hume:

But though ouy knowledge begins with experience,
it by no means follows, that all arises out of
experience. For, on the contrary, it is guite possible
that empirical knowledge is a compound of that which
we receive through impressions, and that which the
faculty of cognition supplies from itself (sensuous
impressions giving merely the occasion)... Knowledge
of this kind is called a priori, 1in contradiction
to empirical knowledge, which has its sources
a posterior, that it is, in experience. 29
With this opening statement Kant intimated the dircction such a
redefined epistemology would take. His Critique of Pure Reason fis
a carefully worded analysis of the means and modes of understanding
in order to show that knowledge is grounded in the mind. Only iv
this way, Kant believed, could the whole of reality stiil be rooted
in man's rational faculties; that 1is, the mind provides the modes
of understanding. He maintained that philosophy was in need of
"a science which shall determine the possibility, principles and
extent of human knowledge ‘a priori’." 30 His Critique attempted
to provide such an “architectonic of pure reason.,” By "architectonic

Kant meant the art of constructing a system for without,

=0 @ Systematic wunity, our knowledge cannot become
science; it will be an aggregate, and not a

system, 37
Kant attempts to prove that the mind possessed the universal forms
that organised sensuous experience, namely, the forms of intuition
(space and time) and of understanding (the categories). While objects
are given to us by means of sensibility "all thought must directly,

or indirectly, by means of certain signs, relate ultimately to intuition

... because in no other way can the object be given to us." 32 By
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"Form®  Kant referred to that which arranges the content of the
phencmenon under certain relations and .b‘y "intuition" in  both space
and time. “Space” being a “necessary representaticn a priori which
serves for the foundation of all external intuition” 33 and "time",
"a necessary vrepresentation lying at the foundation of  all
Cinteition. 34 The forms of understanding, Kant called the categories
by which ideas were synthetically formed ie. "the process of Jjoining
different representations to each other, and of comprehending their

)

diversity 1in one cognition”. 35 He claimed that the synthesis of
cognition is only pure when “the diversity is not given empirically
but a priori as in space and time." 36

These forms were universally valid and applicable because they
constituted the structure of the mind and the basis of certainty
is now shifted from the world of cbjects to the mind itseif. In
this way Kant hoped to "“free reason from the vicissitudes of empiricist

particularism." 37

It was at this point that Kant made a most important distinction:
while his categorical structure of mind (causality, substance,
quality and such 1ike) pertains to phenomena, they were not valid
for what he termed noumena, that which could not be understood in
space and time. While Kant also was deeply impressed by Newton's
findings, he maintained that the natural sciences were limited to
describing spatio-temporal experience. To wunderstand the concepts

of God, freedom and immortality within the forms governing spatio-

temporal experience was, therefore, impossible. This was the error
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of natural theology. Kani wrote,
1 cannot even make the assumption-as the practical
interests of merality vequire - of God, Freedom
and Immortality if 1 do not deprive speculative
reason of its pretensions to transcendent  insight.
For to arrive at these, it musi make use of principles
which, in fact, extend only to the objects of possible
experience, and which cannot be applied to objects
beyond this sphere without converting them into

E]

phenomena and thus rendering the practical extension

of pure reason impossible. I must, therefore, abolish
knowledge, to make room for belief. The dogmatism
of metaphysics... is the true source of unbelief
(always dogmatic) which militates against morality. 38

Hence Kant was led te the conclusion via his transcendental idealism
that phenomena are nothing but vepresentations which have no self-
subsistent existence in isolation from human thought. 39  Therefore,
what the “things-in-themselves" are that give the impréssiOﬂs cannot
be known. 40 Furthermore, the noumenon cannot be an object of thought
because it "represents an ochject for perfectly different intuition
and perfectly different understanding from ours, both of which are
consequently themselves problematic.” 41 Hence the conception of
noumenon remains problematic because it is connected with the limitation
of our sensibility. 42 The categories were insufficient for a knowledge

¥ things-in-themselves. Noumenon remains ‘“problematic", “unknowable"
and a "limiting concept” since it fulfills the important role

of harnessing the pretentions of sensibility.

Kant, more than any philosopher before him, clarified man's finitude
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in the realm of the mind. By rescuing God, freedom and Tmmortality
from the sphere of rational argument, he destroyed the optimism of
the Enlightenment or abt least cautioned the untempered claims for
Reason. Barth rightly concluded that ,

With Kant and from Kant onwards the human use of
reason has left the broad way and finds itself within
the ‘'strait-gate’... all self-affirmation of human
reason would be asked and would continually have
to bear being asked, whether it in fact rest: upon
a true maturity and everyone whe used this reason
would be asked from now on whether his use of it
might not perhaps Just be sophistry masquerading
as reason, an uncritical adventure of the understanding

prompted by obscure feeiing. 43

]

2

It was a knowledge of man's fiﬂitud89 however, that accentuated man's
rational striving for it is in this striving that man's freedom is
realized; that 15, in so far as he heeds the imperative which is
todged within him. Obedience to this imperative will Tlead into the
realm of noumena wherein exist God, freedom and immortality. Hence the
shift from the "broad way" of Pu?e Reasocn to the "strait gate”

of Practical Reason. 44

In the (Critique of Practical Reason Kant set about clarifying the

nature of this moral imperative which he alsn calied the “categorical®
or  "unconditional® imperative, Man's breakthrough from finity
does not obtain in theoretical or rational arqument but in his awareness
of the moral imperative which as “imperative® makes an unconditional

claim upon him and which is given in his will.
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The basis for this view had been laid in his first Critique. There
he had argued that “the words "i cught' expresses a species of
necessity, and imply a comnection with grounds which nature does
not and caniot present to the mind of man." 45 Kant uses ‘“necessity’
here not for natural necessity but for lgﬂgal n%ceésity where the
‘ought' (ie. the moral impe?“ative)A‘is necessarily the consequence
of the rational. It is not natural because it is not derived from
experience, He wrote,

... the idea of an ought or of duty indicates a
possible action, the ground of which 1is pure
conception, while the ground of a merely natural
action 1is, on the contrary, always a phonomenon. 45

Contrary to the behaviorist theories of psychology today, Kant rejected
any view that implied that the will itself was determined by physical
or natural conditions. "“The moral ought is beyond their power to
produce” 47 and these conditions relate only to the effects of the
will, and the conseguence of those effects in the world. Kant's
view of freedom was grounded in the undetermined moral ought, in
the spherve of the noumena. In his writings, there is5 a clear break
between freedom and necessity and this break was the result of the
autonomy of the human will. He therefore spoke of “the cosmological

idea of freedom." 48

It is in the central doctrine of the autonomy of man that rationality
and freedoin coalesce. Although man as autoncmous is a  "law unto
himself" he could never become lawless if he lives by the Tlaw of

reason.  "Autonomy" was the rejection of "heteronomy" whereby
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one subjected oneself to something beside pure reason such as desire,

pleasure  or  fear. Hence  in  his  Religion within the Timits of Reason

alone 49 he repudiated the subjection of the empirical church and
the fear and superstitution that underlay the observance of 1its customs
since these endanmered autonomy. "Dogmas and formulas,” he wrote,
"those mechanical instruments for vrational use (or rather misuse)
of his natural endowments, are the ball and chains of his permanent

immaturity.” 50

Enlightened man s autonomous man and for “enlightenment of this
kind, all that is needed is freedom. And the freadom 1in aquestion
is the mosiﬁ innocuous form of all freedom to make public use of one's
reason in all matters." 51 The only way to bring about enlightenment
among men is to ensure that the public use of reason remains free.

Once peopie begin to think freely, they will be able to act freely, 52

It is the rational striving of man that undergirds and accentuates
his moral striving. It is the urge for emancipation that forces
striving for  the unconditional. “Thou canst, therefore, though oughtest®
is the command of pure reason which leads to freedom. As G.A. Raucie
points out, thic act of Hberé’cion through striving leads to a
transcendental autonomy ie. a rational form of existence free from

the limitations of the senses. 53

Kant anticipated & possible objection to his view of freedom when

he posed the following question,
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Now granting that reason stands in a causal relation
te phenomena, can an action of reason be called
ft"eé3 when we know that, sensuously - in its empivical
character, it is completely determined and absolutely

necessary? 54
Yes, he replies, because this empirical character of an action or
effect of reason is itself determined by reason alone and not in
accordance with empirical laws. The causal relation between vreason
ana phenomena points only to the fact that reason is the originator

of the character of an empirical series of effects. 55

Kant clearly stated that he intended to describe freedom as a
transcendental 1idea by which "reason aims at originating a series
of conditions in the world of phenomena with the help of that which
is sensuously unconditioned." 56 He pointed out that it was not
his intenticn to prove the actual existence of freedom or to demonstrate
the possibility of freedom. To attempt the former would endanger
the transcendental nature of his argument since freedom cannot be
inferred from experience or urider‘:étoad in terms of natural Tlaws,
Therefore, any proof for the actual existence of freedom is impossible,
The latter also was a pointless exercise since it was beyond the
mind to "cognize the possibility of a reality or of a causal power

by the aid of mere a priori -conceptions."” 57

Hence, as F.P. van der Pitte observed, the awareness of autonomy
"forces man to postulate freedom as a fact of his own mora experience"
and it is freedom which Kant employs as the "keystone of the whole

architecture of the system of pure reason." 58  The idea of freedom
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is inextricably bound up with his view of reasen as that which requlates
reality.

Kant attempied to solve the dilemma that Hume introduced by dividing
’ /

£
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the knowledge of objects and the awareness of values into two modes
of experience too different to contradict each other. Therefore,
if man is both empirical self and noumenal, to attribute freedom
and natural necessity to one person did not appear contradictory.
The empirical self could well be conditioned by history and the

environment while the noumenal self dis still free to choose and be

morally responsible.

This distinction may be illustrated in his undersitanding of the exist-
ence of God. On the one hand he rejects any logical preof of God
since,

Being 1is evidently not a veal predicate ie., a
conception of  something which is added to the
conception of some other thing... Logically it
is merely the copula of a judgement... Now, I take
the subject God with all its predicates... and say
God is or There is no God 1 add no new predicate
to the conception of God, I merely posit the object
in relation to my conception... there is no addition
toe the conception. 59

Yet 1in the preamble to his Critique of Pure Reason he insisted that
God and free immortal self are real because their reality is guaranteed
by the facts of moral experience:

... 1t 1s plain that the hope of a future life arises
from the feeling which exists in the breast of every

main. that the temporal 1is inadequate to meet and



-30~

satisfy the demands of his nature. In Tike manner,
... the clear exhibition of duties in opposition
to all the claims of idnclination, gives vrise to
the consciousness of freedom... and that the glorious
order, beauty and providential care, everywhere
displayed in nature, gives rise to the belief in
a wise and great Author of the universe... the schools
have no right to arrogate to themselves amore profound
insight into a matter of human concernment... G0

To 1ive autonomously is to live as if the laws to which you subject
yourself are your very own and at the same time universally valid.

The will alone is the Tlawgiver even when one obeys laws. 61

Kant's view of freedom, nonetheless, vremains ambiguous for one fis
not quite sure whe’ci‘xer freedom 1is a possession of man or whether
it is the result of him achieving autonomy cor whether only autonomous
man is free to achieve frecdom in  the noumenal  sphere  through  moral
striving. Aspects of all these alternatives emerge in citations
of his thought that appear-ed in the above description, In spite
of his division of man into the noumenal and the empirical, the problem
of the relation between freedom and necessity remains unsolved,
W.T. Jdones points out that this "doubie and highly ambiguous sense"
of freedom arises from his understanding of freedom in terms of
autonomous free will. The moral act is free because the will s
self-legislative, but freedom {is also considered as “being
spontaneous.” 62 In this second sense, freedom is inconsistent with
necessity in the first sense that says that when a maxim with a
particular structure occurs and man acts on 1it, man is free. Kant
is therefore accused of  “"sliding back and forth between freedom

as ‘spontaneous causality' and  as ‘'maxim with autonomous
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structure'."” 63 .

In the Critique of Judgement, 64 Kant attempted tc reconcile theoretical

S R - pe

and practical reason in the idea cf nature whereby the physical world
could be viewed as a whole organic structure in spite of (als ob)
its own complex physical ‘taws. Paul Tillich remarked, however, that

“in his Critigque of Judgement he tried with great caution to escape

the prison of finitude but succeeded only in beautifying it." 65

The ebivalence  that remains is inevitable if freedom in the end is
secured only in the attainment of morality. It arises from the schism
between man's epistemoiogical self and his moral self. Positively
the awareness of man's empirical limits ensures his awareness of
his finitude but negatively, freedom is made the inevitable result
of rational striving. Kant has not abandoned the optimism of the
Enlightenment that man will invariably break through the epistemological
limits. For example, he stated:

A1l the interest of my reason {speculative as well
as practical) comes together in the following three

questions:

1. What can [ know?

2. What ought I to do? .

3. What may I hope? 66
That these three questions form the agenda of vrationally Iiberated
men is far from self-evident. On the contrary, in our age that
testifies to the power of science and technology and the unprecedented
awareness of man's abilities, a new functionalism places after the
question  “"What can I know?" the question "What will work?" or

"What will brwna greatest benefit to the greatest number of people?”
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The moral ought is not the necessary consequence of more fincisive

knowledge.

The problematic nature of this view of freedom emerges, for example,
when one examines Kant's views on the freedom of society. Here the
theoretical consistency of his views breaks down. Because of his
claim that the goal of human existence 1is the vrealization of the
moral Yaw which is based on the idea of freedom, he adopts a highly
optimistic view of human society. He, for instance, vrejects any
public resistance to authority since the rights of people to Tive

under the conditions of freedom will be ensured by the responsibility
which is incumbent on rulers vo govern in a manner  "which aApeople
of mature rational powers would prescribe for itself.” 67 He argued,
therefore, that even under conditions of limited c¢ivil freedom,
inteilectual freedom can still  "expand to its fullest extent® and
"Eventually, it even influences the principles of government, which
find that they can themselves profit by treating man ... in a manner
appropriate to his dignity.” 68 Hence he could state, "Argue as

much as you like and about whatever you like , but obey." 69

Such an argument places too much confidence on the attainment of
“mature rational powers” and presupposes too much on the part of
those in positions of authority. It ignores the irrationalities
of human existence, for example, human selfishness, the obsession
with power and the individual profit motive. It places too much

confidence in the ability of rational discourse or on the possibility

of sufficient numbers in a society to participate in such discourse.
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Hence, while Kant is committed to the goals of human aytonomy and
freedom, there is in practice, as R. Singh points out, the danger
of ‘“compromising the reality of one of the most valuzble of Kant's
insights ~ that of the moral responsibilities of finite but free

human beings® since he absolutizes obedience. 70

Hegel perceived the epistemological difemma that Kant had highlighted.
As long as the "things-in-themselves” were unknowable, reason remained
merely a subjective principole. As long as thought and existence,
‘understanding and sense vremained separated, the alienation of the
mind remained. Kant's dualism was built on this antithesis between
subject and object. Regarding Kant's atiempt to first become acquainted
with the instrument of thought (the wind) before we undertake the
quest for knowledge, Hegel commented,

Unless we wish to be deceived by words, it is easy
to see what this amounts to. In the case of cther
instruments, we can try and criticize them in other
ways then by setting about the special work for
which they are destined. But the examination of
knowledge can only be carried out by an act of
knowledge, To examine this so-called instrument
is the same thing as to know it. But to seek to
know before we know is as absurd as the wise resolution
of Scholasticus not to venture into the water until
he had learned tc swim. 71

The historical form of this confiict Hegel calied the "Entfremdung”
and set about to construct o view of veality that would overcome
this alienation. - His philosophical system was to avoid the
epistemological purview of Kant and be logical. Kant's transcendental

solution was to be replaced by an immanentist one.
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1.3. G.F. HEGEL: FREEDOM AND UNIVERSAL SYNTHESIS

To overcome the logical problems of Kant's approach which entrenched
the subject-object antithesis and confined knowledge by pure reason
only to phenomena, Hegel makes reason central to his whole thought
as Kant had attempted by distinguishing between pure eand practical
reason. The main tenets of his philosophy are lcgically intertwined
with reason from which they also are derived; wind, notion, freedom
and such like. For example, reason presupposes freedom which s
construed as the abhility to act in accordance with true knowledge.
OGn the other hand, perfect freedom obtains when the subject comprehends
the independent objectivity of all objects. As long as an object
exists which the subject has not mastered by pure thought, the subject
f

is unfree. The free subject has no cbject. 72 Hence true reality

Tike reason presupposes freedom while the basis for attaining reality
. . . . N

is reason alone. This tautology must now be explicated vis-a-vis
the main tenets of Hegel's philosophy with a view to understanding

his idea of freedom in pariicular.

Hegel, in attempting to reconcile the subject and the object, coined

the terms an sich (in itself) and fir sich (for itself) which Sartre

S ———————

used to elaborate his own philosophy of self-actualization: en-soi

emaTE. - s

and pour-soi The an sich 1is implicit wuntil it becomes aware of

cor T e i s

its potential and its relations to its context. In developing such

-

an awareness it becomes fiir sich. It is no longer implicit and potential

but explicit and actualized.

However, both an sich and

themselves represent two levels
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of alienation. In an sich the subject vremains alienated from its

true reality in the world. In the state of fti_fzcﬂ the subject

is alienated from its potential and the particular considers itself

tha whole. Alienation is only overcome when through a process of

deve?opneentglthe end (telos) is achieved where no externalized subject

remains. This unity of subject and object Hegel called
.

Anundfiivsichsein:  the state of  “"being-in-and-for itself.” 73  This

e e YRR

state itself is not the end but a stage in the historical process
towards the eschatological merger of history and Absolute Spirit,
Thus by postulating @ monism of Spirit, Hegel hoped to overcome the

Kantian dualism.

This historical movement towards the eschatological goal 1is achieved

by a dialectical process. In Phenomenology of the Mind Hegel attempted

L coceagter

]

a grand and comprehensive conceptualization of this process whicn
is perceived as the logical outcome of the negations of history.
Life is self-generative and expresses itself in successively unfolding
forms. 74 The process begins with simple contradictions and develops
to more complex ones, the resolution of each leading to the
“blossoming” of consciousness. The whole process achieving altl

the time a greater awareness and a higher degree of freedom.

Hegelian thought introduced intc philosophical discussion an  unprece~
dented historical dynemism. The achieving of truth and freedom was,
as Kant had said, a rational activity but, according to Hegel, it
was also historical: a process and a becoming. FEach stage of the

awareness of truth was understood to be a necessary step in the
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process and each conflict a necessary negation to drive the process

forward. Hence Hegel stated, '"The truth 1is the whole and the whole
is merely the essential nature reaching its completeness through
the process of its own development.” 75

In his semiral lectures on Art, Religion and Philosophy where his

B

main ideas are more accessible, Hegel stated, “"What is true is ...
found in motion, in & process... Difference while it lasts, is but
the temporary condition through which comes unity full and
concrete.” 76 In this connection, he agreed with Goethe that "that
which is fo med ever resolves ditself back into its elements." 77

In the process of becoming, ail matter which has developed form
constitutes once more the material for & new form. Reason seizes
all forms and, by cancelling and aitering them, makes them more

adequate to their notion. 78

By ‘“notion” Hegel had in mind that quality or dimension of being
which passes into 1its opposite without becoming anything different
but which, even 1in the opposite, remains identical with‘ itself.
Herbert Marcuse pointed out that Hegel's term for this concrete
universal (Begriff) is. the activity of comprehending (Begreifen)
rather than its abstract logical form or vesult; 79 More akin to
the English word  ‘'concept'. Hence Begriff as we find it used by
Hegel is best translated ‘'notion' or "idea' to make sense of

the Hegelian view of striving towards an idea (or notion).

The quest for truth is directed towards the notion for 1in it the

truth of the object is found. Reason, as it were, chisels the raw
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materials of historical forms making them more adegquate to their

notion, that is, their state of being-in-and-for-itself, Notion,

therefors, 1is also the  “sphere of freedom " since freedom is

actualized in the knowledge of truth. In the notion, the opposite

has been overcome.

The notion is the sphere of freedom because it is seif-mediated,
and since “the other”® is thereby absorbed, it is also self-deter-
mined. To be self-determined is to be free wherecas to be determined
by another constitutes necessity. The movement from Essence to Notion
is the development from necessity to freedom. Hegel stated that,

The Idea as concrete in-itself and self-developing,
is an organic system and a totality which contains
a multitude of stages and of moments in development...
The Idea is one in 1its totality and im all its

individual parts... all the parts (particulars)

are but the mirrors and copies of this one Tife

and have their actuality only in this unity. Thus

the Idea is the central point, which 1is also the

periphery ... which in ai? its expansion... remains

present and immanent within itself. Thus 1t s

both the system of necessity and its own necessity,

which also constitutes its freedom, 80

Hegel illustrates this point by referring to the fact that gold contains
in every particle all its qualities in their entirety. He argued
that the view which perceives this dialectic between ‘the whole!
and  'the part' as suiteble for sensuous things and not for the

spiritual, lacks justification.

In the process of becoming, freedom and necessity coalesce. In the
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Science of Logic, Hegel argued  that the process of freedom is of

£

necessity because it follows the Tlaws inherent in its own nature
and freedom 1is this necessity because the process is self-determined

and is not the result of external forces. 81

Hegel refutes the presupposition that underlies the argument that
if the mind is free it is not in subjection to necessity or inversely,

¥,

that if its will and thought are dé‘:‘.erm"ined through necessity, it
is not free. The presupposition being that freedom and necessity
are mutually exclusive. He maintains that the mind is itself concrete
end incorporates the attributes of both freedom and necessity and
more than this, "mind is free 1in 1its necessity and finds its freedom
in it alone, since its necessity rests on its freedom.” 82  However,
he admits, that unrlike the natural objects, this unity of freedom

and necessity is more difficult to show. 83

Men, uniike the plants and animals, can deviate from the necessity

of their nature (their truth) and become what they ought not to be

since in human freedom what is and what ought to be are separate.

g Sty s L mme—

With the power of choice that freedom brings, comes the possibility
for alienation ie. when contrary to the laws of necessity, freodom

works in opposition to the fulfilment of true destiny. When freedom

is severed from necessity, the will “persists in obstinacy and
stands aloof from 1its necessity and truth." 84 This "abstract"
and  "false freedom” is "self-will and for that reason is self-~

opposed, unconsciously limited, an imaginary freedom which is free
in form alone.” 85 This is what Hegel meant in The Logic by "The

truth of necessity is freedom." 86
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The notion, therefore, is alsc the identity of the universal and the
particular. For Hegel, the whole concrete universal is mind and
the whole concrete particular, nature, The notion (or Idea) unites
the antitheses created 1in Kantian dualism. between subjectivity and
objectivity, thought and existence, understanding and sense. This
Entfremdung (alienation) of the mind threatens man's freedom because
it leads to a renewed inauthentic existence whereby man is infiuenced
by laws and forces which Kant’ “noumena” admitted. In order
to Jettison the dichotomy, Hegel conceives of a unified rational
being of Truth and Reality 1in which there are no contradictions.
Such negations are merely the modus operandi of Absolute Spirit.
To let these negations remain contradictions is to admit that the
"for-itself" is still alienated and that would mean that the wdrld
is not wholly rational., The apparent contradictions find their reso-
Tution 1in the whole and the Entfremdung is resolved only if man's
world is integrated by the rational will., “The vrealm of mind achieves
in freedom what the realm of nature achieves in blind necessity"
and something is true if it is what it can be e, when it is in-and-

for-itself it is didentical with its notion. 87 As Marcuse stated

it,  "The vrealization of reason is ot a fact but a
task.” 88
Furthermore, there are two perspectives to this freedom. On  the

one hand, man has attained truth when the mind has attained the
self-consciousness of 1its freedom and has become capable of freeing
society. On the other hand, when truth is attained the Absolute

Spirit has thereby attained self-knowledge 1in the sphere of human
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consciousness and has thus created freedom. Spirit, as it were,
breaks into history or inversely, man 1is in step with Spirit, at
the moment of truth. Thus, Hegel unites prrsonal, individual, communal
and local striving in one epoch with the goal of human history.
As Karl LOwith commented,

The absolute or .spirit which continuously surrenders

and recollects, is per se historical, even though

the dialectic of becoming does not proceed in a

straight line toward infinity, but rather goes in
a circle, so that the end 1is the consummation of
the beginning... And because the essence of Spirit
is the freedom of existing with itself, complete
freedom 1is achieved with the completion of its
history. 89

At the heart of his philosophical system, Hegel constructs a definite
philosophy of history, devoting a whole book to this aspect, “The
history of the worid,” he wrote, "is none other than the progress
of consciousness of Freedom."™ 90 History is & transforming process,
“a process which carries forward each new and higher perception of
freedom, which R. Dumayévskay described as  "the task which Spirit
accomplished as actual history." 01 Individuals invariably, and
often inadvertently, promote the ftask of spirit. Individual
achievements are "levers" of all historical progress. The universal
is the true subject of history and historical reason works through
and beyond individual interests. As Marcuse states it, “The Tlaw
of history which the world mind represents... operates behind the
backs and over the heads of individuals, in the form of an irresistible

anonymous power." 92
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Philosophy, says Hegel, is "the apprehension of the Development

of the Concrete." 93 It is conceiving thought and is itself this

development in thought. Philosophy begins “where the universal
is comprehended as the all-embracing existence or where the existent
is Taid hold of in a universal form." 94  Thought must free itself
from nature and sense perception and be  "for itself” but it must
also be "in itself® to arrive at the conscicusness of freedom.
The task of philosophy is not merely to think freely but to grasp
the Idea: it mwust bring thought and the object of thought into the
form of universality. 95 Philosophy, as F. Copleston states, must

incorporate in the process of the Absclute's self expression the

oppositions and divisions in history and society. 96

The Idea of universality is also the ground of Hegel's ethics. The
will is free in so fer as it wills the universal., Thus, as with
Kant, freedom 1s not caprice or ‘“motiveless action.”" A dialetical
relation obtains between will and the universal. For will to be
free its goal must be the wuniversal but it 1is itself universal.
Hence its modus vivendi s its constant task to preserve its freedom
by making itself 1its own object. 97 In willing the wuniversal it
wills the right and is free. It remains 1in bondage to nature if

it wills the particular ie. selfish or parochial ends. “Unfreedom

is to be ruled by nature, what is not me." 98

Freedom is not lawlessness for the nature of true laws is that they
embody the universsi. Obedience to bad laws ie. those which reflect

the interest of some individuals or class, leads to bondage because
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it would mean that 1 am governed by the other. But since laws that
embody the universal are what I myself should project, obeying them
F < 3,

means I rule myself and 1 am free, “The inherent nature of law is

=

to embody universality, that is, to embody myself." 99

As a consequence, Hegel has a dynamic view of staete. The state is
the true self of the individual and achieves reality when its laws
are commensurate to the potentialities of its citizens and which
aliow their full development. The reconciiistion of human freedom
and the manifestation of stata must be constantly ensured. 100 This
means that the state must be constantly changing to ensure the freedom

ES

of the subject or else it will cease to be fully reasonable. 101
The ideas of motion and historical becom’mg admitted into politics
a new dynamism which Avineri summed up as follows: “While political
philosophy before Hegel was preoccupied with legitimacy, Hegel
introduced the dimension of change and historicity which has since
become central to modern political thought.” 102 In his Philosophy

e

of Right the process of attaining freedom in society, whereby greater
consciousness of freedom 1is achieved by historical madiation, s
explicated, Since the state is based on rational freedom and since
its function is to allow each citizen to realize their freedom in
relation to one another, the state is the sphere of universal and
objective freedom. It is "the extension of man's self-conscious-

ness.” 103

In terms of the history of freedom, Hegel maintains that the Graeco-

Roman man understood himself to be free as ingenuus but did not
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understand individual freedmn,§§§§gil§lli as in-and-for-himself free;
as free-born, That dimension was introduced into the world by
Christianity which proclaimed that men are free in Christ and are

egual before God. However, Hegel claimed, that although Christianity
made man's freedom independent of birth, class or culture, it did
not fully grasp that "to be free constituted the very notion of
man.,” This problematic interpretation shall be evaluated in the

second section of this study. 104

Hegel maintains that actual freedom develops political freedom.
This freedom will only emerge when the individual attains consciousness
of the fact that he is independent yet possesses universal significance.
Because this freedom is dependent on self-determinsiion, Hegel maintains
that philosophy could only begin in the Grecian, not the Oriental
worid, since in the Greek world, mind must separate itself from itis
natural will. In Moksha there is a vanishing away of consciousness
and ail distinction Dbetween substance and individuality is
removed. 105 He wrote,
In the brightness of the East the individual merely
dissappears; in the West, the subject endures and
continues 1in the substantial. In Greece we first
see real freedom Tlourish, but still in a restricted
form with a limitation... in the. East only one
individual 1is free, the despol; in Greece the few
are free; in the Teutonic worid the proposition
is true that all are free, that is, man 1is free
as man. 106
Thus the sphere of right (of the individual, family, society and

state) derive from, and must conform tc, the free will of the

individual. Since state and society are to be constructed by free
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individuals, “The realm of right 1is the realm of freedom." 107
L.W. Lancaster points out that because of this preoccupation with
freedom in the state, Hegel believed that his political pnilosephy
supplied the valid reconciliation of individual freedom and obedience

to authority. 108

Hegel's whole system was thus permeated with the quest for freedom.
Writing to Schelling, he remarked, "Reason and freedom remain our

princip}eéo" 109 His Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences

....... r————

introduces his elaborate system of triads and sub triads and sub-
sub-triads, each dialectically related to one ancther and the rationale
of the system is to understand the development of the .consciousness
of freedom in the whole. Being ¢=+ Nothing ~--2  Becoming forms
the basic triad while Being ¢-» Essence --3 Notion forms the
main triad, The final triad which marks the eschatological
fulfilment of history and of freedom is the triad Idea ¢-%  Nature
--3% Spirit. Each new triad reveals a greater awareness of freedom
and - within the system, Hege‘l affirmed that "Freedom wills

freedom.” 110

Hegel constantly reaffirmed the universal 1in arder to objectively
account for the whole of existence. This may be further i'lustrated
in his view of Art and Science. He :f\e;jec:tsr the view thav Art s
unworthy of scientific consideration because what is enjoved 1in the
beauty of art is the freedom of its production and “plastic energy"

as in contemplation. This view maintains that 1in Art and its

production one wholly escapes from the fetters of ruie and regularity.
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Art cannot be scientific because science exciudes imagination with
its contingency. Science occupie‘s jtself with what 1s necessary.
Therefore, there can be no universal Tlaws of beauty and of
taste. 111  Hegel in contradicting this concept of science, points
out that science which is u_se—d for finite ends, liberates itself
from this service to fuifil its proper aérz‘;s - the acquisition of
truth. 1t can also rise up from being determined to be self-determined
in ovder to be adequate to its notion which 1is Reason. Fine art,
similarly, is not free until it is free in this sense alsc. Art

must be free in its end as it is in its means. 112

In art, religion and philoscphy the human mind is infinite for in
them the object is rationally a.zsim'i‘laéed and subject attains self-
determinaticn and freedom. 113 While even in “objective Spirit”
human freedom objectifies itself in the external world, that very
objectifying implies that something is still not grasped by the subject.
Therefore, the full notion of freedom is attained only when cohjective
Spirit is elevated to Absolute Spirit. For example, the freedom
of the individual is only approximately realized in the State bec_ause
the State in so far as it is objective is still outside his subjecti-

vity. Al1 otherness is removed only in Absolute Spirit,

Hegel's philosophy is undoubtedly the grandest attempt to present
the whole of Tife in a comprehensive and Tlogically coherent form
which takes seriously both  "the Idea" and history. The importance
of the universal was re-affirmed in the face of its rejection in

favour of only particulars by Locke and Hume. The importance of
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synthesis was restored in the face of the Kantian dualism.

Nevertheless, Hegel's universal synthesis and its accompanying idea
of freedom have difficulties of their own. Its view of authentic
existence 1s not free from ambiguity in spite of the inbuilt dialectic
that removes the contradictions of the worid and human existence.
Man is free as man yet he is in a state of bacoming, for freedon
wills freedom and Absolute freedom is attained by rational striving
when freedom embodies the universal. Hence, by its very nature,
idealist philosophy in order to be complete, as W T Stace points
out, must deduce every detail in the universe. 114  This means that
it can never be complete yet this is what Hegel believed must be

possible and believed his own system represented.

Freedom and reason appear as the a priori and the a posteriori of

the system so that their manifestation is logically worked out over
and above the exigencies of existence which the Existentialists were
at pains to rediscover. They reacted to Hegel's view mainly because
his system of Ideas explained away the paradoxes. As L. Kolakowski
states,

-». the doctrine justified every actual reality as praise-
worthy by the wvery fact of 1its existence, which
proved it to have been planned by the divine mind.

Freedom of the individual is in great danger if
it is admitted that things cannot be different,

that man was wrong and that he can redress., That
what is, is not necessary. 115

Similarly, Hegel's historical vision, albeit comprehensive, may be

criticised in view of the crisis of modern man who though possessing
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greater ability to control nature is not necessarily any more free
4 5 \ LIV
than his forbears. On the contrary, he appears to be more severeiy

dehumanised. To understand history is often to question the validity
of historical progress which in Hegel is cast in deterministic terms.
Even retrogressions are explained as necessary and indispensable
te progress. If Absolute Spirit works behind the backs of individuals
in a deterministic way, what then is the nature of man's true freedom?
Hegel would answer that a free man is one wno acts fin concert with
Absolute Spirit and not for parochial ends. While there 1is some
merit in this answer since all arguments for Providence will adopt

a similar line, one is not sure what “the grounds are for Hegel's

optimistic view of man; an optimism which is open to much scepticism.,

Ultimately, Hegel's man is governed by the inexorable law of worid
reason working ocut in the historical blossoming of Spirit. One may
still justifiably ask whether it 1is possible for man to escape the
tyranny of historical inevitability and habit by mere rational activity.
A major criticism of Hegel, therefore, is that he vresclves man's
crisis and alienation 1in theory oniy. Te¢ theoretically wunderstand
or describe the nature of freedom does not mean the attainment of
that freedom any more than grasping of the notion of freedom means
the attainment of freedom. Hegel has only managed to show what can

potentially he the lot of man.

Herbert Marcuse maintains that Hegel s perhaps the best example
of the cultural dilemma that existed in Germany at the time when
“theory" was alienated from ‘“practice". The educated classes had

isolated themselves from practical affairs and ‘“rendered themselves
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impotent to apply their reason to the reshaping of society" 116 and
fulfilled themselves in the -realm of science, art, religion and
philosophy. Culture was essentially idealistic and, Marcuse maintains,
Hegel’s system was "the last qreat expression of this cultural
idealism, the last great attempt to render thought the refuge for
reason and tiberty.® 117 It set freedom of thought before freedom
of action and since the majority of our societies, albeit more
scientifically advanced then the society of Hegel's, still cannot
attain rational freedom, the questions of morality and practical
justice remain unatteﬂdéda These problams were the chief questions that the
Marxists and neo-Marxists were to address themselves to. In this connection, both
Kant and Hegel in their attempt to rescue reason and freedom from the rationalistic
and empiricist attacks, were not themselves free of the belief in the inherent rarmony of
society and the doctrine of eternal progress based on rational striving.
Morality and freedom are fgllg attained at the end of a process:

either when man attains autonomy or has outgrown his immaturity in

Kant's case, or when he has grasped the universal and when objective

Spirit has merged into Absolute Spivit, in Hegel's case. Both claimed
that man is free and that “freedom wilis freedom” but what that
means in practice they do not say; in society where the masses daily
become dependent éither on the few or "the party” who economically
and politically manipulate their whole 1lives and who insidiously

determings  their value-systems because they manipulate their needs

through sophisticated advertising and marketing.

. Also, Hegel presupposes toc much about historical harmony. He held that,
The nature of humanity s to impel men to agree
with one another, and its very existence lies simply
in the explicit vrealization of a community of
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conscious life. 118
This view not only admits é determinism that logically undercuts
individual responsibility (since willing the universal even when
it appears in Sartre is still only an interesting intellectualism}
but it also underestimates the problem of synthesis. 119 For example,
the great difficulties existing in getting men to agree with one
another in a large scale politically volatile context. That it 1is
not self-evident that opposing views can be harmonized 1{s best
illustrated in the catastrophic world wars in our century which cont-
rary to any theory of progress led to the most wanton destruction
of men by men themselves. Contrary to the theory of historical
ineluctability, these wars, as Nicolai Berdyaev stated, were & judgement

in history on history. 120

Any theoretical framework whether philosophical, theological or
historical, as we shall elaborate later, suffers from the probiem
of having to explain the whole and its diverse parts on the basis
of a preconceived view. Thearetical frameworks are always means
to an end and can never be ends in themselves because no one theory,
especially of history, can cope with the complexity of Tife. Frameworks
are by their nature static even i¥, as in Hegel's system, this ultimate
static quality emerges after an almost indefinite process of develop-
ment. When Absolute Spirit s attained the system 1is c¢losed and

then even reflection (philosophy) becomes redundant, 121

Hegel criticised the rationalists for their “raisonnement"; their
speculative quests in the name of reason which were doomed to failure

because their view of reason predisposed their understanding of



~-50~

the world. Yet his selecting of historical data was also predetermined
by his theory of history and thus his system ultimately is the

Procrustean bed into which the various data are made to fit.

Kolakowski points to a further problem with Hegelian historiography.
The system denies the independent value df personal human life for
the sake of the demands of universal Reason and in the name of those
demands permits the state toc coerce individuals for a higher free-
dom. 122 In practice, therefore, freedom ends in the all powerful
state, In The Philosophy of Right Hegel argued that the monarch
alone can provide a stable reference point since he 1is what he is
by birth and not vy his social existence, 123 Marcuse strongly reacted
to this view that makes “Freedom... identical with the 1inexorable
necessity of nature, and reason terminates 1in an accident of
birth." 124 The philosophy of freedom turns into a philesophy of

necessity.

In the history of the quest for freedom 1in Western thought sing

the Enlightenment, Hegel's synthesis of epiétemo?ogy and metaphysics
was one of the two most distinguised responses to the Kantian dualism
and the epistemological crisis of the Enlightenment. The second
response manifestad itself in several attempts to abolish metaphysics
altogether. These include Positivism and neo-positivism, and Marsism.
Existentialism attempted a radical redefinition of metaphysics.,
Each of these three contemporary philosophical quests also offer

a different conception of freedom which must now be clarified and

evaluated,
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1.4 POSITIVISM AND NEQ-POSITIVISM: FREEDOM FROM METAPHYSICS

David Hume, by undercutting the vationalist position by his radical

scepticism, isolated an aspect of the Enlighten that was greatly
to influence Positiviéma Radical doubt, Kant saw, would endanger
the rational principle itself. It, however, fostered confidence
in empirical verification and the methodology of the natural sciences.

Hume, for this veason, may be said to have been the fore-runner of

Positivism.

August Comte gave this approach formal definition. He proposed that
theology, metaphysics and "the Positive" represented three historical
stages. Theology represented the projection of the emotions vise
a-vis the world; metaphysics depersonalized these projections and
transformed them into abstract essences; but the Positive abolishes
abstracts and essences and formulates relationships between what
is directly observed. Science 1is the ground of the Positive and
represents the evolution of man from the stages of theology and

metaphysics. 125

Positivism and its subsequen eo~positivist scheols, like the
Enlightenment, fostered an intense epistemological quest. The quest

for certainty of knowledge remained central.

G.E. Moore in his "Refutation of Idealism” (1903) argued for

epistemological realism regarding the ohject of knowledce. Like

Bertrand Russell, his writings were rioneering projects of the logical
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positivist schools which caught the imagination of the Anglo-Saxon
world. Russell and Moore adopted scepticism: Russell became known

as "the passionate sceptic.” 126

Russell maintained a Realist position at first, and defended the
view that particutars which have quantities or relations are instances
of universals. 127 In 1955, he added & footnote to his article
"On the relations of Universals and Particulars® in which he stated
that his argument in favour of the existence of particulars no longer
seemed valid, The theories that assert particulars and deny them

are eqgually tenable though the latter  “has the merit of logical

parsimony.” 128

Moore's scepticism emerges in his attempt to refute Idealism in which
he stated that it is not possible to say anything about the universe
in general. "No conclusions can be drawn about any of the subjects
about which we most want to know. An attempt to do will frustrete
rather than liberate.” 129 Hegel had attempted to wunderstand that
which cannat be understood. There was only one alternate to Kant's
answer that matter and spirit exist and that was absolute scepticism.
Philosophy adds nothing to the knowledge of things by its abstract

speculations. Beside scepticism,

ATT other suppositions - the Agnostic's that something,
at all events, does exist, as much as the Idealist's,
that spirit does - are, if we have no vreason for

believing in matter, as baseless as the grossest
superstitions. 130

Freedom of thought obtdins in rational explanation, that is, in logical
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and empirically viable formulations of truth not in abstract specu-
lations. That which is inexplicable must be left unexplained. Hence
the neo-positivists are content with clarifying only and they fight

shy of explanation.

Freedom is conceived as freedom from doubt, conflict and frustrations
which result when man indulges in abstract theoretical speculztions,
Both major schools of neo-positivism, Logical Positivism and Linguistic
Analysis hold to a similar idea of freedom. The former represented
mainly by the early Wittgenstein, Carnap, Ayer, Schlick, Reichenbach,
Russell and Popper, and the latter by Ryle, Austin, Wisdom, Strawson
and the later Wittgenstein also. Logical wpositivism attempted to
show that only scientific concepts yielded meaningful propositions
since they recorded verifiable facts. Man's freedom lies in  his

being one with truth and reality as reflected in his speech,

Wittgenstein, one of the chief initiators of neo-positivism, held
that everything is given 1in language and nothing can be added by
phitosophy whose task is to demonstrate the meaninglessness of concepts.
However, he realized the restrictive nature of truth within the
confines of scientific Tlanguage 1in the Tractatus and, 1in his

Philosophical Investigations, broadened his view to include all language

and he adopted the approach of linguistic analysis. A closer Tlook

at the nature of these approaches must now be taken,

Russell defined logical analysis as "the analysis of denoting phrases,
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the resolution of incomplete symbols, the method of dispensing with
abstractions and logical constructionism.” 131 Philosophy's role
is the translation of grammatically misleading or defective expressions

into their logical form. Russell’s "theory of descriptions® which

¥

defined this approach, became very dinfluential in the 1930's.  In
1929, F.P. Ramsay had concluded that this “theory of descriptions

was the paradigm of proper philosophical method." 132

Russell also maintained that "all philosophy is Tlogic." 133 Mathema-
tical logic was understood to be the correct basis for understanding
abstract concepts and facilitating logical viability. This principle
of abstraction or “ensbles us,"  Russell wrote, "to see quickly what
is the smallest store ofmaterials with whnich a given logical or scientific
edifice can be constructed," 134 and would "clear away incredible
accumulations of metaphysical lumber." 135 Because philosophy has

opted for creating a super-sensible world of ideas, it has failed

to give an account of this world and has lapsed into flights of fancy

and intellectual sophistry.

Russell goes beyond the empiricists with his. claim that if there is

any knowledge of general truths at all, there must be some knowledse

s v

A

of such truths which is independent of empirical evidence. While
Kant believed that Reason a pricei is the source of knowledge, Russ:!]
believed that such knowledge was grounded in logic. Modern logic
is able to provide self-evident general propositions that can aid

the quest for true knowledge and aid the analysis of complex

facts. 126 "The old Togic put (facts) in fetters, while the new logic
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gives them wings." 137 Influences are repilaced by Tlogical construc-
tions 138 and any need for metaphysical postulates, such as Kant's

Ding an sich, 139 is avoided,

Gilbert Ryle, influenced by Russell's theory of descriptions and
logical analysis, suggested that the task of philosophy should be
"Tegical paraphrase” whereby language would be freed from absurdities
and inadequate concepts. 140  This involved a systematic restatement
which includes, more than semantics or literary criticism, the transmu-
tations of syntax in order to exhibit the forms of the facts. This

he maintained was "the sole task"” of philosophy. 14}

This rejection of metaphysics became more intense with the emergence

of togical Positivism

1.4.2 LOGICAL POSITIVISM

B T hu————

Logical Positivism gained popularity in the years between the emergense
of the Vienna Circle (1922) and the outbreak of the second World
War, Its epistemological emphasis included the verifiability theory
of meaning, the unity of science and the conception of tanguage as
calculus. If a sentence is not verifiable or not a truth tautology

it is cognitively meaningless,

Philosophy was defined as the systematic presentation of the logical
syntax of the language of science. This approach to phﬂoso;my had

two important formulations: Rudolph  Carnap's The Logical Syntax
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of Language (1934) and A J Ayer's Language, Truth and Logic (1936).
Carnap expounded a formal theory of language and philosophy was
construed as the Tlogical analysis of sentences, terms, concepis
and theories of science. Ayer, using Russell's theory of descriptions,

defined philosophy as analysis.

In his “Rejection of Metaphysics® Carnap argued that & statement
possesses meaning only if it can give rise to perceptual statements.
Metephysicians, he arqued, avoid making their  statements verifiable
so that they would not have to meet the rigours of empirical science.
They pretend to teach knowledge which is of a higher Tevel. Hence
"they are compelled to cut all connectiun between their statements
and experience and precisely by this procedure they deprive them
of any sense " 142 Metaphysical statements because they lie outside
the fieild of knowledge have only an exp?ESSive function but no
representative function., They are "neither {rue nor false because
they assert nothing;  they contain nzither knowledge nor error." 143
In this regard Carnap compares the statements of metaphysicians and
poets both of whose statements are expressive. The difference Tlies
in that the metaphysician enters controversywith others believing that
he is asserting something while the poet does not claim that the
other's verses are wrong. He contents himseif with calling them

bad. 144

Carnap cites the following statement from Hume's Enquiry Concerning

Human Understanding to affirm this point,

It seems to me ... if we take in our hand any volume
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of divinity or school metaphysics, for instance ;
let us ask, Does it contain any abstract reasoning
concerning quantity or numbers? No. Does 1t contain
any experimental reasoning concerning matter of

\
fact and existence? No. Commit it ther to th

]

flames: for it can contain nothing but seophisty

R

and iilusion. 145
Carnap infers that only the statements of mathematics and empirical

science have sense, and that all other statements are without sense.

To the objection that his own book is neither mathematical nor empiri-
cal, Carnap cites the answer that Wittgenstein had given in the

Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus,

The result of philosophy is not a number of philosophi-
cal statements but to make statements clear ...
My statements are elucidatory in this way: he who
understands me finally recognises them as senseless,
when he c¢limbed through them, over them, (He must
so to speak throw away the ladder after he has climbed
up on it). He must surmount these statements;
then he sees the world rightly. Uhere one cannot
speak, thereof one must be silent. 146

However, while acknowledging his own indebtedness and that of the
Vienna Circle to Wittgenstein's analysis of metaphysics, Carnap takes
issue with Wittgenstein on two counts: one, that he overstates the
case when he thinks that ultimately his statements are as meaningless
as metaphysical ones; two, he thinks that Wittgenstein contradicts
himself by insisting that philosophical statements are meaningless
and tnhen proceeding to write a whole book on the subject. Carnap
believes that it is imperative for philosophy to adhere to its ‘"only

proper task" of logical analysis since it is an exact method. 147
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Hans Hahn came to a similar conclusion in his attempt to resolve
the impasse between rationalism and empiricism both of which he believed

had,

Suffered shipwreck - rationalism, because its fruits
tacked nourishing value, and empiricism becanse
it could not do justice to logic and mathenatics.
Both have something vital to contribute since thought,

as formulated in logic and mathematics, ¢rasps the
most general laws of all being while observation

fills in the framework. 148

The only soiution lay in a purely empiricist solution where observation
is the onlv source of knowledge, without postulating, as Kot had
done, an a priori knowledge. This new empiricism would require 3

new definition of logic and mathematics.

There are two kinds of statements: those which say something about
facts and those which express the way words are dependent on  each
other to be meaningful. The latter Hahn called "tautologies"  which
say nothing about the objects but are universally valid and irrefutable
by observation. 149 Logic and mathematics are construad as universally

valid tautologies. 150

Hahn rejects the old empiricism and metaphysics which he ce!led the
“traditional-platonizing” view wherein thought and the Taws of Tlogic
and mathematics are understood as the means to comprehending the
eternal laws of the world. On the contrary, because thought can
only transform tautologically what has been said about the world

it cannot  "pierce through"  the sensible world. Hence metaphysics



is impossible not because it is too difficult for the mind but because

it is meaningless. 151

From the above description of their approach, it 18 evident that
the logical Positivists conceive of human freedom as existing within
the limits of that which can be legically defined and empirically
verifiable. One can only be assured of knowledge in so far as the
incessant temptation- to abstract or infer beyond these limits s
overcome, Hence the logical positivists or logical analytic approach
unanimousty rejects metaphysics as the threat to human freedom since
it alienates one from certain knowledge rather than echieves a surer
knowledge of the worid. The finitude of man, which the Enlightenment
had realized in Kant, now became exemplified in the empirical Timits

of logical and mathematical tautologies.

J.0. Urmson criticised this approach which attempted to be a

2
prophylactic against Vinguistic atuses but 1in equating
philosophy with logic, it had not gone beyond the
old empiricist position. The business is still
old reductive analysis even i under new manage-
ment, 152

He believed that the logical analysts had not really broken with

Hume's analysis of causation, Berkeley's onalysis of physical objects

or even Plato's anaiysis in the Theaetetus. They only differed in

e

detail, 153

A general problem with this analytical approach 1is that the Jlogical

positivists consciously limit, and fix the parameter of truth on
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the basis of their empirical criterion and then proceed on that basis
to determine what can be meaningful and what cannot. While we
~criticiced the Hegelian approach for forcing truth into a preconceived
historical scheme which 1is imposed upon the world, the logical
positivists forced human consciousness of the world into the Procrustean
bed of their vrevamped logical empiricism; for example, Hans Hahn in
his attempt to refute metaphysics had said,

Every attempt to do metaphysics is an attempt to
speak in & way that contravenes the agreement as
to nhow we wish to speak, comparable to the attempt
to capture the queen (in a game of chess) by means
of an orthogonal move of the bishop. 154

Hahn and the logical positivists aiso may be asked, who determined
the  "agreement as how to speak" or who determined the rules of

theivr logical positivistic chess game?

The Logical analysis of Russell and Moore and the logical positivists
were repudiated by Wittgenstein, Wisdom and Ryle themselves who formerly
had some connection with these approaches. The subsequent reaction
to logical analysis gave rise to what came to be called “Tinguistic",
"ordinary” or  ‘“conceptual" analysis or sometimes “conceptual

elucidation."”

1.4.3 LINGUISTIC ANALYSIS
Wittgenstein realized the restriction he had placed on language in
the Tractatus by limiting truth to scientific language only and,

in his BDJ}Q§QRﬁjgg]mlgxgﬁzigqﬁiQns, broadened his view to inc]&de
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all language. Gilbert Ryle describes the implications of this shift
thus,

The rules of logical syntax, which in the Tractatus

appear chiefly az conditions of construing, appear
in the Investigations as conditions of composing...

the world in the Tractatvs is like the newspaper

A e A w8

room in a municipal Tibrary, in which o0ld aged
pensioners peruse sequences of printed sentences
but never themselves write anything or even say

anything, save ‘'yes' or ‘'no'... In the Investiga-

tions we hear of people learning how to say things,

even of their inventing ways of saying things. 155
The Tinguistic analysts attempted to elucidate concepts and not merely
ascertain form. The later Wittgenstein, Wisdom, Ryle and Austen
rejected Moore's theory of analysis and Russell's theory of description.
The logical positivists had confused the meaning of a statement with
the use of a descriptive expression. The logical positivist theory
was now seen as "an illusion imposed upon  Tanguage by  Tanguage

itself.” 156

John Wisdom maintained that the problem of philosophical language
is that they embody “puzzles" and “paradoxes" and that the task
of philosophy is to resolve these puzzles, 157 Wisdom, who at
first adopted a linguistic analytic approach disagreed, therefore, with
Moore's approach which "with horrible ingenuity ... can rapidly reduce any
metaphysical theory to a ridiculous story® and with 1its falseness
throws out the good also. 158 Wittgenstein, on the other hand,
perceives this "puzzlement" of philosoph%ca1 language but represents
it as-the sign of Tlinguistic confusion. Wisdom arques that these

"puzzles" are also the symptom of linguistic penetration for
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“philtosophies should be continually trying to say what cannot be

said." 159 Wisdom,  therefore, finally overcame Tinguistic analysis.

Other linguistic analysts like Ryle and Austin pursue the need to
astablish the nature of true understanding and perception. Austin's
i?ﬂﬁﬁ.-?ﬂiﬁﬁ??fﬁéﬂiﬁ 160 aimed at refuting Ayer‘s argument from illusion
ie. that knowledge is gained only by our sense-data and not by material
things directly because our senses deceive us;  they do not vepresent
the object as it is. Against this view Austin pointed out that proposi-
tions are part and parcel of a particular situation a.d not of a
class or category. Hence like Ryle, Austin repudiates Descartes'

category mistake. 161

Ryle argued that mind is not an exira metapﬁysicaﬂy hidden entity
affixed to the body tike a "Ghost in the Machine." He argued that
Descartes hed vreduced cyucial mind-statements to- categorical ones
and as such committed a fundamentally logical mistake. 162

While Carnap had maintained that all propositions were protocols
je. propositions of observation, Ayer and Austin argued that there
must be a non-verbal reality by which the truth or falsehood can
be determined. For Ayer such non-verbal reality is the sensz-data.

For Austin it was the particular factual situation:

The question of truth and falsehood does not turn
only on what a sentence i3, nor yet on what it means,
but on, speaking very broadly, the circumstances
in which it is uttered. 163

Thus, as Rauche points out, for Ayer the sentence s incorrigible,

while for Austin the circumstances in which the sentence arises ig



incorrigible. 164 ,

Tt will be obvious from the above description of the vrationale of
the main neo-positivist movements that the central concern remains
the freedom from idealistic abstraction and meaningless speculation.
The logical positivists themselves came to see the Tlimitations of
their approach. However, they had succeeded 1in helping philosopny
to see the need to constantly reassess its metaphysical presuppositions.
As Morris Weitz states, "... their services in arousing philosophy

from dogmatic slumbers ... cannot be over-estimated. 'Classical’

logical positivism may be dead but it did not live in vain." 165

Nevertheless, linguistic analysis, although it broadenea the scope
of analysis, did not fare any better in addressing the problems of
man., Its inherent caution for metaphysical enquiry results in little
being said about the world itself. The fact that it in theory excludes
this possibility maekes 1its methodology as problematic as that of
logiczal positivism. In going beyond the thecretical framework of
the Togical positivists, the Tinguistic analysts did not escape their
epistemoliogical prison. The fact that the age old questions of man
cannot be wished away 1is evident in Wisdom's own writings but under

the same, 05utidu51y analytical stamp.

To wish away or logically explain away those questions that plague
man does not lead to their solution or elimination. The analysts
have been too smugly content with mere description and have neglected

to grapple with life and human existence. The analysts, of course,



will disagree. B. Weitz points to Kurt Baier's book The Meaning

T

of Life {(1957) as an example to refute this general criticism. 166
Baier arqued that "Human life is meaningful; and people who claim
it 1is meaningless if God does not exist, simply confuse purpose in
1ife with purpose of life." 167 He proceeds to argue that the accep-
tance of the scientific world-view provides no reason for saying
that life is meaningless, but on the contrary, every reason for saying
that there are many lives »thc:h are meaningful. He refutes as unsound
the view that claims th~t the retention of the Christian world-view

gives a guarantee of meaning for human existence. 168

An examination of Baier's views, although purporting to be 1in quest
for meaning, reveals the blandness of the analysts view of life and
its coidly common-sense detachment. Man is reduced to a function
whose meaning s assessed in terms of the scientific world picture.
In the end, this view lapses into an uncritical humanism within which
the optimism of the ability of reason (Science) is taken for granted.
This is accompanied by an unwillingness to think through the Christian
position which it attacked, especially since Baier himself admits,
"It may still be objected that the best and most modern views (ie. of
Christianity) are wholly c¢ifferent. I have not the necessary knowledge

to pronounce on the accuracy of the claim." 169

Neo-positivism arrives at a view of human freedom via negativa.

Only in the absence of meaningless speculation is man free from

the frustration of having to account for the unaccountable and frem
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escaping his responsibilities Tn this world by postulating a "real”
or "super-sensible” world abeove or beyond this worid. If man were
free from such compulsive escapism he would be free to live in his
world and accept his responsibilities 1in it This view, though
remodeiled, has not escaped the belief in the inherent reason and
harmony in society. It still fuﬂctiong on the belief that logical
analysis and careful description, a highly intellectual exercise,

will resolve the crisis of human existence.

Neo-positivism does not say what freedom is and in spite of the crisis
of human freedom in our times, neo-positivism has contributed little
to the solution. With its methodological caution against not saying
too much, many applications of the method lapses into either insipid
indifference or intellectual smugness; Like the scholar et a recent
philosophical conference who attempted to prove from the inherent
contradictions 1in the propositions for Ged's existence, that God
in fact could not exist. In the attempt to free man from meaningless
speculation, neo-positivism has led him into the bondage of a linguistic
prison. Lack of the ability to express adequately becomes "proof™"
of the non existence of the object of expression., At best, neo-
positivism can only offer ethica} humanistic solution to the problem

£

of freedom, & position that admits new roblems, which we ohserved

in our evaluation of the Enlightenment.

(R + H 3 E H N 3 5 7 :
Wittgenstein in one of his musings in The Investigations asks the

vesti " . . . , .
question, What is your aim in philosophy?" to which he answered,

"To shew the fly the way out of the fly-bottle." 170 One can



~56~

justifiably ask whether the neo-positivists, by absolutizing their
analytical methodology and by repudiating man's freedom to vaise
the questions of his existential meaning, ruling such questions out
of order, have not succeeded only in re-decorating the Jar? The
implications of ﬁheir abdication of philosophy will be discussed
later.
EE A

Between the Hegelian synthesis and the other two contemporary philoso-
phical approaches, Marxism 'and Existentialism, which specifically
address the problem of human freedom, stands the thought of Ludwig

Andreas Feuerbach (1804-1872). Feuerbach's —criticism of Hegel in-

fluenced both these approaches.

Feuerbach maintained that Hegel only apparently rejected transcendence
and that his attempt to reconcile the primacy of reason and necessity
results in the negation of the whole system. By making reason the
self-realization of absolute being to itself, Hegel "alienates and
expropiriates from man his typical essence and activity.” 171  Feuerbach
argued for a materialist metaphysics which went beyond idealism.

Philosophy resolves theology into anthropology.

Feuerbach was to influence both Marx and Engels. Engels stated that
"With one bloy i(Feuerbach) pulverised the contradiction of Idealism
and ... placed materialism on the throne again" but relented that
he had  “"stopped half way; the Tower half of him was materialist,

the upper half Idealist."™ 172

Karl Harx in his well-known 'Theses on Feuerbach® pointed out that
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the chief defect with previous materialism, including Feuerbach's,
was that things (Gegenstand) are considered in the form of the
"object® or of contemplation, but not as "sensuous human activity,
practice.” 173 Feuerbach wavers between “the theoretical attitude”

and wanting “sensuous objects." He does not grasp the significance

~

of ‘“revolutionary® and ‘“practical-critical activity.' Marx maintains
that Feuerbach, by resolving the essence of religion into the essence
of man, fails to see that "the abstract individual wnich he analyses

belongs to a particular form of society.” 174

On the other hand, Feuerbach resolves Hegelianism into psychology
by refocusing on the consciousness of man. As such he was to influence
phenomenological anthropology which in turn influenced Martin Heidegger

and Jean-Paul Sartre.

1.5 MARKLSM AND THE FREEDOM OF SOCIETY
Cenitral to Marx's view of freedom is his understanding of "alienation”
which appears in Hegel's thought also. For Hegel, alienation was
the result of the failure to realize that Spirit was not a-historical.
Man’s freedom emerges when he understands hiz whole existence 1in
the light of the Vhistory of Spirit. Marx, with Feuerbach, rejected
the Idea of Spirit and viewad alienation as existing not between
worid and Spirit but between man and his social being. He wrote,
"For Hegel, the human essence, man, is the same as self-consciousness.
A1l alienation of man's esence is therefore nothing but the alienation

of self-consciousness." 175 In Hegel, history and man are reduced
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to an abstraction in pure thought and alienation occurs in the

mind. 176

The idea of alienation is ceniral to Marx's thought. It is a funda-
metal issue in Grundrisse and Das Capital where it is described at
length how capital, having obtained 1in itse!f an inhuman power,
arrogates the role of controiling the historical process and thus
alienates man. In Das Capital he spoke of this arrogation as fetishism
wherein the products of labour as soon as they are producéd acquire
a  “"mysterious social character." 177 One's produced commodities
become the objects of desire of another making the other dependent.
"Production instead of being the basis for freedom 1in practice, actually
leads one into bondage. 178 It becomes the means whereby people
are ruled by others, since objects of production are robbed of their
own social power and is used by some to control the process of produc~
tion itself. The individual is thus swallowed up by the means of
his own hands. 179 The relation between men takes the form of a

refation between things. 180

This alienation affects the whole of society, both the workers and
landed class. In the case of the worker, work 1is ultimately directed
against himself since what he produces is used to control him and
increase his poverty. "“The worker is related to the product of his
Tabour as to an alien object." 181 Moreover, alienation extends
from his own alienation to that of his social alienation whereby
he is alienated from his fellow-man and from nature. The influence

of Hegel on Marx is evident here: tegel held that as long as something
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is externalised man is not free, Marx argued that,

the more the worker exiernalises himself in  his
work, thé more powerful becomes the alien, objective
world that he creates opposite him, the poorer he
becomes himself in his inner life and the Tless he
can call his own. 182

Eisewhere, he stated that selling is the embodiment of this externaliza-
tion and that the alien entity under whose domination man places

activity is ‘"money". 183

The propertied class and the capitalists are also rooted 1in the
same alienation but unlike the proletariat are unaware of it, but
derive from this self-alienation power and ?egitimatibna 184  Because
his motive to accumulate surplus value (what Marx called the ‘“self-
valorisation" of capital) is fulfilled, the capitalist remains content
in his semblance of existence. He shares the same ‘“"slavish relation

to capital as the worker, although at the opposite pole.” 185

The healing of man's alienation requires a radical. re-definition
of philosophy. Marx stated that, "“The philosophers have only in-
terpreted the world in various ways; the point is to  change
it." 186 Pnilosophy has to bpecome practical. Kant and Hegel had
not gone far enough. Kant envisaged progress in a free society and
Fichte viewed human history as rational development. Hegel with
his doctrine of dialectical progress gave bofh views comprehensive
form but his was still a system based on ‘the lIdea. Marx  claimed

to have stood Hegel's system, therefore, on its head. This he did
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by replacing Hegel's abstract principles with the dynamic economic
and social dimensions of history. To Kugelmann, Marx wrote,

"Wy method of development s not Hegelian, since
I am a materialist and Hegel is an idealist. Hegel's
dialectics is the basic form of all dialectics, but
only after it has been stripped of its mystical
form, éha it is precisely this which distinguishes
my metnod. 187

Practice does not derive from ideas but ideas are formed from the

understanding of material practice.

Therefore, philosophy, politics and religion are secondary in that
they are interpretive whereas productive activity 1is fundamental
and primary. 188 In the Manifesto Marx maintained that the dominant
idea of each age are those of the ruling class hence what was needed
was the freedom from ideological theorizing.  What was needed was
not criticism but the practical overthrow of the social relations
that gave rise to this  "idealistic humbug” 189 for revolution was
the driving force of history. All 1ideological forms, including ph110~
sophy and religion, must be abolished. He wrote that "as long
as man is imprisoned within religion, he only khows how to objectify
his essence by mak%ng it alien, imaginery being.” 190
Marx has been criticised like Hegel was for his view of history viz
that it was deterministic. Although there are elements in his thought
that do give this impression it should be rememberéd that, unlike
Hegel, he attempts to give much greater significance to the action

of men in the material change of society, This he makes clear in

The Holy Family,
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History, does nothing; it does not possess fmmense
riches, it does “not fight battles. It 1is men, real,
living men, who do all this, who possess things
and fight battles. It 1is not ‘history’ which
uses man as a means of achieving - as if 1t wevre
an individual person - its own end. History 1s
nothing but the activity of men in pursuyit of the
ends. 191

In The German Ideology the same point is reiterated but with the

word of caution that men do not make history Jjust as they please
but are influenced by the past. 192 Man is conditioned by his histori-
cal circumstances even as he influences those circumstances also.

Each genevation receives from its predecessor a range of productive
forces together with a historically created re}ation of individuals

to nature and to each other, 193

By this historical materialism, Marx believes, men can resolve their
alienation of self-consciousness and achieve freedom ie, freedom
from all that 1is opposed to the vresolution of the class struggle
in capitalistic society. He wrote,
The positive abolition of private property and the
appropriation of human 1ife 1is therefore the posilive
abolition of all alienation, thus the vreturn of
man out of vreligious, family, state 1is his human
(fe. social) being... Religious alienation... occurs
only in man's interior consciousness, but economic

alienation 1is that of real 1life and 1its abolition
therefore covers both aspects. 194

\

In the future communist society, the absence of private property

is the indication of real human life. Individual freedom is dependent
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on one's freedm in society. Hence society must be radicaily reorganised
so that man expresses what 1is really human as he reaches awareness
of himself. "If man is shape;l by his surroundings, his surrounding

must be made human.” 195

Since the problem of alienation is rooted in the exigencies of the
production process and the fruit of production, the free society
is one that shall have had redefined and transformed labour. Against
Adam Smith who considered labour @ necessary evil, Mayrx maintained
that, in the free society, labour would be the self-realization of
ihe subject and thus the very basis of real freedom. Against Fourier,
who maintained that in the ideal society work would he the eguivalent
of play, Marxist argued that  "truly free Jlabour did not exclude,
but fulfilled, labour especially since such free Tlabour, for example,

the composing of music demands the greatest effort." 196

Free Tabour in the future free communist society will be the result
of the freedom of people to realize their full potential which, in
the present society, is stultified by the long hours of the production
Tine. A1l struggle with nature remains at the Tlevel of necessity
even in the communist state. As long as labour is determined by
need and externa! purposes, production remains at the level of necessi-
ty. 197 Freedom oniy begins when Tabour moves beyond the. level of

necessity when cie is free to fashion things to "the Taws of beauty." 198

In the future communist state, Marx envisaged that there would be
a shortening of the working day as a prerequisite to even the abolition

of Tabour. 129 Labour would be emancipated from its present unnatural
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use to accumulate surplus capital and access wealth. 200 He wrote,
“With ?abdur emancipated, every man becomes a working man, and produc-
tive labour ceases to be a class attribute." 201 There would be
in the classless society, for tne f{irst time, the possibility df
"association in which the free development of each is the condition
for the free development of all.® It would be & society whose

“international rule would be peace, because its natural ruler would

be everywhere the same - labour.” 202

In this way, Marx conctructed his view of society also in terms of
the historical process but for him the sufficient and necessary condi-
tions lie in social existence 1itself. Communism, he claimed, is
not an "Ideal to which reality will have to adjust® but is "the

e

real movement that abolishes the present state of things.” 203  Hegel's

dialectics is thus rooted in the reality of everyday socio-economic

1ife. .

Marx appears to be very much aware that his views of the eventual
communist state could easily be construed as idealistic or utopian,
hence he objected to his views being applied willy = nilly outside
\lestern Europe. In Aa reply to Mikhailovsky (1877) he objected to
his views being turned into "3 historico-philosophic theory of
the general path every people is fated to tread" and pointed out,
quite rightly, that historical understanding is confounded "by using
as one's master key a general historico-philosophical theory, the

supreme virtue of which consists in being supra-historical." 204

[



This cautionary note that Marx here offered appears 1o have had little
effect on many of his disciples and on the ideclogues of socialism
who have reduced the historical process of social development to
an ineluctable progress that Marx was wary of. However, the seeds
for this misunderstanding lie scattered throughout Marx's writings,
both in his description of historical materialism and of the future
communist society. For example, his view that in the future communist
society people will ‘“organize production and exchange fin such a
way as to make possible the normal satisfaction of ail desires, that
is, a satisfaction limited oniy by the desires themselves." 205
Such a dream for the future, if Tleft at the level of a theory about
the revision of society, no matter how practical-sounding it may
be, isrutopiann As the neo-Marxists were to point out, what was

required here was a radical transformation of human consciousness.

That this consciousness, as Marx pointed out, is socially determined
is only half the truth. Freedom cannot be based on theories of social
behavior, although these do provide an interesting ex post understanding

P

of human development. If human consciousness was environmentally
determined then freedom is based on necessity, a point that Marx
as we cbserved, was not averse to., However, such freedom is only
a caricature of freedom, not only because freedom cannot be derived
but also freedom cannot be a posteriori, a consequence of material
necessity. To iilustrate this point, the central ro!e that the
proletariat will play in shaping the future society 1is based on
the assumption that the fact of.their oppression makes them aware

of a change. Marx assumed that the workers,
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fired by a new social task to be accompiished by
them for all society, to do away with all classes
and the class rule, were the men to break the instru-
ment of that class rule - the state, the centralized
and organised governmental power usurping to be
the master instead of the servant of society. 206

Marx in postulating this role, which Helmut Gollwitzer discerned
as "the messianic  role of the proletariat, 207 failed to recognise
that the proletariat are as much part of the system and that a great
number of the workers either do not possess the will to change it
or have a vested interest in the system. Several slaves, for example,
refused their manumisssion. The neo-Marxists were to show that the
fact of socio-economic  deprivation was not necessarily the basis for

the self-awareness of the proletariat and that the process of self-

consciousness was certainly more complex than Marx had supposed.

1.5,1  NEQ-MARXISM

The critical theorists of the Frankfurt School attempted to make
the Hegelian Marxist tradition relevant to contemporary society and
found best expression in the writings of Hor‘klﬂ'xeimi:r‘s Adorno, Neumann,
Kirchheimer, Lowethal, Marcuse and Habermas. The early critical theorists,
as Arato and Gebhardt point out, initially operated within a framework
that ‘“promised a sociaﬁst. pot of gold at the end of the capitalist
rainbow," 208 but with Adorno in 1931, there emerged a lack of certainty
about the future. Marx's philosophy of history had to be redefined
in order to account for a shift 1in the development of capitalism
that Marx had not anticipated. This revision of the Marxist dialectics

proved to be the most incisive critique of Marx and the historical



dialectics was replaced by the dialectics of Enlightenment:

The changed circumstances that gave rise to this new critique included
the"er.awa:weness of the '"reification " of the whole of modern society
that Lukacs and Kor‘\sch, in the 1920's, had observed. The way the
forces of production had development has the opposite effect to that
which Marx had anticipated. Capitalism, instead of being merely
a stage in the development to communism, in practice had replenished
its strength and offered a new basis for its legitimacy. 209 These
special circumstances were manifested especially in the USA where

a transition occurred from entrepreneurship to advanced capitalism.

The critical theorists were also disillusioned with the Hegelian
logic in history and Horkheimer, Adorno and Habermas rejected the
view of logical progression. They observed that there existed a
sinister unfreedom in society which could not be depicted within
the categories of the class-struggie and economics but was the result

of the ideological hold of scientism and technologism on modern society.

Marcuse in the well-known attack on Weber at the Heidelberg Congress
of 1964 pointed out the very idea of technical reason is ideological
and that technology exefcised a methodical and calculated control
of society. Finding support in Horkheimer's critigue of capitalism,
Marcuse argued that the rationality which produces efficiency and
growth 1is itself irrational. Technological domination creates needs
which the very structure of the modern capitalistic society depended

on, and which technology, cannot satisfy, In service to freedom
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of the individual, technological dominaticn stultifies freedom by
a new form of authoritarianism whi;h in the name of objectivity even
cweatés the space for opposition but within the status quo. As Lezek
Kolakowski states, "Science, by virtue of its own method and concepts

has projected and promoted a universe in which the domination of

nature has remained linked to the domination of man." 210

Hence 1in his "Repressive Tolerance", Marcuse attempts to unveil
the state of unfreedom in the so-called free societies which boast
freedom of speech and thought. In the name of freedom of speech,
the banal! and the terrifying cease  tu be aberraéions and appear
as necessary elements in a covertly repressive systeim. In the name
of "objectivity" all possibilities for a critical public  are
removed. 211  All that exists 1is & one-dimensionality in thought
and practice that rules "out of order" ideas, aspirations and objectives
that do not fit. Marcuse believed that the general contentment that

o

the ‘'good life' gives accentuates one-dimensionality. 212

The Frankfurt School, in view of the need to redefine society and
to develop a sound hermeneutic to analyse society, integrated into
their aproach several approaches in order to reconstitute the relation-
ship between the individual and society, and nature. As David Held
points out these ‘"seemingly different approaches” include Hegel's
Universal Reason, Kant's Critique of Pure Reason, Nietzche, Freud,

Weber and Lukacs. Habermas incorporated even the linguistic analytical

tradition, 213
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Horkhaimer  believed society to .be diseased and in need of a radical
transformation. His position is lucidly stated in his essay “Critical
Theory and Traditional Theory" (214) written in 1937, Traditional
theory, he points out, is the logical application of "conditional
propositions® to given situations with a cause and effect formula,
It corresponds to the approach of the scientists who have failed
to see that traditional theory has become absolute and a~historical
and therefore is unable to expose histaorical vrelativity and the social
function of science. Therefore, traditional theory cannot aid in
freeing society from scientific determinism and totalitarianism but,

on the contrary, reinforces the status quo by its claims to objectivity.

Critical theory, on the other hand, is aimed at the radical reconstruc-
tion of bourgeoisie society. It aims to breaking the confines of
theoretical explanation ex post. It argues that if bourgeois
economy s the result of "blind" forces resulting from the activity
of man, then that activity can be co-ordinated so that not only

the part but the whole can be consciously directed and freed. 215

Critical theory seeks to remove the tension that exists between man
and society. By achieving a radical conversion of the subject to
critical trinker , objects would have a new status and the relation
between subject and object will change. Only 1in such a way, he

maintained, "will there emerge in the future age the refation between

rational intention and its realization." 216

Thus Horkheim_er was mindful that for the freedom of society, the
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freedom of the individual was & non - negotiable prerequisite. Although
the proletariat had an experience of meaninglessness by their increased
wretchedness and exp~rience of the injustice of the status quo, the
experience was not a guarantee of correct knowledge, This awareness
of the meaningless does not become a social force because of the
differentiation of society imposed from above by those who are in

"glavish dependence on the status quo.” 217

Critical theory in its concern for social Jjustice neither can rest
in detachment from practice like the liberalist inteliigentsia9 218
nor can it accept the separation of thought and action as the “scienti-
fic method" assumes. 219 Such a dualism, which Decartes had isolated,
cannot accommodate a  theory which becomes a genuine force and which
resuits in the "self-awareness of the subjects of a great historical
revolution.” 220 Even the theoretician's profession is deeply immersed

in the struggle in society of which his thinking is a part. 221

Jirgen Habermas' theory of communicative action was also such an
attempt to resoive the dualism between thought and action.. He believed
thet language as a means for communicationr possesses  the ability
to underpin social action by serving mutual understanding and not
be merely the medium of objective specuiation. 222 Comnunicative
action is,

that form of social interaction in which the plans

of action of different actors are co-ordinated through

the exchange of communicative acts ie. through the

use of language (or of corresponding extra-verbal

expressions) orientated toward reaching understanding, 223
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In his Knowledge and Human Interests he attempts to devise a transcen-
dental method that would re-establish the unity of reason in the
theoretical dimension which he believed would lead back to metaphysics

and into a “re-enchanted" world. 224

Herbert Marcuse, in his study of Hegel, pointed out that the traditional
idealist view of reason in society is content to merely provide the
concepts but does not ectually guide experience. Hence, idealism

represents an “attack upon the conditions of human freedom." 225

He attempts to re-think alienation which has, ih our time, adopted
Va more insidious form than the economic-labour-production-based aliena-
tion of Marx. In what Marcuse calls the "lie against humanity,"
the propagators of the system present a case for the ]égitimacy
of the system by pointing to the apparent compatibility between man's
desires and the ability of the system to satisfy them. For example,
the elaborate apologia for free enterprise that the economic experts
provide. Underlying this apparent compaltibility is in fact the marriage
of dominant social realities and what Marcuse understood as sublimated

instincts (false essence). The goals of the society in reality are

incompatible with Eros, man's authentic existence. 226

There is here a major shift in rethinking man's inner freedom which
falls outside the orbit of the Marxist paradigm. 227 The psychoanaly
tical philosophy of Freud added a dimension that was absent in Marx.

Individual consciousness was now taken more seriously whereas in Marx

it was absorbed into social consciousness. 228
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John Fry highlights the influedce that Freud had on Marcuse with the
regard to his understanding of freedom and necessity. 229 Prior

to Freud, Marcuse agreed with Marx that necessary labour would forever

remain unfree labour. Later in his Eros and Civilization he believed
that this was not necessarily so, since science and technology can
help in "the free play of human faculties" by increasing leisure
time. 230 When men are free to fulfill the demands of "Life instincts”
(Eros) and not their sublimated false essence, people will be more
committed to their work. Labour will cease to be alienating not
because, as Merx thought, it would put the worker in control of his

own labour and production, but because 1t will fulfill his true

essence, 231

This perspective of work influenced his view of freedom, If the
goal of society 1is to realize Eros, then society will only be free
when dndividuals can live in harmony with the "unfolding demands
of Life Instincts." 232  This perspective requires a redefinition
of society and will influence the socio-economic structure of society,
but requires free individuals to begin the process of. change. The
Hegelian notion that freedom wills freedom is translated into concrete
social terms. Trus freedom can only be achieved when the need for
free existence becomes the central need of those uho fignt for it. 233
The revolution of society will be led by an "Erotic elite" who
are totally convinced about'the need to achieve authentic existence
and who themselves have achieved a measure of instinctual freedom

that they can do no other.
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To begin the liberation of the individual, in his Eggrgiiiggmlglgi<g“(,
Marcuse argued for the creation of a "mental space for refusal.” 234
Such a mental space was indispensable for inner freedom beccuse of
the ability and the extent manipulation within the system
especially in highly afflurnt societies Tike the USA where such a
tack of freedom is not understood. 235 He presents a potent critique
of the manmipulative power of the news media which, he claims, pays

only lip service to freedom.

Authentic freedem can onlv be achieved if a revolutionary vanguard
of  “"new people", those who have escaped the "massification of
the mind® 236 and the technological manipulation of the instincts,
will lead such a revolution. Thus the unwarranted sentimentalization
of the proletariat 1is overcome. The mere fact of poverty 1is shown
to be inadequate to greater awareness of unfreedom. The challenge,
when viewed in the context of affluence, is for individuals to break
with the manipulation of the system.in spite of the comforts they

enjoy in it,

Hence, &s Marcuse points out in his_One Dimensional Man, a society will
be rational and free to the extent that it was organised, sustained
and reproduced by an essent’ally new historiéal subject who has attained
Eros. 237 He Wrote9
... radical change in consciousness is the beginnina,
the first step in changing social existence: emergence

of the New Subject. Historically, it is again the

period of the enltightenment prior to material
change. 238
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Neo~Marxism certainly presents.one of the liveliest and incisive
assessments of moderh society which cannot be ignored. However,
its solutions are no% without problems, There 1is much truth in
Marcuse's view which, with some help from Freud, perceived that only
changed individuals can change society. He describes what the changed
or ‘“pew" individuals would be but does not adequately address himself
to how the change will come about? If his view like Marx's is funda-
mentally materialistic, what will be the impulse for this change?
Marcuse appears to have becn not unaware of this problem also since
he thought that the fringe groups of society would be predisposed
to enlightenment of this kind., He quickly changed his mind and thought‘
that, perhaps, the Third World would fulfill that role but changed

his mind again.

It is because, in the end, the critical theorists are overly cautious
preferring to defend particularity, autonomy and non-identity against
a totalitarian society where free thinking 1is greatly endangered,
that they have been accused of escaéing into  "abstruseness and isola~

tion." 239

We shall return to evaluate further the {implications of Marxism and
neo-Marxism, together with neo-positivism, after a consideration
of the idea of freedom in Existentialism, the third important contempo-

rary philosophical approach.
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1.6 EXISTENTIALISM: FREEDOM AND THE INDIVIDUAL

The circumstances of the twentieth century led to a refocusing on
“ihe individual® who had been lost sight of in all the philcsophical
quests of metaphysics, epistemology and ethics. More than any other
philosophical approach, existentialism has highlighted the crisis
of human freedom, an issue which lay at the heart of its criticism
of ‘phi1osophy at large and of the present ¢bsession with science,
progress and objectivity in particular. As S.E. Stumpf states,

Existentialism was bound to happen. The individual
had over the centuries been pushed into the background
by systems of thought, historical events and technolo-
gical forms. Philosophy for the most part... by-
passed the intimate concerns of man about his personal
destiny. 240

Existentialism defies neat compartmentalisation and clearly defined
membership., Its most significant members reject the title
"existentialism,"” Existentialism embodies an anti-naturalist and
an anti-idealist spirit since it rejected the deprecation of the
individual either into objécts of his own making or 1into the world

£

of things, or to the essences of these things. Pascal was one of

the early forerunners of this approach. He had arguad that the intel-
tectual vresolution of Descartes to the mind-body problem had not

grasped the existential dimension of man. Man was neither res cogitans

nor res extensa but, what he termed, les raisons du coeur.

Partly because of the trauma of the two world wars, there. emerged
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an unprecedented lack of confidence in the idea of progress or in

reason to solve all of man's crises. The questions of the meaning

of human life, individual decision and the problem of death became

s e e e s

undamental issues on the agenda of the Existentialists. Dostoevsky

in his Notes from Underground reflects this changed mood and points

Ee——

out that "no good society can rid man of depravity.” 241

Belief in an ineluctable progress of sacietyglthe inexorable taw of ra-
tional development and the harmonious summation of history became
meaningless 1in the face of the irrational in human existence which
VKierkegaardD Heidegger, Jaspers, Sartre, Camus and Marcel among others,
now “discovered". Science and technology as _refleciions of the
genius of man had promised a society free from conflict but then
came the atom bomb, the exemplification of the warped use of that
genius. Existentialism may be characterised as the attempt to uncover
and to make sense of the irrationality endemic to nature, the world,

the individual and the society of men. 242

The phitosophies of the Enlightenment, especialy Hegel's synthesis,
proved inadequate because they rationalised away the irrational and
did not face it. Existentialism may be seen as the logical end of
the sequence in thought extending from Scheliing,Feuerbach, the younger
Marx, Schopenhauer and MNietzsche. (Kierkegaard had heard Schelling

in  Berlin distinguish between Existentialiun and essentialism).

Paul Tillich considers Existentialism a dispensation as wide-

reaching as the Enlightenment, Romanticism or Naturalism. 243 Walter
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Kaufman 244 and Seyppel 245 viewed Existentialism as a “timeless
sensibility,” a “philosophy as old as mankind" which has been
reaffirmed in the exigencies of our age. As D.E. Roberts states,

Existentialism calls man away from stifling abstrac-
tions and automatic conformity... It drives us
back to the most basic, inner problems: What it
means to be self, how we ought to use our freedom,
how we can find and keep courage to face death,
Even more important, it bids each individual to
think and wrestle with these problems until he has
grown into personal authenticity... By clearing
away philosophical under-brush it brings wus face
to face with the urgency of ultimate questions,246

Part of this clearing of the “"philosophical underbrush" included
the attempt to go back to a pre-Kantian, pre-idealist and pre-empiricist
perspective. Hence Existentialists were sceptical of systems and
the application of so-called scientific modes of logic to understand
human affairs. Neither the cold consistency of science nor the attrac-
tive notion of harmonious determinism were able to grasp the ambiguity
of existence, Hence, as Hector Hawton commented for the Existentia-
lists, the metaphysics of Hegel, for example, when applied to society
resu‘lﬁ "in a slave state; at the worst  a brutal despotism, at

the best a human beehive." 247

A brief survey of the main representatives will now be undertaken

in order to elucidate the Existialist idea of freedom.
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1.6.1 KIERKEGAARD: FREEDOW AND THE LEAP OF FAITH

S¢ren Kierkegaard, (1813-1255) the Danish thinker, volatively anonymous
until our century, marks a vital turning point in Western thougnht.
Not only was he to highlight the crisis of the existential subject
in his wr‘itingé and his own 1life, but also he was to provide the
Tater existentialists with many of their key ideas. The mark of
the truly great thinker, the one who makes a difference for having
lived and dared to be different, is surely the creative way he influen-
ces language a.rzd conjures cliches and thought forms that have a lasting

effect on all of man's future discourse. Kierkegaard was one such

His 1innovative approach included an incisive critique of Hegel who
he believed had tried to comprehend all of reality in his system
but ended with only & grand abstraction that had not grasped what
really mattered - existence., He wrote, "If Hegel had written the
whole of his Logic and then said... that it was merely an experiment
in thought then he could certainly have been the greatest thinker
who ever lived. As it is, he 1is merely comic.” 248 Hegel left no
room for individual man except to see him, his decisions, culture
and history as & means to a greater end and not an end in it-
self. 249 In the face of empirical scepticism, Hegel had emphasised
the importance of the universe but had in effect clouded man's percep-
tion of reality which Kierkegaard believed could only be realized
in participation, decision and commitment. Hence his distinction
between the spectator who assesses in detachment and pseudo-objectivity,

and the actor who subjectively understands in narticipation.



-88-

In this connection, Kierkegaard drew a distinction between the Rennai-
sance Periclean man and existential man. The former was the good
citizen, reasonabie in all respects,who enjoyed the world in temperance.

Ewistential man lived in the awareness of the crisis of human existence

which reason could not grasp. The Enlightenment gave us several
examples of Periclean level-hecadedness. Nietzsche, Dostoevsky and
Kierkegaard were examples of the latter. 250 Kierkegaard wrote,

One may be great as a logician and become immortal
through one's accomplishment and yet prostitute
oneself by supposing that the logical is the existen-
tial, and the principle of contradiction is removed...
in the realm of existence since it undeniably is
removed in the realm of logic. [Existence 1is exactly
that separation which frustrates the mere logical
stream. 251

In a logical system the possibiltity of freedom is limited to the
ability to choose right or wrong and this possibility is understood
to pass into reality whereas in reality this does not occur. An
intermediate determinant is necessary and this for Kierkegaard is
dread.
This concept of dread was to- greatly Hinfluence Heidegger and Jaspers,
Alongside apparent bliss and repose, there exists "something different
which 1is not dissension or strife, for there is nothing to strive
with it. What is it then? Nothing. But what eifect does it produce?
Dread." 252 Dread is not fear or similar human emotions which are
directedr towards an object. Dread 1. inextricably connected with

the factness of man, his spiritual nature anc freedom. He called

it "a womanish debility 1in which freedom swociis... In dread there
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is the egoistic infinity of possibility which does not tempt like
a definite choice, but alarms and fascinates with 1its sweet
anxiety." 253 Animals do not experience dread since they function
on the basis of necessity, are not qualified by Spirit and therefore
cannot achieve an awareness of freedom. In children, dread cmerges
as a thirst for the prodigious;  the mysterious. The fact that some
children Tack the spirit of adventure, for Kierkegaard, is.the exception
that proves the general truth "the less spirit, the less
dread." 254 Dread "is the reality of freédom as possibility anterior
to possibility." 255 |

Dread accentuates and therefore makes possible (or impossible) the
possibility. It 1is not determined by either necessity or freedom
but 1s itself "a trammeled freedom® 256 which makes the "I can"
possible and therefore makes possibie the undetermined lesp and freedom.
Hence he spoke of the dizziness of freedom,

Dread 1is the dizziness of freedom which occurs when
the spirit would posit the synthesis, and freedom
gazes down into 1its own possibility, grasping at
finiteness to sustain itself. In this dizziness
freedom succumbs... and when freedom rises again
it sees that it is gquiiuy. Betwéen these two instants
Ties the tleap, which no science has explained or
can explain. 257

Thus freedom in dread makes faith possible, a point that will be
elaborated in Part II. Here, however, it suffices to show how freedom
is already, for Kierkegaard, made part of the existential self-aware-

ness.  Hence he insisted that “subjectivity is truth" and that



the crowd is the lie, and delivered his polemic against institutiona-
lized Christianity. The crowd represented the absorption of the
individual and the annihilation of personal responsibility. The
institution exemplified bourgeois convention where the individual's

commitment to God is trivialized.

It is because man feels a sense of insecurity and finitude (both
recurring themes in later existentialists), he attempts to resolve
his insecurity on his own only to increase guiilt, despair and anxiety.
Man's alienation from God is the ground for this existential vicious
circle which only the Tleap of faith can bresk through, Man is free
to choose God or not, yet that freedom is realized only in passionate
decision. The decision to choose God can be only with such total
passion that it can ultimately be the only option open; so  great
~is the choice of faith. It could be argued that one can choose in freedom
s.omeone or something other than God with equal passion. Kierkegaard
would disagree on the grounds that man's entire nature, his authentic
existence and the only way out of the vicious circle of existence,

is dependent on his relation with God.

The existing individual 1is one who, unlike "'the Idiot,” does not
conform to society's standard which Kierkegaard, 1in his day, was
highly critical of. He called his age an age of mediocrity and com-
plained that it was "an age without passion!" 258 Life was not to
be contemplated but must be lived. The leap of faith cannot be logic-
ally deduced or rationally derived. Existence is fundamentally irra-

tional and offers no safeguards or objective certainty. Such safeguards



would trivialize faith and human choice; decision and commitment.

* & % % %

The phenomenological approach of Edmund Husserl also was to influence

the emergence of modern Existentialism. Husserl aimed to construct
a presuppositionless philosophy (philosophia prima) which would
radicalize Descartes' demand that all philosophy be grounded in
absolutely certain insight. Such a ground must be sought in phenomena
but, unlike the empiricists and the methodology of the natural sciences,
such an analysis of the phenomena can only take place by an analysis

Fal

of consciousness. He used the view of his teacher, Brentano, that
consciousness is an activity constituted in relations between the
active subject and the object he 1is conscious of. Consciousniss s
always a consciousness of something since every act is characterized

by intentionality. 259

fussert spoke of the Lebenswelt, the life world of existing persons
which Xant had made the unknowable noumena. Freedom lies 1in this
experienced-Lfe'_tgerwhsv\ﬁge?t not in noumena. Science, while it can objective-

1y describe the Lebenswelt, it cannot reveal it because it is lived
by me, is relative to me and finds its true meaning in my consciousness
of 1t. Phenomenology is an attempt to avoid this Lebenswelt becoming
unknowable noumena and by analysing consciousness hoped' to analyse

the averyday world of existence.

Phenomena were, therefore, not mere objects but disclosures of Being-
in-itself and the basis of understanding being 1is man himself who

alone poses the question of Being. 260 As J. Wild stated,



-02-

"phenomenological existentialism s involved (1ike the novelist
and art) in revealingllife from within: to explore the mode of con-

sciousness, to intensify it, and to bring it to seli-expression.” 261

For the phenomenclogical existentialists the subjective human Lebenswelt
was accessible Oﬂ]y‘ by the phenomenological method and since, they
arque, this life-world embodies true freedom, any other method
(especially the natural sciences) would force freedom into an objective
frame which would destroy freedom. Freedom is in the way of existing
and is neither an object nor & process but is expressed in the whole

of human existence.

Husserl was to influence a whole trend of thought via his famous
pupil, Heidegger, who although Tlater differed with him still pursued

\

the task of discovering Being.

Heidegger in his "What is Metaphysics?® argued that human existence
cannot have a relation with being unless it remains in the midst
of ‘“nothingness." This doctrine of nothingness had two implications:
either that Tife was fundamentally meaningless as atheistic existentia-
lists like Sartre and Comus believed; or that Being may be discerned
in existence either through hermeneutics or faith or, as we often
see in the musings of the Tlater Heidegger, a mystical religiousness
although he was wont to avoid such an impression, Karl Jaspers,
however, was more willing to uncover the vreligious implications of

this second alternative.
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1.6.2. MARTIN HEIDEGGER: FREEDOM AS OPENNESS TO BEING

Heidegger, following the cue of the phenomenologists, seeks to rescue

man from being defined as the objects in the world are defined.

£

Man was there (Dasein) not as an object but as "a field" of being.
He is in the world and, therefore, must be open to and for the warld
in the act of Vorstellen ie. in placing oneself before Being. This

s A R

openness, which Heidegger called Offensténdigkeit  lies at the heart

TP —

of the individual's relation with the world.

In Being and Time, 262 Heidegger attempted an ontology based on man's
"being there" (Dasein) racher than, as traditional  metaphysics
had done. on cosmology. Man  “stands out" (ex - sists) and does
not merely exist; never absorbed by things yet being nothing apart
from them. Alcngside ex;sisting is the ongoing danger of falling
away (Verfall) and being submerged into things. The inexplicable
dread that Kierkegaard had perceived, Heidegger cailed the Angst
which, as in Kierkegaard, has the potential for freedom since it

is in the face of Angst that man may choose Being and authentic existence.

Heidegger does not define Being but maintains that in existing the
awareness of Being 1s manifest in his anxiety of throwness.  Angst

discloses Being. Roberts states that for man,

Anxiety both destroys and constructs like & flame
around the portal of freedom: if driven away from
the flame he falls deeper into self-estrangement
because he 1is wunable tc pass through the door of
freedom into the vrealization of his true self.
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But if he can face anxiety, it will drive him toward
the door. Once he crosses the threshold he is cut
off from commonplace kind of existence where the
pattern of his 1ife was determined by the everyday
world, 263

Thus the challenge of existence is to heed the call of Being to Tive

authentically.

This walking in accord with Being is exemplified in the T1ife that
is lived in the acceptance of one's own death. It is in the face
of the possibility of dying that the dread of nothingness is most
clearly manifested and the clearver the awarencss of Augst, the clearer

the disclosure of Being, the more pointed the call to authentic

existence.

In Being and Time, Heidegger emphasises that the horizon that makes
it possible to understanding Being as Being is time. The relevance

<

of time 1is commensurate with the awareness of human finitude and,
therefore, is the basis of human freedom ie. when one Tlives authen-
tically, time is experienced as freedom to meet one's own death.
Thus, like Scheler, Heidegger was faithful to the phenomenological
insight that freedom is not empirical but 1is self-evident insight
into the structure of experience. Being and Time for Heidegger were
the pillars of that structure. He therefove distinguishned between
the  "objectively measured” and the "existentially experienced”
time. The latter was qualitatively characterised by SEHEEiA (the

restlessness of care) and the running ahead of the existential subject

towards his own death. 264 This distinction is not unlike the Biblical



distinction between xpoves and  kwipos @ objective and fulfilled

time.

Heidegger, in spite of his attempts to go beylond the confines of
Kierkegaard's thought, on the crucial issieof  human freedom adopts
a similar position. The “standing - open"  (Offensténdigkeit) of
the individual as an inner condition for truth  (innere Ermdglichung
der Rich-tigkeit) is based on freedom; "Das Wesen der Wahrheit ist
die Freiheit (The essence of trut‘h is freedom).' 265 Freedom is not
merely freedom of choice or the freedom of the will as in traditional
philosophy, but is the ground of existence and of truth. Freedom
is "the commitment to the disclosure of Being" 266 rooted in existence
(Ex-istence). It is the ejection (die_Aussetzung) into the disclosure

of Being (in die Entborgenheit des Seienden).

Decision and commitment frees man to use both his past and his culture,
not any longer in a deterministic way, but as an orientation to the
future and to the fulfilment of possibilities. Freedom makes it
possible for man to ex-pose (aus-Setzen) himself and to stand out
of (ex-sistere) himself in the act of participation., However, instead
of viewing freedom as a possession of man, Heidegger held tnat the
self-transcending structure of Dasein possesses man so that he may
frecly have a relation with Being which 1is unique te his own history.
Being by holding before man the possibility of authentic existence
also provides the possibility for man to be re-housed: to have a
true home and true self., This is true because.

.ae fi@n in his freedom can turn toward either inauthenti-

city or authenticity, either sink into the man-
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world correlation ie. existence at the level of
everyday concerns or nihilate it by responding to
the mysterious call coming from beyond so as to
be his ‘true self'. 267
The history of man is the history of the unveiling and the concealing
of Being. When one is alienated from Being, one is lost in a world
of beings. While for Husserl, consciousness of f{reedom obtains in
the rational, intentional act, for Heidegger it 1is the awareness
of the thrownness and the grappling with this foreign world, and
with the possibility of lapsing into inauthentic existence and the

annihilation of freedom.

P — et i e —— i e g Vi

1.5.3 KARL JASPERS: FREEDOM AND THE AHARENESS OF THE TRANSCENDENT

Jaspers agreed with Heidegger's .understanding of the existential
crisis of man but maintained that Heidegger's §§iﬂwﬁﬁqw2§j§ in the
end represented the wrong way to philosophize. In spite of his claim
that existence 1is irrational, Heidegger stiil attempts to offer
knowledge of a total conception of Being. 268 Jaspers denounces

any attempt to gain esoteric knowledge. His Existenz philosophie

can only be commenced when the limits of science have been understood:
philosophy only begins were "reason has suffered shipwreck;" all

else is  "sub-philosophy." 269

The goal of philosophy is Egj§§en§§fp§]lgﬂg, the illumination of
existence. Reality cannot be measured by subjects or objects but
in a relation. If one or other aspect of reality (matter or mind,
world or the self) is the basis of any generalisation (or prediction)

then the whole 1is explained by a part. This was the oroblem with
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Idealism wherein reality is made up of subjects, or with naturalism

which understands reality as comprising objects. 270

In his work on Nietzsche, Jaspers states,

A1l true philosophysing... loosens from the fetters
of deterministic thinking, not by abandoning such
thinking but by pushing it to its limits... Wha

L

seemed an abyss becomes the space of freedom: the

seeming Mothing turns into that from which true
Being speaks to us. 271

Authentic self is revealed to us in what Jaspers called "border-
situations,” for example moments of dread, guilt and awareness of
death; experiences that impinge on our cunsciousness which, as it

were, are moments of awakening.

Therefore, existence is the creative source of experience which is
neither purely subjective or purely objective. 272 It 1is awareness
of creative experience that makes any static, objective structure
of wunderstanding inappropriate. Existential truth 1is not static
knowledge of an object but is directed to, or rather directs, the
individual's self-awareness of his fate in the worid. Truth is not
a possession for then decision would be superfluous. Reality, he

points out in his Vernunft und Existence, is an appeal. 273

It is in grasping his finitude that man becomes awarec of its opposite,
viz. Being as Transcendence for "Transcendence manifests itself

in Existence." 274 He wrote,

Philosophy 1is the thinking by which I become aware
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of Being itself through Tnner action; or rather
it is the thinking which prepares the ascent to
Transcendence, remembers it, and in en  exalted
moment accomplishes the ascent itseif as a thinking

act of the whole being. 275
We do not know what Transcendence is but we become awewe of it in

grappling with our existence.

Jaspers also moves beyond Heidegger at this point. Intrinsic to
‘his understanding of reality he includes vexistential faith"  (Glaube)
and argues that faith is the necessary basis for all meaningful exis-
tence. Where Heidegger held truth to be grounded in dyramic freedom,
Jaspers grounded truth in dynamic faith. Both do not communicate
truth but are toward truth. 276  He stated,

Man 1lives in his world as an existent. As thinking
consciousness generally he 1is searchingly oriented
toward objects. As spirit he shapes the idea of
a whole in his worid experience. As possible Existenz
he is related to Transcendence through which he
knows himself as given to himself in his freedom. 277

However, Jaspers emphasized, as Kierkegaard had done, that this aware-
ness of Transcendence. which theology calls God 1is a purely personal
experience which cannot be deduced or proved. Philosophy cannot,
Tike theology, look for Transcendence in the guarantee nof revelation
but must “approach being in the self-disclosures of the Encompassing
that are present in man asman... and through the historicity of the
language of Transcendence ." 278 The truth of the “Encompassing”
unlike objective truth obtains in the real communication of man

with man: in the fellowship of human self-disclosures. That human



existence is conditioned by Transcendence will be evident 1in this
Encompassing wherein emerges the awareness of the Cimperfection
of man, the incompleteness of the world, the impossibility of a
permanentiy valid world order and universal failure., Jaspers maintains
that "failure" (Scheitern) is our destiny" yet the “unconditio-

nal decision to obey leads man to his own Being." 279

It is in these "border-situations" and this condition of  "Scheitern®
that one is aware of the Transcendent and therefore, of one’s freedom.
Freedom 1is the basis through which one becomes open for actual
being. 280 Similar to Heidegger's position, one is free, says Jaspers,
to deny or affirm the relation to Transcendence. To affirm the relation
will Tead to authentic existence. In the end, in the place of
Kierkegaard's Christian faith, Jaspers argues for a kind of philosophi-
cal faith which also has no guarantees but is a union with the depth
of Tlife. 281 This point he had argued in his dnaugral lecture at
Basel, where he maintained that the philosophical quest which cannot
be authenticated by speculation, can be fulfilled by means of faith.
In his Vori der 'Jm_e‘ig also, he maintained that Freedom of Existence
is only as identity with the origin (Ursprung) of Being, viz Trans-
cendence “on which thinking gets stranded." 282 Man is free but
his freedom is given to him through Transcendence. " The more [ am
conscious of my i"reedom," Jaspers wrote, "the more [ am conscious

of my Transcendence, through which I am., I am Existence only when

I know Transcendence, which is the power (die Macht) through which

[ am myself." 283
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Jaspers' resemblance to Heidegger's formulation 1is obvious inspite
of his rejection of the latter's attempt to secure knowiedge of a
total conception of man's being, and aversion to logic and science.
Jaspers, perhaps because of his own training as a psychologist,
created greater leeway for the sciences. - He peinted out that, ‘“there
must be freedom for all sciences, so that there may be freedom from
scientific superstition ie. from false absolutes and pseudo-know-
ledge." 284 For Heidegger, freedom exists in openness to Being which
is the equivalent to saying openness to one's own existence and con-
sciousness. For VJaspe'rqs Being is manifested 1in Existence and in
Transcendence and freedom obtains in the existential openness to
Transcendence. Jaspers' idea of freedom 1is therefore invariably
more dynamic. As Nicholai Berdyaev stated, in regard to Heidegger's

view, "Being is, as it were, freedom arrested and congealed." 285

1.6.4 JEAN - PAUL SARTRE: THE ABSURDITY OF FREEDOM

Sartre; like Heidegger, perceived that af the heart of ekistence
lay MNothingness and that finitude was integral to the human mind.
Yet Heidegger's vision of  “Being-itself,® Sartre maintained, is
unattainable. 286  Sartre disagreed that there is-a "Being-itself"
that transcends the relationship between individual consciousness

and the world. The difference Roberts states is that,

dhere Heidegger speaks of encounter with 'mystery!
in  the language of philosophical asceticism, Sartre
speaks of encounter with the sheer giveness of a

thing 1in the Tlanguage of repulsion and nausea. 287
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Using the Hegelian notions of  Min-itself" (en-soi) and “for-itself"
(pour-soi), Sartre argues that man is in the permanently frustrating

2

quest to synthesize both., Because pour-soi (man as he is aware of
himself) 1is different from en-soi (for instance, as a table exists
in itself), there is always the possibility that human beings deceive
themselves 1in their attempt to be something {as en=soi). Behind
everything a man thinks he is or appears to be, is conscious chuice
and decision. Nothing naturally exists in human existence for every-
thing is the result of choice. Hence all that we are is the result
of what we have thought. This fact is illustrated 1in Sartre's
"Portrait of the Anti-Semite” where he argues that a man is not
born an anti-Semite but is one because he wants to be .§9m§EhiﬂQ and
this second role that he projects, after a while, becomes his own.

He cannot conceive it as a role any longer. In the case of the
anti-Semite, the person chose that out of fear of change and the

lack of openness. 288

Sartre vis-a-vis Heidegger and Jaspers, the academic philosophers,
has a certain earthiness of style; refusing the exegetical and etymo-
logical profundity of the other two and preferring to express his
thought in novels. As Kaufman graphically states it,

It was Nietzsche who came first to write of faith
and self-deception... and Jaspers and Heidegger
dealt with similar topics, writing Iike professors,
expounding despair and death and the attempt to
know oneself in terms of quaint big words and one-
two~three, and even Roman three, Arabic two, small b.
Sartre in his café (the market place), alas, sees

the waiter 'playing at being a waiter.' 289
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The implication of Sartre's view is that only an atheistic position is
tenable and that man is ultimately responsible for himself. The
synthesis between en-soi and pour-soi 15 ideal and only God can attain
it; but since there is no God and man is the being who wants to
be God, man is a useless passion. 290 As Orestes in lhefhgg states,

"There 1is no God, and man is alone in an empty world." He must,
therefore take responsibility for himself. Any alibi, whether histori-
cal, cultural, psychological or environmental, will not do, To shift
the responsibility for one's existence to anyone or anything else
is to live in mauvaise foi (bad faith) or self-deccption.  This,

e s AT

for Sartre, is inauthentic existence.

Ye, therefore, rejects Freudian psycho-analysis and behavioristic
theories of psychology which functicii on the premise .that man 1is
determined. Orestes, Sartre's hero, refuses to blame his crime of
murder on childhood experiences. “My crime is my own", he exclaims,
Any attempt to explain man's state of existence in terms of predestina~
tion of whatever kind is an abrogation of responsibility and tﬁé

greatest threat to freedom is bad faith. 291

Because man is pour-soi, he is ‘"condemned to be free." In his Being

andmﬂgﬁniﬂggggi he argued that wman's thrownness into th: world, which
Heidegger had perceived, 1is the basis for man's freedom. It is an
absurd freedom because as soon as one 1is conscious of it, one becomes

also aware that one is entirely alone, that one is responsible for

one's ucssions and that there 1is no outside help or moral gquide to

obresent the ought,
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Freedom, in the end, is a lack because it is this freedom that deprives

man of a resting place in en- soi which he only attains 1in death

when he becomes a thing. Man falls into existence and must create
his own values. Human 1ife simply happens and  "absurdity" is the
only category that covers both S’lﬁ?i and pour-soi.

Each individual, as we repeatedly see in Sartre's novels, is a particu-
lar irruption of freedom in the world. All his heroes are lonely
people; for example, Orestes in The Flies, Antoine Roguentin 1in Nausea

and Charles Baudelaire in a novel by that name. Freedom exists in

ey

the act of perpetual - decision-making ~even 1if those decisions are

made. in bad faith. Hence even those living inauthentically are free.

As Sartre stated, -"To say that the pour-soi has to be what it is
... and to say that in it existence pkecedes and conditions  essence...
all this is to say one and the same thing: to be aware that man
is free." 292 Sartre uses the view of Husserl that consciousness
is always consciousness of something and maintaincd that only in
such engade (commitlﬁent to the ever changing life situation) can he
make his concrete decisions which manifest his freedom. While in
the face of Dasein, Heidegger advocated "willing" authentic existence;
for Sartre, in the face of indeterminate freedom, only 1in acting
is there any reality. 285 HMan's freedom obtains 1in the concrete

decisions made in the evermchanging situations.

In a tucid passage from his Republic of Silence, Satre reflecting

on the rrench Resistance (1240-1945), explains the experience of
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freedom in even situations of great danger:

We were never more free than during the occupation.
We had tost all our vights, beginning with the
right to talk... and because of this we were free...

Because we were hunted down, every one of our gestures

~

had the weight of solemn commitment..... The choice
that each of us made of his life was an authentic
choice because it was made face to face with death...
I am not speaking of the elite... but of all Frenchmen
who at every hour of the night or day throughout
four years, answered No! 294

This moving statement pronounces a great existential truth, that
only as one confronts the heart of existence, the danger of  death
and MNothingness where on2 is called to radical choice which affects
one's life (and death), does one truly grasp the meaning of freedom
and‘can tive authentically. However, why this radical nature of
choice means the removal of God and the abolition of faith, Sartre
has not shown. As Roberts stated, if the main reason for beHevihg
in God is gne's reluctance to face the fact that human life is threatened
by insecurity and meaninglessness, then Sartre is right but it  "does
seem a pity that he 1s not familiar with forms of faith stronger

than those he mentions." 295

As we have mentioned already, for Sartre, freedom realizes itself

in action., Antoine Roquentin in Nausea demands "We must live forwards,

not backwards,” a view which Albert Camus also emphasised in his

Sysiphe.

Sartre grounds this action on the Kantian mexim  "Act as though thou

!
r
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canst will to be law universa]." Onemust choose in the Spir‘i‘t of
choosing for all men. Sartre's ethics functions on the premise that
if man acted in expression of his genuine humanity, honesty will
become his ve%y being not merely an idea. 296. He will not act any
longer in bad faith.

However, because all affirm their freedom in this way, there is the
constant threat that my decision can be governed by society. Hence,
Sartre's ideal man and the hero of freedom refuses to repent for
his action for if he did he would accept society's picture of himself

and would loose his freedom. Hence King Aegus in The Flies exclaims,

"I am trapped in my net, 1 have come to see myself as they see me."
This constant threat that society presents to my freedom, Sartire

summed up in another of his well-known cliches, "Hell dg the other."

It is for this reason that Sartre, inspite of being attracted by
several aspects of Marxism, criticised Marxism as a who1er and did
not join the Communist Party. In dialectical materialism individuaf
freedom becomes an illusion since it is socially, behavioristically
and historically determined. Marx's concept of history as containing
the conditions for its development within {tself was diametrically
opposed to Sartre's view that consciousness makes history in decision
and commitment. 297 History, for Sartre, is the history of human
decisions and if he Jjoined the Communist party he would have contra-
dicted everything he had said about freedom in Being and Nothingness.

As Yilliam Barrett statec,.

Sartre based his revoluticnary activity upon free

choice, the Marxist upon an objective histriical
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Process. The former recognizing the inalienable
subjectivity of man, the lattter vreducing man to
an object in a process. 296 -

A.G. Rooks, in his inaugral lecture on Sartre's views of freedom

and values makes the following criticism of Saririan ethical theory,

By an unusua! use of Tanguage (he) Tinks in a manner
which strikes us as being very odd, his teaching
on Responsibility to his concept of Freedom. Freedom
means responsibility eg. I am responsible for being
a Jew, blind, negro, a proletarian etc. because
I have decided to live with it, and therefore 1
should have done something eg. change or modify
it... in the Tlast resort, commit suicide. 299

Rooks has highlighted here a central difficulty in Sartre's attempt
to offer a viable ethic on the basis of his view of freedon. In
spite of the very useful insights he offers, his approach is ultimately
1eft shipwrecked in solitude that has the potential to deprive man

of all moral compulsion.

Sartre’s view of freedom is also ambiguous. At times one gets the

impression that freedom is endemic to being human and at other times

freedom appears to exist only 1in incessant decision-making. This
inconsistency has opened Sartre's view to criticism. For example,
Lukacs held that Sartre's concept of freedom is in the end "not

a necessary and essential characterist of human nature but rather
the contemporary indecision of the rootless bourgecis intellectual.™ 300
fo teach that the blind or the proletariat must take responsibility
for their condition 1is more complex for the people themselves than

Sartre wishes to concede. However, to rule out all of existentialist
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thought, as Hawton does, as "a middle class revolt against the spectre

of theﬂrassemb‘ly 1ine" 301 is a gross overstatement.

The Existentialists have rightly observed that at the heart of modern
man's crisis is the problem of the freedom of the inidividual, which
politics and philosophy, claiming to be in service to, have failed
to come to terms with. It is true that their emphasis that  "subjecti-
vity is truth,” as Kierkegaard had stated, and that their scepticism
about attaining any “objective truth" about Being or Nothingness
appears to have entrenched the subject - object scheme. But that
is apparent only from within the epistemological schame that has
dominated the history of western philosophy. On the contrary, the
existentialists attempt to integrate both dimensions in the existential
encounter of the whole person with truth. They attempt to go beyond
the mind-body problem and to place the wunderstanding of truth not
in cognition, as 1if the mind can stand apart from the ‘object!
or from the rest of the ‘'subject'. Truth is 1in the encountering

e —

of the object, a process of understanding that callsone to radical

commitment.

The dynamic nature of the existentialist approach to understanding,
therefore, is much more satisfying than the epistemological or logical
entrenchment of subject - object which ignored individual freedom:
for exanple, the views of freedom in empiricism, idealism and Postivism.
It is not enough to expose the Cartesian myth, as the analysts have
done, and then stand back in self-satisfaction as if the solution

to the Cartesian problem will be self-evident.
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In view of these general remarks, Alisdair Maclntyre's critique of

sm remains problematic. He claimed that the democratic

r'r
wle
e

Existenti
ideal cannot be made to.  follow from the exi:ctentialist premises.
302 This view fails to see that unless each person in a society
i3 truly free to decide for themselves, take v*espons":f_:é‘s*ity\ and will
the good of the whole, democracy itself is in danger. As the neo-

s

Marxists showed, societies who belicve they are democratic, because

”~
§

of the absence of individual freedom, pay only lip-service to freedom.
MacIntyre alco highlights a common criticism levelled at the Existen-
tialists when he stated that Heidegger by secularizing Kierkegaard
frees himself from the problens of Kierkegaard's theclogy but not
from the problems inherent in both Husserl and Kierkegaard, one of
these being “tha solitariness of Heidegger's human being.” 303
He argques that human existence is social since we learn about ourselves

from the mirror-image offered by other people, This, of cours

D

ki
was not what the Existentialists wished to deny but, at a much deeper
level, wished to highlight the need for individuals to take responsi-
bility for their lives and only in this way would they be able to
take vresponsibility for others. Along this Tline Existentialists
like Buber, Maritain, Shestov, Berdyaev and Marcel have steered the
initial quest That man is a social being s not the point of

contenticn.  What the Existentialists wished to clarify, and none

more so that Kierkegaard himself, was the importance of the individual

N e —

to make his decis *ron for it is the free individual who can free society.

Cummings, for example, has argued that our iangv.f:.ge-~cf-mt*.f‘ed age

has overlooked the Existentialists® precccupation
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with modus loquendi where the problem of alienation Jlies and has
argued that Existentialism is a “communicative individualism." 304
Maclntyre's comment that whereas Hume wanted to connect religion
with one particular frame of mind, Kierkegaard wanted to show pervasiver
ness of this frame of mind 1is also unfounded. 305 On the contrary,
it was because of the cool detachment of Hume who relegated freedom,
like Kant also did, to moral action, that the Existentialists reacted
to Idealism, When Kierkegaard (and Heidegger later) argued that
freedom and possibility necessarily involve dread and that dread
is a necessary feature of existence, he was dniy attempting to elucidate
the importance of personal decision: a point that will be elaborated

in Part I1 when Kierkegaard's concept of faith is discussed,

However, Maclntyre, quite rightly, points out that Heidegger (and
we may add, Jaspers) while sceptical of systems themselves do not
hesitate to let their construction of an ontology or philosophy of
existence grow out of all proportion. He writes, "In Heidegger
we are no longer faced with choice as the key to truth; He are faced
with & systematic and argued ontology... in which <choice has its

place.” 306

[t is also ironical that Heidegger who wrote on “the end of philosophy
and task of Thinking" 307 and at the end of his  "Letter on Humanism"
called for 'ricour of meditation, carefulness in saying, frugality
with words” 308  can also, as Jaspers also did, procced to write

so voluminously. It is for this reason that Yilliam Zarrett stated,
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"After Heidegger we feel the nepd for a new Kierkegaard to pump back
living blood into the ontological skeleton of Heideggerian
dasein."” 309
K % Kk k% K%

This survey and appraisal of the notions of freedom since the Enlighten-
ment and especially in the three main contemporary forms of philosophy
prepares the ground to ciarify now the thesis that freedom 1is the
ongoing quest for authentic existence. This thesis propounded by
G.A. Rauche will be evé]uated in the Tight of his critique of the
. three main contemporary philosophical approaches that have already

been discussed,

Rauche's reaction to the neo-positivist, HMarxist and existentialist
approaches is based on their rejection of philosophy, and more speci-

fically, their abolition of metaphysics. In a seminal work The

Abdication of Philosophy (1974) he argued that the abdication of

philosophy 1is equivalent 0 the abdication of man. In four other

works,  The Philosophy of Actuality (1963), Contemporary Philosophical

Alternatives and the Crisis of Truth (1974) The Choice (1973) and

B ——— T e —— B

Theory and Practice in Philosophical Argument (1985) and several
articles, he has elucidated this theme clarifying the relation between

philosophy as critical theory and man as a free individual.

The benefit of ana?ysiz_ing Rauche’s cr'i{:ique of the three contemporary
forms of philosophy and his defense of philosophy as an ongoing
critical study is three-fold:

1. It Teads to the thesis that freedom obtains in the ongoing critical
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quest for authentic existence,' The details of this view will be
the main preoccupation of the next pages;

2. This thesis, in turn, presents in an analogical way the "structure"
of the quest for freedom which theology cannot ignore since it also
makes a truth-claim 1in the market place where the three contemporary
philosophies are found. In Part Il it will be argued that faith
as existential encounter not only fulfils the “structure® of the
quest for freedom but also forms an important basis for the quest
for authentic existence; |

3., It lays the foundation for our claim in Paft 111 that the abdication
of theology leads to the abdication of faith and, in view of our

argument in Part Il, to the abdication of man also.

1.7 THE ABDICATION OF PHILOSOPHY AND THE ABDICATION OF MAN'S FREEDOM:

et B e —

G A RAUCHE'S CRITIQUE OF CONTEMPORARY PHILOSOPHY

Positivism and neo-Positivism; Marxism and neo-Marxist; and Existen-
tialism, whose notions of freedom have been evaluated above, in one
way or another reacted to Idealism, and more particularly, to Hege-
Tianism. Al1 share -another quality also: they attempt to Jjettison
philosophy, and more especially, metaphysics, or they attemnted its
redefinition beyond all recognition. This scepticism tow.rd philosophy
as a theoretical and critical discipline, Rauche maintains, endangers

the very freedom these approaches wish to affirm,

1.7.1. POSITIVISI AND NEO-POSITIVISH: THE DANGER OF FUNCTIONALISM

. e ) , . .
Meo-Positivisin attempts, as we observed, to discard all teleological
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and metaphysical features and. by a via negativa attempts to free
man from meaningless speculation.  Logical Positivism held to the
view that only scientific propositions ie. those which are verifiable,
yield meaning. Linguistic analysis tries to expose the fruitiessness
of philosophical speculation and holds to the view that truth obtains
in whet can be stated in language, and that philosophy cen add nuthing

further.

Rauche argues that such an approach is paradoxical since the attempt,
say of Willgenstein in the Tractatus, to subject man to & therapeutic
treatment whereby he may be cured of his péthoiogica1 desire to ask
metaphysical questions is successful only at man's expense. Any
attempt to rid man of  “the will to truth" ends in the abolition
of individual conscicusness and hence of the individual as frée man
with the right to question his prejudices, his history and his world,
and to think critically about his world. The Tinguistic analysts,
by their attempt to eliminate all conflict, also dispose of individual
consciousness.  “iHan's 1ndivfdua] consciousness... has been levelled
with  Tanguage (or, rather, the functionalistic | aspects  of

language)..." 310

Linguistic analysis 1is deep]y»concerned with correctness of statement~
of truth and 1is rooted 1in the descriptive level of understanding
not with understanding itself. It embodies a world-view that a priori
determines what can be stated and .what constitutes the basis for

meaning. That which cdoes not conform to the pre-requisites of that

vorld-view is eliminated as meaningless.
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Rauche reacts to this approach in a two-fold way:

Firstly, that the inherent world-view 1is itself restricting since
it inadvertently places its faith in the methods of natural science
to solve the riddles of man and the universe. 31T  The epistemological
presupposition is that knowledge consists in recording the piecemeal
functional relations between natural évents established by mathematical
equations. 312 This "piece-meal atomistic approach" of contemporary
physics has been apptied to human language by logical positivism:
for example Russell's functionalistic  “neutral monism."  The problem
for the logical Positivists is that the scientists themselves have
come to understand that their methods are inadequate to resolve the

riddles of the world.

The “scientific method" is functionalistic and wholly inappropriate
to the humanities, since within it all philosophical questions about
truth, reality, life, value, self, existence and such Tlike, have
to be ruted out as speculative and “unscientific"  or have to Dbe
reduced to functionalistic terms. “Scientific lapses into
"scientism® and constitutes a religion of its own with its own belief-

system.

Secordly, Rauche pointr out that language is richer than the Tingquistic
analysts will have it. While it may be functional it has a metaphysical
dimension as we}1n As the studies of Chomsky, Katz and Fodor, for
example, have shown, language has an active and forming dimension
as well, 313  Hence, the ana]yst’s option, bepauée it is restricted

by its own functional theory of lanquage and by the presuppositions
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of its underlying world~view, cannot grasp the full import of language.
Rauche finds the hermeneutical approach of Gabriel Marcel and Otto
Bollnow, and the integrated logic of Hans Lipps, B. Liebrucks and

Leo Gabriel more fulfilling.

To be fair to the linguistic analysts, it should be pointed out that
some fike Wittgenstein and Wisdom had seen the vrestrictive nature
of their approach; for example, the former's view of his approach
being merely the ladder which should be put away after. the ascent
had been made and also his own shift of emphasis in the Philosophical

Investigations. Wisdom also, 1in leadirg back to a religious option

In his Philosophy and Psychology, he maintained that linguistic
analysis had shown the futility of philosophical speculation but
itself was the symptom of man's alisnation with himself and therefore

arqgued for the use of psychoanalysis. That alternative admits new

problems which shall not be discussed here.

Rauche rightly aigues against the Straitjacket of the neo-positivist
methodology. 3y the absolutization of the scientific approach, man
"is changed from engineer of this approach into its slave.” 314
Its  abdication of philosophy 4n favorr of an atomistic analytical
functionalism has increased rather than decreased man's alienation
from reality. Hector Hawton, himself very critical of existen:ialist
philosophy, admits that "by reducing so many interesting gquestions
to  "nonsense,"  extreme Positivism has crecied a new nhobia, "the

dreacd of any sort of rational speculation." 315
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1.7.2. MARXISH AND NEO-MARXISM: THE DANGER OF OPERATIONALISH

A

It was noted earlier that for Marx, philosophy 1is translated into
the analysis of man's produciive or creative act of labour in order
to transform society into a free, classiess one. Philosophy attempted
to understand the world while the need is to change it. Philosophy,

argues Rauche, is thus reduced to @&

£ <
i

orm of operationalism since
action and the redirection of human society 1is seen as the means
to transform society. }For Marx, freedom is manifested in the harmony
between man and society established through =~ man's productive

action., 316

The Marxist perspective quite rightly perceives the material alienation
of man in contemporary society and wises to humanize that society
since, as we noted, they maintained that society determines the develop-
ment of people to full potential. However, Marx had assumed  that
the proletariat were free by the fact of their oppression and that
they, unlike the rest of society, were in step with héstoricél reality
and, therefore, represented the forces of freedom. The rwbﬁﬁwﬁsis
soon discerned that the proletariat were incapable of leading the

struggle since they were captive to the system also. As such the

neo-#arxists provide a most important critique of Marx.

However, all brands of Marxism, the neo-Marxists included, share
the view that philosophy has to abdicate as theory divorced from
practice and has to merge in preoctice. Philosophy becomes the analyti-
cal science of Taying bare the diclectics of economic laws .that covern

scciety anc to show how the gproductive or other socially besed forces



-116~-
could transform society. 317

Three basic criticisms of this approach can be gleaned from Rauche's
writings: Firstly, the idea of a dialectic at work in human society.
Marx claimed that he had stood Hegé1’s system on its head by rooting
the historical dialectics 1in the development of society through man's
productive act while Hegel's diaiectics was left stranded in the realm
‘of dideas. This inversion, as Rauche points out, neither makes the
view less controversial nor achieves HMarx's aim to rid human thought
of metaphysical speculation since the idea of a world logos in whatever
form Marx clothes it, is a philosophical construction and remains
highly controversial. 318 The controversiality of the view is evident
in the numerous conflicting interpretations of Marx and in the intermin-

able debates on how to apply Marxist principles to opractice. As

such, this perspective of truth is as controversial as any other,

By feducing philosophy to man's creative act, the dialectical process
invariably constitutes an objective historical Tlaw or Thistorical
reason which fulfills itself. 319 Marx and the neo-Harxists, therefore,
also share the faith of the Enlightenment in the achievement af freedom
and authentic existence throught the act of Se1f-éreationu The
difference being that this act of self-creetion depends on the use
of science and technology as its ancillaries which help “to civilize
nature in such a way that it is brought intQ harmony with man's natural
reason so that man is set free from want, suffering and oppression." 320

Secondly,  soth the confidence din this materialistic dialectics and
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the ultimate goal of society in spite of Marx's refusal to write
“recipes for the cook-shops of the future" 321 is thorougnty utopian
in its application. The individual, says Rauche, is “swallowed
up by both historical reason as well as the utopian society.” 322
Such a doctrine cannot stand dissension and independent thinking
an¢ hence remains authoritarian. This intolerance 1is iilustrated
in Lenin's condemnation of the revisionists Edward Bernstein and
Rudoif Hilfekd&ng as traitors. 323 The Marxist attempt to impose
on all men, one unified view, especially since it 1s not above contro-
versy, 1is directed at the individual and militates against human
freedom. All absolutism and totalitarianism go the same way. g
ethic is at best utilitarian and at worst despotic. Her-e Rauche

concludes,

This aim, we venture to say, will never be reached
as long as we are thinking men... it is humanity’s
curse and bane that ever new attempts at levelling
man and making him conform to one vision of truth
are made. 324

Perhaps it is saying too much that it will fail because it "is directed
against man's basically individualist nature"” since it is not self-
evident that individualism 1is endemic to being human. In another

world-visw with a history of cusmunalism, like traditional African
society which had no concept of private property, such socielist
tyr 2 governments may well take root more easily. Meverthelecs, Rauche

tha

Wil

is correct in pointing out that even in a socialist society,
need for individual freedom is still imperative. He must agree,
for creativity in the arts, for examples while conceivably may be
widespread in a society, is not "mass produced" but remains an indivi-

aual expression.  So oo, would incividual freedom in the context
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of a socialist society.

.

Thirdly, there is the Marxist and neo-Marxist view that the state
of alienation will nnt be healed by theorising about alienation as
Hegel had done but by praxis; where theory and practice are no tonger
contradictions. The belief is that when this happens man will be
free from conflict and oppression. 325

In his latest book, Rauche begins by addressing this very problem.
He warns about the danger of converting theory to functionalistic
practice and argues for philosophical theory as a project of  "full
human practice." 326

llhen theory and gractice emerge, what then? Do men stop thinking?
In the face of the treat of totalitarien functionalism and totalitarian
ideologism represented by both scientism and Marxism, the very freedom
of the thinking individual is 1in danger. He argues, as we shall
elucidate later, that human thinking and the resultant conflicts
of opinion and practice, are the ‘“very motor of human activity and
of history." 327 Human progress is not deterministic but is dependent
on the interplay between theory and practice not on their union which
is only a utopian dream. Individual man 1is ignored 1in the face of

social theory.

Such 1s the theoretical heritage of the neo-Marxists. Although they
isolated several inadequacies 1in Marxist theory, they are still
committed to social theory. Much can be said in their favour especially
their incisive understanding of the social crisis of man even anid

R

affluence and the trappings of economic success. They provide one

~h

of the best critique of so-called free, democratic societies.
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Nevertheless, the doctrine of', a historical Tlogos and the utopian
wish to reconcile theory and practice 1is still there. Marcuse's
eqalitarian concept of man points to the disappearance of man as
independent individual and as critical and dissenting thinker., 328
Rauche points out that,

The ddentification of his own interest with that
of the other man in terms of a utopian and imaginery
goal, viz that of absolute equality, tends to make
man just as one - dimensional &s the functionalistic

man of neo-Positivism. 329
Any forrﬁ of utopianism in providing - people with an eschatological
point to fix their minds, may well rouse them from corﬁp1acency and
into action. However, necatively, especially among the socially
disinherited, it becomes action for actions sake where no plan of
action or critical insight is evident. As Rauche states, "Feeling
themselves the torchi-bearers of historical reason in the darkness
of technological exploitation, oppression and repression, they believe
the ends justify the means." 330 UYhen Adorno, for example, réaHzed
the fimplication of his approach and maintained an element of self-
restraint in his teaching, his pupils accused him of having betrayed
the  struggle for freedom agsinst the repressive  status = quo.
The neo-Marxists, to cheir credit, view man as an individual who
should be free of 'any kind of repression rather than a collective
being, as in Marxism, subject to the inexorable laws of history.
However, because they have not repudiated utopianism, in spite of
their claims to have done so, Rauche called them “man's great

seducers.” 331
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1.7.3. EXISTENTIALISH: THE DANGER OF EMPTY ACTIONALISH

Like the neo-Positivists, the Existentialists avoid abstraction from
the finite (das Seiende) to the Absolute (das Sein) as traditional
philosophy and metaphysics had done. 332 They start from the facticity
of man's being there and seek to understand man by an analysis of

his moods.,

Man can only achieve authentic existence through an act of self-creation
in the face of Being (Heidegger), Transcendence (Jaspers) or Nothingness
(Sartre}. This act of self-creation makes philosophy redundant and,
Rauche points out, can only be possible at the risk of bracketing
the worid, as the neu-Positivists had bracketed human consciousness.
‘He cites the criticism of Existentialism by Marcuse and Fritz Joachim

von Rintelen who had arqued that the act of seif-creation is “an

empty gesture bare of any content and meaning." 333

In the attempt to abolish metaphysics and to re-think Being, Heidegger,
qu example, still Tleaves several questions unanswered: "Yhat s
geing? Is not such an act of absolute transcendence ' from finite
being a constitutive act? Heidegger maintained that "The truth
of Being lays concealed.”™ 334 Rauche concludes that,

. this act is even eaptier than are the constitutive
acts of metaphysics and science, since it s not
only surrounded by emptiness, but, in addition,
is bare of any concrete content... Heidegger's
act of self-creatfon is an act divorced from the
material world, 335
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Sartre attempted to obviate any metaphysical implications a concept
of Being may have by affirming his well-known diction: “Existence
precedes essence." 335 Heidegger however, pointed out that Sartre
has taken existentia and essentia according to their metaphysical
meaning,  which from Plato's time has said that essentia precedes
existentia. He points out that although Sartre reverses the statement

R

"y metaphysical statement remains a metaphysical statement. with
£

it he remains with metaphysics in the oblivion of the truth of

Being." 336

Heidegger, however, uses "metaphysics” to mean something oquite
different to its traditional use. He writes,

Human existence can relate to beings if it holds

itself out into the nothing. Going beyond beings
occurs in the essence of Dasein. But this going
beyond is metaphysics itself. This implies that
metaphysics belongs to the nature of man! It

is neither a division of academic philosophy nor
a field of arbitrary notions. Metaphysics is the
basic occurrence of Dasein. 337

‘The paradox that occurs even here in Heidegger's case is, as Rauche
points out repeatedly, that "the abdication of philosophy  always
occurs in a systematic or methodological way and in philosophical
categories." 338 Furthermore, while the Exisf.ntialists extol human
freedom, fthe ontoiogical structure of their views ultimately make
man not a possessor of freedom, as they everywhere <claim, but one

who is disposec of by Being (Heidegger) or HNothingness (Sartre).

Also, the abstruse etywological way that Heidegger constructs his



ideas has led to criticism. Hawton, for example, points ouf that

Heidegger and Sartre appear to play word-games when they say that
conscioﬁsness "is what it is not and is not what it is" or when
Heidegger states, "Only in the clear night of dread's HNothingness
is what=is as such revealed in all 1its original overtness: that
it 'is' and is not Nothing,"  then inventing a verb  "fo nothing,"

Heidegger declares that "the Nothing nothings." 339

Both, Rauche thinks, commit the error of treating Nothing as a
name. 347 Also, by making freedom inevitable the danger exists that
it can be casily emptied of its contents. This problem is conpounded
when the non-theistic Existentialists speak of choosing at ali cosh
the self alone or leing of which we cannot know or leap into Transcen-
dence, The danger 1is that one may exalt one's Tliberty above all

else and above others,

This danger of empty actionalism, therefore, most clearly manifests
itself in Existentialist ethics. Heidegger reports - how soon
after Being and Time was published, a young friend asked him when
he was to write an ethics. His reply was,

Where the essence of man is thought so essentially
ie. solely from the question concerning the trudh
of Being, but still without elevating man -0 the
center of beings, a longing necessarily awakens
for a peremptory directive. (However) If the name

‘ethics', in keeping with the basic meaning of
the word ethos (abode), should now say that ethics
ponders the abode of man, then that thinking which
thinks “he truth of feing as the nrimordial element

of man, as one who ck-sists, is in itself the original

D
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ethics. However, the thinking 1is not ethics 1in

the first instance, because it is ongoing. 341
Rauche points out that in rooting truth (and ethics) in the indetermin-
able “throwness,"™ the act of choosing or the act of existing itself
becomes an empty action because the very foundation that underlies
it becomes vacuous. Hence, the existentialists, Heidegger and Sartre
in particular, turn man into an empty actionalistic gesture. 342
Sartre's conception of freedom which "turns freedom into a principle
by which man is forced to be free, represents the greatest unfreedom

in terms of which any of men's actionis justified," 343

Albert Camus attempted to prevent the absolutization of the act of
self-transcendence by his conception of humanitarian rebellion as
the manifestation of moderation and freedom. "I rebel therefore
we are" is his dictum for expressing how the affirmation of individual
freedom must at the same time wish the freedom of the other. However,
here the act of rebelling, says Rauche, s wuniversalised and

absolutised. 344

Marcel and Bollnow were also mindful of the actionalism that inheres
in the existentialist view of man. They criticised the heroic defiance
approach of Heidegger's man and the solitary actionalism of Sartre

and attempted to mo': beyond their positions,

1.6, FREEDOM AND THE ONGOING QUEST FOR AUTHENTIC EXISTENCE

sttt it g e e

A study of the three main contemporary philosophical forms indicate

inter alia that the attempt to Jettison metaphysics leads to the
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reduction of man to either a functional, operational or actional
relation. Man is either absorbed into a collective being (Marxism)
or is the function of his own language (neo-Positivism) or of Being
(Heidegger), Transcendence (Jaspers) or Nothingness (Sartre).  Hence
the “abdication of philosophy as a critical, reflective theory leads

to the abdication of man as a critical, reflective individual, one

that is free to dissent and say No to the system." 345

Rauche's view of philosophy is a dynamic one because the dimension
of critical enquiry 1is free and ongoing.  He expounds in several
parts of his writings what he calls "the permanent crisis of human
truth." Philosophy's quest for the truth wherein all man's questions
would be answered and thereby all conflicts and contradictions would
be removed ie the state of permanent authentic existence, demands
that philosophy remain the incessant striving for truth. The human
quest for truth must necessarily be controvefsiﬂ because it always
remains a human quest. Al phﬂosophica]’ postulates that arise from
this quest, as we repea‘tedly ohserved in our survey, stand in controver-
sial relation to one another. Each postulate or theoretical construc-
tion 1is at best only a ”truth' perspective”  since it is bDborn in
a particular historical context and embodies the quest for truth

in a particular Sitz~im-Leben.

Because any one manifestation of humen knowledge of truth s only
a perspective on truth, the perpetual striving for truth can iean
only a perpetual crisis of truth., ‘hen such striving ossifies or

wihen the perpetuity of critical interaction between perspectives

[~
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‘(philosophical, theological, -+sociological, scientific —and others)
ends, then free thought petrifies and philosophy lapses into ideology
(cf. Part I11I). The aropensity for such lapsing we have already
highlighted in the main philosophical forms of our time. The task
facing us now 1is the elucidation of this understanding of philosophy
as dynamic theoretical reflection, This shall be done under the
following headings: Philosophy as Freedom from one's truth, philosophy

as a human quest, and philosophy as ongoing quest  for  authentic

existence.

.8.1 PHILOSOPHY AS FREEDOM FROM ONE'S OuN TRUTH

o T Y

Rauche contends that if the pursuit of truth never takes place 1in
isolation and is a thoroughly historical activity then it will alway
be contreversial since it takes place between man and his fellow,
As a reflective being he forms and reforms his views in dialogue
with the other differing radically at times yet changing his views
as his perspective widens, [t is imperative that philosophy as critical
theory remains the basis wherein dissent and growth are registered
or else all is Tost in an ideological prison wherein man simply belisves
his own truth at the exclusion of everything else. 346 Within such
a prison, individual freedom 1is sacrificed on the altar of blind

prejudice.

A most insidious form of the dogmatism and absolutization of method
is the science dogma of our time. In his "Emancipation from Science

SJogma," 347 Rauche points'out that the method of the natural sciznces
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. has been abs'ol-utized to. such an extent in our age that it has rendered
knowledge (and the university) 348 functional and has created thereby
the climate for the current technologism. This absolutization is
contradictory to the nature of science itself viz  "the methodolcgical
systematization of man's world experience under chanaing conditions
of 1ife." Hence "science" cannot merely refer to the natural sciences
out to other. themes as well. It is in the very state of man's contingent
experience which is the realm of human freedom from whence also arise

man's science and morality. 349

The systematic aspects of the history of philosophy, Rauche argued
elsewhere, confirms this non-negotiable dimension of philusophy as
the reference to the other. In the various ‘“models" of philosonhy
it is evident that since the moral act is practical and obtains in
the controversial relation between myself and the other in all walks
of Tife, it follows that there is no gap between ethics and science.
Both are governed by a self-critical spirit that must generate mocera-
tion of their claims. This "relation to.the other® has permeated
all the logical, epi‘stemologicah metaphysical and moral alternatives
in the histroy of philosophy: - the logical relation refers to the
truth of the other as a necessary supplement to our own Truth; the
epistemological relation in comparison with the quests of the other

understands the empirical Timits of its own, and the metaphysical

relation points to the world-view or cultural system of the other

as being E_rj_gqqa'l but quiva]ent to our own; ond the moral relation

refers me to the other man in self-restraint and humility, thus

liberating me from self-indulgence.

(@3]
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Rauche may be wisunderstood heve as  assuming  that man is essentially
rational and critical and that in mutual interaction solves his con-
flicts., Hegel, as we have already po'inted out, betieved that contradic-
tions and negations were natural for men but that they were necessary
for the ongoing historical movement of spirit. Rauche appears to
be saying something similar when he stated in his Phl]rosgp}l_\{_ofﬁ\gjgall
ty that "the essential nature of man is not rationality but contra-

dictoriness,” and that the fact of disagreement must not be rationaliz-

ed in an idealistic or dialectical way but is itself "the generator
of history, 351 He maintains that in philosophy mwen are veferred to
their fellows and “in this beneficial atmosphere, discuss their

mutual problems.’

It should be emphasized that, unlike Hegel, Rauche did not conceive
this philosophy of actuality as proceeding in a deterministic way.
His views are free of any idealistic framework and does 'r:ii'; insist
on necessary syntheses or harmony but emphasizes ar critical humanism
that is based on mutual respect. His view does not postulate anything
resembling a utopian model but preserves adequate. room- for man to
change radically his mind and his society. THe fact that he emphasizc§
the need for ongoing theoretical reflection does not absolutize reason,
because both science and morality are grounded in contingent experience.
Whether 'everyone can theoretically and critically reflect dis also
not the point at issue. What is important 1is that the door for self-
criticism be always Tleft open lest one's truth be one's prison and
one loses one's freedom without knowing it. The ohilosopher should

be the conscience of his society, holding up alternate nerspective



as the prophet did in the context of 01d Testament society.

As Rauche states, philosophy as the science of actuality is,

...the guardian  of man's freedom, in the sense that
it frees him from the chains and fetters of his
own uruth, his own seif and enables him to make
a break-through to the truth and the person of his
fellowman, 352

It is therefore commensurate with the nature of man  that any view
of truth be aware of its controversiality and the incurable tension
in the ongoing quest for truth. Man's freedom lies in the understanding
of the fact of his permanent crisis of truth 353 so that "instead
of reaching for rthe stars, siffering the torture and pain of Tautalus,
because the stars remain unattainable to him, he should accept his

truth visions as mere alternatives for coping with the problems of

a specific situation of life." 354

The other, therefore, is one's constant stumbling block, not in the
Sartrian sense of the other determining one's hell, but in the sense
that the other constantly calls into question one's own philosophical

calculations, It is "only by mutual-self restraint and self-restric-

tion to the field of the actual _ﬁcrisi_s_, and by accepting it as their

T re—

common crisis, can man and his fellowman really meet in the spirit

of humility." 355

This perspective transforms philosophy from a closed system into
an open quest. Ethics and theories of knowledge are not made the

derivation of logical propositions only but is placed in the dynamic
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stream of human encounter and fellowship. Dogmatism, polarization
and self-righteousness 356 which appear in 1insidious forms 1in contem-
porary society and philosophies are ruled out because the other becomes

indispensable to truth.

1.8.2 PHILOSOPHY IS A HUMAN QUEST

What has just been stated highlights the fact that philosophy always
remains a finite task not only becausé it is conducted by men but
also because it 1is immersed 1in the crisis of human existence. That
philosophy is a human quest is the sign of both its true merit and
its limitation. As a human quest it remains a bastion against the

constant attacks by absolutism end totalitarianism on human freedom.

It is because of this a priori anthropological dimension of philosophy
thet Rauche is at pains to clarify alongside the nature of freedom,
the nature of man. 357 He describes man as characterized by finitude,
historicality, fallibility and contingency. 358 Hence all philosophical
constructions will necessarily remain controversial becau§e they
are truth perspactivas; formulated within a historical m‘éﬁié;;-'; and
therefore bear the marks of 1its age; are prone to inadequacy and

even error and must bear the possibility of change, growth and develop-

ment.

Any human system which does not tolerate dissent or which is utopian
is contradictory to the nature of man and is not only absolutist
but also a canger to human freecom. In such theories man is easily

stricken hy iybris (cf Part II1) where hein the conceiving of theories,
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whether idealist or materialist, hes illusions of grandeur. Man ceases

to be man in Marxism, for example, but 1s Grossmensch. The individual

1
)

is merged with the  collective being. Hegel's view of the state, Kent
view df absolute obedience to authorities, the functionalistic smugness
of the analysts and the existentialist propensity in some of 1its
thinkers to make man the measure of all things (as the Enlightenment
had made Reason) = these open the possibilities for the nature of

man to be distorted.

Rauche stated that, "There 1is no reason to believe that wman will
suddenly cease to be finite, limited, historical and controversial.

If we did we would be either dead or God." 359

1.8.3. PHILOSOPHY AS AN ONGOING QUEST

It is the dynamic nature of the onhilosophical .quest that forces it
to remain in dynamic tension with vario.us perspectives of truth,
Hence man's existential security (Geborgenheit) has to be won» again
and again. 360 Hence Rauche called this aspect the dimension of
"actuality." Only in the incessant constructing and reconstructing
of a theory of truth does man become aware that none of his creations
and constructions are of permanent duration and, as Bollnow had stated,

man is always on the move. 361

The influence that Griesebach's (1880-1945) thought had on Rauche
is evident here, 362 Griesebach had described the character of human

truth-perspectives as representing wmany cycles of the human self



-131-

which clashed with one another. He had dimplored his conterporaries
to desist from the mania of shaping the world and man according to
their self-conceived truths. The crisis of human truth is the true
dimension of reality and the experience of being contradicted by
the other is the experience of transcendence which would make man
abandon his attempt at self-transcendence and prepare him for bearing
the other's contradiction in silent passion. Griesebach had also
perceived the other as one's eternal stumbling block. For him reality
obtained in the event of being annuled by the other, when self
had been limited by assertive self and when historical time (the
past) has been transformed by real time de. the actual experience
of boaring the contradiction. Thereforeg instead of living in the
oneness of the seclusion of one's own conceived truth, mén now lived
in  "twoness" ie. in immediate communication and communion with

the other. 363

Rauche appreciates Griesebach's attempt "to save us from our mega-
lomania and our continual self-transcendence and self-glorification
and thus to save us from mutual self-destruction resulting from the
total clash of two antagonistic cycles of self.” 364 However, he
disagrees with Griesebach's ultimate view of reality outside of human
consriousness since nothing could be experienced without self-realiza-
tion and without which there would be no dialogue with the other.
By trying to remove all theory in favour of a purely practiéa1
"silently suffering” ethical existence, he has moved beyond actuality
of contradictions. If, says Rauche, I can bear the contradiction

of the other it ceases to be a contradiction. 2¢5
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It is in the ongoing critical quest that authentic existence and
freedom 1is manifested. Authentic existence, Rauche describes &s
an existence in conformity with one's actual experience of the crisis
of truth. 366 It is existence of man as not Grossmensch — or the man
in hybris or man as slave to one or other system. In- other words,
autnentic existence is man existing as fully man and freedom is the
medium or his mgggﬁmyixgggi whereby he ensures his full humanity
and it obtains in his constant striving to be fully human ie. to
live authentically. We shall elaborate later on this most important

point.

Inauthentic existence, Rauche defines as an existence where one
is the prisoner of one's own truth wherein one 1is divorced from his
fellownan by a wall of misunderstanding, prejudice and even hatred.
It is an existence in hubris, se]f«g]ofification, self-love, self-

righteousness, dogmatism and intolerance. 367

In order, then, to secure human freedom, the 9993§WXiX§E§i. of authentic
existence, philosophy must remain free, critical ‘theory. In this
regard, Rauche makes a call for a return back to. metaphysics. 2363
The three contemporary philosophical approaches, whether they are
aware of it or‘notg are transcendental theories of the world; they
are comprehensions of the world by mind. Although they claim to
be anti-metaphysical, they themselves have a metaphysical dimension
in that they have a  "built-in-world formula as a key to reali-
ty.": 369 transcendental consciousness  {(phenomenology), linguistic
function (analytical philosophv), man's act of self-realization in

the world (Ixistontinlism) and man's act of self-emancipation-:hrough
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changing the world (Marxism). , "Back to metaphysics,” for Rauche,
means a transformation of attitudes that will be different from tradi-
tional metaphysics as well as contemporary functionalism, actionalism,
and operationalism. 370 The new metaphysics will be founded on man's
natural, contingent experience whereby all human theory is permanently
called into question and will be conducted not in the spirit of hubris
but in humility. Back to metaphysics is in fact a call back to reality
in contingent experience which is the realm of human freedom. By
his contingent experience man is already free and by ongoing self
criticism, the aim of philosophy, he will not throw away his natural
freedom for total self-transcendence. 371  Man, however,  always wills

this self-transcendence because, as Rauche points out, he has the,

natural inclination to overcome actuality (die
Wirklichkeit das Geschehen) and to reach... absolute
truth... because of nhis constant attempt to transcend
himself... he Tlands in the 1impasse of alienation
and  self-estrangement. He creates  the various
'Ids' of science, morality, metaphysics, the Godhead
etc and if all this breaks down, or 1is shattered
by actuality, he even communicates with himseif
as 1s revealed by existentialist philosophy. By

so doing he bLecomes the architect of nothing., 372
He, therefore, argues in his latest work for a "metaphilosophy"
as the philosophy of the future which will be based on the real ground
of contingent experience and will _e the way out of the impasse between
the totalitarian functibna?ism ~of the Yest and the totalitarian
ideologism of the Ffast. 373 As a Eﬁilﬂﬁﬂ?ﬁiﬁwﬂﬁfgﬁﬂji 374 it witl

prevent philosophy becoming a closed system which violates man's

contingent experience of reality. e writes,

it is the task of the new metaphilosophy “a auide



artificial levelling of man's thinking with

humanity out of (the) bottleneck... and ... avoid

°o o0

that of his fellowman, which results in the uncritical

~

mass - Jhinking of - an unfree mass-man... (It will
be) an advocate and a guardian of man's authentic

existence and freedom. 375

In The Choice, Rauche concludes that man is to choose between Either

s
AT S B T AT

the offer of Utopia and absolute self-transcendenc or reality grounded
in man's actual experience of the crisis of truth. Only by choosing
the latter wi?il he move from uncritical to critical thinking, from
dogmatism to tolerance, from self-seclusion o open-mindness, from

existence in oneness to existence in twoness. 276

A criticism that some may level at Rauche is that he appears to argue
for theory in its own right, over and above practice and that he
does not address himself to the problem of alienation that exists

between theory and practice. He appears to entrench the antithesis.

This criticism is ill-founded especially since Rauche is very aware
of the antithesis. e states that the methodological separation
had started with Kant and was to Tlead to its ‘ogical conclusion in
the Tractatus and underlies the impasses among the three main philosphi-
cal contemporary approaches. 377 He concludes, “It may be said
that 1in splitting apart theory and practice, man tore himself to
pieces." For Rauche, the solution did not lie in the trans-
formation of theory into practice. That would lead to operationalism.
However,

if philosophy remained free theory grounded in the reality

of contingent experience, it will never be divorced from practice



because 1in the ongoing interaction with other truth pérspectives
it is constantly being called into question and, in turn, by reconstitu-
ting a vieﬁ of man affects practice. The freedom of thought, Rauche
seems to be saying, ensures the freedom and meaningfu?ness of practice.

Theory and practice proceed in dynamic tension to one another. 378

T. The problem of freedom in E@g_ﬁqjjgh&gg@ﬁnﬁ became  quickly bogged
down 1in the.problem of epistemology. Hence although the Enlightenment
saw the need to break free from all absolutist tendencies, the autonomy
of man soon became the equivalent of the autonomy of reason as was
evident in the debates between the emiricists and rationalists. Ratio=-
nalism absclutized the principle of reason and led man into a new

state of alienation from reality while empiricism made him the prisoner

of his senses,

2. With Immanuel Kant the confidence in reason was limited not because

the world and man were not totally rational, in fact the structures
of the mind became even more importent; the confidence in reason
Was ]1mited’because the "thing-in-itself" was now beyond understand-
ing: freedom together with God and immortality passed into the orbit
of the noumena and within the sphere of the moral imperative. In
Kant we have the formal split 1in man's awareness of truth. In the
wake of this schism 1in human understanding followed opositivism,
scientism and technologism; where the issues of morality and human

~

Treecom are also confined to a "difforent" field. Lant, like Fichte

e



in his philosophy of freedom .as pure act (Tathandlung), reduces
‘Fr.eedom to a process of moral self-realization which Hegel later

elaborated into spiritual and historical realization.

3. Hegel's universal synthesis was the last great attempt to unify
man's awareness of truth and to place freedom at the centre of his
whole system by viewing all of truth as part of the onward march
of Spirit. Freedom and necessity, however, totally merge, Each
manifestation of truth and its negation is a necessary step in the
progression. Freedom 1is the Tlogical outcome of a previous stage
of development which itself was a clearer perception of freedom from
a previous stage. Hence freedom begats freedom.  Such a view of
freedom linked to .the logically determined universal synthesis must
be called into question if that synthesis itself jis preblematic. Bs

we observed;such an idealistic solution remains only a theorectical
possibility to the probiems raised by the Enlightenment in general and
Kant in particular. It 1is an erudite commentary on history but is
not the only way that history can be read. In a previous Work Retigion
at the Limits?, we argued that any reading of history which 1is based
on a preconceived theoretica]rframework distorts that history. 379
The framework remains supra-»histom’ca]° The main problem with Hegel's
view of freedom is that it is based on necessity. If freedom s

based on necessity then freedom itself is endangered.

The three contemporary forms of philosophy have in one way or another
reacted to the Hecelian synthesis and have either cone back to the

empiricist nosition or to the “antian view in order to take those
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views to their ]ogica]sconcmsion° They have attempted to go beyond
Descartes as in neo-Positivism or have revolutionised the historical

dialectic into a materialist one as in HMarxism,

4. positivism and Neo-Positivism 1s a via negativa. A view on reality
is imposed that already prejudges what must be meaningful and what
not. They are, therefore, as problematic as any other theoretical
framework, especially since the methods of the natural sciences are
wholly inappropriate to understand all of truth or human existence.

It contributed 1ittle to solving the problem of freedom except to
protect man from unfreedom in meaningless speculation. The question
of individual freedom is submerged in the analytical concerns emanating
froh the "scientific"  functionalism underlying Positivism. Freecom

is endanged by functionalism.

5. In the Harxist concern for the freedom of society, one observes

an alienation of a new kind: wutopianism and the dissolution of in-
dividual being. The argument is that the freedom of the collective
being will ensure the freedom of the individual. Cn the contrary,

it is in such collectivism that the freedom of the individual is

endangered. Freedom is reduced by an operationalism that propogates

the collective.

6. The_neo~ﬂ§§§j§E§ saw the need for free individuals to lead the

trensformation of society into a free one. This is an importent
insight. However, they do rot address clearly enough how the individual

can be Treed or whether truly frec humens are nossiole in the totalita-



rian societies of our world, both western functionalist ddeologies

and eastern authoritarian ones.

7. The Existentialists, especially Heidegger and Sartre, view man's

very existence of thrownness as the sphere of his freedom. Nietzsche
and Sartre took the process a step further. Freedom was seen as
the self-realization of the existential subject. Freedom becomes
equivalent to the possibility of existing, 1its very "nature." It
is not logically, morally or physically determined. However, man
is either a function of Ceing (Heidegger)or Nothingness (Sartrel and,
in view of the absence of the Transcendent, man is condemned to be
free. He 18 left to determine his own course in the world. [Neverthe-
less, as we observed, such an act could lead to empty actionalism.
Being and Nothingness are also metaphysical postulates even though
it is claimed they are lodged 1in existence .alone and that existence

precedes essence.

8. ~However, it was the Existentialists who perceived fresdmm as the

possession of the individual. The existential act 1is the sphere

of freedom since the existing subject is free already. However,

the cdanger of actionalism emerges when the subject 1is reduced to a
function of Being or Mothingness anc¢, eny "Teap into Transcendence"
or to moral action, even with the Existentialist revival of Kant's

"viilling the good of the whole', Teaves freedom in fiux.

S

. However, what is clear from the controversial nature of these

tneories of about freedom is thet, as Tauche affirmed, freedom does




not ar1se as the v resu]t of any theory about freedpmo Freedom  Tike

o

existence cannot be derived logically nor derived from one or other
philosophical system because atl systems stand in coniroversia] relation

to one another.

10. The danger of ideologism or functionalism however, is  avoided
if philosophy remains self-critical and an ongoing, critical quest
for authentic existence; authentic  existence being the existence
wherein man remains free from absolutism of -any kind. Only thus will Phil-
otophy not ]apée into ideology. Rauche argues that the contingent

experienge of reality therefore, is the sphere of freedom, that

is, in so far as he remains man , he is free.

11. Rauche, therefore, presupposes that man as man is free and that

when he is slave to any system or pretends to be Grossmensch absolutiz-
ing his truth, he ceases to be free or tc live authentically. He
is, therefore, in agreement with the Existentialist view that freedom
is endemic to being fully man although he rightly rejects the absoluti-

zation of their approach whether it 1is the ontology of Heidegger

or the absolutization of the act of self-realization in the othars,

12. The Christian view, like Rauche's and the Existentialists',
also understands freedom as endemic to being fully human while rescuing
1t from the act of self-realization or empty actionalism. As Berdyacy

sointed cut, man is free even when he does not choose, 380

This ddea is endemic to the Christisn doctrine of man Seing  the
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Imago Dei. His bearing of a §piritua1 dimension 1is the eguivalent
of his being essentially free. This freedom bursts forth 1in man
in all his creativity: his morality, art and science. Freedom 1is
the basis of his creativity and his construction of the world in
theory and practice. This is the meaning of the command "to replenish
the earth.® That his freedom to create has been distorted to manipulate
and shackle the earth is the sign of his having distorted the freedom
of his being the image of God. Hence his abuse of the world and

the use of power and science for destroying is the sign of his state

of unfreedon.,

Hence we agree with Rauche here that freedom is distorted when man
lToses or forfeits‘ his freedom to one or other ideology or when he
absolutizes his own perspective, the work of his own hands. Yhen
man worships his own creation or when any system becomes the object
of his "worship," 1in theological 1ahguagea that is idolatry.
It is intrinsic to the f&dxﬁss of his being fully human that man
is truly free. Adam, which in Hebrew means "mankind," is representa- .
tive of the incessant desire to be rore than man and be "as God."
e thus over and over again forfeits true freedom in his attempt
to be more than man. freedom, he fails to see, exists in his contingent
experience of reality as finite and historical maen. While fireedon
leads to obedience to God ({Rauche says numility before reality),

hubris 1s man‘s constant attempt to usurp God~ship.

+

C

This attitude is vhat Rauche has repeatedly sointed out as the arrosance



and intolerance of utopian man. Utopian man and idolatrous man ave
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stated it, he 18 the engineer,..

)

basically the same;  As the Bard

[

i
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hoist by his own petar.” In striving to be more than man he destroys

his true freedom as man.

It is this constant danger of Iapsing.into unfreedom that one sees
illustrated in the history of Israel’s disobedience to Yahweh and
in their absolutization of the Law, the temple ritual, legalism or
the nation Israel, as ends in themselves. Hence Christ stands in
judgement even of the Temple and of the Pharisees sincere but empty
piety. The 0ld Testament prophets had proleptically -performed that
function also., The Tower of Babel represents most clearly man caught

in hubris, seeking to reach God and ending 1in utter confusion,

Alienated man always seeks security in such system building thinking
that such structures will ensure certainty and ensure his freedom,
The opposite is the truth, Mot even the presence of the physical
Temple in Jerusalem in the end is proof of God's presence for

he does not "dwell in a place made with human hands."

Reconciliation, whatever the details of the Christian doctrine are,
1s essentially diracted at solving the problem of this alienation
of man. In reconciliation with God, man 1is put into perspective

again, hence undoing the hubris of Adam, The whole metaphoric

Ind

outworking of this reconciliation in terms of redemption (buving
back from slavery) and justification (the penal metaphor of freeinc

£,

rron & sentence of cuilt) are theclocicel descrintions of the  "restor-
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ing of fellowship with God" so that man wmay be fully man; die. he

may be truly free.

Over and above all the finer theological points related to the Incarna-
tion, it is EDEGhistoricaT illustration of the "making fully human."
Jesus unlike Adam is not given to hubris but takes on the responsibili-
ty of being fully man before God. Around this becoming fully human
the Christian idea of freedom rotates. Freedom obtains in obedience
before God; a freedom which man all too easily relinquishes. Even
ricid religious systems, albeit Christian or 3iblically based, can
became as self-defeating and as absolutist as philosophical systems. . Hence,
the Christian view has conctantly to ensure that freedom does not
lapse into bondage or ideology also. But what is the dynemic principle
which, in compatibility with the structure of the dynamic quest for
freedorm, will ensure that the Christian understanding of freedom
15 not distorted by theological systems themselves? That dynamic
princicle is faith itself. Faith as existential encounter is also
an ongoing, self-critical encounter. An analysis of this view of

faith is the task of Part II.
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FOOT NOTES

For example, it 1is incorrect to isolate the Sturm und Drang

from the general flow of eighteenth century thought. ™ As
J.D. Stowell stated, "To call it a pre-Romanticist or pre-
Classicism ... has not much more value than saying that these
writers grew up and influenced others and it denies the aebt

they owe to the struggle for freedom of expression in 11fe
and art which had gathered momentum during the century."
J.D. Stowell “Enlightenment and Storm on Stress" in Periods
n’] Cernan theraturo (ed) J M Ritchie, Do 85. i

Ibid., p.85

cf. his criticism of Thomas Aquinas' use of Aristotle in  "Pagan
Servitude in the Church” in  Martin Luther selections John
Dillenberger (ed), p.265-66 also Ebeling, G. Luther, 7/&f for
a description of Luther's view on the relation between philoscphy
and theology.

Lessing, G.E. “Die Erziehung des Menschiengeschlechts" in MWerke,
Band 6, pp. 52-77. '

cf. Copleston, F A History of Philosophy Vol v (1964), p. T74F5 2722,

Descartes, R A Discourse on Method He begins with the statement
"Good sense is, of all things among men, the most egually distri-
buted,..," p.3

His view of the harmony of society is grounded 1in his belief
in the natural goodness of man and that the true fulfilment of
human nature is achieved only with the development of its highest
possibility. ¢f. R. Grinsley "Jean-Jacques Rousseau, philosopher
of Mature" in S.C. Brown Philosophers of the Enlightenment,
p.184-198 _ T

Adam Smith who use the concept of the  #invisible hand™ did
not mean the intervention of any divine agency in the economic
affairs of men but referred to a natural effect not intended
by the individuals involved. cf. D.D. Raphael's “Adam Smith:

DhiTosoph/, Science and Social Science" in Brow, S.C. Phﬂosmﬁ@ra
of the Enlightenment, p.74-93 T

Tilkich, P A History of Chriswian Fhoyght, p.334f.

Leibniz, G.W. 'onado]orv end Other Phi]osophicaT Essays, p.16]
cf. also Schacht,” L’EPEFEEU.L_CGPH 1 PhiTosophers,  5.40-65
Kant, I "What is  Enlightenment?® in Kant's Political

Rarth, X Mineteenth  Century  Protestant  Thought, 5. 08
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Candide  (1759) a satirical look at the prevailing views of
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X in 1653 for its views on freewill, predestination, uoral
asceticism the hierarchy, sacraments and the mission of the
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of the Evangelical revival on England c¢f. J.M. Bready England:
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FAITH AS EXISTENTIAL ENCOUNTER
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Thus far, in Part I, it has been argued that the problem of the
freadom of man is how to manifest freedom in the world and also how
to preserve the integrity of man as man, not stave or Grossmensch.

It was stated vis-d -vis G.A. Rauche's thesis that freedom cannot
be derived nor postulated from one or other theory about freedom
but that freedom obtains in man's contingent experience of vreality.

Thus freedom is expressed dynamically in the ongoing quest for freedom.
Only in this ongoing quest will either complacency of the man stuck

“in the system” and the arrogance of man in pursuit of his Utopia
be avoided. Both, it was maintained, pay only lip-service to freasdom

because both are dogmatic, intolerant and "wise in their own conceits.”

If the manifestation of freedom lies in the ongoing quest for authentic
existence, then it was also maintained, man is free in his being
fully human. As the existentialists also have maintained, freedom
is endemic to being human and has to be realized in decision. It
has already been stated that the Biblical idea of faith and freedom
also views man in these terms since the salvation of man is, in princi-
pie, the freedom of man for God. It affirms that man is “the image
of God® and that freedom, therefore, is essential to being fully
man. Faith is the manifestation of that primordial freedom. However,
the crisis of faith is that in traditional thought faith has not
been viewed in the dynamic frame of reference of the Biblical under-

standing of faith,

2.1 FAITH IN TRADITIONAL THOUGHT

Faith as a system of belief is as totalitarian and absolutist as
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the philosophical alternatives which hav
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the church hate ruthlessly discerned. 2

If faith is reduced in this way to belief, faith like ieason becomes
bogged down 1in epistemological terms. There are two possibilities:
either we achieve a logically satisfying theoretical framework which
by its very nature impinges on freedom and achieves equipoise by ignoring
the contradictions of existence or we maintain the validity of God's
sovereignty ‘ar:-szi the freedom of human decision which accompanies
the paradox of existence. To explain these contradictions away and
to achieve wholeness in principle only, is to increase the alienation
of man from authenticity. Even Kierkegeard's “leap into the absurd®
can easily be misunderstood as faith acting over and above reason,
if we do not release his views from the epistémolog‘ica‘i strangiehold,
This stranglehold is exemplified in the way the subject - object
antithesis has become a non-negotiable paradigm with which to view
reality so that it is inconceivable that one can speak of truth excent
in these terms. It is considered self-evident and incontrovertibie
that truth obtains in man as subject perceiving and understanding
chjects (the world, creeds, God, the other and such like). This
is perhaps the single most important reason why the quest for freedom
has often been a postulate or a derivation from one or other perspectivs
of truth where truth .as been Judged on the basis of the certainty
of the object. It was only a short step from this to the philosophy
of the natural sciences and Positivism which held that only what
s Uscientifically" verifiable is true. It was this subjectivism that
gave birth to the natural sciences and technology; that permitted
the manipulation of the world as object. However, as was pointed

out in the critique of rationalism, empiricism and positivism, this
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antithesis proves a strait-jacket for truth.

The subject-object antithesis has uncritically been tne paradigm
in theological thinking also. Revelation, viewed epistamiogically,

has been uperstoscd primarily as the knowledge communicated from

"above®., It bore all the marks of knowledge except that it could

o

not be proved. Grand attempts at explanation often perceived faith
as an extension of reason. Gogarten pointed out that,

Theology may now attempt to protect its faith from
modern subjectivism by asserting the _'ohjextivity
of its basis for faith' by claiming a ‘historical
factuality'... If it does, however, it does so
upder the compulsion of subjectivistic thinking
itself... Theological discussion with subjectivism
must enter at an earlier point, where subjectivism
had its source vizs with an understanding of faith
which occasioned science yielding to the temptation
to construct a world-view ie. a faith no longer
understood in the vigovous sense of the apostle

—
o
f'-

Paul and ther as the faith that alone justifies
«.. Ye. whose proper task was to watch over man's
freedom for God. 3

This kind of systi-matization of faith had forced science in the first

place to seek its autonomy and thus it was this kind of faith which

caused the initial alienation between faith and reason, and between

e

science,

(o]
)
o
(]

-

-systems iulled man into a state of complacency and spiritual
inertia. They provided him with “objective assurances" within
a religion ex opere operato. Faith within Law and credal Christianity

is, therefore, “"dead and powerless without worth." "It is," said

]
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Emil Brunner, .
a facsimile of the true faith, a counterfeit bill
which has exactly the same markings as a good one,
but the signature, the certification is lacking.
This faith is not written in the heart by the hand
ot God, but Gﬁiy by . the church, by the hand of the
apostles. This faith, begotien by permutations
which clings to dogma and literalism ... which ex-
changes bare doctrine, -~ even though it be Biblical
doctrine - for the Word of God, is a blight which
lies over the whole history of the church. 4

1t was this type of religion that Marx rejected, “religion that
blinds the worker preventing him from seeiny his true condition,
a social force that worked contrary to awareness.” b It was "a
prototype of surrogate satisfaction of man who either has not yet
attained himself or had lost himself again.' 6 Kierkegaard called
his  "childish Christianity,” @& religion of *idyltic mythology
and fantasy which emphasized the humanistic and soft traits o? the

character of Jesus.” 7

The way out of the impasse reguives a reorientation of the mind in
order to think beyond the subject-object prison. To read the Bible
within the canfﬁne$ of this antithesis 1is to distert its message
since there are several texts which appear to €1l the scheme, However,
as Gogarten maintained, “Nothing is accomplisned by obtaining one's
understanding of faith from the warehouse stocked by the very theologi-

cal tradition by which one tries to ward off subjectivism.® §

Theological discourse must be rescued from static epistemological

terms. The ‘language of faith must be “expressed creatively and
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existentially; that is, in a way that adequately expresses its true

nature, that touches life and grapples with existence.

¢ faith was a doctrine, faith weuld be an intellectual
re]atiéﬁ, which it is not. Since we take Christ seriously, we take
seriously the God who is vitally bound up with our existence, our
history and our death. Jesus did not come to found a new re!igion
s e

aith and faith means living wholly before God and

not to give allegiance or worship to anything less

Therefore, faith cannot be systematised anvmore than freedom and
existence can. Nevertheless, church history s full of examples
of how the church .has sought assurances in  system-building which
Brunner refers to as "a mighty epparatus... by which it might become
the power in control of divine revelation", a "practice wholly i
personal, something physical - meltaphysical has evolved out of an

experience wholly personal.” 9 This kind of totalitarianism ultimately

o~

destroys both faith and Treedom. As R.G. Smith states,

We must be continually readv to ask whether the
dogmas we are invited to subscribe to, whether

literally or passively, whether 1in & church ov
in a nation, in & political party or even in a smali
voluntary group, veally contain 1in themselves the
possibility of personal being. 10

The crisis of faith is that even homo religiosus becomes enslaved

[

to a system of beliefs which holds him in awe and acquires a mysterium

tremendum et fascinans of its own, Hence the possibility of him

asking whether the objects of his belief have "the possibility of
personal being” is often excluded, It is imperative that faith
be reformulated in dynamic and existential terms, that is, as ongoing

encounter with God. However, before the nature of faith as encounter
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13

&

can be elucidated, it is necessary to clarify the distinction between
Christian existentialism and existential Christianity. This distinction
is most important lest what is attempted in this study be dismissed
as existentialism in Christian dress. Nothing is further from the

truth!

2.2 . CHRISTIAN EXISTENTIA

1_OR EXISTENTIAL CHRISTIANITY?

There 1s a vast difference between the two, a difference that is
not always grasped by Christian orthodoxy. Existentialist Christianity
is Christianity viewed within the paradign of existentialism and
therefore suffers from all the demerits of absolutization of a truth
perspective, Existential Christianity has to do with the witness
of the Christian gospel in the changing contexts of man; in their
contingent experience of reality. "Existential® 1is the characteristic
of faith as ongoing encounter. To clarify this distinction, a brief
assessment of the evangelical reaction (o existential Christianity
will be made in order to show how the reaction of orthodoxy has not
always discriminated carefully encugh between existentialist Christiani-
ty and existential Christianity; then a brief evaluation of Christian
existentialism w*ll be proffered and finally, an analysis will be

made of the "existential® dimension of Christianity.

2.2.1, THE EVANGELICAL REACTION

The evangelical scepticism about Christian existentialism has been
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. . sthout some good reasons. In
both varied and widespread, and not without some g

order to understand the main factors influencing this scepticism,

A

a brief analysis will be made of ¥ D Hunnex's

Christian Relief since it is representative of the

and contains articles that had been published in Christi nity Today,
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Let it be stated clearly that we appreciate his evangelical concern
“to obey the God of Jesus and of the New Testament® 12 and his creation
with regard to "trading the old model for a new model t.at may turn
out to be a philosophical as well as a spiritual lemon.* 1° However,
Hunnex clearly confuses Christian existentialism and ‘existeﬁtia!
Christianity whea he states,"...my task is not to create sympalhy
or appreciative understanding of existential Christianity, Rather
it is to provide a philosophical critique of it on behalf of evangelical
orthodoxy" 14 and when he states, "The logical conclusion of existen-
tial Christianity is the death of God;" 15 especially since he has
inmind J J Altizer's view that, "Once we truly come to understand
the Christian God as... a dialectical process we shall finally be

purged of the Christian religious belief in the existence of a unigue

and absolutely autonomous God.” 16  This 1is a classical stat

tw

ment
of "Christian” existentialism which shall be evaluated bheiow; it
is not what is meant by existential Christianity of which Altizer

is clearly not a representative.

Hunnex hes two main problems with the dialectical theologians,

especially Bultmann and Brunner:



Firstly, he is concerned about the objective reality of God. -Against
Bultmann's view that, "The act of God 1is not purely objective.

o

The cross of Christ... is an objective fact of history for everyone,
but it is a saving act of God only for faith, for the man who makes
it his own™, he asks,

Why 1s it necessary to mention God at all since
the existence of the saving act is contingent onl

on someone making it his own?... The redemptive

act of God through Christ is there to be appropriated
so to speak without regard to whether or not you
or I open our eyes to see it. 17

Bultmann and Brunner, together with thce who will be discussed below,
had no intention to deny the transcendence or objective reality of
God. What they attempted to show was that unless one “opens one'‘s
eyes to see it" (or rather, "one's eyes are opened to sea"), one
cannot speak of God except in a speculative way. Hence they arque
that God is "known" in encounter which is faith. Faith would be

empty actionalism if God were not “objectively true". Nevertheless,
faith apprehends God as he identifies with our contingent experience
and our history. Men cannot .surmise about God-in-himself because

men cannot jump out of their historical skins

f&‘l

Hunnex agrees with Hepburn that,

Overwhelmingly  concerned with the phenomenology
of faith and the life of faith, existential thought
is in continual peril of failing to emerge from
the subjectivistic circle at all. A& subjectivistic
account can provide an informative description of
what it is like to think and act as if there was

God... But it is unable to go further ... and say
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whether the belief is justified or unjustified whether

or not there exists a being before whom the believer

has taken up the attitude of faith. 18

Jitimately, Hepburn will only be pleased with objective proof for

3

God which Hunnex also does not have. To say that one can only speak

what one knows and which the community of men testify to, is not

A

to claim that that which we do not know does not exist. Such a view

o

merely recapitulates the error of positivism.

Secondly, Hunnex finds, what he calis the
Bultmann and Brunner p oblematic. Against the view that God discloses

Himself rather than irformation about Himself and that He 1is known

existentially as encounter, Hunnex maintains that it does not follow

@ ‘ : , F— . N > " ; .
that God cannot communicate facts about Himselt and therefore proposi-
tions cannot be preciuded. There are somethings about oneself and

one‘s wife that are literally inexpressible. But 1is does not follow

2

that nothing can be known about myself, my wife or God. Therefore,

religious truth must be both existential and propositicnal. 19

Hunnex's analogy between knowing oneself and one‘s wife, and knowing

o

God, mystifies the crisis of revelation because reflecting upon one's
own nature or cne’s wife's is not the same as commenting upon U

o
G

nature of God, Furthe more, the theologians he takes issue with

L

D

have not denied the possibility of bpmpus%t‘ions or eise they would
not have attempted a constitution of theology. Their emphasis that
these propositions be based on existential enco{mter was an attempt
to temper the scholastic-type speculation of traditional theology

and its smugness within theological systems. What we call propositional
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truths (the creeds, articles of faith, theologies and even the
scriptures themselves) a;«*-é the result of, or the reflection on, personal
encounter with God, whether it was the encounter of the prophets
themselves within the historical g_j’_ﬁ:z{_:?nben of their prophetic
role vis-3 -vis the nation Israel, or the apostles vis-a -vis their
encounter with Jesus of Nazareth, his life, death and resurrection.

Hunnex and others who argue as they do,fail to realize that
the Church today and any theological attempt to formulate propositions,
as it were, has to encounter the “encounters® of the prophets,
the apast?es and almost two thousand years of "encounters' This
is what Ebeling, fm‘ example, meant by the ‘“problem of historicity® 20
and by his definition of Church History as “the history of the inter-

£
]

pretation of scripture.” 21

It is not as if faith is based on “true propositions. Hence it does
not make sense to say as Humnex does tha.i "Either there 1is pro-
positional revelation or there is no vevelation at all, since God
wno disclosed Himself also disclosed propositions ebout Himself." 22
Hunnex asks, "What if God were to make a final self-disclosure?
Can we say that He cm;mot do this or would not do this?® 23  He points
out that in the theology of Bultmann and Brunner, for example, there
is not the slightest assurance that our decision 1is right in any

but a _personal way since “"the truth of encounter needs to be dis-

covered anew." 24

Hunnex appears to have little appreciation for the crisis of truth

and of faith that these theologians had experienced, 25 Even if
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some of them indulge in  Mivory tower" intellectualisms at times,
the struggle of faith in Kierkegaard's life and writings, for example,
cannot be overlooked. Hunnex appears to view faith and revelation
within epistemological categories. Such a view faiis to understan
that the ongoing encounter of faith within the changing experience:
.y

of man 1is not the result of doubt or the uncertainty of faith, but

is the result of the desire to hear the Word of God, the Gospel,

=~

again and again so that its clarity does not become confounded by
habit, custom, human arrogance or man-made systems or theologies.
As Gordon Kaufman states,

... theology is not to be understood as primarily
or chiefly exposition or interpretation ¢ the several
creeds of the church of the ideas of the Bible.
Doubtless bothh  the Bible and the creeds are relevant
and important for understanding the concept of God
and for judging what are proper, and what improper,
uses or formulations of that concept, but it is
their utility for getting at the image-concept of
God that gives the Bible and the creeds their im-
portance for theology, not the other way around., 25

Hence te speak of “propositional  revelation” is  wholly

ineppropriate.

2.2,2. "“CHF RISTIAN" F‘fIS'IHT:l \LISM

Hunnex, however, is quite correct in his scepticism about forcing

the message of the Bible into a pre-determined existentialist frame
of reference. Here Bultmann's demythologization programme is especially
problematic., As J. Macquarrie had pointed out, Bultmann's intention,

was  to trans’le-ge all  mythical statements into
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existential statements {ie statements about man's

existential stmtion}g but... there 1is all the
difference in the world between a statement abanc

existence and a statement 1in terms of human

B

existence which is supposed to vefer analogously
to God... Either we must say here there is a limit
to demythologizing, or else, we must redefine the
aim of demythologizing... We are no nearer to having
solved the problem of oblique language about God.
This would have been solved only if demythologizing,
as purely existential interpretation, had been pursued
without limit. This would have meant the abandonment
of any attempt to talk about a transcendent God
and the representation of Christianity as nothing
but a possib’2 way of existence for man. Obviously
So

Bultmann did not want this. €7

As we have intimated, the dimplications which Btzi‘irnén;‘; and the other
theologians studied here, have for hermeneutics fTall outside the
immediate scope of this thesis. Hﬂwever,_ the point should be wmade
that any fixed perspective of interpretation when absolutised will
invariably distort the message of the Bible because as we have argued
elsewhere, fixed theoretical frameworks of Iinterpretation whether
applied to history, religion, philosophy or t xtual interpretation,
act as Procrustean beds. Any fact or perspective which does not

fit a predew"’mmed norm is cxcised. 28 He observed this forcing
of truth into logical limits in Hegel and Positivism; into societal
categories in the Marxists and neo-Marxists and now into existentialists
categories with the emergence of “"Christian® existentialism. Hence,

as Hunnex points out, even when theclogians 1ike J A T Robinson intend

to assert “"the centrality of the confession "Jesus is Lord'  in
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the full New Testament, sense®,” they invariably alter the meaning
of New Testament and Christian language and convert the New Testament
writers into contemporary existentialists. 29 This kind of
“finally edges out Christian belief very much Tlike the proverbial

camal in the tent.”™ 30 In so far as existentialist hermeneutics

e . 1SR I 2 arnlarian
is 1imposed on the underst of the Bible, a secularized,
g ctwmatd Sambead £ o) gt o d ae
"scientific" world view becomes the straitjacket of the Christian
. o s1ipdd the ame cpd Ed et eme
message, Therefore, such an approach must elicit the same criticisms

5.

that were levelled at Hegel, the neo-positivists and the Marxist

Perhaps no one was more aware of the danger of applying an existentia-
tist interpretation on the Biblical message than was Karl Barth.
Hence the change in emphasis between the younger Barth of the

Rbmerbr“ie'i" and the later Barth of the Crz

B e o e

and his rejection

of the end?mia entis. In the introd first volume of

T

“The Word of God or existence? the first editio
g

[l

his "The Doctrine of the Word of God® of 1

*sd

2 )
gave «acumen or even stupidity some cause to put
this question... in any thinkable coatinuation of
this 1Tine 1 can see only the plain destruction of

Protestant theology..." 31

In this study we have not approached the theologians under scrutiny
here via a confessional paradigm like M D Hunnex has done. That
would only miss their real dintention! Neither have we attempted

to define a  "Christian existentialism® for such an approach is

fraught with many difficulties eprmaﬁy in the area of hermeneutics.
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This study has attempted to draw oul the dimension of the ‘“existential”
from their approach because Christianity in the Bible and later 1in

the Reformers bears such a vital, dynamic dimension which al

easily has been lost in the history of Christian thought. This

By

existential dimension which is “faith" is what makes theology
dynamic, and commitment to God . commensurate with human freedom.

The nature of the "existential® must now be more cliosely examined.

2.2.3. THE EXISTENTIAL

e e e S A TS

That Christian existentialism as a clearly defined methodology is

o
]

%

as problematic as other truth-perspectives, including Christiay ones,

will be quite evident from the preceding discussion. However, Existen-
tialism, in spite of its formal ontology, highlighted a dimension
g

of thinking, or rather, ‘being® which is endemic to the Christien

idea of commitment as we find it described in scripture and most

vividly 1illustrated in the Tlife of Christ. This dimension Walter
Kaufman called "a timeless sensihility that can be discerned here

and there in the past but... only in recent times has hardened into
a sustained protest and preoccupation.” 32 The mys'*t"ict-::z! tradition
and some of the more pietistic groups had been more awar ‘o%‘*” this
dimension than the more institutionalized and formally defined tradi-
tions in  Church history which had been deeply influenced by

neo-P1

M)

tonism and later by Aristotle’s philosophy. It was aspects

of the pietistic mood that also ungirded the Reformation's re-emphasis

on sola fide. One may cite the influence that Theologia Germanice

—— e e e e B

had on Luther of which he had written,

so-o Next te the Bible and St. Augustine, no book



-175-

hath ever come-into my hands, whence I have ](:‘&Y‘!"i'iig
or would wish to learn more of what God and Chris

A ¥

and man and all things are. 33
This book, which Luther encouraged to be read in order "to revive
the consciousness of spiritual 1ife" of his country men, was wel!

A

i R - #
recelved, 34

Little wonder that, in modern times, the impetus for the revival

of the existential has come from Christian sources. Pascai and
Kierkegaard were not formulating a new Gospel nor eattempting to-
proffer a new discovery or 'i.m‘.p-etat'%c:n of ii.nstm"yo They

called men to renewed commitment instead f formal church membership

and nominal affiliation to the Christian body. They urged a vital

oo

dynamic mu ongoing living in faith. D.E. Roberts, therefore, is
correct in his assessment that Existentialism began as a “Christian
mode of thinking.” 35 We are not using “existentialism” here in
the sense of a methodology C" ontology of existence. It is safer

td speak of “the existential® as a Christian modus vivendi which,

~

as Roberts goes on to point out, if  “sundered from faith become
particularly vivid expressions of the spiritual disintegration of
our age" but that “even where it leads to atheistic conclusions
it is of great importance for it offers a particulariy poignant
expression of the predicament of modern mar " 36

To highlight the dimension of the existential s not to arqgue for
the absolutization of one methodology or truth-perspeciive. It | is
rather to bring a new dynamisn  into commitment which will remove

faith and theological reflection on faith from the realm of detached



logical abstraction to considering truth and human existence in the
attitude that it deserves; that is, as a matter of life and death
Rgain, this 1is not to deny the need for theology as an ongoing,

tical theoretical discipline (cf. Part IlI). To remove faith from

v
-
©
2
4
w
o
o
o
=
=

the crisis of human existence and contingency
to blind faith, or, as we have already pointed out,
belief in a body of dogma. To affirm the existential is to affirm

aith as the dynamic, ongoing encounter which makes theology an ongoing

quest and not a closed system of doctrines.

The existential prohibits an aesthetic or “scientific smugness
when men come to consider the dissue of spiritual commitment.  They
must, as it were, "put the shoes from off their feet for the ground
on which they stand is holy ground.” Their whole being takes part
in the quest. It is not a rational quest only but a living, existential
one. Kierkegaard, who will be considered in greater detail below,
insisted that Christianity was not a doctrine but a communication
of existence and, therefore, one who is finvolved in it bears the
responsibility of reproducing it. 37 This view has obvious implications
for faith as dynamic commitment., Sartre, in quite a different way,
also saw the nature of authentic existing as lying in commitment

(engade),

When Christian doctrines lose this dime ension of existential commitment
and become merely one dimensional rationalizations, thevy become static
tenets of belief; objects to be examined, analysed and systematised.

Kierkegaard, for example, had anticipated when the university dons
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would make hiz own works the subject of lectures and so would thorough-

tand them. 38 The third dimension, the existential,

ly misundes

does not rule out the rational but brings to bear on all thinking

the commitment of the whole being because the quest for truth is

the cues and death. As H. R. Mackintosh states,

the man' are the words which must sound
fn our ears perpetually if... our thought 1is to
he ‘existential®, that is, carried on with the
unfailing consciousness that we stand be

Which vrejects the coid nd  futile o

o
o
-
7
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o |
i
m
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o
g
v
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of speculative divinity whic
tnto ideas and the tepid objectiveness of conventional
churchmanship, which lies at peace with the world
atrophies the sense for spiritual hercism and displaces

t o

about salvatior

personal  co

pProsperous

There are at least seven fundamental characteristics of this existential.
dimension:
1. The existential, which Kierkegaard called the "subjective",
is concerned primarily not with the universal or abstractions but
with the process of thinking and Tiving as it goes on in the individual,
Therefore, while the objective approach 1is preoccupied with the
guestion “ihat 13 the truth of Christianity?”, the existential aquestor
asks “How can [ become a Christian?"  This latter questicn changes
the agenda from being epistemologically based to eing existentially
based. The existential, instead of rejecting the universal as

empiricism had done, gives it new ground;  that s, existence. 40

2. The suhject 14 changed from a function or relation to the “existing"
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subject and is placed within continual striving, commensurate with
his changing experience -of reality. He is spurred on to be part

of the ongoing quest for truth, Man is restored from being a thing

o

an “iL") to being a person, a problan which, as we pointed out  in Part
I, Ties at the heart of man's crisis and unfreedom.

B v

3. This approach acknowledges that truth like the freedom of the
subject cannot be logically deduced because existence 1is basically
ambiguaus and human beings, contrary to deterministic and idealist
worid-views, are not predictable. A1l the truths th=t affect human
existence and human destiny are ultimately not the produrcts of reason,
what Hegel called “raisonnement”, but the answersof the whole being.
Lessing had s%aﬁed that the accidental truths of history can never
serve as proofs of eternal truths of faith, 41 a view that was to
be greatly criticised by theologians 1ike V. Pannenberg who attempted
to obviate the gulf between ¥aith and reason by constructinga philoso-
phy of history. 42 Pannenberg's answer, however, like Hegel's syn-

thesis, remains problematic also., 43 Because of the finitude of
man, “a leap” must be taken. However, such a leap, as we shall
observe below, does not have to be a-historical or a blind and empty

gesture.
4. The existential quest is not satisfied with neat pseudo-assurances
and abstractions but is inextricably bound up with decision, passion

and with human freedom.

5. The existential introduces a dimension of vitality into thought
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which abolishes the rigidity of systems, even Biblical well-intentioned
ones, which petrify into sterile irrelevance. As J Wahl stated,

3 o

2 2 3 " = dombdas gy U A
it "Mnyites ‘us to @ kind of sharpening of subjectivity.” 44

highlights pithily this point in a Journal entry in 1847 when he
reflects on the lecture of Schelling he had heard in Berlin:
Schelling’s second lecture,
indescribably glad. I have sighed long enough,

- 350 " [ T ! g %12
1in me. When Schelid

]

and my thoughts have sighed wit g
entioned the word Virkelighed (actual daily life)

in connection with the vrelation of philosophy to

Virkelighed, thought leaped within me as the babe
leaped 1in Elizabeth... That one word reminded me

all my philoseshic  sufferings and pains. 45

o

The existential 1s concerned with life itself.

6. The existential concentrates on the actuality of the subject,
and, as was pointed out 1in Part 1, it is in taking the actuality
of the existing subject seriously that freedom manifests itself,
This 15 what Kierkegaard had intended by his dialectics of existence
whereby he analysed this ectuality. G Melantschuk  explains this point
by drawing a distinction between Aristotle‘s concept of tragedy and
Kierkegaard's understanding of actuality. In the former, the individual -
is involved in the hero's tragic situetion as he sees it dramatized
and is reconciled with actuality Haz-;"e_fe’.v“e for Kierkegaard, this
reconciliation 15 inadequate because it provides no deeper meaning
for the existential situation of the spectator. 46 Kierkegaard
described his own shift from spectator te actor thus,

I am going to work toward a far more inward relation
to Christianity, for up to now I have in a way been

competely outside of it while fighting for its truth
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like Simon of « Cyrene (Luke 23.26). I have carried

Christ's cross in a purely external way. 47

amde

Kierkegaard's leap of faith a leap from possibility to actuality,

a "subjective actuality", which H. Diem points out, was related to

7. The existential is primarily concernad with the nature of believing

itself and then about doctrine and the vreflections about belief,

1)

R. M. Brown stated that it was a pre-reflective starting point which
secks to discover that which is prior even to our union with the
world. 49 Jean Wanl maintained that this attempt to delve into thought
"orior to reflection, the predictive, to surmount the dichotomy
between idealism and realism” leads to a "consciousness of the movement
of transcendence which is present in existence itself.” 50 In theologi-
cal parlance we are dealing here with the road to faith and with
that which fosters true commitment. The objective schemes of beliefs

and epistemoiogy take the existential for granted. The existential

is pre-reflective but does not, &s so many assume, reject refliection.

There i3 a difference between the way Heidegger and Kierkegaard
formulated the existential. For mdegou) through the awareness
of Dread one unuerstands the general conditions of existence,
White vor Kierkegaard the Existenziell is the existential condition

of the pa'f-’i;‘i-::u‘i'cw individual, Heidegger's Existenzial refers to what

e e et

is characteristic of individuels  in general. This has led some to
ask whether Heldegger is not delving into essence by his postulation
of existentialia and whether such existentialia are congruent with

the affirmation of existence. 5]
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The existential may well form the basis of either Christian commitment
or of an atheistic position such as Sartre's. Hector Hawton goes
further by alluding to Sartre's "literciure of extreme illusions®
Wi L J\i A L N ;__,

and points to the scope for fanalticism 1in the application of the

3 ek et +n 13fn &
e>1::i'€ L:TC}-! L0 1178, E‘J?.

However, what 1is meant here by ¥aith as ex'isbez'st‘iaé encounter vis-
& -vis the divine cannot be reduced to the kind of emply actionalism
we have isolated and criticized in Existentialism generally. Faith
is not merely self actualization or self transcendence. T.H. Croxall,
for cxample, rejects as a “grave injustice the Tlumping together

of non-Christian existentialism, which the Pope condemned in his

Encyclical Humani m,m;"'is.,\ with the existential Christianity of

3
¢

Kierk

2

egaard, 53 The danger that existential encounter - faces, namely
of lapsing into unbelief, is quite unavoidable in any open search

for truth, It is the risk that faith must take because there are

e

no assurances given except the basis of faith itself.  If faith
based on such assurances it would cease to be faith and would become

a human achievement.

However, this does not mean that faith is merely a whim or an empty

3,

gestue, As it will be shown below, cxistential Christiarity is
not empty actionalism since its object is the God (the Absolute
Paradox) wha s vitally concerned with man and human existence.
Hence Taith has to grapple with the meaning of the Incarnation because

faith grapples with Tife and existence, All C! ristianity is existential

Christianity because Christianity is grounded in the Christ-event
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whereby "the Word was made flesh ad dwelt among us.” If Christianity

s

ceases to be existential, it destroys faith as ongolng encounter;
it closes 1its eyes to the cha a%eﬂges ¥ contingent experience;

3

it becomes an institutionalizad religion and within it faith is reduced

o

to helief in creeds and the pontifications of councils and synods,

The danger of actionalism is only real when faith 1is removed from

its object ie. when fides

D

»
quae

[S"J

creditur (the faith which is balieved)

R

and fides gua creditur (the faith by which it is believed) is separated.

£

However, such a separation in existence is impossible. H.V. Martin
states it succinct?ys “The fides qua creditur... and the fides quae
creditur,.., ave as congruous as the human hand in a skin-tight

glove," 54 "They cannot be separated in existence” says R.G,

Smith, because “existential faith is a unity in relation of the

Giver of faith and the believer.” 55

The existential dimension s concerned with the actuality of the

e

ex!skinu subject who is continually striving and whose modus vivendi

e e — e, R

obtains 1in vital commitment. Hence while Christian existentialism
remaing problematic, this dimension of the existential whict has
in our time been uncovered, has important implications for the under-
standing of faith which even the most ortnodox believer, after he
has rejected existentialism, cannot dgnore for the Gospel's sake,
When applied to Christian self-understandit ng, (doctrines, creeds
and such liike), the existential injects new vitality without which
Christianity ceases to be understandable or Féievanﬁa Paul Tillich
makes an incisive comment in this connection which should be quoted

in full. He wrote,
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A Timitino stakement must be made about the capabitity

of existentialist thought to answer the questions

jal predicament. Certain

o

jmplied in man's existen
there are existentialists who have answered  tinose

questions in terms of a cial religious tradition

193]
e
W

and others who have answered them in terms of a

special humanistic tradition.

are m)‘? ’ﬂ“ive H‘Ofﬂ L;‘ﬂn 9”_“1,6‘?’“

c— R Al SRt e e TG
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are

“'urai or

s

ES o £ Lo~y ” m -
out B-‘.%L if they ave answered

out of tmaé%t?on59 they received a new meaning,

@ new power anﬁ a new  exist 56

In the analysis of faith as existential encounter and the nature

3 1 o

of this encounter in the thought of Soren Kierkegaard, Rudolph Bultmann,
Emil Brunner, Friedrich Gogarten, Pauil Tillich, Gerhardt Gbeling
and others, the attempt s made to isolate this "existential truth”
which can be to Christian theology “a new power®. Such an analysis

4.

must begin with Kievkegaard not oniy bec he was the first in

the modern period to reawaken our attention to the existential but
alsc because he gave to the other theologians under consideration
a legacy of thought-forms that appears over and over again in their

writings.

2.3 QQRLN KIERKEGAARD: FAITH ND BEING CHRISTIAN

Kierkegaard's thinking was shaped by his own struggle for faith,
a struggle that gained intensity in the face of & form of Christianity
he was deeply alienated from and which, he believed, had made null

and void its New Testament heritage. Faith had ceased to be personal
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commitment but had become a pult&vai manifestation ungivded by a
theology that was largely triumphalistic because of its idealist,
especially Hegelian, moorings. Kierkegaard's views were consciocusly
a polemic against both Hegel's infl uence and the Christendom of his

time. It is against the backdrop of this polemic that his main themes

h is subjectivity® and "the leap

¥

like “ithe individual“ﬁ “trut

of faith® - are best understood.

2.3.1. CONTRA HEGEL'S LOGICAL YNTHESIS: A THRI

o e e S — A R A b

_Tu FREEDOM i['\E\,{.
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FALTH

For Kierkegaard, Hecel's universal synﬁhesi% constituted the greatest
danger to both human freedom and faith. Freedom was endangered
because in Hegel's logical, dialectical system the individual had

no real place. He represents only a moment in th

D

fulfilment of
the whole. Logicality not only distorts the nature of historical
"facts' which cannot shed their uncertainty and unpredictability,

but also, it fails to grasp the meaning of history

#

secause it levels
out individual, or rather, perscnal uniqueness. It has no place
for ambiguity and hence excludes 1inadvertently existence itself for
human existence is tundamentally ambiguous. 57 Building an objective

syStem is therefore an abstraction. In his Concluding Unscientific

»»»»» T 5 e A S M ST T

Postcript Kierkegaard argued that Hegel had not broken with Kant's

dualism by constructing his “fantastic hypothesis®. He wrote,

To answer Kant with a fantastic shadow-play of pure
thought is precisely not to answer him. The only
thing-in-itself which cannot be thought is existence
and this does not come within the province of thought
to think. 58
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irrational! and- this is his greatest probilem

he does not escape the optimism of the Enlightenment.

man's contingency and reduces man to a determined

.

or fall on the hrasis of his understanding

rkegaard was basically unbiblical

a perpetual battle 1in human history and revolves

problem o
the example par
Christianity con

St Paul 'had do

for therein lies

ne said, is like using a map of Europe to trave

~

because

ttle between Augustinianism -and Pelagi

around this

possibilities. Hegel, for Kierkegaard,

function within

aitfsm 18

very

represents

excellence of Pelagien optimism, for both make

e

form to the world, 59 Kierkegaar

freedom. To use Hegel to understand

where Denmark appears the size of the head of

Hegel makes  “nonsense" vhen applied in detail to
o M

With his flair for stating things “tongue-in-cheek’

wrote concerning

Hegel's immanentist and logical solution constitutes the

Hegel's system,

.so men are determined to lose

human

1 through

a steel

themseives

totality of things, in world history,

X

and deceived by magic witchery,

nog  one

¢, that Christianity must be transforming not conforming

ireedom,
Denmark

pin. 60

existing individual a chimera.".62

in the

fascinated

wants  to

be an individual human being... As par.icular human

beings they fear that they will be
isolated and forgotten existence
man in the country;  for if a men
he will not even he in a position
addressed to him. 63

doomed to a more

than that

lets ¢o

to have

greatest
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2.

threat to freedom because it -triviali

i\J

es the individual's struggle

for authentic existence, which is also the struggle of faith. It
reduces human life to a single plain. In & Journal entry in 1844,

s

ha stated,

A view which sees Ulife's doublenzss (dualism) is

higher and deeper than that which seeks unity and

pursues studies toward unity (an expression from
Hegel...). The passion which saw paganism as sin

and assumed eternal torment in hell is greater than

the una_summarum of  the thoughtlessness {which

SUF
sh

is di ovei ed) which sees everything in immanence., 64
Hegel's negative implications for §freedom are inextricably bound
with his negative implications for .aith. His ultimalte synthesis
removes the mysterium of faith, Contradictions and anything that
prods reason is explained away and with them also the object of faith,
the God-man, 1is vationalized away. The God-man, Kierkegaard was
wont to remind us i1s, "the greatest mystery (and) is absurd... (for)
God's eternal being is bounded by the dialectical determination of
existence.”" 65 {Un the contrary, because the object of faith is a

person and not a doctrine, the “absurd" cannot be vremoved. 66

]

It Christianity is reduced in this Hegelian sense, then with %h
loss of the irrational, doubt is also abolished. Faith becomes blind

cad

~y
o

.h because faith and doubt, altho.gh at opposite poles, are mani-
festations of freedom. "The means," D E Roberts succinctly states,
"by which we apprehend the historical must have a structure analogous

to the historical itself. Faith possesses that character.” 67

It was in this connection that Kierkegaard was at pains to define
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the limits of reason. Since 'the Absurd® or “the Paradox of the
Incarnation® is the object of faith 1t cannct be derived any more
than enistence can be deduced. There are no logical certainties

.:Z‘ ik

nor can the risk be logically vemoved for

then faith itself is abolished. As Kierkegaard descriptively stated

When faith beainz to feel embarrassed and ashamed,
like a young women for whom her love is no 10?’!@9‘{’.
Fficient, but who secretly feels ashamed of her
lover and must therefore have it established that
there is something remarkable about him - when faith
thus begins to lose ifs passion, when fTaith begin
to cease to L faith, then a proof bocomes necessary

so as to command respect from the side of unbelief...68

Albert Camus® reaction to Kierkegaard on this point should be mentioned
at thic initial stage of this analysis so that this common objection
does not cloud an appreciation of Kierkegeard's idea of faith which
follows below, Camus in his Myth of Sisyphus heild that Kierkegaard
had through a "strained subtefuge” given “the irrational the
appearance, and God the attributes, of the absurd” and that for
Kierkegaard "since nothing 15 proved, everything is proved.” 69
Camus, however, reacts from -his own presupposition that hope has
ne place in the universe bes ause there 1is no God.  Lescee rightly
points out that “the absence of God is of course a gratuitous assump-
tion on Cams' part.” 70 By Jjettisoning Kierkegaard's presupposition
of God, Camus like Sartre is forced to make authentic existence the

result of an act of self-realization and he invariably lapses, into

empty actionalism,



In Part 1 it was pointed out, how for Kierkegaard, the individual,
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the
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who by the nature of his being an existing individual, must

iish of freedom but that that freedom is authentically

dread and an
man.;casﬂd when the individual, as Luther said, exists

£

that accompanies existence (and

The anxiety and dread
not mean we are ummindful ¢f the positive moods of existence which
Bollnow wished to remind us), these negative moods have the propensity
to lead us to despair which, left unattended, is sin. 71 However,

this ent for “purity of heart,”

said Kierkegaard "is to will one thing.” 72 As Roberts states,
“For Kierkegaard truth does not lie in trying to show that history
as a whole is rationally ordered but at the point where interplay

1

takes place between human freedum and divine freedom.” 73 It is

in this interplay that faith emerges. Is his Training in Christianity

o

he maintains that it is at the Tevel of one's own existence and finitude

that one comes to terms with the lowliness of the “one who gives
himsel? ocut to be God (and) appears to be a low class, poor, suffering
and finally impotent man." 74 It is in the Incarnation that there
zists the potential for man to recognize his dependence on God and
hence to manitest his freedom. 75 God, therefore, i1s not to be found
in a grand metaphysical system but at the point where He touches
human existence or He is not to be found at all. Thus contrary fto
making the subjective (:'%)(L’)EY"?VGHCE of the individual all importa:
as many of Kierkegaard's critics wrongly think, he was in fact attemp-
ting to make central to theology, to faith and to human existence
and freedom, the Christ-event and the God-man. Therefore, in spite

of his criticism of existentialism, the later Barth's Christo-centricism
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remains faithful to Kierkegaard's principal thesis.
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Faith is not a feeling but a visk of existence. It is thal stat
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of wholeness whereby, without closing ones eyes to the dreac g
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existence, one does not give into dispair or the sickness  unto

by which it is measured, and in the state of wholeness it is measured

by God... whereas despair was before God, faith or wholeness came

about before God." 75

2.3.2. CONTRA NOMINAL CHRISTIANITY: A RELIGION WITHOUT FAITH

A

Kte‘*k"gni'a“s refutation of the dinstitutionalized Christianity of

b 1

nis day was a corullary  of his polemic against Hegel. Hegel's thought
had had a marked influence on the theolegy of Eurcpe and his laudatory
stance towards the Prussian State did much to confirm the alliance
between the state and the Lutheran church in Denmark and oither European
countries. Kierkegaard considered the pastors of the state church

"rgyal officials" who were paid by the Stete and had abrogated

their calling as outlined in the New Testament. 76 He was not.

unaware of the need to criticize the prevailing forms of Christianity

in order to liberate faith. In nhis The Point of View he wrote,

The whole of my work as an author is vrelated to
Christianity, to the problem of ‘'becoming a Christian’
with direct or indirect polemic against the monstrous
illusion we call Christendom or against  the illusion

thai in such a land as ours all are Christians. 77

A1l Danes by virtue of their birth were Christians and the fact of



their faith mage little or no difference to their lifestyles. He

that the "illusion of a Christian nation..." was the

power which numbers exercise over the imagination.” 78  People had

become scent in the fact of their church membership and, as H.
Diem pointed out, "A wealth of information about Christianity had

caused men to forget what it

Therefore, Kierkegaard held Y to become a Christian

I am not a Christian than to become a Christian, when I am
ne.” 80 He complained that his contemporaries® quest for an objective

faith had led to Christianity becoming a,

[>]

Tittle , if not quite so good as the Hegelian...

4

system

as if (,ar’i*i:: were a professor, and as if the
Apostles had formed a scientific society. Verity
if it was once difficult {to become e Christian,
it has now become easy. 81

His reaction to the Danish State Church was exemplified in his assess-
ment of Bishop Mynster with whom he had entered 1into controversy
and who had recently died. He wrote,

If only it had been possible to persuade him to
end his life with the adwission that what he had
represented was not really Christianity, but a mitiga-
tion of it: that would have been most desirable,
for he carried a whole age along with him... Dead
without having made the admission, everything is
altered; now it aerely remains that his preaching
hardened Christianity  into a deception. 82

Kierkegaard struggles to present a challenge to those who pay Tin-service
. L ¥ LR W
to faith and who rest contenfed in a religion ex_opere operato.

He perceived his calling as that of a missionary within Christendom
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itself and aimed to “introduce Christianity into Christendom.” 83

. o P —
1% is within this context that his views on ‘“the individual, "truth
és subjectivity” and  "faith as encounter® must be  understood.

e e f oy
Out of this context he can be easily misunderstood. As J Collette

fouaht for +the vrediscovery of the specificity of a

Christian becoming. His effort is still ours today.” 84
2.3.3. FAITH AND THE INDIVIDUAL, EXISTING SUBJECT

For Kierkegaardg more  than any relation to a person, thing, rac

or even church, to rlate oneself to God in faith is the most  important
manifestation of freedom. He, therefore, refocuses on the individual
who had been lost  either in the logical system (Hegel and dogmatic

systems) or in the crowd (state church and nominal  Christendom).

He repeats the view that "the crowd is the 1ie" because,

3

... 1t renders the individual completely impenitent
and irresponsible, or at Tleast reduces his sense
of vresponsibility by reducing it to a fraction

ore, in Either = Or he argued not for “know thyself® but.

for  "choose thyself". 86 nly thus and not in the crowd can man

understand sin, penitence end responsibility. 87  "The crowd" he

wrote,

action  and has no hands... none has more
contempt for what it is to be a man than they who
make it their professiocn to lead the crowd... Therefore
was Christ crucified, because although he addressed
himself to all, he ha! no dealings with the crowd
because... he would be what he is, the Truth which
relates to the individual. 83
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Over against "the abstract, fantastical and impersonal crowd"

v human freedom by vefocusing on the

(e

r-
f
1

Kierkegaard seeks to real

existing subject, the “flesh and blood individual,” as lLescoe says,

e
e

not some Platonic form or even a moment a Hegelian dialectic

In his COP( ept

okl vk

Dread Kierkegaard gives special attention to

clarifying his understanding of the existing subject. In Heldegger,

man's finitude was the basis by which to grasp the ddea of Being

but Kierkegaard had placed man's finitude in the context of man's
relation with God. Finitude not only is the ground for man to come
to terms with his sin but also it is his highest value because it
cis the basis of his f?'-eédﬂms Temporality, finitude and history are

not evil in themselves. Onthe contrary, history 1is the sphere of

human freedom for salvation s not the escape from tamporalily tike

some form of moksha or nirvana. Salvation is grounded in history

because it 1is based on the Incarnation. 91 It ds in the awareness

of one's vinitude that faith becomes possible. Hence existential

Christianity is neither supra-historical nor a-historical.

It is only when man takes seriously his finitude which in Part 1
was defined as limited, historical and conti ingent  exprience, only
then will faith and freedom be possible. As A. ShumuBii argued,

In order to become authentic and truly human, one
must first recognise his limits,.. the gesth
is indifferent to his limitations... {he) does not
choose facticity or himselfy facticity chooses
him and manipulates him mechanically. The true

man, however, consciously chooses his own facticity
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and assumes res ponSTb ity for it, 92

Existence and the personal veality of the individual are synonymous.
The individual does not exist in  “empty solitude” and therefore
the common charge of solipcism that is levelied at Kierkegaard 1is

“The individual is alone before God® and "“in the relation

ill=fou
between God as personal being and the believer as personal being,

in existence, is to be found tha concept of faith." 93

In this ceonnection, Kierkegaard made a ctatement which taken out
of the context of the discussion on faith has been frequently misunder-
stood. He stated,

God only exists for an existing man ie. he can only

exist in faith. Providence, atonement etc, only

,¢

exist for an existing findividual... Faith is...
the anticipation of the eternal which holds the
factors together, the cleavages of existence.  When
an existing individual has not got faith God is

~

not, neither does Ged ex

it, although understood
from am eternal point of view God is eternally. ¢4

, as many think he is, that God is a subjective
cxperience or that the atonement is not an objective work. Nothing
is further from his mind! On the contrary, he takes the cbjectivity

<

of God, and the atecnement as axiomatic bvl, contends that one can

only speak of that which one is aware; that God, over and above
the catalogues of propositional statements about Him, is only really
understood in personal encounter. Even if the vuniversal could be

expressed in abstract terms it still remains meaningless unless appro-

priated by the existing subject. Hence his emphasis on "true in-



jardness®  is not an escape into subjectivism but an ewphasis on
livino faith. This is what he meant by “an objective uncertainty
held fast in the appropriation process of the most passionate inward-

-~

ighest " truth attainable for an existing individual.” 95

Some have criticized this view of Kierkegaard on the ground that
the rejection of objectivity leads to the lose of the transcendent. 96
Others, similarly, have argued that subjectivity must presuppose
objectivity since a person must know what Christianity is before

£y )

flect on it. 96 Such views, as we have intimated already,

e

he can r

M

miss the intention of Kievkegaard. He did not deny the need for
reflection on doctrine neither did he dintend denying the validity
of systematic theology but was affirming that no amount of information
about Christianity makes commitment or decision any more viable because
faith is not logically arrived at and because freedom, like existence
is not a postulate. As F. Nucho stated,

... applied to Christianity, the difference between
objectivity and subjectivity is the difference between
knowing what Christianity 1is and being a Christian,
Subjectivity, therefore, implies continual striving
without which human life disintegrates and man ceases
to be a perscn. 97

Faith is the qualitative mode of being that crosses, say S E Stumpf
“the distinction between tie and reality, and between objectivity

and subjectivity.” 98 For Kierkegaard faith was the mode of being

These aspects of faith are most v1v1dly presented 1in Fear and Trembling

in his incisive analysis of the faith of Abraham.



2.4, \BRAHAM: TRAGIC HERO OR'KNIGHT OF FALTH?

Kierkegaard®s choice of this story to expound on faith was not an
arbitrery one. Hegel also had used the example of Abraham to illustrate
that the drastic break from native cultural and natural ties is achieved
in order to produce a new beginning: in Abraham's case, the beginning
of Judaism. 99 Hegel had placed the story in socio-cultural and

nistorical terms, Kierkegaard believed that the story of Abra

o

s 4

could only be grasped if it was set in existential terms since

Tay the clues "o understanding the nature of faith.

i. Abraham’s particular relationship with God dispenses with any

form of mediation (community, state, tradition and such like) and

as individual he sustains as absolute re_?a’x;'ioﬁ with the Absoiute.
The knight of faith has the power to concentrate the whole of life
and the whole sig.;'lé'{*'ica;'ace of 1ife in one single wish; 100 to concen-
trate the whole vesult of the operations of thought in one act of
consciousness. 101  He is not like i;he'capit.alist wh  spreads  his
investments so that if he loses on the one he will gain on ancther.
Abreham's 1is courageous belief because he "helieves for his

1ife"; 102 he makes faith everything, which 1is what it is. 103

The courage of faith is paradoxical because in faith the individual
is higher than the universal since his relation to the universal
is determined by his relation to the Abzolute which is greater than
the universal. It is paradoxical because in faith meariing is grasped

"by virtue of the Absurd." 104 Croxall suggests that "I Kraft af"
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should rather be translated ™on the authority instead of by

virtue of" since it points to the authority of action. 105 Believing
by the authority of the Absurd is fur Kierkegaard a radical fulfilment

i 5 . " oy o d 2 £ aflhmin
of Luke 14:26, "If any man cometh unto me and hateth not his fTathey

and mother and wife and children and brethren and sistrrs, yea, his
own 1ife also, he cannot be my disciple.” "This is a hard saying®

says Kierkegaard, ‘"who can beazr to hear it? For this reason it

-~

i5 heard very seldom.” 106 He complains that by “distasteful exegesis®
the vradicality of Christian commitment is explained away by Christen-

dom. 107 He wrote of the choice facing the Clristian thus

5
Either there 1is an absolute duty tcyard God, or
so, it 1s the paradox here described, that the
individual as individual is higher than the universal
andy, as the individual, stands 1in absolute relation
to the absolute or else faith never existed or to

ut it differently, Abraham is lost. 108

Here 1is the fundamental difference between Abraham, the knight of

faith, and the tragic hero. The tragic hero sacrifices himself and
all that he has for the universal whereas Abraham does nothing for
the universal but stands in absolute relation to the Absolute. Hence
Abraham was Jjustified 1in keeping silent about his purpose before
Sarah, Eleazer and Isaac. The tragic here, on the nther hand,is
revealed and in this self-revelation is “the beloved son of
ethics.” 109 He does not know "the distress® nor the terrible

responsibility of solitude. 110

2. Abraham resigns infinitely to God's will whereas mediation in

Hegel was supposed to explain everything. Every movement of infinity
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comes about by passion and no amount of reflection can bring it about.

18 E

"Wihat our age lacks". said Kierkegaarda,

s not veflection but

He explains what the infinite resignation of faith 1is by the allusion
to learning how to swim. When a learner is suspended by a swimming
belt he makes the motions of swimming but he s not swimming until
when thrown into the water, he starts making the movements of
infinity since his life depends on them. Faith does the opposite,
after having made the movements of infinity, it makes those of finite:

ness., 112

Therefore, anyone who thinks that he cen reasonably deduce faith
or that the story of Abraham willmove him to believe, deceives himself
and "wants to cswindle God out of the first movement of faith, ihe
infinite resignation.” 113 The infinite resignation 1is the last
stage prior to faith and oniy in this stage is one aware of oné‘s
eternal vé?idity and only then -uu{ there be any question of grasping
existence by virtue of faith. 114
Furthermore, the knight of faith does not annul his resignation but
preserves his love just as young as 1t was in its first movement.
He never lets it go from him, precisely because he makes the movements
infinitely. 115 Hence faith cannot lapse into blind faith or belief

because it remains ongoing encounter with God.

3. There is a double-movement of the Spirit by which after the infinite

resignation the knignht of faith lives in the finite but in encounter
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with God,

The tragic hero gave up his wish ipn order to accomplish his duty.
For the knight of faith, wish and du'?‘..j_! are also identical, but he
gives up both. The tragic hero knows no absolute duty although he
has a sense of a higher duty. There is, however, a continuity between
the "is® and the “Csu;qht" evén if that continuity is perceived
antithetically ie. between wish and moral duty. The knight of faith,
on the éﬁher hand, makes the movement of faith in the authoriiy

the absurd. Without pass.on of one's soul and all one's heari one

cannot reach infinite resiguation and, therefore, cannot reach faith,

In Abraham the double-movement of the spirit is most clearly evident
when Abraham broke his silence to answer lIsaac, "God will provide
Himself the lamb of the burnt offeri ﬂg_z.; my son.  The double movement
took place in his soui: the infinite rvesignation and the movement

of faith, 116

4. The fearful teleological suspension of the ethical is exemplified

o

in Abraham's faith. If the ethical telos means as in Hegel that

man can transcend himself by abandoning himself in the universal,

v

then Kierkegaard argues that Abraham becomes & murderer. 117  However,

Abraham whoe stands in absolute relation to the Absclute s higher

than

ot
wnc

he univ

rsa

[

°

The difference between the tragic hero and the knight of faith 1is

<

here again clearly evident. The tragic herc remains within the ethical
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while Abraham suspended the ethical because he possessed a higher

telos. 118  While Agamemncn, the tragic hero, has need of tears and

claims them, one cannot weep over Abraham; "Une approaches  him

v religiosus, as Israel anproached Mt Sinai." 119  Therefore,

Fr

Abraham cannot be a tragic heros he is either a murderer or a

believer, 120 Abrzham was

tragic hero apprehended a higher express

an absolute duty.” 121

N

Hence, Abraham needed no “panegyric to console him"  for he “"didst

—

gain all and didst vetain Isaac." 122  The paradox of faith 1is that

ek

in staking all, one gains atl Faith is not en aesthetic or ethical
impulse because its presupposition is vresignation. Neither s it
an instinct of the heart but obtains in the paradox of 1ife and
xistence, The structure of existence is analogous te the structrue
of faith which 1is also analogous to the chject of faith, the God-
main. o remove the paredox or to reduce logically existence to a
continuum of predictability or a rational whole which does viclence
existence itself and to God. Faith is .u‘z ately distorted The
call to faith. therefore, is a ceaii to live authentically ie. to
tive fully human. In Part 1 we have describad this living as taking
seriously the cratingency of reality and the historicity of man.
The existential, must not be reduced again to an ontoiogical 1%..3?7[9?.?,
ike the Tater Existentialists have done, but must remain as Kierkegaard
intended it, the description of the vital and dynarmc modus Vwendw

of the man of faith.
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2.3.5. SOME COMMON V’TSPUI\I?‘FTJT}Q IS RECONSID ERED

~ °
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come of the main criticisms of Kierkegaard's position must now be
2 3 1 L T o ey fa 3~ . iy

addrossed since very similar criticisms can be levelled at Christian

faith in general. An evaluation of these criticisms will permit

Lo s
faith

casier discussion of other descriptions below of existential

and will obviate the need to examine these criticisms in each instance.

1. There is the general criticism from ﬂénwtheistic and atheistic
quarters which reject any attempt LJ view man’s salvation in the
realm of faith. Camus® objection, for example, has heen alveady
mentioned., Herbert Mercuse, also, argued that Kierkegaard held to
a content that could no longer take religious form. In Kierkegaard,
he claims, the truth "gets separated from the social and political
vortex in which it belongs." 123 He points to Feuerbach's perception
that Kierkegaard failed to see that the human content of vreligion

can be preserved only by abandoning the religious, other-worldly,

forms. “The realization of vreligion requires its negation." 124

This criticism is a criticism of religion in general and 1is based
on certain presu J,Jmhtovs that are problematic. The problem wﬂ"th
reducing religion to a social function and the danger of operationalism
have been amply stated azlready. This view is based on the gmtuitousb
belief that God cannot exist. The burden of providing convincing
proof for God cannot be placed on Kierkegaard who vis-a -vig phitosophi-
cal and theological attempts to provide such proof, pointed out that

faith obtains in taking human existence seriously and that there
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cannot be proof in the natural “scientific” scnse, I¥ human existence

r~

cannot be forced into the Procrustean bed of legic, then neither

can Cod nor faith, which are inexiricably bound with existence, be

restricted in this way.

Kierkegaard, however, made a most important point which these cri itics

have failed to grasp. He siruggled to clarify that even after proof

of the miraculous or the Absurd is provided, such a "discovery”

will not matter a Jjot to a person until he confronts it and
appropristes it for himself. A vational explanation or public demon-
stration of divinity will not conv nce man. That conviction must
be the result of his own encounter with truth. Hence Kierkegaard

oke of God existing for the existing man. Only such an  encounter

will preserve faith from the danger of actionalism, because faith

A

does not derive the transcendent from existence, as Karl Jaspers

I

tends to do, neither does faith or the object of faith become the

act of the individual. The

self-actuvalizing or self-transcenc
object of feaith is the God-man who identifies with wman in history
and, whatever else men think of Christ, they cannot wish him away

from time and history.

2. A general criticism of Kierkegewd 1is that in his thinking, in-
dividualism turns into “the most emphatic  absolutism.® 125
alter Kaufman claims that Kierkegaard “tried to introduce the
individual dinto our thinking as a category." 126 J von Rintelen

maintained that this individualism  "closes the door to authentic

metaphysical transcendence wherein hope asd the wholeness of the
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person lie.” itosh,» also, held that Kierkegaard induces

distortions so violent and perverse as gravely to imperil
our hold on the New Testement conception of God... of the life His
children are called to lead... his individualism 1is of so extreme

b

a type as largely to disqualify him from understandin g actual religion,

A1l these reactions that perceive Kierkegaard's vefocusing on the
individual as "individualism® or ”iss?atieﬂi:m“‘ misconstrue his
intention and fai 1 to understand him against the background of the
Hegelian hold on theology and the nominal complacency of Christians.

arasp his ‘concern to restore the vitalit

(-«\

They do not

’~<

and dmamiam  of Christian faith. If this central intention is missed

one can accuse Kierkegaard of a host of inadequacies and omissions

which he had no intention of denying in any case.

Y

Any refocusing on the individual always must run the risk of this
kind of misunderstanding and Kierkegaard was not wunaware c¢f this

danger. While he emphasized the uniqueness of each existing subject,
the  differences between people, he was careful to point out,
.-- hang on the individual loosely, like the cape

the king casts off to reveal himself, loosely 1ike

the cloak 1in which a supernatural being

itself. When the differences hang

s loosely then that essential other 1is always
timpsed in every individual, that common to all,
hat  eternal  resemblance, that equality. 129

Kierkegaard does not cmphasize the dindividual for its o sae but  in
order to highlight the fact that faith is a personal and individual

encounter with the divine. P. Roubiczek pointed out that it is only



~203~-

when truth is discovered from, the inside, when we Tearn inwardness,

that love can be commanded, 130 Only then are men set free to live

for each other. This is-a far cry from individualism!
Kierkegaard understood his ouwn work as itic in that he aimed

to make men aware of who they are and what their significance and
value was. A, Shumugli reminds us that Kierkegaard addressed himself

o o 2

to the educators and the clergy attempting to highlight the need

J

for this maieutic; "an indirect communication... intensifying the
fearner's subjectivity.® 131 According to Kierkegaard, Christian
seciety is “the conditic sine ou;_“rjp;)_ of Christianity, and no man
can be simuitaneously a Christian and a hermit." 132  Those who accuse
K‘ierkegaa?—d of individualism and isolationism fail to see that only
by a rnaieiat‘%c approach whereby individual man achieves authenticity
that the problem of soiiprism and alienation can be solved. In his
Works of Love, Kierkegasard's concern for the whole of society is

clearly indicated. 133

In this connection, D E Roberts -;'na'én'ta'éns that "the acid test"”
of existential Christianity is its ecclesiology. 134 This is true
but, be that as it may, what is equally true and even more fundanental
is that unless the individual can extricate himself from natural,
historical, traditional or cultural ties and unless one's commitment
to Christ s the most important relation, the unity a.riu"cetathoﬁcity
of the church is endangered. Hence L Dupré argued that Kierkegaard's

emphasis could serve an important ecumenical suypose  within, for

example, the Roman Catholic Church. He thinks that Kierkegaard's
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insights have tha potential of highlighting the fact that Christianity

is not a social institution but a matter of individual commitment, 135
3. An eaqually unfounded criticism levelled against Kie jaard  is
= L] w

that he 1is anti-rationalist. Marcuse maiintains that his attack on
the abstract led him "to assail certain universal concepts that

.

the essential equality and dignity of man.” 136 Kaufman thinks

(]
that Kierkegaard “renounces clear and distinct thinking altogether.®
He cites as ‘"preoof® of his claim Kierkegaard's statements such

as “The conclusions of passions are the only epigrams’  and  “What .
our age lacks is not reflection but passion.™ 137 He states, "Reason
alone, to be suvre, cannot solve some of 1ifc’s most central problems.
Does it follow that passion can, or that reascn ought to be ahandoned
altogether?® 138

£

Again Kierkegaard's critics fail to greppple with the essentials
of his thought. It is far removed from the truth that if one states
that faith cannot be derived logically or that in the face of the

in fact means that one 1% anti-

o

Absurd, reason is impotent, that i
rationalist. On the contrary, he held great respect for Socrates
and claimed that Religiousness A “which is basad on reason prepares
the way for Religiousness B "which is wiolly of faith. However,
he pointed cut that Socrates also did not first get proofs of the
immortality of the soul so that he could live on the strength of
such proofs but, on the contrary, “he said that the possibility
of there being an immortality occupies me to such a degree that I

unquestionably stake my whole 1ife upon it..." 139  No one, however,
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would claim that Socrates was anti-rationalisti

Kierkegaard's concern to 1imit reason was only to temper the wild
\ § P | o i ) by b AT L D I e - ” ;:“.w’ I —: -

claim for reason that Hegel and his contemporaries “had made which

invariably debunked the individual. In this connection, Kierkegaard

rued having criticized Socrates in this M.A. thesis. He wrote,

Influenced as I was by Hegel and the moderns, without
enough to g what is great, 1 could

one place in 1wy thesis indicating it

in Socrates that he had no eye for

d as separate
entities. 0 what a Hegelian fool 1 was! This s

precisely the gieat proof of how great an ethicist

Socrates was. 140
It s stangely ironical that what his critics accuse him of today,

't had criticised Socrates of, but had come to see the folly

This point brings us te an important awareness that Kierkegaard himself
was mindful of. He knew that his emphasis on faith would inveriably

lead to an imbalance but he proceeded fully aware of the danger because

he was convinced that the situation in which he found himeelf was

already greatly balanced. His critics should take heed of his remark

in Concluding  Unscientific Postscr

By

I am well aware that every

fiuman being is more or less onesided and I do not regard it as a
fault... but the onesidedness of the intellectual creates the illusion
of having everything." 141 Hence L. lMackey quite rightly stated,

The fact vremains that Kierkegaard's Christianity
s dnbalanced and  excessive, And the fact, still

outstanding, 1is thalt Kierkegaard knew it and meant
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it that way. , Training in Christianity, Fear and
“wvmb1fnﬁg the fraqm‘d*&; the | Ofr"1pfq and  all
rest were but ‘correctives’ recommended to

complacent debility of the present age. 142
“Good God”, W"ere Kierkegaard, “HWhat is easier for one who has first
given the corrective to go on and add the complimentary aspect?”. 143

y amwwr“we the ¢ onn task of theoloay
Y g 20104

- e e T e S AP T ———.

Addin' he% Comnsemﬁ 1

trivialize the theological task but was preoccupied

I £ e L e S T e A

with the more pressing task of reinforcing faith in order to
ERQHQ§1§QQQG "He intenticnally and purposely overemphasized
the role of Taith,” says Lescoe, "in order to compensate
for Hegel's averemphasis of the function and 1importance
¢f reason.” 144 His central aim was te show the austerity

I

of believing and the seriousness of faith.

4. A criticism leveiled at Kierkegaard and the existent{ai%sts in
general, is that they are a-historical. 1t s conceivable how their
emphasis on transcendence and the self-transcending act may minimize
the relevance of histO?y for the existing subject. However, if that
act is placed within context of Christian faith then it is an act
rooted in history. If the object of faith is the God-men, then a
historical! rooting is an a priori of existential Christianity. With

such faith goes hoth reflection on thé Scriptures and the significance

o

of the Christ-event (a wholly historical event), and the history
of the interpretation of those scriptures which has already spanned

almost two thousand years.

D. E.Roberts maintains, however, that Kierkegaard has failed to clarify
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the relation between faith and history. 145 However, Kierkegaard
wished to point out that the bare facts of history cannot stand alone;
that they have meaning in so far as the existing subject grasps them.
Tha bridging of faith and history has been the central aim of all

[ R e

existential

[y

hermeneutics. The bridging is ultimately fulfilled in th
encounter with Christ; that is, in faith. In other words, historical
facts do not stand alone as inanimate objects do. Understanding

history ultimately means the apprehension of "those facts which dmolves

8. fi

a decision being about them.

Kierkegaard addressed this problem when he referred to lessing's
doubt whether one can base faith upon the accidental truths of history.
For him, this "historical™ basis was the Incarnation. But to
i

the question whether this historical fact 1is certain, he answers,

«.» even though it were the most certain of all historical
facts, it would be of no help, there cannot be any
divect transition from an historical fact to the
foundation upon it of an eternal happiness. That
is something qualitatively new. 146

The underlying aim of his thought was to highlight the importance
of the most important decision about history in history: "I choose;
that historical fact means so much to me that 1 decide to stake
my whole Tife upon that if... without risk faith is an iwpossiblity, 147
The aesthete who stands aleoof from existence and who insists on that
aloofness in the name of “objectivity" will find this understanding
of histerical rooctedness o scandal because he will claim that one
can be deluded into believing that this is of God. Not so, thinks

Kierkegaard, if the choice is made in the midst of existence;

-
o
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choice that calls the whole person into question b""aug‘e it is made

with the whole life. The fault of our age, he said, 1is that 1t does

not grieve deeply enough®  in order to understand the choice of
: g > L

5 4 P " ¢
freedom. Hence its joy is superficial. 148 "At the nour of dgeath",
however, "most people choose the right thing." 149
Wahl, furthermore, questions whether Kierkegaard ultimately does

not remove the scandal when he claims thet
truth, the Paradox vanishes, 150 Is Kierkegaard, therefore, not
rationalizing the Paradox away? On the contrary, what Kierkegaa vrd
said was that from the vantage point of “the dialectic of belief”,
in encounter with the Absurd in faith, the apparent contradictions,
not the Paradox, are removed. To vremove the Paradox would means
that feith will be distorted. Hence he wrote, “When the believer

believes, the Absurd is not the Absurd - faith transforms

o

in every weak moment, to him it is again more or less the Absurd."...151

5. Another criticism of Kierkegaard is that he reduces the content
of religion to a minimum. Alisdair Macintyre, for exampie, asks
what difference does it make to be Christian, to be before God inwardly,
since the knight of faith outwardly appears according to Kierkegaard,
as if he were a tax-collector. The bareness of Kierkegeard's response,
he claims, allows for easy secularization of his main thesis. 152
Matthew Spinka, similarily, arqued that the revelation of God in Christ
ought to have been given greater weight. He thiuks that Kierkegaard's
emphasis on the transcendence of God endangers the Christian doctrine

of man as the image of God and that Kierkegaard fosters a distortion
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of Christianity as serious as the one he fought against. 153

fgain, one must be reminded of Kierkegaard's .central purpose which

&

was not to work cut a systematic theology but to highiight the hasis

of theologys a living, dynamic f~ith. As Croxall stated,

There are those who may wish Kierkegaard had concerned
himself more with questions of orthodox dogma, all
of which, in the Chalcedonian sense, he accepts
without demur. But he saw how easy it 1is 1o get
bogged down in dogma and miss life. 154

He wished to restore a dimension to doctrine that had become obsalete.

Contray y to what Macintyre int'mates, namely, that the knight of
faiti goes cn as before, Kierkegaard intendad, & we observed in
Fear and !’emnllnq to highlight the fact that in the knight of faith,

while the external change may nobl be perceptible, the internal change

is total. Faith means the fransformation of the person’s disposition

to life, i Pauline langvage, he is in the worltd but he is no more
of the worid. The knight of faith "walks 1in- newne: of life"

(Rom, 6:4); the "old man" he was -in Adam is crucified with Christ
(Rom, 6:3; Hence Blackham describes Kierkegaard's  call as “the
revivalist's call to repentance (and) turning to Christ for salvation,
the gift of faith, new birth and the 1ife of grace." 155 To criticize
Kierkegaard from what he did nc" say 1s an inadmissible argument

from silence.,

What these critics fail to remember is that Kierkegaard did not primari-
ly set out to achieve a fool proof metaphysic of belief for he claimed

that such a superstructure was not only impossible but also undermined
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faith itself. As Stumpf states, “"What Kierkegaard wanted te underscore
was that when a person has knowledge, he is still in the predicament
of having to make a decision.” 156

Kierkegas~d was concerned with a pre-reflective question, namely,
the nature of believing itself: the struggle of faith. Christianity
had become contented only with that 1is, doctrines

and confessions. He complained that,
People are curious about the result, as they are
about the result in a book - they want to know nothing
about dread, distress, the pearadox. They flirt
aesthetically with the result, it comes Jjust as
unexpectedly but alse Jjust as easily as a prize
in the lottery; end when they have heard the result
they are edified. (57

This easy qoing acceptance of doctrine or "the end” he Tlikened

&
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ta the “piliaging of the hold; ean worst than

Kierkegaard did not intend to trivialize theclozic

any of the doctrines of the church. 158  He wished to

that before one can proceed with theology aend cri

faith itself and that

]

ongoing cne wirich keeps theology from lapsing into a

systan. 159 To ignore this struggle and only to rest in
struggle is like exalting only in the fact that in
was saved and forgetting the deep struggle of fai

experienced long before that happy end

al
vemind Christ
tical

this

and  without

Judas'

reflection or

1ans

reflection,

struggle is an

fixed and static

the end of the

the end Isaac

that Abraham
any

Lances

(,

of such an end, 160 The struggle must always be brought into focus or

else,
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One mounts a.winged horse, the same instant one
jo at Mount Moriah, the same instant one sees the
ram; one forgets that Abraham, rode only an ass,
which walks slowly along the road, that he had a
journey of three days, that he needed some time
to cleave the wood, to bind Isaac and to sharpen
the knite. 161

£
i

Faith, therefore, 1g not 1

1]
D
-
<
s
P

he the struggle but the beginning.

o

it is not a completion but a commencement. Only in view of the
struggle of faith will the existing in faith remain an ongoing and
vital becoming. The knight of faith does not vremain standing in
faith but is on the move, the most important factor we have argued
in Part 1 that will ensure his freedom, for freedon it has been argued,
chtains 1in the ongoing quest for authentic existence. Freedom 15
endemic to being human but only manifests itsel!{ and remains authentic
in continual affirmation; in the ongoing quest which is commensurate
with his changing experience of reality. Faith as encounter spurs
that movement on. It does not retreat into an ecclesiasticel or
theological cocoon. The knight of faith is always on the move and
does not remain standing. "He would be offended," says Kirrkegaard,

... 1T anyone were to say this of him, Jjust as the
- lover would be indignant if one said that he remained
standing in love, for he would reply, ‘I do not
remain standing at Tove, my whale 1ife 1is this.' 162

This is the dynamic of Christian faith! This dynamic will be further
enquired into in the study that follows of some theologians of our
century who have been influenced by Kierkegaard and who have also
attempted to clarify the nature of faith as ongoing encounter. In

our attempt to place Kierkegaard in his historical setting and to
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show why many of his critics have missed his intention, we have not
intended to imply that Kierkegaard himself was free of a corstitutive
model. His assertion of the subject - object scheme, his view of
the Absolute and the Paradox, are all part of such & model.

As soon as one verbalizes a standpoi~i one invariably sets up such

tioned or else will

a model which ditself must be
also become a fixed theoretical framework, What Kierkegaard's model
. does rot toke sufficient notice of (and this 1is understandable within
his own historical situation) is the encounter with one's fellow
man., This dimension is given its =ightful place in the encounter
of faith for example, in the theologiec of Cbeling and Gogarten which
we shall later observe., This dimension of "the other, which Kierkegaard
ignores, is indispensible for the ongoing, critical nature of theslogy

which will concern us in Part 117.

Z.4 RUDOLPH BULTMANN : FAITH AND AUTHENTIC EXISTENCE

D e VU S — e v = rnane

2.4.7. FAITH AvN_@agF’k‘I‘S‘Ig_I\l_PE_

It has been intimated already that the problem with “Christian”
existentialism 1is that its existentialist presuppositions, based
on the presuppositions of Heideyger': philosophy in Bultmann's case,
become the basis for reading the Bible. It attempts to understand,
in our times, the Biblical message of the life, death and Ressurection
of Christ whose elements of the miraculous and the mystical are dis-
allowed by the 'Functioﬂa'lis‘t_*ic and Positivisistic spirit of our age,

4

Yet, as was stated already, in  the attempt to make the message
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of the Bible more accessihle tb our age; it imposes on the Biblical
£
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Nevertheless, tie of Bultmann vremains highly problematic

o ~ :

(cf. 2.2.2) and the so-called “New quest for the historical Jesus®

is an attewpt  to redress the deficiences of the approach.

fhe

Pannenberg and Jiirgen Moltmann,

P

theologians of hope,” Wolfhar

in their attempt to understand the nature of revelaticn and provide
a greater historical rootedness for the Gospel, go even beyond the
new questors by offering a historical paradigm with which to understand
revelation. All these attempts vis-a -vis traditional Christianity

A

have problems of their own., The dynamic nature of theology demands
that the constitution and vreconstitution continues and that the
questioning and being questioned by new perspectives be insisted

B8

Regarding Bultmann, Tillich and others whose theologies will be referred
to below, it should be noted that the varying dcgrees of influence
that existentialism has had on them has to varying extents also in-
Tluenced their understending of God, scripture, Christology and other
doctrines, th - results of which are not always free of problems.
However, as it will be stated in Part 111, this very fact that
theologies do stand in controversial relation to cach other damards

that theclogy remains an ongoing critical discipline,

Adowever, an analysis of their understanding of these docirines does
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of lasting value

[72]

not fall within the scope of this study. What i
in their work, and which cen- make an important contributicn even
to the most vrigid orthodoxy, is their grappling with the existential
and their undorstanding of Christian faith and commitment. This
dimension when applied to even the more conservative Christian under-
standing of life and doctrine infuses into them a new vitality and
dynamism.,  Christianity ceases to be existential (not existentialist!)
if it loses its ability to communicate Tife te man. Theology then
petrifies into one or other confessional or denominational stance,

(cf. part 111).

Bultmann was aware of his use of the existentialist's perception
and the concomitant problems his own theology faced. He wrote,

some critics have objected that 1 am  borrowing
Heidegger®s categories and forcing them upon <the
New Testament. I am afraid this only shows that
they are blinding their eyes to the real problem,
which 1is that the philosophers are saying the same
thing as the New Testament and saying it quite

independently. 163 .
Bultmann is quite right in so far as he anplies the existential to
the Tife of faith. The criticism of his theology still holds true
for his hermeneutical method. For example, when he interprets the
Resurrection existentially, an important task for all Chrfstian pro-

clamation, but functions on the oremise that such sn event was

mythologicai because the idea of Resurrection is "scientifically”

)

Tmpossible.  His method at this point vestricts his answer and in

the process says more than is neviissible,

Pure existentialism does not take the relation between man and {ind
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into consideratioa at all. But this, for Bultmann, is its merit

because,
it is just this procedure which gives that analysis
its freedom... an aspect of Being is thereby exprsed
which faith, but cnly faith, understands as the
relatedness of men to God. 164

In so far as existentialism or any philosophical analysis highlights

man's predicament, even though they remain neutral and may not provide
the answers, they do formulate and accentuate the questions that
are put to man, They assist the Christian answers to  be meaningfully
put because it 1s not as if Christian proclamation proceeds with
dispensing answers without taking cognizance of the quescions besetting
man., Furthermore, such & view does not exclude the vect that the
Bible also puts questions to man. But since the God of the Bible
is the God that identifies with human existence, the questions that
the Bible puts and those that derive from an open analysis of existence
itself, do not contradict each other. Hence while Lultmann's demytholo-
gization programme is undoubtedly problematic for the same reasons
that we criticised Hegelian or Positivistic attempts at absolutization
of methodology, one should not rule out that which is of lasting
value in his thought; namely, the understanding of the life of faith

as authentic existence.

Helmut Thielicke's alarm about Bultmann's position should therefore
be cautioned. He wrote that Bultmann,

is compelled to carry the method he has chosen
namely, that of secular philosophy - to its logical

conclusion... Whenever & non-Biblical  principle

from contemporary secular thought is apolied to
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tas

the interpretation of the Bible, the Bible's facul

am interpretandi  is  violated, with fatal

se i o

results. This is what happened in Kant's philosophy
and again in theological idealism. It 15 happening

with Bultmann too. 165
Thielicke's concern is applicable in the sphere ¢
his kind of caution and disjunction between theol

misses out Bultmann's perception of the dynamics of

Austin Farrar maintained that “In so far as existentialism opens
and enlarges vision, what cen we do but welcome 1it?  But when it
is uséd te set up arbitrary Tlimits to the scope of our thought wc
have every reason to suspect and hate it." 166 In so far as he rejects
methodological absoiutization we can only agree with him.  However,
he too rejects Bultmann's theology at the very point at which it
can make its greatest contribution to Christianity and thinking af
large, namely in its implications for faith. Hence one cannot agree
with his next vemark that an exampie of  “arbitrary” Hmiting of
thought 1is its fixing of "the narrow model of personal encounter
on the whole form of our relation with the creator...® 167 It s
at this point at which Austin Farrar thinks that Bultmann‘s view

ig at its narvowest, that it is in fact at its broadest.

[t is unforcunate that in the controversies surrounding “demytholo-
gization”  the theological spotlicht fell only on the problem of

nermeneutics, This is evident in the writings of Ernst Kinder. Walter

Kinneth, A Oepke, Gerhard Gloege, and Hans Irwand amongst others, 168

Even Karl Jaspers and Karl Barth reacted to Bultmann mainly on the

)

issue of hermeneutics. Jaspers arqued that,
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K'ierkegaard and Bultmann posit a doctrine intended
to counteract c false rationalism which unwittingly
p‘s"ovides the believer with a means to persevere
in his faith with good conscience, at the price
of violence to his reason

s
TOn

However, whatever the probliems one mey have unh demythologizat

f~.

Jaspers, says Bartsch, fails to see that it was the result of a dee

D
concern for the church's preaching. 170 Bultmann demythologized
in order to prevent faith being based on human achievement; that
is, where f{aith becomes based on thé proof of the miraculous or
faith becomes blind faith and the intellect is sacrificed. 171 However,
even if we go beyond Bultmann and vretain the miraculous and the
Resurrection, such a message has still to be communicated and thig
primarily involves not a historical or cosmological question but

an existential one. 172

Karl Barth in his assessment of Bultmann asks whether the “New
Testament's affirmations about God's saving act and about man being
in  Christ are statements about man's subjective xperience?"
He continues,

Is this not vreversing the New Testament?... The
Mew Testament, however, = focuses, corrects and
radicalizes this knowiedge of man before faith.
it tells him not only that he 14s inavthentic and
failen, vut that he is powerless to extricate himself
from his plight. 173

There 1is no need t¢ argue which comes first, the awarcness of need
and then the Christian answer or the awakening of the need by the
Christian witness before its answer may be given. It is quite possible

wrat man . ccomes aware of such a need long before he is aware of
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Christ in as much as it is possible that the exposure to the Christian
prociamation brings consciousness of such a need. Barth's view
does not take into consideration people in other veligions  who, in
their sincere search within those vreligious persuyasions, eventually
are led to Christ. Their previous striving was the preparatio
evangelica, Furthermore, Buitmann would have no quarrel with Barth
that man is “powerless to extricate himseif from his plight" since

novhere does he vreject grace or perceive of faith as not being a

gifit of God. (cf. below).

. = . v o 3 . .
Bultmann's contribution is best gleaned vic-a -vis his central intention
which was as F. Schumann pointed out,

...to interpret the gospel, and the gospel s not an
ana1ysis. of the formal structure of human 1life or
of ‘the universe, but the proclamation of event and
encounter: God 1is present in Jesus Christ, 174

We might even claim, says Bartsch, thatBulimenn was trying to "prevent

the Barmen Declaration from hardening into a doctrinal proposition,

so that all that was necessary was to give it formal assent." 175

Bultmann's interpretation of the creed, he claims, lays emphasis

on the " ‘credo' - 'I believe' as Karl Barth taught us to do." 176
Bultmann stated it thus,

The man who wishes to believe God as his God must

reaiize that he has nothiag 1in his hand on which

to base his faith. HYe s suspended in mid-air and
cannot demand & proof o f the Word clhOs%s hime 177

It was over the issue of faith as gift, the work of grace, that Bultmann

ultimately differs with existentialism and maintained a critical

distance,
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He wrote. “This is where we part company, The New Testament affirms
the total incapacity of man to release himself from the fallen
state...” 178 Elsewhere he states,

Here then 1is the crucial distinction between the

New Testament and existentialism, between Christien
faith and the natural understanding of Being. The

New Testament speaks and faith knows of an  act
of God through which man becomes capable of self-
commitment, capable of faith and love and of authentic

existence. 179
In the New Testament there are two series of statements concerning
revelation . Bultmann categorizes the first series as that which
deals with the revealing of Christ and of Tife. The second series
reveal the Word of faith and proclamaticn. In the f{irst series

revelation 1s presented as an occurrence and not primarily as a

communication of knowledge, while in the second, this occurrence
180

is not placed outside of us but s present in .proci
Bultmann attempts to rescue vrevelation from purely epistemological
terms by describing revelation as an happening which “encounters
men in the world." 182 Outside of faith revelation is not visible.
This does not, as many think, dwv the objectivity c¢f revelation.
It is merely stating that it is only in faith that the object is

disclosed and therefore faith 1dtself belongs to revelation. 183

The Bible has an existential fimpact on one in a double-sense. It
not only shows one a possible way -of understanding - one's existence

which may be accepted or rejected. Mere than that  "it assumes the

shape of a word that addresses me personally... something which !
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cannect anticipate or take 1into account as a systematic prinicple

for my exposition," says Bultmanns  thet in traditional language

A S

4 B TO

is "the work of the Holy Spirit.” 184

It should be remembered also that Bultmann was reacting to the liberals

y  century and the History of Religions

reduced the Christian message to certain timeless
truths and had jettisoned history altcgether, | Bultmann attempted
to reaffirm the historic Christ-event  "through which God has wrought
man‘s redemption because his person is what the New Testament proclaims
as the decisive event of redemption.” 185 "Redeemed" existance,

“authentic existence” and "the life of faith" are all synonyms.

These must now be more carefully studied.

2.4.2 FALTH AND AUTHENTICITY

The Tlife of faith is authentic life and means the abandonment of
all self-centred security. This in Pauline lanquage is the life
of the Spirit, The opposite is the " "life in the flesh" (Phil.
3:37) which Bultmann describes as  "the sphere of visible, concrete,
tangible and measurable reality, the sphere of corruption énd death"
wherein man is weighed down by anxiety ( MEpipvaN 1 Cor. 7:32ff;
Rom. 8:¢5). Life in the flesh 1is a transitory sphere, anxiety r.dden
and within it security can only be achieved at the other's
expense, 180 Unlike the "spiritual man®, the "natural man" places

his confidence in the flesh (Phil. 3:3€). 187

There are two ways in which man can relate to the worlds  either



he ®"loses" himself in the world and identifies himself in the sphere

of tha flesh or he preserves an inner distance from the world by

remaining open to the future. Thus the choice facing man ig that

£

wthenticity in the world or freedom from the world., This choeice,

=
]

o r

man as to face by virtue of his being a uniquely historical being

whose historicity (Geschichtlichkeit) is either authentic or inauthen-

To be man 1is %o be continually confronted with
decision, wnhich is posed by one's present encounters
with other persons and with destiny, whether to

o na
lose  one

self in the past constituted by one's inner

and outer world or rather to become the new future

seif that is always being offered one to become. 188

To 1ive according to the flesh (wwT& cupked ) s to adopt the attitude
and conduct that 1s directed to the sphere of the fiesh from which
it takes its norm. 189 Man becomes the slave of that very sphere
he had hoped to master because ‘“the flesh® becomes a power over

him, 190

Life in the flesh is also described as 1ife under the Law (Gal. 3:23).
Inauthentic existence manifests 9itself when obedience to the Law
is changed into an accomplishment and, as the Jews had misused the
Law, it became a means of self-glory and boasting. Therefore, stated
Bultmarnn, "The primal sin is not an inferior morality, but rather
the understanding of oneself in terms of oneself. and the attempt
to secure gne's existence... by means of one's own accomp lishments, .. "

(¢f. 77 Cor. 11:18). 107
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To be in Christ, said Paul, dis to be "a new creature and s,

he in the Spirit" means to exist in a'new mode of being”. Sin for
Paul and John s not merely moral attitude but is,

... the basic attitude of natural wman who cannot bear
to 1ive 1in uncertainty before God, but longs to
secure his existence and endeavours to create  such
security... Sin is to want to live out of one's
self, out of one's own power, rather than out of

radical surrender to God, to what he demands... 192

self" 1is what being a men means but being a creature leads one to exist

by and for himself (superbia). 193 Freedom manifests itself 1in the

o

ongoing affirmation of authentic existence and, even in the mode
of inauthentic existence, the self cannot be entirely lest. Bultmann's

Glauben und Verstehen  argues that even in its inauthentic freedom,

i o et O AR

: o - Yot P L H*\ & > > . ,)"
the self remains free to some extent because it itself in- its authentic

freedon and responsibility is the only uitimate cause or explanation

of its own inauthenticity." 194

In the transition from Lew to Grace, a new understanding of one's
self takes place. It is not a mental development but "is decision

in regard to the grace which encounters man in the proclaimed.” 1785

In this connection, Bultmar: matitained that Heideger's ontolegical
analysis  “can be fructified by Kierkegaerd's explicitly Christian
understanding of man without Heidegger thereby becoming & theclogian -

or Kierkegaard turning out to be a philosopher." 196

In contradistinction to inauthentic 'lTife 1in the flesh', the !life
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faith means th security for this

3 al g Y L B L 2 +
e must have faith 1 faith that the

unseen,

angible _veality actually confronts us as love, opening up our
ure and signifying not death but life." 197 This faith invariabiy
ces the Law and the world in 1its proper perspective, Because

not "works Tlest

ustification by grace

on

shouid boast", faith Trees man from the worid, It restores to
world 1its proper autonomy as . the "Tield of man's Tlabours.”

faith places the believer 1in a paradoxical relation to

a

£1

lives in

the worlid-view of modern sciense singce h

4

but is not of the world, He ates with the world

re

e
£
o

ce for Paul and John the T1ife of faith is not static state

a

a dynamic movement in the dialectical  tension of  "is" and ‘“not

1] 100
189

Bultmann describes this as a tension between the indicative

and the imperative,

Te exist as a

a freedom in which

divine grace which

Justified by faith is set free from his past,

his sin,

real historical life 1in free decisions.
made clear by the faut
summed up in the commandment of

not consist in formulated statements.,

This Pauline description of the 1life

Christian means
the belicver

appeared

from himself.

to live in freedom,

is brought by the

in Christ, The one

from

Aud he *s set free for a

This s

that the demands of God are

love,.. which does

200

Fay
O

faith finds a counterpart



in John's thought where the life of faith is described as eschatological
existence. John applies the indi‘ca‘t:'ive - imperative paradigm to
explain the believers liberation from sinning and the constant tempta-
tion he faces even after such a liberation. The tension obtains
in the fact that the believer does not sin (1 John 3:9; 5:18) yet
the equally true statement that "IT we say we have no sin we deceive
ourselves and the truth is not in us.® (1 John 1:8). John believes
that freedom from sin is an ongoing tension and the apparent contradic-

tion between the statements form a paradoxical unity in the life

of faith. The tension is unaveidable. On the one hand, it maintains
a ‘"radical consciousness of being a sinner® and on the other hand,

prevents the Tife of faith from lapsing into any false security,

207. This is what Luther had meant by fustificati in spe, peccatores

2.4.3. FAITH AS ONGOING EXIST [ENTIAL tNCOU_N_!LP

Julius Schniewind and the majority of Bultmann's critics accuse him
of ignoring the connection between faith and the historical event
of the death and vresurvection of Christ. Bultmann'‘s answers -to this
criticism highltight his understanding of faith as encounter.

Te ignore the connection between faith and history in this way, he
points out, would lead to the surrendering of the kerygma and that
was not his intention. 202 What he was concerned with was the
"permanent historic significance  of the cross”, not as a timeless,

abstract idea, but as an “everpresent -reality in the kerygma and
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sacraments  (both of which are forms of personal encounter) and...

in the daily life of the Christian.” 203

Iii reply to Schniewind he pointed out that he had no objection to
speaking of "a unique and final revelation of God in history” 204
provided that the context put the u'muvc of the claim beyond all
doubt since it was not as if we were making @ statement about, for
example, the history of Anglo American relations, The danger o-é*'.
the statement is that it may make revel a.ﬁ:iun into a ,:g:cum something
which took place in the past and which can now be an object of detached
observation. If this happens then the cross loses 1ts eschatological
chavacter 205 anu the kerygma becomes merely & “bare report about
something now dead and done with." 206 If this eschatological dimension

is lost, says Bultmann, then it would be forgotfen that,

now is the day of Salvation... (that) it 1is only
through the proclamatior that the cross can become
a personal encounter and so an ever-present reality.
But this not to deny the unigueness of Christ,
On the contrary, it gives fTull weight to ‘the Yord
made flesh’ in which aione the proclamation has

its erigin and credentials. 207
He states emphatically, "I have no intention whatever of denying
the uniqueness of the first Easter day 1n spite of my- insistence
on the  ‘histori:® gignificance of our being crucified and risen
wfth Christ.” 208 Chyrist's destiny, he believes, was indeed  bound
up with that of the whole human race but that universal significance
can only be realized through encounter with the Ph‘gnl‘ and ihe response

of faith. This he argues, i$ what the Reformers meant by extra nos. 209
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The historian’'s personal encounter with the past does not take place

A

by reproducing the events of the past in memory but by encountering

those events as past human existence together with 1its interpretation.
Kerygma, on the other hand, represents the past events in such
a way that it renews them and becomes a perconal encounter for me.
Hence “"the Now of the kerygma (2 Cor. 6:2) 1is not purely fortuitous,
but identical with the advent of Jesus and his passion.”  However,

s xa o

i lity of the tradition should not

Cn

for Bultmann, trust in the vye

be identified with "fiducial faith.," 210 Bultmann here separates
Geschichte and Historie, a separation which several have shown to
be problematic. The dualism between salvation history and the secular
is quite unwarranited as Pannenberg and others have recently shown. 211
Mevertheless, Bultmann is quite correct in highlighting the "Now"
of faith as the ever present moment of decision before God. He writes,
I ... assert with the MNew Testament that we are
confronted  with the eschaton in the Now of encounter...
Here indeed 45 that paradox of the faith of the
New Testament, and here i: the answer to the question

of eis ti and of the telos. 212

Therefore, Bultmann refutes the criticism that he runs away from
Historie in order to take refuge in Geschichte whereas what he was
renouncing was any form of encounter with a phenomenon of past h'istofy,
including an encounter with the Christ after 'i',h‘e flesh, so that he
may encounter the Christ proclaimed in the kerygma which confronts

one 1in one's present historic situation. That

. he claims, 1is the
only way to preserve the paradox or skandalon of Christian proclama-

tion., 213

Bultmann quite definitely overstates his case when he claims that
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the myth makes the mistake of getting rid of the offence and of the
incognito of the Word and therefore only interpretation can preserve
the eschatolojical significance of the Cross. He overlooks the fact
that the apostles, who did not understand ihe Christ-event as myth

. £

0a]  event in their time, were very aware of the scandalon

of the cross. Also  "myth® itself, like Bultmann's existentialist

=
Y

interpretation, also attempted towork out the eschatological implications
of that event., However, Bultmann makes the very important observation
that  “the impossibility of proving the kerygma need not surprise
us, for the Saviour, as he appears in history, identifies completely
with man (Phil 2:7)." 214 He will remain incognito even for

P T S S
e nNistorians

Austin Farrar maintained, in this connection, that the work of histori-
cal scholarship may bring me face to face with what will awaken faith
in me. “I may believe then and there," he wrote, “and without
waiting to hear Dr Bultmann preach (Christ) to me from the
pulpit.” 215  Of course what Farrar states is quite possible but this
kind of response overlooks the crisis of proclamation. One can only
understand the significance of the message and work of Christ through
the reports one has from the apostlies, which reports are not a Caté'logue
of naked facts but a record of 1iving convictions of the reality
of the Christ-event. This is the difference between reading a personal

letter and reading a dictionary,

Bultmann, in spite of the problems one may have with his hermeneutics,

intenced to cla:ify the need for the personal encounter of faith
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as the basis of understanding. He, therefore, 1is not concerned too

EN

much with the ‘“how" of God's speech but with the "how" of our

(1]

listening. “We must be prepared” he says, "to let God's word chalienge
everything in us and everything in the world... we murt give up every-
thing to which we ave atﬁaehe‘; everything that binds us." 216 He
who 1is reverent and humble before Tife will hear "God's veoice 1in
all dits roar." 217 Only he who is open to reality, which we have
described as open to the contingency of reality and the Timitation
of his own truth; and only he who takes existence seriously will hear

the call of faith. Bultmann wrote after the war,

... Has the war not also revealed all the dark,
demonic forces of the hum'n heart, all the passions
of self-seeking and Talsehood, £ brutality and
hate?... the depths intc which we gaze are really
the depths of God; that mysier%es and riddles
constantly emerge anew, that God is a God of contra-
dictions.... clarity will be given to us from level
to level, and as the vriddles increase, s0  also
will God's graces... And if we kneel at first humbly
and reverently before the hidden God of the riddie,
then we wneel humbly and reverently before the revealed
God of grace, 218

This new life of faith is expressed as  "encounter® not only because
faith is viewed as “answer", ‘decision" and "authentic existence"
but also because the "walk of faith"~ is an ongoing, dynamic experience
before God. Therefore, the life of faith cannot be expressed only
in indicative terms. It needs an '1mperat1v£ to complete it. The
decision of faith, in other words, '"necds to be renewed in each

life situation.” 219 This does not mean that faith implies a "timeless
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now" says Bultmann, but that as long as were are historical beings
and as long as the future, though apprehended, 1is never a possession;
“faith is still in via (Phil. 3:72-14)." 220 Elsewhere he pointed
out that the 1ife of the man of féit‘n is not removed from its historical
conditions but, because it continues in its historicity, atways has
the possibility of Tlosing i'i:s.e?f., Hence, "Tife 1is a possibility
that can be Tlaid hold of, but it is also a possibility that always

must be laid hold of." 221 h

D

man of faith does not ever become
an angel, but as Luther pithily put 1it, he ig lg‘j@li?_pggg\a.‘tor,, siame]

justus. 222

PSP

2.4.4. FAITH AND FREEDON

Freedom. maintains Bultmann, is release from all woridly enslavement
and “r“ad‘%vca‘l openness for encounters with God..." 223 It involves
the renunciation of every  security that a man may achieve in the
world including even "right doctrine" or corvect "Christian"
behaviour or any attempt that makes ﬁhe frec grace of God & possession
as it it were an object in the worid. Freedom means 'the escape from

every form of inauthentic existence and, therefore, is a renunciation

of every form of legalism or any security "in the world." This
kind of "security would mean seeking security while still 1in a

state of unfreedom, which with Heidegger, Bultmann called the state
of fallemness.  Therefore, “genvine freedom of faith is mun's radical
surrender to God's grace as the scle means whereby he 1is severed

from his factual insecurity, his total lostness.® 224

In Pauline language, then, freedom is freedom from the Law, sin and

death, and freedom for God and the world. This dis what Paul intended
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by the contrasts "in the flesh} and "in the Spirit" or "in the
world® and "in Christ® (cf. Rom. 14:7f; Gal. 2:19F; 11 Cor. 5:147;

%

1 Cor. 3:23m27:3 When St. Paul announces that the believer has been

v

given “the gift of the Spirit” this 13 the equivalent of say-

ing he has been given  freedom from the power of sin and  death
(Gal. 5:25}. The power of sin which is embodied in the low

(1 Cor. 15:56), is ended *in Christ® (Rom. 10:4). In Christ,
the Tlaw has been internalized which the scriptures described as
"written in the tablets of the heart." Similarly, freedom from death
does not mean that suffering or even physical death comes to an end,
but that suffering is not an end itself (1 Cor. 4:12F; 11 Cor.
6:9f)., 225 Death cannot anymore have the crippling effect of a future~
less anxiety not only because dying in faith promises hope but because

living in faith fills 1ife with hope.

Hence, faith is hbpe and hope is the freedom of the future 226
because the man of faith has turned over his anxiety about himself
and his future ta God in obedience ({11 Cor. 3:1).  The man of faith
ceases “trusting in one's self" (11 Cor. 1:9) or “in the flesh"
(Phil 3:3f) and trusts fn "the God who raises the dead® (11 Cor.
1:9)Y. 227 : that is , in the God of the future who cannot be limited
by time or space oy death. This, ultimately, is the significance

of the Resurrection.

There is for the man of faith, a freedom from the Law end the world,

so that he is freed fgf}the fulfilment of the Law and for the world,

This is the significance of the indicative - imperative dialectic,
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for example, in &al. 5:25, If we Tive by the Spirit we also walk

by the Spirit.® This "if-then" tension marks the Tlife of the

- f &

Faith in the world, Because he is free from the obligation to the Law, he
is free to keep it. This dialectical relation to the world, Bultmann
expresses thus,

It is faith in God the creator that Christian freedom
is based.... For such faith knows that nothing in
the world can ultimately claim me eand also that
nothing in the world can destroy me. The man of
faith 1is free from anxiety because he fears God
and for the vrest, fears nothing in the world...

The po

vs of the world tempt man today as always

to surrender his freedom, and they promise his domina-

tion over the world if he will fall down and worship

them. But faith knows such worship is idolatry. 228
When man is freed in this way from himself, from sin and anxiety,
from the Law and the worlid, he is free for the world and his fellowman.
Chyistian faith, argues Bultmann, which claims to exist from God
and for God means to exist for my neighbour. 229 Christian faith
"nas  its limits in  loving consideration for the anxious brother
who is unable to free himself of the thought of the gods, evil  power...
it has its limits in love for the brother." 230 If Tlove is the limit,
inprectice it 15 no limit at all because it opens up a whole world

and manifests itself :ndlessly,

Hence, freedom in faith is not caprice or lawlessness or “doing

-~

what one wants." If man is a historical being, "doing what one wants"
is to relinquish oneself to the past, which is to live inauthentically.

P

3ut freedom is faith grounded 1in freedom because in faith man does
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what he really wants to do,* namely to achieve authenticity. 231

Because, for the man of faith, the past holds no tyranny and the
worid holds no threat, he is free to live authentically vis-a =vis
the world and his neighbour. Lverything worldly acquires a provisional
character (1 Cor. 7:31: 1 John 2:17) and he is free to obey, which
implies, that he iz free to love. Hence for Bu:!”a;manﬂs the nature
of the Christian life is a 1ife of radical freedom and responsibili-
ty. 232 Bultmann, in this connection, repeatedly refers to 1 Cor.

7:29-31 throughout his writings.

Mention has already been made of the dialectic of Christian existence

between the indicative and the imperative and between the  “already"

e e Vomind b U | 2 PETBL S SR A wkran e Bl R I 2 (e ey W
and the "not ,}'ch‘.;“ This dialectic +is the motor of fTreodin and Thd‘.‘e?@!lbo-)l.:

if man as man, and not Grossmensch or slave, is to Tive in the world.

The Christian man, says Bultmann, 18 a "man  between  the

times.* 233  He 1is never Vimited to the mundane for that would be

alienated and inauthentic existence. “.ife between the times"

. ~

fife that is true to the past only because one 1is freed for the
future; 234 an open-ended future covam deo, as Luther would say.

In the Gifford Lectures of 1955, Bultmann defined faith as

... Taith in the future which God bestows on man,
in the coming of God. And this means that in the
Bible man is understood 1in his hist ricity, as
qualified by his past and required by his future., 235

Schniewind objected to 3ultiann's concept of freedom because he claimed

that 1t overlooks the essential point that "the freedom which is
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the theme of the MNew Testament is of a wholly different order® to
that which Heidegger, for example, had understood. It is the facultas
standi extra se coram deo, However, Schniewind does net  explain
what that freedom before God, outside oneself, really means except
to rehash several Biblical allusions Tike "freedom from the curse
of the condemnation and bondage of the law." 236 A1} of these allusions
are noi self-explanatory. They have to be explained outside the
Semitic or Graeco-Roman frame of veference in which they are embedded.
They still remain, as Barth would say, the language of Canaan. 237
Bultmann in his reply to Schniewind pointed out that the phiiosopher
cannot identify his Verfallenheit” — with the theologian's  aversio.
a deo because only faith can do that, 238 To explain how faith
perceives  fallenness was the task he had set for himself, as the

slogy  and  the life

above discussion of his understanding of anthre g

00
"—".‘ .

of faith shows.

J. Macouarrie pointed to what he thinks 1s an inconsistency in
Bultmanin's theology for he argues that Bultmann sets out to formulate
a purely  “existential theciogy" but that,

as soon as that claim is made, as soon as we speak
of mighty acts or of grace, of revelation or of
Jesus Christ, we are making or dimplying stotements
which are not statements about human existence and
we have abandoned the concept of a purely existential
theology. This is the incousistency of Bultmann's
own position. 239

Macquarrie 1s correct only in so far as Bultmann intended to develop

an existentialist theology, the difference between that and existential

theology is quite obvious and this has already been clarified above.

Thet Bultmann's theology lapses into an existentialist one by virtue
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of his demythologization programme is not beyond doubt and as such

remains highly problematic. However, this does not mean theology

cannot  be existential for that would mean faith ceases to be living,
ongoing encounter. If theology is to be true to its calling as defined
by the fact of its object, namely, the God of the Bible and the Christ-
event of history, and to its subjectg the existing man in history,
then it cannot be anything but existential., = A closer look at Gerhard

Ebeling's understanding of Christian faith will help to further eluci-

date this argument.

2.5  GRWMD EBING: AL AS WPPENING, EVENT, PARTICIPATION MWD ENCOUNTER

The danger that faith continuously faces, says Ebeling, is that it
can be turned into the "Christian reh‘g‘ion‘E and be submerged by a
religious self-understanding which re-introduces the  “whole religious
paraphernalia’ of priests, cult and performances. 240 Faith, then,
toses its eschatological character and becomes immanentist. Ebeling
argues that faith is not something separate from vreality such as
a pious mood o the sum of religious ideas or a highly developed
theological system. "In such ways,” he writes, “"faith 1is under
suspicion of being mere froth, an ideological 1illusion opposed to
reaiity.” 241 It was this  "illusion,” the caricature of faith,

not faith itself, that Feuerbach and Nietzsche so vehemently criticised,

2.5.1. FALTH AKD EXISTENCE

tbeling believes that all meaningful talk =bout faith or God must

e tied to human experience if it is not to become abstract speculation
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or literally irresponsible. To speak of Cod and man in ope senlence demanGs Lhat we

t
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think abcut God concretely in terms of the ambiquity of existence.
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our existence and in the end we have no future. To think about God

in the face of this reality means to hold to the contradiction that

if God is then we do have a future; that death is not the culmination

of life. In Word and Faith, Ebeling states,

Faith 1is concrete faith in its being related to
a concrete situation. Faith is ot one act alongside
other acts but 1s a  ‘'fundamental act of existence'
it masters and overcomes the concrete situation
o

v the basis o the ground of existence. 242
In existence man is radically questioned and this radical questioning
1S a concomitant of the passivity of human existence., Whatever we
may believe about God, at least it must be admitted, argues Ebeling,
that man is not his own creator but that he was given no choice of
time, place or circumstances for his being. This "thrownness"
characterisizes his existence between birth and death and he must,
therefore, confront seriously the questions about where he came
and whither he goes? 243 The word "God" is this "radical question
about where man is, the question which concerns him
nditionally." "44 To refute faith means not ciiy to live in open
contradiction of faith, as the nihilists or atheists do, but also

to Tive in contradiction to human existence itself. 245

To speak of faith is to speak of man becuase it 1s man who encounters

faith as the "I" of faith. It impiies the encounter of the indivi-
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dual, existing subject, as Kierkegaard had maintained.  But to dispel
the fears of those who accuse this view of admitting an individualism,

vs o BN
Ebeling writes that although religious vreality is directed towards

the real existence of man it is wrong to suppose that this "I of
faith®  involves "an ominously individualistic bent." 246 Such

o

an individualistic interpretation of faith 1is wholly inappropriate
to understand the entirety of real existence While Athe d@pth ov
faith can be glimpsed only in relation to human existence, faith
is not an empty stretch of time but that which is still to couc.
247, It grapples with the significance of the history of the

“Crucified One" 248 in time and space and by virtue of that

significance, faith is directed to the future. It 1is at the nexus

¢

o

the Cross and time that faith observes in existence the omnipotence
of God and, by a strange paradox, faith derives 1its power from power-
tessness. 249 Hence, Paul couid write,

For the word of the cross is folly to those who
are perishing but to us whoe are being saved, it
is the power of God... For the foolishness of God
is wiser than man and the weakness of God is stronger
than man. (1 Cov. 1:18, 25).
This s the paradox of faith and it is analogical to the paradox
of existence! A decision about faith, as we observed also in Bultmann,

is to be expected,

<+ at the point where every carnal motive of action
which accompanies feith breaks down and falls away;
where pure faith is exposed to the test of confirma-
tion;  where it 1is denrived of all other powers
and abandoned by them, exposed, naked and defenseless
to their hostility. 250 |
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However, contrary to the many, criticiams of faith as encounter, which
have been aliuded to already, Ebeling makes it clear that the existence

not identical. Faith doss not

o
o |
D

of man and the reality of faith

i B

receive its signifiance from "man and the framevork of his possibili-
ties." 251 If that were true, says Ebeling, then Pelagius would
have been correct that salvation 1is derived from free wili. For
that matter, Feuerbach would also be right and faith would be man®s

work, not God’s..

Christian f{aith, however, is the gift of God in that it 1is the

renunciation of everything man can achieve and f

o

aith means being
pointed extra se, It is Tliterally the case of abandoning oneself

(sich - seclbst - Verlassen). 252 Grace, the gift of God, undergirds

taith because it takes place in encointer with Jesus Christ.

2.5.2. THE FAITH OF JESUS
What is the connection between faith and Jesus of history? Ebeling
argues that, according to the witness of the whole New Testament,
Jesus is not an "awkward” object of faith but the "source” of
faith. "He does not make faith harder, but he makes it possible,".253
In his Word of God and Tradition he argues that the traditional idea
of Christ’s vicarious activity implies his being for cthers and
in this sense means “keeping a place.... where the reconciliation
between God and man can take place.” 254 He is a “keeper of a pléée

for God among men, and of a place for men before God." 255
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In the New Testament records,.one observes that the decisive thing
in all the encounters people had with Jesus of Nazareth is that when
they approached him they were claimed by his message. This claim
took the form of “a seeing and hearing not for neutral eyes"  but
for the "openness of faith." 256 Faith in Jesus is to let him as

of faith, be the ground on which we have to deal with

God because in him we know what it is to deal with God both in life
and death. Hence, he can never he Jjust a moral example or a guru

e

par excellence. In Jesus of Nazareth, authentic faith comes to full

expression, 257

Jesus® faith bears all the characteristics of faith which Ebeling

in Mord and Faith outlines as follows: it is faith that concerns

human existence at its very centre; 258 it belongs te the wholeness

of existence and 1is dirveccted to the future; 259 as participation

~

in God's omnipotence it was not merely an isolated human act; 260
"its activity is its passivity, its strength of will is its surrender
to the will of God, its power 1is its absolute powerlessness before

! =

God." 261 In this regard, Ebeling maekes the important, but oft

$

forgotten point, that "Jdesus did not come 1in order to found a new
religion, but in order to awaken faith." 262 Jesus came for no other
reason, Ebeling pointed out in a sermon, “"than to give us courage
to believe, wnich means letting God be God," 263 and we may add,
tetting man be man. Jesus as witness of faith bore witness to what
it means to do with God 1in death as well as life. 264 Hence f*.aith

15 a following of Jesus not in the sense of repeeting "outward motifs®

of his Tlife, like following the example of some great person. It
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is"solely the taking up of the.innermost motif of the way of Jesus,
namely, having to do with God, being committed to him." 265

The faith of the early Chr%étians understood itself in terms of Jesus
having reached the géaia This understanding was the ground of their
testifying te his resurrection. 266 The transitica from the historical
Jesus to the Christ of faith is no more a matter of course than 1s
the leap from death to 1life. 267 Hence, the life of faith, means
discipleship, not in the sense of merely following Jesus example,
but in a sharing of his freedom before God and in sharing in his
Juy, his ohedience, and his courage 1in face of the nearness of
God., 268 It 1s sharing and participating in his inner motif and
goal. Ebeling, wrote,

The very name Jesus Christ.... means that Jesus
and faith are joinoed together as closely as possible;
first, in that faith s dependent on Jesus, it
is faith in him;  and second, clearly, in that this
Jesus is to a certain extent dependent on faith:
only faith can recognize him as he wishes to be
recognised, 269

2.5.3. FAITH AS_HAPPENING, EVENT AND PARTICIPATION

>

Faith is &« historical happenina maintains Ebeling. It comes t)

us out of history and it takes us into history. 270 Faith is not

ol
some kind 7 innate truth of reason which we may come onn as  we
please nor is it a private experience or inward happening. [t s

rather, the consequence of the "witness" of faith, which Ebeling

cal

Is, the "Yord" of faith, that is handed down in tradition. There
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fore, faith is historical and can never be truz  faith if it assumes
an ahistorical detachment. “Instead of being a turning away from
history,” faith “opens up true freedom for history." 271 This
openness towards history 1s evident in that faith 1is forced into
“historical change in the world, the spirit and language;" it does

not, (in fact, it cannot afford to) avoid the contingency of reality.

Yet faith itself urges on histerical movement, "a being on the

e

way, to Tulfil qts existence in the affirmation of freedom," 272

N

Furthermore, “believing” 1is an event. It is primarily as & verb

and not as a noun that its reality is clearly expressed, Therefore,
to speak of "having faith" distorts the nature of faith; 50

does the expression "I am a believer" for that melter., To bring
out the idea of event it is better to say "I believe." 273 A good
example of the distortion that can take place here is the way the
English translation of Hans King's Christ Sein vead  "On being a
Christian"  whereas the dynamism of the 1idea was better rendered
“Being Christian." So was the distortion of the English rendition
of Emi} Brumner's Wahrheit als Begegnung as The Divine and Human
Encounter instead of  "Truth 1in eccounter.” "Faith 1is by nature
scmething [ived," says Ebeling, “not thought; it is an event,
not an 1idea. 1t dees not have being, but it is.” 274

Ebeling emphasizes the concept of the  "Word of God" because, he
maintains, it provides the most striking expression of what happens

to man from the side of God. 275 The Yord of God is not "just a

piece of information about God" for to put faith and God in the
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same sentence is to affirm the possibility of a disclosure of that
God and the possibility of participation in Him. The Bible does

not provide knowledge about God in Himself but of fthe God who 1s

173
w

for ue and with us. To communicate this God who is open to u

to communicate the Word of God and it 1is therefore the communication

-ty

of faith. 276

Faith and the Holy Spirit are two aspects of this one event; the
refation of God and man by virtue of Jesus., "Faith is man’s participa-
tion in God..... the Spirit is God's confirmation of this participa-
tion.” 277 Man is always the subject of faith, whereas God is always
the subject of the Spirit. 278 From man's side it is faith - from
God's side it is the Holy Spirit This distinction is also the basis
of the difference between faith and grace. From n'ge-,a"i's side it s
total commitinent but from God's side it is totally a ¢ift. A confusion
of the two normally occurs when man forgets that he can only understand
the historical, human dimension of faith just as he can only see
“the human face of God.® 279 This confusion happens all too often
in theological discussion regarding free will, the preservation of
the saints, predestination, grace and such doctrines.,

2.5.4. FALTH A5 ENCOUNTER

Faith 1is encountering God with ane's whole being. Ebeling writes,

God can only be spoken of in personal comitment... one
must engage his existence for the existence of God...
in the last resort this question cannot be snswered
in any piecemeal way, but only with one's own person,
which owes an answer. 280
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Talk about God is only meaningful if it takes place 1in life as the
focal point of encounter, "not death or some artificially induced
funeral mood.” 281  CGod meets us ia His Word in the midst of life.
This meetisﬁg or encounter, Ebeling sometimes calts, “"communication."
"Communication®  can mean either the communication of something as
in a newspaper or as "a means for sharing" as in Hebrews 13:16.
In the first instance, communication is Timited to speech where I
have experience of a thing as a subject of an object. In the second
form of communication, something is not only said, scmething 1is done.
Something happens to me I experience love. Hence, communication
of the first kind takes part with me as the observer: In the second

form of communication, I share an encounter. 282

This distinction is illustrated also in the difference between nous

. ., . . . o8 .
The image appropriate to nous is that of the unchanging

and pneuma

clarity of the Tlight in ,which things stand for the gaze of the

hoay o
COSETVET S

The appropriate image {or pneuma is the blowing of the

wind wnich "catches one up in its movement." 283  Nous is connected

with timeless truth while pnewsa  with living power in  temporal
existence. Ebeling points out that the Hebrew word of "spirit" has
a personal sense in contrast to the more natural sense of the Greck
usage. ‘The New Testament uses  “spiritual® and  “"Spirit" to mean
“Trom God" and  "before God,” the latter being specifically the
sense of  “"encountc: " The man of the  “spirit" is the "man of
courage" (the spirited man) who is,

not divided, or in doubt; he dees not stand in his
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own way, he 1is not consumed by self-contradiction,
nor does he deceive himself, He affirms himself,
and does not give up. 284

Paul Tillich, in this connection, described faith “asl ultimate

oAb

concern,” an "act of the total personality... For faith is & matt

£

of freedom. Freedom is rothing more than the possibility of centred
personal actS... Faith is more than trust in even the most sacred
authority. It is participation 1in the subject of one's ultimate
concern with one's whole being... The certitude of faith 1s
texistential’, meaning that the whole existence of man is involved
- its certainty is not the uncertainty of a theoretical Judgement

based on probability.® 285

It requires courage to depend on nothing in the world, the realm of

inauthenticity as Bultmann described it, and to “fall into God,"
as Luther exhorted. This “courage of faith," says Ebeling, 1is

the Heoly Spirit 2865 '"the happening, the reelizing, the very presence
p g Y

of what the Word of God and faith really mean.” 287 This again rein-

forces the extra se of the Reformers;  the fact of the encounter
being between man and God. It is this factor of encountering and
being encountered which prevents faith from being empty actionalism.

Hence faith is not a self-transcending act but is a “movement in

which the whole of existence is given aim, definition and ground." 288

This dimension of the word of faith, being also the word by which

e

we are encountered, 1is illustrated by Ebeling by the idea of ‘“word

] - . ]
as encounter." ‘b%\\ applies to the word of a person and therefore

to the person himself, and is best defined as "word ~ event." [t
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is the sphere of personal encounter in 1its New Testament application,
In the 01d Testament, "believing” is never directly related to
a fact but is personal encounter because "the essence of personal

0

encounter lies in the sphere of the Word."” 289

On this basis, Ebeling develops his  “theological thecry of language"
shich is not of immediate concern to this study, accept perhaps
to point out that this theory of language is also based on the ongoing

encounter of the language of the Bible with the language of the world.

"The ftanguage of faith® he argues, ‘“exists only because of this

encounter " 290 The Inca is tor him the embodiment of all
the criteria of the language of faith. "To extricate fdtself from
this encounter will bring only apparent security”  in a form of

hat acts as thougn

or

religionism, that is, a formal religicus attitude
it could exist in isolation from the experience of the worid, 291
The fact that "the Word was made flesh and dwelt among us”  (John

1:14) points to the witness and basis of faith. God's word is where
the communication of faith takes place. 292 Hence the 'real locus
of the Bible 1is not where faith is being Jjudged, but where it is

being produced." 293

2.5.,5. FREEDOM AMD FAITH

Faith in God is inextricably bound with the question of man's freedom.
It is in the analogical relation of man to God, and with man and his
own existence, that Christian understanding of faith and the question
Yo

of human freedom is most meaning fully spoken about. Ebeling argues
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for this analogy thus:
What s true .of the futurity of God as Deus
Absconditus 294 as a phenomenon of conscience,
js true mutatis mutandis also of man and {he worid

as phenomena of conscience... Human nature 1is

N}

respected as personal being only when i

%

t 1is respected
as a mystery that is out of the reach of experience,
incaiculable, not at our disposal, that 1s, when

man is respected as man by being granted freedom,

allowed @& future, given a hearing, regarded with
trust. 29

This characteristic of human nature as mystery, which Gabriel Marcel
also talks about and which many modern psychologists ignore, 1S even
more obvious in the relation of man to himself, 286 Only as conscience,

tbeling argues, can man be seen ’as to?gs”hgggg as  persona.

Ebeling finds support for his view in the thought of Martin Luther
where freedom is fundamentally spiritual freedom which affects the
very conscience of man and, hence, frees him as man ie. allowing
him to be fully human. 297 The freedom which is received in God,
which we have defined above as man‘s participation 1in God, s
essentially the freedom of man to become fully man. 298 In the Incarna-
tion we Tearn that God being God involves irf time God becoming man.
Humanity 1s thus intertwined with the Christisn understanding of

God.

Therefore, faith in God, contrary to what many outside and inside
Christendom think, is not a retreat from reason or the world of reality
and an escape into the other-worldly. Such a view fails to understand

that faith jﬁ' Cod is also faith _pgfoh§ God and hence s  involves
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vitally with the problem of freedom because “only the man whose
lependence on God has liberated him to Tive in freedom has no need

'S

to let himsalf become enslaved to his earthly dependencies.” 299
If Luther's definition of being Christian is correct, says Ebeling,
that is  "being before God," then the Christian 1is subject to no-
one and te no-thing. By virtue of the freedom implied in being coram
Deo he is free from all, so that he way be free to serve ail. This

<
!

“human maturity, which Kant believed was dintrinsic to being fully
autonomous, proceeds directly from faith., "Faith s true maturity
because it is true freedom." 300 Unlike the attempts of the Enlighter-
ment and Hecel to base such freedom in reason, which we have pointer
out inadvertently does violence to human freedom, faith frees man
from "fetishism"  and inauthef"et"ic existence. However, because of
this freedom, man is free and also encouraged to use reason and strive
also in matters of faith, for "“an assent to the Tlanguage of faith."
This faith, which is dynamic encounter, does not diminish the value
of reason or else it will itself be alienated from experience and

reality. 301

Faith, says Ebeling in his study of the Lord's prayer, is “God-given
£

freedom from our daily bread and freedom for our daily bread... from

our fellowna and for our fellownan... freedom from today and freedom

fom ppday 302 . . , ; o 3 . 303 : :
Tor today. ints freedom 1is a new kind of being which s
exemplified 1in prayer, for praver is fundamental ly "turning to

God." 304 Only thus can we face the world without becoming enslaved

e

by it. Therefore, having faith in Jesus,- and - being Christian is

L]

not to claim the right to imitate God in his majesty for that God
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is Deus ahsconditus. As such he is hidden from us and of whom we

at best make idolatrous images."” 305 It would be important to remember

that such idolatrous images include not only the "pagan's"  images

of God but also the wmore refined  ond intellectual, even Biblical-
sounding, theological images that are set up in order for men to
worship and obey. (cf. Part 111). On the contrary, the freedom
of faith in Christ is "The freedom to follow God in his humility,
in his suffering, the incarnate crucified God..." 306 This freedom
does not violate the paradox of existence or the “contingency of
reality.” It can never be Utopian or an ideological  "opiate.”
This faith, furthermore, does not "seduce" men away from reality
but challenges him to take 1life seriously. Hence true faith, as
long as it is historical and is invoived in human existence, does
not dissolve the antithesis that Luther observed between freedon
and bondage because we only  “speak of man in the sight of God and
of God in regard to man.” 307 A1l other talk of God and of the frecdom

<

of man invariabls lapses into abstract speculation,

Furthermore, this freedom that is manifested in fai‘th as . personal
encounter with God 1is not isolationist for that would distort its
very nature, in his essay. “On  the Freedom of the Christian
Man" (1520) and his De servo arbitrio (1525) against the humanism
of fyasmus, Luther had arqued that freedom through faith is freedom
to serve in love. He wrote, Lo, that_ is how Tlove and joy flow
- out of faith, and how love give rise to a free, eager, and glad life
of serving one's neighbour without reward.” 208 Faith takes man,

who is under the Law, and places his above and outside the Law  (supra
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Teagem et extra legem). 309  “"Faith remains the doer," wrote Luther,

“and love remains the deed.” 310

This faith, therefore, is good conscience because the works of Tlove
towards my neighbour cease to be wor“s of supererogation which aim
to justify a man before God. Such Justification precedes such works
and this is what faith is careful to proclaim. If works are not
Tiberated from "the hierarchy of a religious scale of values, in
whicn some works are more meritorious than others,® 3T such vorks would
lapse into emply charity or gestures f benevolence.

A Tactor that Kierkegaard overlooked is that faith also takes place
in ensounter with other men, This quite agrees with the point
argued in Part 1 that freedom as  "ongoing quest™  obtains in the
ongaing canflict of different truth-perspectives and forces one to
be open to the other. This dependence on our fellow man is not a
312

- 5 e .. . [ ] . .
burden as Sartre had maintained, It is a blessing which we

are mostly not aware of until no one takes interest in us and we

have to eat our bread day in and day out alone.” 'Y Faith and Tove

mean the simultaneous conjunction of "radical freedom and radical

aAtTaR + : 314 : ey . : . .
subjection to service.,, ' sola fide 1is thus in conjuaction with

fides charitate formata." 315  Faith that cannot reach beyond self

is not faith at all. Luther went so far as to make this characteristic
the basis of true theology: "QOur theotogy 1is certain because it

sets us outside ourselves." 316

Thus, contrary to those who repeatedly criticize existential Christiani-
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ty of being individualistic, even solipcistic, a criticism we observed

4 -t

levelled especially against Kierkegaard, Christian faith does not

take place in the inwardness of the believing subject. It is “an

e et . =

event taking place between the existing person and that which is

3]

outside of himself - God" and "tlie whole reality which concerns

him." 317 Emil Brunner emphasized this aspect of faith as encounter

by arguing that truth obtains, not in the subject's perception of

an object but in the encountering of the object who is simuitaneously

encountering us (Wahrheit als Begegnung). He wrote,

There is no Tonger a place here for the object-subject
antithesis ... an exchange... takes  place here
which is wholly without analogy in the sphere of
thinking. 318 The sole analogy is in the encounter
between hunan beings, the meeting of person with
person... Faith is a change of hands, a revolution,
an overthrow of government 319... Man in faith is

the new man, life in faith is the new life. 320

Therefore, his fellow 1is face to face with him
in a new way... Faith proves itself efficacious
in love (because) love presupposes freedom.

In this connection, Bultmann acknowledged his indebtedness to Friedrich
Gogarten. 322 :  the concept of “neighbour® does not appear in
deidegger whereas for Gogarten it is precisely ia the encounter with
the neighbour as  "thou" (not “1"'5.”) that the historicity of man
and faith 15 most clearly discerned. Foy Heidogger, man is limited
by death; for Gogarten, he is limited by the “thou". For Heidegger,
decision is demanded as a possibility of one's own existence, whereas
for Gogarten, decision is made 1in relation to the “thou." 323
Hence, the concept of love coes not feature in Heidegger's philosophy.

For Gogarten, love is the onli possibility of authentic existence,



~250~

because only in love is “the other," with whom one is bound throughout
one's life, become visible and only in love dgoes one undevstand the
others claim on one. 324 Love underqirds responsibility. Uil
such acknowledgement of the other's claimy that “"other™ stands over
and against one in the Sartrian sensc. In love, the "other" becomes

“the thou® and appears as "neighbour.

2.6 THE IMPLICATIONS OF FAITH AS ENCOUNTER FOR MODERN MAN'S

FREEDOM - AN ELUCIDATION

In Part T it was argued that freedom does not arise as the result
of any theory about freedom since freedom, 1ike ekistenceg cannot
be derived logically or from cne or other philosophical system and
because all systems stand in controversial relation to one another.
The contingent experience of reality 1is, therefore, the sphere of
freedom (Rauche) and man is free in so far as he remains (cr becomes)
fully man. The crisis of modern man‘s quest for freedom, as clearly
depicted 1in his contemporary philosophical quests, 1is that freedom
is endangered by a new kind of functionalism or operationalism or
actioné?ismﬁ Man*s alienation froim reality, albeit in the name of

freedom, 1s increased and he either has illusions of grendeur as

4jp]

rosamensch or, claiming to be free, in fact, abrogates his freedon

i

and becomes the slave of one or other ideology.
Part 11 of this study began with a description of faith in traditional
thought where it was pointed out that theological understanding must

be rescued from static epistemological categories and +hat the
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elf-understanding of faith ,must be expressed creatively and
existentially; - that 1is, in a way that adequately expresses its
true nature, that touches 1ife and grapples with human existence.
The crisis of faith is that even homo religiosus  becomes enslaved
to a system of beliefs which holds him in awe end acquires a power
of its own over him, Hence, the possibility of him asking whether
the objecis of his belief have the possibility of personal being
is excluded. Faith as a ‘"belief system,” 1is as totalitarian and
absothisﬁ as the philoscphical systems that were studied. Man becomes
a function in a relation concretised in creeds or ~sacraments which
become the objects of faith. "Faith" becomes "belief"  when these
objects arrogate a timelessness and authority over man that they
can never possess, As such freedom 1S greatly endangered.

Kay

However, the object of faith is not a doctrine but Lthe God who, we
observe in the Incarnation, is open to human existence and 1in Christ
seeks "to restore man to wholeness.  This relation between man and
God, exemplified in the Cod»mam 1s the basis of the understanding
of faith as exisﬁential encounter, which Kierkegaard, Bultmann, Ebeling

and others have attempted to show. Now, the implications of faith

as encounter for man's freedom must be elucidated.

Kierkegaard has helped us to see tiat faith gssentiaily is the encounter
of the whole being, & qualitative encounter with the divine and a

matter of ultimate decision affecting one's whole existence. Faith

1s not the possession of the "subject" in his encounter with an
object but s in the encountering of Zod. cecause faith obteins
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in the encountering, the object of fTaith must be the ultimate, the
Absolute, as Kierkegaard would say, ove.r and ahove the universal.
Reason .plays the indispensable vole of uncovering fraudulence and
the ohjects of self-deceptions the finite that parade in divine
garby;  the gods of Aour own creation. Yet faith must also prevent
Reason from rationalizing away the paradoxes which we observed
repeatedly occurred in philosophy since the Enlightenment especially

in rationalism, idealism, and positivism.

Christian faith lays claim to the ultimate becuse it takes seriously
thé paradox of existence. Hence faith is grounded in the Christ-
event which must not be reduced to its factness or a series of metaphysi-
cal statements: the former leads to that event being merely an event
in the past which requires a rational decision. The later reduces
the factness altogether or pays scant attention to the humanity of
Christ. Without detracting from the factness or the historicality

r

of the Christ-event (that 1is, the whole Incarnation, the Cross and

the Resurvection), it is 01ly a personal crasping of that event which
explores 1its significance. One cannot view the Christ-event as a
dispassionate observer anymore then one can reduce Christ to only

P o

a moral examp'e if one wishes to grasp the meaning of the event.

Ultimately, in viewing the significance of the God-man, because that
event touches the depth of human existence and therefore can only
be stated as a paradox, a question i: put to man which affects his
whole future.  How else cen one make sense of Christ's chaHengei
“If eny man come after we, let him  first deny himself, take

<

up his
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cross and follow me daily?” (Mat. 16:245 Mk, 8:34; Lk, 9:23) As

Gogarien states 10s

... in the crucified Christ a question is articulated
and if a man can continue to hold to that question
and can refuse to answer it from the world and 1its

S

wisdom, he will come to realize that this question....
is asked of him. It is a question that puts him
in question... that this being put in question precedes

and is the origin of all his questioning, 325

Thi - oo can only be answered with one's whole being because
This question ¢ 9

it affects one's whole existence, history and future. | Kierkegaard
described this answering as “passionate decision” because Taith

(LI

is not a choice between alternatives but the very fact that....
there 1s no'cho'ice, expresses the tremendous passion and intensity
with which it must be chosen."™ 326 It is so unfortunate that “scienti-
fie"  man beﬁ.evus that faith is for the faint-hearted and the weak.
Gustaf Aulen pointed out that it was not simply fortuitous that Luther
spoke of faith's “audacious ‘nevertheless® "  or Kierkegaard of
the way faith "casts upon the deep waters"™ oy Paul of. our working
out our salvation with “fear and trembling"  (Phil 2:12), Aulen
wrote, therefore, that —"in spite of timidity, faith 1is the soul’s
audacious yes to (od." 327

thile the_car'icatwe of religion which Mary rejected may be "the
sign of the oppressed”, faith is for the free. To believe that which
can be empirically proven does not affect my existence and requires
no courage. Thevelfore,  Christ's  admonition, "Blessed are those
who have not -en yet believe™  (John. 20:19) s not an adage for

Elind faitr, anmre that it is & way of escape for the fearful.



Faith, in Tillich's words, is '™a total and centered act of the seif,
the a~t of unconditional, infinite and ultimate concern .... a passion
for the infinite,” 328 1t is noteworthy, 1in this connection, that
the Biblical allusions to faith are not cast in the substantive, as in

Greek, but in the verbal, the mode of action. The fthought of the

Bible 1is not "neuter  and abstract”, appropriately
substantival, but 1is "historical and personal” conveyed by <the

varhal. 329

The faith of Christ demonstrated inter alia that @nith 1is radical
living coram deo, that death cannot annihilate faith as dependence
on God, that such a life frees man from himself and from the anxiely
of death, and opens up the possibitity of radical living where each
monent becomes  kairotic (fulfilled time) and this Tife 1is an open

future of hope.

That®the sting of death is sin® s self-evident to anyone who takes
seriously the passivity of existence: ?ass’zvity is illustrated 1in
the fact that we had no control over our being here, our genealogy,
our race, our social lot and our death, Sin results when we ignore
that we are creatures of death and whorn our human restlessness, the
result of our finitude, leads us %o -seek our security not 1in the
author of our  "being here® but 1in the realm of alienation itself.

Yet 1t is only in relation to our existence that we can meaningfully

speak about God. As Lbeling stated, all other talk is necessarily

"abstract speculation and literally irresponsible, for it does not

noL

Lake place in the conmerete responsibility of  this reality of our
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Faith is based on the Christ-event because Jesus bore witness to
what it means to “have to do with God in death as well as in 1ife." 33i
This event, which 15 encountered existentially and which forms the
ground of faith, highlights also the nature of revelation, which
Bultmann described as 'ma\ju and ‘pro me" 332 because it 1s understood

and recognized only in personal decision.

£

There s no longer any room here for the subject-object paradigm
since faith is an act; an event wherein man encounters God which
defies en analogy in human thought. = Brunner as we have pointed out,
suggest that the only analogy is 'i‘;.lqe,»msr-:u‘%:'ie-';.g; of a person with person.333
Gabriel arcel used the concept of  “co-presence"  to highlight the
nature of personal encounter. To encounter someone, he says, 1S
not to merely cross his path but to be near to or with him, 334 to
be a “co-presence" wnich implies an unconditional mutuality which
affects one's very being, He gives the example of the ticket conductor
who day 1n and day out one sees on the bus one travels and who one
takes for grented until one day he 1is in distress and suddenly one
is drawn to his aid as a person. He suddenly becomes a  "presence.”
Gne is opened up to him to the extent that in his distress he s
opened up to one. “Somzilhing unaliterable is implied" in this moment
of openness because now as a co-presence he 1is encountered. 335
Marcel makes an incisive comment, in the face of this encounter,

that illustrates what is being said here. He wrote,

I would be prepared to say dogmetically that avery
relation of being to being 1is personal and that
the relation between me and God is nothing 1if it

is not & relation of being with seing, or strictly,
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of being with-itself. Uhile an empirical "thou'
can be converted into him, God 1s the absolute

Thou who can never become a him. 336

This faith as encounter, however, presupposes freedom which we have
observed obtains in man's ability to answer. Austin Barker expressed
this thus: one mark of freedom, he said, is the ability to say "I
ought® rather than "I must"™ or "I cannot vhe!p it."  "To think
in terms of the  ‘ought' is already to'be free 1in some small way

but to act as we ought is real freedom.” 337 Freedom is not identical

with free will as Kant had maintained; that is, the ability to choose

between altermnat becau.e, as Nicholai Berdyaev maintained, this
assumes a norm outside the person and, therefore, 1is externally
determined. 338  Berdyaev in his Destiny of Man maintained that,

"Man is free when he need not choose." 339

Hence, freedom is endemic to being human and to Dbe fTully human 1is
to manifest that freedom and to protect that freedom. This 1s what
the Bible means by man being mede in the image of God. Faith awakened
by God's love ~ for love also presupposes freedom ~ is the only possible
union of complete freedom (epndemic to being human) and complete
dependence (the fact of being human, not Grossmensch or slave).
Faith, therefore, is analcyical to the paradox of existence. Man's
answering  "Yes"  to God with his whole being is the manifestation

of freadom,

ihis freedom wrought in faith is not another kind of freedom relegated

either to the spiritual or moral side »Ff man for then faith Secores
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one option among others. The will-to-believe fis intrinsic to being
human as is the will-to-truth and cannot be diminished psychologically
or sociologically as in modern custom. Against such psycho-sociological
recuctionisn  John Macmurray's observation should be noted. He wrote,

The only way to avoid religion is to avoid the con-
sciousness that we are members of the community.
The only way to reject religion is to reject, deny
“or ignore our vrelationship to one another... In
a society which has Tost the religious intention,

culture and technology find themselves at war. 340
To deny the will-to-truth, like the possitivists, Marxists and existen-
tialists have done, or the will~to~believe as pseudo-scientific,
secularized man caught 1in our age orf funrtionalism has done, is to
incur cerious negative implications for man and human freedom. If
the former attitude means the eabdication of phi’lésophy then 1t will
mean the abdication of man. Similarly, if the later means the abdica-
tion of faith, it will mean the abdication of freedom. This 1is true
because, as D. E, Roberts correctly pointed out, "Man as such seeks
the Absolute, and 1if he does not do so with open eyes then he will
turn fanatical and follow some spurious substitute." 341  Philosophy
as ongoing critical reflection shares an important role with theology
of helping to uncover these  “spurious substituts" and keeping man
open to truth. Faith denands that trust is never put in anything
tess than the ultimate, snd indireccly, spurs ~on the work of the

philospher and the scientist,

Faith therefore 1is the radical answsr to the radical question about
man. Faith and freedom are integrally involvad with the manifestation

o L

~ e z - 3 3 t : g
of Man as fully men, Luther succinctly stated the claim of faiin
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thus, "Cod became man in order ,out of proud and unfortunate gods to
make veal man. 347 Cantwell Smith in his study of the difference
between belief and faith, makes some important observations that
support our thesis. He argues that “standard man is a man of faith”
and that “faith is normal in human life, and normative." 343 For a
crocodile, he writes, it is easy to be a crocodile; for us, on the
other hand, it s easy not to be fully human and to slip awasy from
our true éa]1ingo 344

To think or to feel that human behaviour may on
occasion be inhuman, that people may be  'less than
human' s to recognize ‘man’ as a transcendent
and not merely an empirical concopt. Faith bespeasks
involvement in transbendencee oo Faith 1s neither
rare nor automatic, rather, it is unbiquitously
astonishing., It is the prodigious hallmark of being
human. 345

It is clear, that the implications of faith for human freedom cannot
be ignored especially in our age where the problem of dehumanization
is a world-wide phenomenon., As J. Mackay stated it, "the stock's
of man have fallen in the world market!" 346 Now more than ever
before we are forced to reconsider man as individual, for systeus

do not change; peopie do!

Let us enquire a little further into the nature o. this froedom mani-

fested in faith as existential encounter:

2.6.1, FALTH FREES MAN FROM THE PAST  Man is freed from the determinism
.IC

-of historical inevitability, the tyranny of habit and necessity, and

A

from the quilt of his own wilfulness. Faith frees 9im to measure
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life, time and the future by the category of hope.

Faith as faith in God means the opening up of ourselves free?y to the
future for this is the import of ‘“"walking in the Spirit not according
to the flesh®; "living by the standards of the Kingdom of God not
by those of the kfngdom of this world;¥  "setting our hearts on what
is above and not on what is below.- “These Biblical exhortations
to "walk in the newness of Tife" s exemplified in the Resurrection
which proclaimed life fn the midst of death, hope in the midst of
defeat and a future when we are weighed down by the burden of the
past. Bultmann maintained that to have faith in the grace of Gud
neans  “faifth that the unseen, intengible reality actually confronts

vs as Tlove, opening up our future and signifying not death but

Faith frees man from the safequards

and assurances which his own systems provide.

In Jesus of Mazareth a new possibility of being fully man 1is epitomized

in his being fully in comuwnion  with God.,  As Jirgen Moltmann stated

it
Religion does not claim to elucidate the mvstery
of man., It confirms and deepens the mystery that
man is.... In the hiddenness of God, man exporiences
his own hiddenness; and all his sure, sclf knowledge
becomes - imperfection... (In  Christ) ne is not
'out into the picture’ about himself, but Tilled
with a hope and with a conmission which brings him

3

nut of the cerfainty of his images on to the road
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of freedom and, danger of  'the temptations of the
world and of the consolations of God.' As Augustine

has said.... The cross is the point of difference

1
!

over against ideologies and humanistic 1images of

man. 348
Faith involves turning our backs on ourselves and our securities
because 1t views theée as inadequaie and "begging the question.”
As we have argued in Part 1, human systems invariably acquire a
power of their own and in the end, while they claim to be monuments

to human excellence, they hold man himself in their prison,

The tyranny of systems affects the very psyche of man. Hence he
who glories in this state is actually glorying in himself. He confers
absolute value on the works of his own hand, That s, at one and
T
|

the same time, idolatry and hubris: man, having itlusions about his

own grandeur soon claims to be Grossmensch; he ceases to be "humble
before reality." Hubris is exemplified in Adam claiming the right
to be God and rejecting pisfjc,, obedience in trust; faith as participa-
tion in God, as free encounter and event. Faith ensures that man
remains man because it relates him continually to God. It rescues
him from “"being vise in his own conceits " (Rom. 11:25), and from
placing confidence in a world-view or theory of his own making which
in the attempt to give his Tlife wholeness, ensneres him, Yithin
philosophical systems, man becomes a functional relation; in idolatry
of whatever kind, he becomes dependent on the  “"works" of his own
nends. There is little difference between the two. Calvin has said
somewhere that, "the humen min¢ s a continuously working factory

R

57 ddols."  Philosophy as an ongeine critical cuest for freedom calls



these idols into question and, hence, is not opposed to the coal of

faith - the freedom of man before God. Faith prevents man from

being what the Bard expressed as  "the engineer hoist by his own

petar."”

Faith that recognizes that  "God was in Christ reconciling the wor 1d
unto himself,® Moltmenn explains, “reconciles man and liberates
him from pride and anxicty, which has always been the sources of

idolatry." He goes on,

Ho who believes no longer flees away, whether 1into
an irony that cannot be touched, or into a defiant
Utopia. le does not flee ina spirit of social

romanticism intu a golden past. e does not emigrate

inwards into purity of heart. Mor does he lose
himself in dreams of a better world. He finds
suprisingly - ‘peace in the midst of strife’ and

the reconciling ‘yes! in  the midst of a well
justified ‘'no'. 349 '

This 1is what Luther meant by faith coming to its own "Yann es 1in

5]

-

das Treffen get. This is the freedom we cali faitind

2.6.3. FALTH FREES MAN FROM BONDAGE TO THE LA AND TO THE WORLD.  If

Faith  as we have said, forces man to face the ultimate; faith rescues
man from the bondage of nenessity, a distinction that Reason could
not meke in the philosophies of the Enlightenment. Kant, and especially
Hegel, did not extricate freedom from necessity hecause they failed

te sec that freedom was encemic to man as ran ., Berdyaev, more
than anyone clse in our times, has uianaged to nerceive that the freedo

that man seeks is ultimately spiritual freedom. 350 In this connection



Lev Shestov, the Russian Jewish Existentialist, maintained that,

Kant, 1like his successors - Fichte, Schelling  and

Hegel - speaks of freedom often and enthusiastically,
But when these men found themselves face to face
with true freedom, they were terrified.... all
of this only proves onre thing : ocur thought has
arrogated rights which do not belong to it.... Kent
forgot Holy scripture when he meditated on the
relationship  between  science and  metaphysice
That 1is a pity! If he had remembered perhaps he
would even have been led to recognize that the raison

PR

d'etre of metaphysics 1is precisely to vreturn to

man his primordial freedom and to break forever
the bonds in which general .and necessary truths

have fettered us. 251

Inauthentic existence cobtains in Tliving by that which is regulative
(the Law), by the imperative without the indicqtive or by & utopian
dream of Happiﬂess and a society without conflict. A1l these mystify
freedom and existence. Faith's main role is to safegaurd man'¢ freedom
for God and thus deorive the world and its laws of reYigioué power .
Faith puts man in perspective.  Trust in any sort of authority which
claims man's allegiance by parading a form of trustworthiness now
lose their hold over man.  The former mysterium tremendum et fascinans

that they arrogated to themselves is now exposed as fraudulent.

They have become  “"frail and says Barth. He goes on,

These are the gods set up, honoured and worshipped
by men in ancient and recent times:  the authorities
on whom man relies, no matter whether Lhicy have
the form of ideas or of any sort of poweys of deétiny,
no  matter what they are called. raith delivers

us from trust in such gods, and treraofore also from
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fear of them.... We are given freedom to trust in
Him who deserves our trust.... In God also is there
faithfuiness, and faith 1is the <trust tht we hold

to Him. 352

Faith, therefore, can work closely with science and is n-t intimidated
by it because the J_"ﬁ‘?'jfflf'?,_._Q_i_&_é"}f_% of science is to clarify the nature
of the world of man and to demythologize it's veligious hold that
it has over man. [t de-religionizes the world aend its lews, Faith
insists that science and philosophy seek out and 1investigate that
independence so that 1t may keep 1its own goal in focus. In  turn,
both écience and philosophy need the witness of faith le-t they forget
the nistoricity of their own answers. As Gogarten maintained, "It

science indulges in such worship (ie. of the world and its Tlaws),

it abrogates its essential tasks." 353

2.6.4, FAITH ALLOWS FREEDOM FOR THE WOR

2 man is freed {ror, the
bondage of the world and its laws, he is free _fo__r; his world and his
fellow man. This dialectic of freedom is what is communicated by
such texts as "Be not conformed to this world but be ye transformed
by the renewing of your minds." (Rom, 12:2). Onty if man 1s ﬁ“eed
from the world, from whet the Bible means by life KaTd Tapid | can
he be free to serve his world and his fellow man. As we have noiiced
in our analysis of Ebeling's views, the choice for or against Tlove
is the choice for or against freedom. Austin  Barker provides an
interesting comment in this regard: "lle see easily," e says,
“that the man who is ianorant or afraid is enslaved and will  do

It is dmperative both for him and for others that he should

v .
narai,



become free." 354  What is not often realised, because it 1is hidden

~

sehind intellectual sophistication and affluence, or behind the cloak

of general well-being, is that slavery is also the Tot of the man
who tives by his own wisdom because, in the end, "he has no means
for making the most important decision of all, the decision in principle
for or against love." 355 Christian freedom is the decision in which
men have freedom of responsibility hence the "faith that believes

in God the Father, Son and Holy Spirit,* says Barth, “cannot refuse

to become public. If you believe, you are challenged to pay in person

Luther had maintained that faith is fidele facere (faithful doing),

a fulfilling of freedom in the world {1 Thess. 1:3). 357 R G Smith,

who like Michael Foster 358 and Gogarten insists on the independence

of the world, describes faith as involving "response and mutuality,

dependence and vesponsibility.” 359

In this regard, it is quite understandable why Hegel criticised Luther's

On Christian Liberty as  “senseless, sophistic reasoning” because
Luther had not admitted the freedom of the will. 360  The paradox

that men's freedom does not achieve his salvation, that freedom is
manifested in tltimate dependence and that man’s salvation, therefare,
is effected in the encountering extra se, cannot be fitted into a

system like Hegel's .

arcuse, commenting on Hegel's critique of Luther, stated that  "inner
freecom ... 1s only a transitory stage in the nrocess of achieving

A

freedom.” 347 Fatih, nowever, coes not distinguish between inner
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and outer freedom because it -insists that “faith without works ig
dead” (Jas 3:7); not that "works" create “faith" but that faith
is wvitally bound up with the God who in Christ encounters man and
this faith refers man to his fellowman. 1t cannot maintain its integri-
ty in a vacuum. Freedom, unlike in the views of some existentialists,
is not individualism. Berdyaev maintained corvecily that individualism
"demeans man, it is the tragedy of empty freedom." 362 If freedom
is individualism then Sartre wos right, "Hell 1is the other person.”
However, when man is liberated to respond in love, the other person

becomes the "thou" of fellowship.

Freedom 1is wholly different to the realm of necessity. Freedom 13
truly freedom in fellowship and, therefore, freedom and not necessity
should determine marriage, sex, family, society and service to mankind.
For example, if necessity was the basis of sex, the sex partner and
oneself are immediately reduced to objects where the partner ceases
to be the "thou of fellowship® but a "it." The whole spiritual
basis of family and society, and of people themselves, is invariably
eroded, If freedom Tlapses into necessity it degenerates into

iwse of the word and the other. Love

lTicensiousness, and leads to the at
presupposes freedom and cannot be contained in law as both philoscphical
humanism and religious ethicism attempt to do., Only the freedon

in faith can maintain that "all things are lawful but all things

are not expedient (1 Cor. 10:23) bhecause faith gives love a freedom
that places 1t above the law, thile legalism may demend service

to man, legalism cannot legislate love. Love presupposes freedon.

As St., Paul stated

IS

~

the fruit of the Spirit is love, Joy, oecace,



longsuffering, , gentleness, goodness, faith, meekness,

temperance: against such there is no law.  (Gal.
5:22~23)

Thus faith which affirms that man as “image of God® s free, manifests

that freedom by liberating man from the past for the future, from

the law and the world for the world and from himself for his neigh-

bour. 363 This dislectic from and for the world, Scripture describes

as "being in the world but not of the world® (John 15:19; 1 John
2:6). R, G. Smith calls this dialectic the "ambiguity of secularism,”
and J. F. Hamann in a letter to Herder ceailed it  "holy hypochon-

aria." 364

This dialectic injects into the Christian Tife, as Kierkegaard, Bultmann

and Ebeling have maintained, a vital and ongoing dime

L. .
10N wne

is not the end of‘the encounter but the beginning of thevencountering“
Faith is never a point of rest but is exprcssed by St. Paul in the
imperative, "walk in the Spirit not 1in the flesh.” (Rom. 8:4).
It is the "new life struggling continually with the old.” (Ebeling).365
“It means to be travelling along the road Dbetween the "already!
and the ‘'not yet,' always to be pursuing a goal®™  (Bultmann). 366
"The only authentic 'work' of faith,” states Gogarten, "is that
it stands constantly 1in this reflection ... This work consists
in nothing more nor less than man being himseif before God." 357
Faith as encounter is decision that is won ever anew. and, therefore,
requires the courage to be hazarded ever anew, If it becomes complacent
1t ceases to be encounter and ceases to be faith. Man is unfree
cagain.  St. Paul succintly expresses the dynzacics of fTaith  thus:
"Stand fast therefore in the freecom wherewith Christ has rade us

[

“ree, an’ 52 not entanglad

[&8)

ga'in with the yoke of hondage." (2al..5:1)
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The Christian 1ife has been described as characterised by “faith,

hope and love" (1 Cor. 13:13) but these are not merely moral or

e

spiritual qualities that onu can be endowed with as fatent talents
are; neither are ‘they abilities or dispositions that can be inculcated
or achieved. Faith in God 1is that which frees man from the ‘burden
of the past for the future and, as such, faith is manifested in hope.
Faith, we have said, also frees man from himself for his neighbour

and for his world. As such, faith is manifested in love. Faith,

hope and love, therefore, are three dimensions of the one event.

ffarcuse had rightly contended that farx's confidence in the proleteriat
to free society was ill-founded since the proletariat 1is as rwuch
in bondage to the system as those who manipulate 1t., Marcuse himself
suggested that the fringe protest groups or the Third World may be
the alternative avant garde., However, he became disillusioned with
both since, he believed, they did not have the abﬂ"i'ty to free them-
selves from the manipulation of the system or achieve & changed social
consciousneés, a prerequisite for changing soci;etyu raith by freeing

man for God provides a standard outside the system to free man from

it so that he may walk in "newness of life." (Rom. 5:9).

As we have vrepeatedly pointed out, especially when Kierkegaard's
reaction to Christendom and the views of Bultmann, Ebeling and Gogarten
were analysed,  faith always runs the risk of being systematised
and becoming, as we observed also in the history of philosophy and
in  traditicnal Christian thinking, self-contained and docmatic.

Jhen fhis happens, faith becomes belief, it ceases o be dynamic



and self-critical.  These. aspgcts of faith vis-d -vis the nature

of theoiogical method will occupy our attention in Part 111.

ededeek

2.7 SUMARY_AND SIGHIFICANCE

1. Faith in traditional thought _vis-»é ~-vis the development of systema-
tic theology, creeds and institutionalism has often Tapsed 1into mere
belief in one or more of these “objects" and thereby has ceased
to be the living, dynamic faith that the Bible witnesses to. A
corollary to this loss of vitality is the attempt of Christianity
to mediate a position in terms of modern philosophical quests which
in the main have been bogged down 1in epistemological categories

(Marxism and Existentialism being noteble exceptions).

2. This epistemological stranglehold has led to the discussion of
faith with philosophical (and scientific) quests at large being based
on the problem faith and reason. Several computations of that relation
have surfaced since the controversy belween Scotus and Acuinas, all
of which at times Ted to grandiose claims for the abilities of Reason
and a concomitant detached scepticism. AU other time, it Ted to faith
becoming the way of escape from the rigours of critical thought.
In our century this antithesis between faith and reason has often

led to the oross trivialization of faith and to the discussions between

theology and both philosophy and science being led into a Togicel
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3, These discussions betweep theology, philosophy and science ,
have often failed to see the deeply controversial nature of modern
man’s quests for freedom albeit in the name of science and philosophy.
Modern man's crisis is the crisis of unfreedom either within his
own philosophical and theological systems or within totalitarian,

ideological or collectivistic societies which undermine freedom.

In Part 11, it was observed that the quest for freedom, or rather,
the manifestation of freedom that is endemic to mai qua man, is the
true task of ali quests for truth, meaning and reality. AT1  such
quests must be aware of their own historicity and the contingent
experience of reality. Hence, the quest for freedom is a far more
fulfilling basis_for dialogue between theology and both  philosophy
and the sciences. It was pointed out that theology 1is dependent
on them for their ongoing critical evaluation of its won aim. Also
their clarification and constitutive quests aid 1its own expression
and proclamation for ultimately theology must undergird sound proclama-

tion and this is always directed to men in their own historical and

contingent situation. .

4. Such dependence, of course, requires that philosophy 1is constantiy
aware of its ongoing, critical and reflective nature and that theology

also remains equally dynamic. (cf. Part 117).

5. At the heart of the awsreness of the dynamics of theologv, s

faith as ongoing encounter, the qenerative motor of theological reflec-

1 i ) . ~ e il o -
tion. fs the analyses of the thought of Xierkecaard, “ultmann, £
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among others have shown, only .when faith 1s understood in  living,
existential terms will faith be prevented from lapsing into belief,
and religion into a belief-system. These theologians have describad

faith as ‘“encounter®  because it implies that faith is  "venture,”

“happening,” "event" and “partici n.*  These ideas preserve faith's
dynamics ond rescues its self-understanding from degenerating into
static categories.

c

6. This generative quality of faith, which we have termed the
“existential," makes all weaningful theological reflection, in
fact all Christianity, em‘stentiéh This statement, we have argued,
in no way implies any form of Christian existentialism, the problematic
nature of which has also been highlighted. The views of some
of the theologians that have been described may well lead to a kind
of Christiaen existentialism, as a'n\y programme of demythologization
or such like will, since it would force scriptuce and the Christian
seif-understanding .'into a preconceived theorét‘ica‘l Tramework., Where
this happens we must part company with them, However, the value
of their work ties in their insight into the nature of faith. These

insights orthodoxy can neglect only at its own peril and poverty.

7. The understanding of faith ac¢ encounter is endemic to the under-
standing of "believing in God" or “trusting in God" 1l'n the 8ible.
The analysis of the Biblical texts will .require a study all of its
own and cannot be fitted adequately into the scope of this thesis.
Nevertheless, we may point to a few illustrative Biblical 1ideas.

As Hermisson and Lohse _oint out, in the (ld T=ztament, the awareness
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of faith is illustrated rather. than conceptualised. Nevertheless,
faith is manifested as human reaction to God's will and promise based
on total obedience "in the face of the future and promised gift

of sal

jon." 368 The prophets are always the spukesmen of living
faith and often denounce religion that fun;tiOﬂs ex_opere operato
whereby individual commitment and obedience in trust is diminished.
Isaiah is the example par excellence of the prophet who openly condemns

religion without faith.

Perhaps the most striking of old Testament illustrations of living,
encountering trust in God is the example of Abraham, whom Kierkegaard
has so incisively unveiled for us.

Another example is that of Jacob's wrestling with the angel from
dusik to dawn which J A Hackay considered a symbolic ﬁpression of
encounter with God which  "operates a profound disturbance 1in  the
Tife of a men." 369 Faith is a struggle in timc and space and a
struggle of 1ife and death. In the Mew Testament, St. Paul's struggle
against Christianity and against Christ was a struggle of his whole

being and his conversion “illustrates the nature of "being grasped,

faid hold wupon, by the One who encounters (man) in life." 370

Faith 18 trust, says the 01d Testament, hefore it is belief. As William

Barrett points out, faith is always represented 1in Hebraic thought

as a concrete wmode of being of ile human operson which norecedes

intellectual assent. In Job and the Psalws, faith as trust involves
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man‘s whole being:  “his bones.and his bowels.,” The final solution

in Job, ancther great 01d Testament example of faithful man, is not

in a rational resolution of his problems, but in rededication to

God.

The relation between Job and God is a relation between
an 1 and Thou.... each being confronts the other
in his comp]etbné&soeoa The relation between God
and man is on the level of existence and not reason....
His relation to God vremains of faith from stert
to finish though.... 1t takes on varying shapes
of revolt, ancer, dismay and confusiofi.... When
faith 1is full it dares to express its anger, fTor
faith 1is openness of the whole man toward his God,
and therefore must be able to encompass all human

modes of being. 371

While Jesus, the God-man,is ihe object of faith, it should not be
forgotten that his own faith as radical living coram deo, both in

life and death, is the example of the faith that is being discussed.

This radical encounter, we have already pointed out, takes pre-eminence
over every other relation. In fact, it places everything in this
world in proper perspective. The challenges that Christ places before
ran cannot be softencd by 1nte]]ectua} or allegorical exegesis since
such attempts undermine faith and meke religion spiritually bankrupt.
iny attempt to soften these radical challenges to man. either by
the Christians in the latter part of the first century already and
definitely throughout Church history since, which were married to
a xinc of triumphalism by the ihstﬁtutiona]izeﬁ church, wviolates
.Paul’s coctrine of Jus.ification by‘ faith and the Reformers' 3ol

o

fide
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A1l the creativity of liturgy, theology , polity and such like become
ends in themselves if the. radicality of faith is lost. Such faith
alone keeps the imperative of the Christian life of love alive otherwise
such an imperative burgeons into Tlegalism. Such faith makes the
encounter with the God-man a living, ongoing encounter and as such
affirms the eschatalogical significance of that event, "In every
moment,”  wrote Bultmann, "sTumbers the possibi]ity of being the

eschatalogical moment. (Cne) must awaken it." 372

8. Finallv, a point that has been repeatedly mentioned in Part 17,

whose significance remains to be stated, is that this faith s mt a sibj

experience or possession but occurs in the encountering; and is
extra nos as the Reformers stated it; it always  remains Ya  gifty"

the fruit of grace,

This point, says G C Berkouwer, 1is indispensabie

to the Christian

understanding of faith. Faith and Justification, he points out

kg

are intertwined. BSerkouwer wrote,

Faith does not Jjustify, Christ does; but faith
is Justifying because it appropriates the righteousness
of Christ. Therefore, faith does not mean works.

Fatth is abandonment to God... dith  faith, sola
gratiae 1is not spurned; it is verified.... 372

derkouwer, 1in this connection, makes two points which support the
uicerstanding of faith as existential encounter: firstly, he maintains
that the correlation between faith and grece is  "firmly rooted in

concrete "fuman e=xistence." 374  Secondly, he noints out that Grace

" £ - o A 4 B S, ! o . £ ! e n b 3 - i 41 v <
Or Talih &3 abandonient to . “od does not  “in anyvway ceny tre activity

w
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of faith, its grasp of its object, or its working itself out in Tlove.

Faith is stiil human act.” 375

£
Therefore, as Ebeling pointed out, TidT&JIEN and g}

) s
)b |

aq C belong

Lot

essentially together. 376  Justification by faith alone 15 not one
doctrine among others, but is the whole Christian faith, 377 The
reality of faith is tne justification of man but justification 1s
manifested in its "“public significance” and concerns the world
as a whole, 378 Ebeling writes,

What kind of reality has this faith which consists

of justification? Its reality is abviously of the

nature of an ovent, which effects a tovatl
transformation, and yet never Decomes a

yssession, remains the ustification
of the  sinner which lasts as long a:

The relation between faith and grace has unnecessarily been clouded
by the debate on free will, for freedom, @5 we have pointed out,
is not equal to the freedom of choice but is the ongoing quest for
e,n_s'thentic_c;\i'stmceo Faith, it has been argued, is the true ode
of authentic existence because it allows man to be fully man, that
is, it mam.fests man's peimordial  freedom, Furthermore, because
it is ongoing encounter it preserves that freedom fron ‘lapsivhg again
into unfreedom. Cnly if man is free can he indulge in constitutive

thought and 1in living in the world without becoming & slave to it.
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In Part 1 we observed that for philosophy, contingency is the realn

o

of freedom and, in this section of the study we observed that for

theology, freedom is the dynamics of faith, While philosophy's perpe-

tual cognizance of the contingent experience of r’ea‘tity‘ ndergirds

the understanding of man as finite, historical and co

faith

irms that man only before God is fully man and, as fully man

only is he truly free. If theology loses sight of the dynamics of
faith, then it also, like any philosophy which loses sicht of the
contingency of reality, lapses into ideology and creates anew the

untreedom of man. The implications of fai*h as ongoing and critical

encounter for theclogy form the theme of Part 111.
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In this concluding section, some implications of the understanding
of faith and freedom proffered in Parts I‘ and 11, for theological
method or approach will be highlighted. Within the scope of this
study, only intimations can be made of the.direct"ton theology must
take., Thiz  direction must be fully investigated 1in a separate
study. The questions that will occupy us here include the relation
between faith and theology;  some modern attempts at the abdication

of theology and the implicstions of such attempts for faithgs

reflection and rationalization; the definition of an

existential theology and a definition of theclogy as contextualization.

3.1 FAITH AND THEOLOGY
It has been amply stated that faith, in spite of it being personal
encounter with the divine, does not exclude systematic theology.
Yet it was also argued that faith cannot be systematized any more
than freedom or existence can. Yhat, then, 1is the relation between

faith and theology?

In Part IT it was also stated that faith  always runs the risk of
of being systematized and of becoming, as we observed in the history
of pnhilosophy also (Part 1), self-contained and docmatic, because

it ceases to be self-critical. Faith in God, however, orevents such



’

an intrusion on man's freedom® because of two important dimensions
of its nature:

3.1.1.

ENCOUNTER

Kierkegaard and the theologians considered above all agreed that
the attainment of authentic existence was not merely a watter of
intellectual striving but of faith and commitment and that such commit-
ment involved a continuous process of choice by the believing and
existing subject. Hence to be Christian is not to arrive at a con-
clusion but to be placed in ongoing fellosship with God, which we
have referred to as the ongoing encounter of faith.  This ongoing
decisioh is not as Blackham thinks, vis-a -~vis Kierkegaard,

vees. @ movbid perpetuation of the moment of absotute
choice.... a concentration of the whole life in
a repetition of the empty abstract decision itself
with increasing intensity. This fatal hypertrophy
of will has a terrible fascination, for one sees
in the dilated organ a living decision repeating
itself 1like an accelerated ©pulse separated  from

the withered body it should thave animated. 1
Such a view removes Kierkégaard’s understanding of the dynamics of
faith from the dynamics of Christian 1ife and theology. Kierkegaard
had intended to emphasize that Christian life and thought must embody
the pulsating vitality of faith or else they become a chimera; a
carcature of what the New Testement witnesses to. "let us never forget © he said,
"that all Christianity is a life course.” 2 Blackham is 1in error
here because he places the perpetuity of faith outside the context
of Kierkegaard's concern for reaffirming personal commitment in an

age steeped 1in nominal Christianity and theological  absolutism;

an age not unlixe our own, His attempt at the restoration of the



balance led him consciously to epwphasize decision but he in no place
jettisons fellowship, the church or Tlove for one's neighbour. In
a Journal entry on 13 February 1839 he wrote, "Fear and Trembling
is not the primus motor in human life. That 1is love. But as the
balance wheel in a clock it is the balance wheel in the life of a

Christian.” 3

Faith is bound up with openness and the future, and cannot seek rest
along the way or else it becomes historicist. Faith opens up the

future and is the basis of Christian hope and  "hope"™  says Ebe]ing,'

is the "measure of time." 4 He also maintained that it is  "the
essence of human reality" that  "nothing is finished; but there
is always something to come, something to expect." 5 Hence, when

we nray for the Holy Spirit we are in fact praying for faith to be
given again and again. 6 Faith is not a matter of "“slick theological
solutions® but a 1ifelong "task"™. 7 "Till our deathbed," he writes,
"we have to work unceasingly at the one lesson to Tlearn to say with

all our heart ‘Abba Father!*®® &

The dynarism of faith also is manifested in the battle it has to
wage with unbelief as long as man is man ie, as longs as he is histori-
cal, finite, centingent, and existing. Faith 1s always accompanied
by doubt and 1. truly faith not when one believes  “"in spite of"
doubt but when coubt is deteated 9 which may well b.e' an eschatological
victory for faith. Luther described  this tussle with doubt thus:
“le are always travelling and must Tleave behind us what we know and

p0ssess and seek for what we do not yet know and nossess.” 10 Hence
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Ebeling comments that, .

Faith does not die of temptation but of the flights
from temptation..... 11 Faith that 1s not attacked
or tempted is not faith at all. For faith can only
be present.... lhere it is realised 1n the concrete
circumstances of your life.... Faith does not believe
because 1t closes 1ts eyes. Rather, faith means
to hold and trust with eyes that see..... to hope
against hope, to believe -against experience. 12

Faith 1is victory over doubt, a doubt that 'is\‘ a corollary of human
existing., Faith that g&ns  victory along life's way, therefore,
is not escapism from life but, in the face of the exigencies of
existing, renews itself again and again. Luther said in his lectures
oﬁ B_g‘_)vl_"n_g‘r]'sj “Your 1ife does not consist in rest, but in moving from
good to the better, as the sick man moves from éiciz,:"ness to health.”
13 Because faith is an event 1t cannot be possessed but has to be
continually affirmed. Faith as encounter is decision that is won
ever anew and therefore requires the courege to be hazarded ever
anew, If it becomes complacent, it ceases to be encounter and it

ceases to be faith,

It is this dynamics of faith, this "ongoingness" of faith, that
makes theology, faith's self-awareness, an ongoing task. This ongoing
dimension, the history of doctrire and the history of hermeneutics
have abundantly shown to ba the basis of Christian self-understanding.
Hence, Gordon Kaufmann correctly assesses the nature of theology
when he maintains that,

Theology also serves human purposes and roeds  and

should be judged in terms of the adequacy with which



it is fulfilling the objectives we humans set for
it. 14 The task of Christian theology is to assess
and criticize traditional dideas of God in tevrms
of tieir adequacy 1in expressing God's absoluteness
and humaneness, and to reconstruct the concept of

God so that it will express these motives as adequately

and meaningfully as possible in contemporary situaiic:s

ie, so that God's presence in  contemporary life

becomes intelligible. 15
This description of the dynamics of the theological quest is quite
correct but the point being made here is that the driving force
behind even the desire to undertake such a quest and the motivation
behind a serious commitment to the.theo?opica1 task, is the 1impulse
behind the need to believe or reflect on God which is the event of
faith as ongofng encounter, As Kierkegaard stated, "The knight
of faith keeps his love young and along with him it increases with

years and in beauty. He does not annul his resignation; he preserves
{

his Tlove as young as it was in its first movement." 16 Theology
helps to keep faith vital and love for God  "young". — Inversely,

faith as 1living encounter insists that theology remains 1living and

vital reflection,

Theology ensures that unlike the foolish virgins of Christ's parable,

faith and the object of faith ae never taken for granted. These
foclish virgins, says Kierkegaard ,  "had lost the infinite passion

of expectation. And so their lamps were extinguished.... they had
made themselves strangers, in the spiritual cense of the word, through
having lost this passion." 17  Therefors, while the tragic hero rests

secur= in the universal because he finish

g3

s his fight, the nicht
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of faith is  “kept sleepless” “for he is constantly tried. 18  The

fag

"nassion”  endemic to faith s the life blood of true theology.

iz alsa  endemic Yo

The struggle that 1is part and parcel of theo

faith, The two cannot be divorced.

Theology is the task of faith and must therefore be risked over and
over again. A creed may be believed but it cannot merely be repeated.
This dynamic nature of theology, Ebeling accounts for as follows:

.... the church has been sent into the world and
is obligated to vrender testimony to Jesus Christ
i1 the worid. The world, however, 1is continually
in motion, continually confronting us wit’ new situa-
tions, speaking new Tlanguages and  experiencing
spiritual change. 19

This dynamism, he rightly contends, 1is true for all questions which
have understanding as their goal and which are "accomplished in
a kind of dialogue and must therefore be won ever anew, & nust

be hazarded ever anew." 20

Theology, therefore, is neveyr sbove the contingency of human existence.

is forced, because of faith, to reckon with Tlife and to enter
dialogue with all quests for meaning and with all the studies that
can cast light on the human Situatiqn in the world. The chief of
these partners in diaTogue is philosophy. Theology is forced to
contend with the trauma (and the Jjoy!) of human existence or else
it easily qoes off at a tangent and becomes abstract speculation
about ré!igious ideas. [f it does not constarctly r=late to the ongoing

encounter of faith it Toses 1its rootedness in the living situation



of men. Hence the idea of a ,pr*ofessiona] theologian, that 1is, one
who theologizes without commitment or faith, who studies or teaches
theology as & vocation alone, violates the nature of theology because

he does not grasp "encounter®. Theology is then reduced to the

status of any other empirical study which leaves the subject untouched

and unchallenced by its findings. Such a person treats religion
as a phenomenon and the glogy becomes the phenomenology of religion.

Religion is treated as a function and faith is catalogued, quantified,
analysed and ordered Tike the way a librarian orders books for easy

retrieval.

Theology is a reflaction from faith on faith and the object of faith.
Hence it is @eos ">\"3“lds . Because faith 1is an ongoing encounter,

theology itself must remain ongoing reflection.

3.1.2, FAITH IS SELF-CRITICAL

e e e i e R 1 e T e 1

The other indispensable dimension of true faith is the fact of its
self-critical quality which is also a complement to its "ongoing
nature",  Christian faith in contrast to every other claim of ultimacy
possesses at its very heart a self~negating and self-critical dimension
which not only prevents the absolutism that impinges on human freedoa
but also stands opposed to self deception and  "blind" faith, This

seif-critical dimension is exemplied in the Cross which stands opposed

A

to every form of idolatry. The (ross, because of' its own history,
symbolizes the means of God's judgement and grace. It signifies

the juccemert on sin and the death of Adam, the naturel men of

e
Vi



world, alienated from reality  fn his self-pride., At the same time
it signifies the ‘grace of God to man for 1t 1is the basis of man's
reconciliation with God and ultimately {is the basis for man becoming
fully human. Paul Tillich perceived clearly this in-built quality
of faith. He wrote,

Every type of faith has the tendency to elevate
its concrete symbols to absolute validity. The
eriterion of the truth of faith therefore, is that
it implies an element of self-negation. That symbol
is most adequate which expresses not only the ultimate
but also its own lack of wultimacy. Christianity
expresses itself in such a symbol in contrast to
all other —eligions (and we may add, philosophical
systems,) namely 1in the Cross of Christ.... fny
acceptance of Jesus as the Christ wnich 1is not
the acceptance of Jesus the crucified is a form
of idolatry. 21
With this observation we come full-circle back to where we began
this study, namely, the problematic view of freedom in contemporary
thought and the problem of faith in traditional Christianity. Both
have absent from their systems this self-critical and self-negating

LR &

dimension which prevents absolutism, totalitarianism and triumphalism.

These 4gms ignore the naturc of existence and curb human freedom.

Cantwell Smith's study, whizh highlights seve

eral important insights on the
nature of faith, on this issue must also be criticised. He held
that "faith is not belief in a doctrine and not even belief in the

truth as sugh"  but  "assent" in a "dynamic and personal sense"

of "rallying to it with delicht  end engagement.... the abilitv to
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see and respond.” 22 His aim is most praiseworthy, namely, * 10
open oneself to the profundity of being human and of the mystery

wction be
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of reality." 23 Mz

of faith is dangerous. He intends to develop & theory of faith which
again is removed from the sphere of existential and iitical encounter.
More than most, he takes serious cognizance of other forms of religious
commitment eg. the views of Reamwuja , Chu Hsi, Ghazzali and Hugh
of St Victor. However, his theory of faith, in isolating similarities,
levels off major differences and ultimately makes dialogue impossible.
If the critical dimension is removed. a kind of universalism replaces
the critical function of faith and theology. The c¢ross cannot be
eccommodated  within a theory of faith but must be apprehended in existen-

tial encounter,

A similar danger exists alongside the element of truth 1in  John

Macmurray's view, in his Freedom in the Yorld_ that

true freedom is freedom for something greater than

ourselves, That s’ to say, freedom achieved as
a result of an objective lgvally, a loyalty - which

masters us. 24
This would mean that genuine Marxists, Capitalists or atheists are
all free orovidec their loyalty is tota! and they are "mastered
by their Joyalty . " Here .again the disjunction between faith and
the object of faith emerges. Such a view which absolutizes loyalty
lapses into empty actionalism. Believing for believing sake 1is mace

the criterion for reality.

NS 2ncounter  with  the diyiae
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and that is was "ultimate concern grounded in ithe ultimate.
For Christian faith that “ultimate® is not a figment of the imagina-
tion or merely a projection of ultimate concern but is the One who
identifies with human existence of whom, the Council of Nicaea expanding
0

) . . . ~
on dupid O said was BYAN B oW T Tk (ie. teking on himself
\

all that makes man, man)

Because such reflection is vitally bound up with the God-man, the
Absolute Paradox of existence, all speculation and abstraction
is excluded. In Gordon Kaufman's terms, the absoTutenes_s of God,
which is common to wveligionsat large and which can be the projection
of human thinking, is offset by the dimension of the humane. 25

Humaneness and absoluteness must be held din dynamic tension. To

reflect.on the Cross .is to .reflect on -the- judgement -and - the glory -

of {he  "humane" de. of being fully huran., The cross which crucities
"man-in-Adam® also spells freedom for the “man-in~Christ" ie.

freedom to be fully human by reconciliation with God.

Theclogy, then, must be commensurate to this notion of faith if it
is to be faith's awareness of itself and of its object. Recause
faith 1s ongoing encounter, theology 1s ongoing vreflection. But

because faith is also self-critical, theology 1is ongoing, critical

reflection, The Cross stands opposed to theology ossifying, or to
theological reflection running away with itself either 1in abstract

speculation or self-glorification.
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religion;  that is, religion, which Conhoeffer gefined as "an
attitude which regarded man‘s life as being somehow complete by the

addition of God," 26 On the contrary, the Cross cannot be domesticated

within any system no matter how veligious or Biblically 50
It is the emhodiment of that critical dimension which spurs on the

life of the believer, the witness of the church and the task of theolo-

H

qy. It is that driving force which the Reformers intimated in their

)

understanding of the church as ecclesia reformata semper reformanda.
As Ebeling stated it,

The only reformation which the church always stands
in need of is faith... (to overcome)... the divisions
of Christendom, with each church imprisored in
its own tradition and full of self-righteousness,
the dogmatics, intellectualisms of theology, the
love of power avong ecclesiastical leaders, the  indvience
and apathy of the laity, the clinging to the past,
the remoteness of sermons from reality... 27

This  “reformation™ or onc¢oing renewal 1is a corollary of faith as
ongoing, critical and existential encounter. Theology's task s
to constantly relate to such a dynamic faith by being dynamic f’tse]f,
The Reformation epitomised this critical dimension by its critical
exposition of scripture. It was critical of the traditional view
which held fast to certain dogmatic essentials, which fostered arbitrary
interpretations and which domesticated the Zible in such a wuy that
it did not threaten the ecclesiatical status quo. 28 Hence it is
not only the fundementalists and the literalists who harmonize scripture
in thoir exegetical mathodology (29) but any theological method that

interprets scripture ar the Christian self-uncerstanding from  the

pesition of & Tixed theoretical framework. - The  scripturess are



harmonized to fit static credal pesitions or institutional parameters.

Faith and theology must exist in dynamic tension.  Theology preserves

the dynamics of faith and vice versa. Theology prevents faith ever being

e ]
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(cf contextua ion belos)  and can never losc sight of its eschatological

significance or else it becomes static and lifeless.
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Furthermore, theology e faith are directed towards the same object
God  who has to be constantly understood. If the object of faith
was self-evident, that is, if God was "visible everywhere not hidden
everywhere," theology would not be necessary and faith would become
redundant. Such knowledge of Cod would cause faith to  “stand still."
Zut the cquestion of faith 1is inextricably tied up with the guestion
of human existence {part 11). Hence the theological quest 1is never
completed because all theological perspectives are historical and
Timited since'they are human constructions and stand in controversial

relation to one another.

R G Smith pithily states that, "The theology of faith is a theoloqgy
of the cross and thus a theologia viatorum. It 1is a theology of
a journey which makes up its own mapé as it goes.™ 30  This is what
barth meant by 'theolpgy being science, the nature of which is manifested

in its ongoing and critical aspects. 31



Theology cannot be otherwise because,

i) it is the work of man who qua man 1is finite, Timited and
historicels

i1) it is rooted in the contingent experience of man and 1s there-
fore influenced by both theological and non-theological factors
and theological systems stand in controversial relation to
one another. If theology 1is not done within such experience
of contingency it relinquishes its own freedom for the world
and for all men; and

i11) it is driven by a faith that 1is self-critical and ongoing

encounter with God who identified with human existence,

Therefore, no theology is final. The pursuit of clearer theological
self-expression cannot take place in isolation but in constant dialorue
and controversy between the Christian and his fellow believer, and
between the Christian and his fellow man Faith must insist on this
freedom or else a certain fear or arrogance sets 1in and this s
neither faith nor living theology,. "Method" must reflect both freedom
and openness, Christians,even from opposing tneological or ecclesiasti-
cal camps, are united in their contingent experience of reality and
in their struggle for freedom and faith. The Tocus of Christian
unity 1s not the resolution of historical differences but . the
preserving of faith vis-d -vis the crisis of belief today and man's

increasing dehumanization.

Every theolocicel uethod, like any methodclogy in scarch of truth,

, « et At T AL 4 ., Y s R [N : 5 oy
wsto Constently change in leening with the changing experiences of
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the human situation. As Bultmanm stated,

... because theology is an entirely human affair
and as such has no directly divine significance
- pure doctrine fis an eschatological thing: all
theology is nothing other then a ‘contribution’

to the discuzsion. 32
As such theology cannot become dogmatic, intolerant or a closed system
for that would lead to a form of idolatry (cf. Theology and ideology

belov).

Hence the achievement :of an ecumenical theolocy s not the acquirinc
of a theological formulation which hdas the necessary doctrines tg
satisfy all the various churches, neither w11l such ecumenical unity
be achievers in formal unions of various churches.. An ecumenical
Ly

theology is that which understands the historicity of theology, creeds,

statements of belief and ecclesiastical institutions, which grasps

faith as ongoing <ncounter and which displays an openness 1in its
theological method that is concomitant  with the dynamics of faith.
A1l theeological constitutions are only truth - perspectives which

embody a valusble insight for their times and for the future but
they remain truth perspectives not the whole truth because as St
Paul stalis "For now we see through & glass darkly... now we know

in part... " (1 Cor. 13:12)

Theology wmust grasp the truthw perspective even 1in opposing views
and use it as  "raw material " to do its work. For example, Calvin's

fornulation of the doctrine of nredestination and the Arminian rasnonse.

-0tn p0ss2ss an important truth-perspective: Calvin wished to nreserve



reignty of God whereas the Armintans were concerned about
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individual responsibility. The _pciﬁbi?ky of heresy arises when

£

one such perspective is absolutised at the exc]usioh of the other
and at the exclusion of historical continuity ie. Yhen truth perspec-
tives become a-historical and when they diminish the truth-perspectives
of others. ThéoTogy is by nature ecumenical because it is deeply
aware that it is human work and that it can never be an end in itself,
In dialogue and conflicl each learns from the other, 15 rescued from

the Timitation of one perspective and in encountering the other develops

a clearer insight into the tord of God.

Theology &nd faith are inextricebly intertwined. If the dynamism of
one is lost, the other s in danger. If the dynamics of faith is
lost then theology abdicates. In our time there are several attempts,

often unconscious, at the abdication of theology as ongoing, critical,

3.2 THE ABDICATICH OF THEOLOGY AND THE ABDRICATION OF FAITH

At Teast Tour modern attempts, some inadvertent, at such abdication
way be briefly stated, namely, faith as experience, faith as confessionalism
faith as praxis and faith's subjugation to functionalism.

Jedo 1. THEOLOGY AND EXPERIENCE

Ihe view snerces within certain platistic-type forms of Crristianity

ism, ’=nteccstalism znd some free churches who arcue
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that theology 1is vedundant because it does not affect discipleship,
true commitment and holiness. This view has always emerged in Church
History, as early as the Montanist movement in the second century,

whenever theology became caught up within itself and its own intellec-

tual and lencuage  "games."  This view often

locis of
faith to be shifted from the "ivory tower" or creeds to individual
experience: inner illumination, the enlightenment of the Spirit,

gifts of prophecy and tongues and such like.

This approach rightly emphasizes personal commitment but it is un-
conscious of the fact éhat its mode of piety already presupposes
a theoloqy of its own. Its views of indivicdual experience, 1its emphas.s
on jetting “back to the 3ible," and its overt. rejection of the history
of doctrine and Biblical interpretation, already presuppose ‘a decision
about certain texts and of the Bible itseif. Mo matter how simple
its organization is, or the statements of faith it makes, a fixed

view of man, society, God, inspiration, revelation, church and such

like, is already governing its life and expression.

The danger is that because this governing influence is unconsciocus,
it is also uncritical, In fact é much  larcer theology - remains under
the surface and is  "at work" than 1is formally stated. As Cantwell
Smith‘;naintaineda it 1s quite true that any given person may wc!l
5e in closer touch with transcendent Truth, with Godg than his
intellectualization. 33 He writes,

The locus of feaith is rersons. 1t is npersons not
sroonsitions,  not o svelols  and sacraments - thouch

11 may  be - chennelc! The Tocus s comriniti=s



in so far as these are personal and not merely
institutionalized =~ although again an institution
may be faith’'s channel. Moreover, faith is a quality
of the whole person. It has therefore as many
dimensions as has personhood. Accordingly, 1t
has an intellectual dimension. 34

Because it is the nature of man to question, to formulate statements,
to express faith and to pray, theology cannot be excluded, Even
the view that claims that all that is required is to read the Zible
(ie as one has it) overlooks the fact that the translation one holds
in one's hand was the result of a series of theological decisions
vhich governed its translation, language, style, the ménuscri;ts
used and the. hermeneutical presuppositions of the translators them-
selves, Hence, while the pietistic truth-perspective that emphasizes
devotion is important, it cannot jettison theoloay as critical, ongoing

and theoretical reflection.

3.2.2. THECLOGY AUD CONFESSIONALLSH

Another attempt et the abﬁication of theology, and with a much wider
influence than the first, is the attempt to study theology or to
theologize within fixed confessional parameters. The negative fmp]ica—
tions of this approach are clearly evident in the oroliferation of
the Church and the emergence of a multitude of irreconcilable denomina-
tions. Tach believes that they are in possession of the truth, of

neving the wost accurate internretation of the Zihle or of 5

GG oressyyers of the Cgsoel, Hence, tiey bocome docneti i
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and alienated from the truth-perspectives of their fellow Christians.
The results of this dogmatism are evident throughout Church History;
in the Inquisitions, the over-reaction to dissenters, the vreligious
wars, sectnrianism , the crusades, theo'logic.al polarizations and such

like,

One cannot rule out a confessional position because no one cowes
to the scripture tabula rasa and without presuppositions. Yet such
presuppositions and confessional limits which become parameters within
which to theologise, 1in effect, deprive theology of 1its openness
and freedom. Protestantism reacted to Roman Catholicism because
it claimed that the ecclesiastical paramcters {ixed by the Pope and
“the traditions" restricted truth, Yet within its own ranks such
unfreedom has also been consistently propagated. Theology 1is done
within carefully defined synodel, conciliar or credal Timits. While

Catholicism understood the task of theology to be the definition

¢

and clarification of  the church's confession, the Protestants  had
insisted that 1ts task was to test the church's confession. In this
"testing” lTay theoloqgy's ongoing, open and self-critical nature,

Hovever, over and over again, Protestantism has Tlansed into a

aenciminational position; hence, for example, some are clearly
"Presbyterian,” "lethodist, "Calvinist," “Pentecostal” and such

Tike. nile they all insist cn theological training, some of which
is very vigerous and highly acadenic, such  theolocical trainirn:
is confined to a particuler theoretical framework (or regula fidei)

O el

and es such nmust bear all the criticisms we have levelled at fiver

shitosonhical and theoretical fremevoris., [of, "Chiristi
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or Theology?" below)

Very often, in this approach, theology Tlapses into church history

'

where cevtain truths of one historical perspective are clarified,

described and made relevant., At best, this approach adapts a certain

fixed perspective to a new situation and context, and theology becomes

el

indigenization which 1is too narrow a scope for theoloay. (cf.
contextualization below). Such an approach does not take the changing
nature of human situations and the contingent experience of reality
seriously enough‘énd therefore cannot be sel{-critical and ongoing.
As Ebeling nointed out,

If you take no notice of what 1is happening now and
are not open to the fact that everything has time,..
and flee from the sphere of faith in this way, vou
may indeed have a timeless relation to dideas of
faith, but they will be the ideas of yesterday and
this is not faith. This kind of general availability
of ideas of faith is an abstraction from history. 35

3.2.3. THEOLCGY AS THE ACTUALIZATIOMN OF THEORY

There has been a widespread reaction to the theologies of the "first"

ana  "second worlds"  which ware disseminated via the missionaries;

a form of theological expression that legitimeted the status quo.

This view objects to theology being divorced from the everyday concerns
of people; from their experience of oppression under the very powers

that brought the Tospely from social injustice and  the dehumanization

man end society. It views  traditional theolagy as irrslevant o society

i 4 1 b ol S B P—— [ . H i :
nothe dntrc Torld and sonrossed saciaties elsevhera,



The Gospel is viewed as praxis. "To say that the gospel must be
understood as praxis,” writes Orlando Costas, "is to say that its
truth must be analysed and reflected upon, but fulfilled and actualized

in concrete situation.® 36  Praxis is viewed as action based upon

refiection or the actualization of theory.

This approach has correctly perceived that theology done in isolation
from the living °s1"‘au<’iti(>ﬂ is drvelevant. Theory cannol be divorced
from practice. It 1is true that traditionally theology has often vemined
aloof of the living situation especially in the Third ‘orld. The
Gospel submerged in a European or Anglo-Saxon perspective of the
e.ghteenth century fails to speak the YWord of Faith in a situation
where people are socially or racially disinherited. That theology

must touch life is axiomaticl

However, to make theology praxis ie. to merge theory and practice
together in this way is to endanger theology as free auestioning
and critical reflection on practice. ‘/hat is recuired is for theoloqy
to be tfu]y ongoing, critical and existential encounter, This means
that 1t 1is never divovrced from practice yet keeps 1'tsv autonomy - as

theoretical reflection.

Ti.zory and nractice cannot merce in praxis otherwise the criticisms
L

that were offered against the neo-Marxists may also be applied to

it.  Theory and practice wmust rather remain in critical

relation
L0 each other, affecting each other and calling each other into

guestion. To resolve this tensinan in orexis is to ooen the

aoor
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again to operationalism and agtionalism.  Tne tension between theory
arl practice is dynamic because they influence each other. It
the tension between them is removed then theology ceases to be ongoing

and self-critical reflection, and ultimately abdicates.

Similarly, some, like the Institute for Com ual Theology 1in South

Lo = & .| ?

Africa, call for a ®peoples’  theology," vis-d -vis  "academic theology"
wherein a very similar presumption is tacitly implied. It is axiomatic
that the l1iving situation of the people must form the 1mportani agenda
for theolocy and that people must be involved in the self-understanding
of their faith but this idea of a “peoples' theology" presuppose:
too much., It assumes, for instance, that the average individua.
believer has the ability to fulfil the self-critical task of theology
or that they have sufficient insignt into the historical conditioning

-

of their beliefs and religious Tlanguege. ‘ihere in the world or in

Church history has such an ecalitarian state of affairs ever existed?

This criticism is far from making theology elitist. Rather it

highlights the great rosponsibility vresting on the shouiders of

4

the leaders, pastors, and theologians of the church recarding theologi-

cal vreflection. The theologian remains an indispensable servant

£

of the church. To Tlevel-off the reficctive dimension of theology
in this wa is often accompanied by a sentimentalization of the situa-

tion or context.

(%)

+2.4.  THEQLOGY AND FUNCTIONAL ISH

b

Joriaps Lhe greatest danger to faith and theolocy is the functisnalistic



spirit of our age that absorbs Christianity over into its frame of
reference. This is an age of description, special1'za.t’ions professiona-
lism and pragmatism. This functionalism has permeated the Church
to such an extent that Christendom does everything to be modern and
plays up to pressure groups, and the telitist’ sections of our scoiety.
It loses its critical role in society and often shares the protection

"~

of the prevailing system. It too, gets caught up, as Hordsworth

said, in  “getting and spending and laying waste (its) powers.”

Theclogy may therefore be highly professional and specialized but
constitutes no threat to this world. Christ, the Gospel and faith
are domesticated. Theology removed fiom the sphere of rigorous encoun-
ter with the world is content with description and remains conformist.
Theology becomes nighly specialized sophistry and we are left again

with Coristendom that remains smug within th system.

Moltmarm  rightly points out that it was,

ceo. the non - Christians such as darx and Nietzsche
who had to remind the Christians of the crucified
Jesus or of the wretchedness of maii. The memory
of the crucified Jesus is a dangerous one for both
the established church itself and for the society
which erects its idols and taboos in order to rake
itself safe. .. his memory emerges again and again
in iconoclasm of liberation against the images of
the beeutiful and pious pretence in which men 1ive
and with which thev. deceive themselves and others
about the truth. 37

o devel o the racicality of the Christian challence to  2n



the differences in the Christian understanding of 1life vis-a -vis
the aspirations of a this-worldly, mundane existence; or to marry
the Gospel of Christ with a vicious capitalistic society or ean

2

oppressive communist one, 1is to fall prey to functionalism. This
temptation 1is a'ccompanied by the Church's seeking safety in numbers
while it loses 1its critical role against. the ethos of this age.
Christian service is reducec 10 benevolence within the system. The
latest  “prosperity message" and the popular forms of Christianity

in the U S are merely extreme examples of a ceneral form of pseudo-

Christianity in the world. These forms are more difficult to uncover

because they are often highiy Sophisticated and scholarly and

deceptively Christian and Eiblically sounding. One may cite as an
exemple the Roman Catholic and Lutheran forms of Christianity in

Germany that Bophnaffer had criticised.

Theology within the funciionalistic e

s 1s often reduced to a thorough-

ly conformist form; as such, any eccommodation with functionalism
must 1imply the abdicetion of theology as ongoing and critical.  This
is so because functionalism is diametrically opposed to the Gospel

o

of Jesus Christ and the radical nature of his challenge to man.

Theology as ongoing = and critical vreflection cannot be abolishec
because man is essentially a believing beirg and hev will set up gods
whether in the. form of emotional experience, Utopia, reason, science
a host of functionalistic gods or even anti-faith itself. Han's
will-to-believe is as axiomatic as his-will-to-truth or his-will-

to~Tive (Schopanheeurj. As John Hisdom pointecd out, man  "hapkors

[$3]
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ter the supernatural 37



If faith is to win man's Geborgefiheit (existential safety or security)

it must insist on free critical reflection in order to keep 1its claims

in check. Theology cannot abdicate because of man‘s propensity to

and nis own

believe. If_the object of hi; belief 1is not ew
ralief not constantly reassessed, he will become idol-trous. A man
becomeé more human, says Moltmann, if he is put in the position of
being able to abandon his self-deification and his idolatry with
all its gains and its achievements. He goes on,

What can put him in this position? It is the critical

opotogy

task of theology to take away from af
the absolute and totalitarian element and the Tlecalis-

tic view of salvation. 39

Yhen this dynamic quality of faith is removed, theology becomes most

vulnerable o0 being systematised and descriptively analysed.  As Rauche
repaatedly pointed out, the method of the natural sciences has been

indescriminately applied to fields Tike philosophy, psychology and
linguistics (and we may add theology) where it is wholly inappropriate.
idhen thought 1is removed from vital comritrent ie. when faith ceases
to fuel theological reflection, systematic theology Tapses into quanti-
fication., The what of the gospel is bypassed. In ite place s put
the  remodeiling  of nast perspectivés or the emphasis 1s placed on

activism.,

Theology cannot afford to be introverted for then it becomes preoccupied

with its past. [t must engage the world and all honest cuests for

truth. Tt cannot even e preoccupiec with systematization.  Etelinc

corrzctly

v
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pointed rut, and this is a point that has repeatadly  Seen



made in Part II, .
... faith is 1little capable of being systematised

and exhaustively expounded as life itself., If talk

w

about faith is to be open to the unpredictable and

incalcuiable 1in life, it can have no finished model

that it is to be realised and imitated as the uniform

type of Christianity. 40
To fix a model or method within a creed and limited theological loci

is invariably to rig the understanding of the Gospel.

Theology as living encounter of faith stands opposed to all idolatry,
frees man from his own truth and gpens him to his brother, What
has been said aoout philosophy is even more applicable to theological
method because of the Cross. Theological systems are always tentative
and to absolutize them is to lead to alienation from truth, God,
the Christ-event and 1ife. As R G Swith stated it,
In so far as all the structures of vreligion, of
secularization and of Christendom as a whole, partake
of -historical freedom - they are the inevitable
partners of faith. For faith lives in and by history.
And Jjust as there can be no “pure” theology, and
no absolute or permanent form of faith, separated
from the untidy, ambiguous and distorting forms of
‘mants historical existence, in all 1its wvicissitudes,
so faith is bound to be expressed, and thus communica-
ted, in these same forms. 41
In view of the historicity of theology and theological structures,
faith has the indispensable role of ensuring that these structures
do not petrify. Faith, says Smith, has to exercise a constant criticue

of "religious forms" which it must “again and again®  overcome;

of “secularist forms" in order to ‘“expose their uncritical nature
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as a permanent threat to humanity" and of the structures of Christendom
so that they may "never arrogate to themselves any claim to inviclabi-

B

ity, or infallibility or sanctity.” 42 Faith as existential encounter

o

ia

preserves theology's and Christendom's openness to the future,

To constitute theologoumena or theories, to develop propositions

and to formulate structures are unavoidable; in fact indispensable
because idesas, beliefs and truth cannot exist in wordless nakedness,
Nevertheless, such theological reflection is a reflection of faith
and the further theology moves away from it's pulse (living faith)
to that extent it becomes a low unto itself; a system out of touch
with the Word of God to man and with the crisis of the believer in
the world. Unless the existing subject is the locus of theology's

attempt to talk meaningfully about God, any such attempt, said
Kierkegaard, is like a man building a castle but living in a hovel

at the side of 1. 43

Theglogy functions between two poles: to reflect on the object of
faith and to constitute its content in ever new freedom, but also
to preserve the ongoing, dynamic and self-critical nature of faith
itself. In the process, it is continually renewed. [If it abrogates
this task, Christiani*y becomes dogmatic, intolerant, arrogant, in-

sensitive, consumed with self-righteocusness as the Pharisees in Jesus'

day were, love-less and devoid of the compassion of Christ,

3.3 THEOLOGY OR "CHRISTTAN" IDEOLOGY?

s A b e R

In each historical moment the quest for meaning manifests itself



in an assessment of the predicament of man and in the constitution
of a framework in which life may be meaningfully ordered. Yet, at

the next historical moment, that very manifestation and its constituled

_
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framework of meaning s called into question, for the context (81t

o
(]

im-Leben) 1is constantly changing and cach new momeni presents a new
challenge to man moving the carpet from under his fTeet whether he

£
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]

is aware of it or not.

Any discipline which adf,.«',r-egseé itself to the.human predicament is
forced to define these changing circumstances and to clarify man's
contingency; that is, to formulate the ever new problems of human
existence, and to offer alternatives for maiding 1ife meaningful and
authentic. In this connection, theology can usé the insights of
philosophy provided philosophy realizes its own historicity and remains
an ongoing critical quest. The absence of this ongoing critical
dimension threatens the freedom of man Tor he becomes a mere objiect
among other objects, not a questioning and thinking subject. A one-
dimensional relation now obtains between an unthinking subject and

a rigid ideoclogy.

3.3.1. _IDECLOGY:  THE FIXING OF ONE HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE *

S —

Since the quest for meaning s always a human act in history, it
may easily end in the propagation of one or other histerical perspective
¢t truth. This is the nature of ideclogy.

2 Pyl e —

*preliminary findings of this section published in Scriptura No -‘i&;
July 1985, p. 1-22 University of Stellenbosch. St
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The fixing of one perspective leads to historicism, and the ongoing
critical quest ends in -accommodation to one perspective of truth.
as valid for all men at all times. In the words of G A Rauche, we

have, as it were, "closed shop"; the awareness of the contingency

r

of man and the empirical limits of every human construction is lost.
An idoology is born when one constitution of meaning 1s absolutized.
Ideology, therefore, is the petrification of open, free and .ongoing
quest for meaning. As such, no matter how meaningful an ideology
may be for its adherents, it is static, not dynamic. Change occurs
only within its confines. Its constitutive function is an end 1in

itself; @& terminus ad quem not a terminus a quo.

An dideology explains, for a community, the various Structures of
its being: social, cultural, religious, political and such like,
It propagates certain non-negotiable fundamentals and attempts to
guarantee the wholeness of the community or nation. These non-negotia-
beis include the aspirations and self-image of the group, resclution
of its major fears and protection of 1its interests and privileges.
By postulating a rigid theoretical framework within which the “"iife-
world® of the group is organized, it presents a  "working hypothesis'

for that group.

Nationalistic ideologies affirm in particular the survival instinct
of the group, often at the expense of other groups. It addresses
their insecurities and builds into its working progranme the overcoming
=

of _these insecurities or threats, If it is Tlabelled  “Christian,"

or given any religious tag then the ideology has the potential to
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be even more absolutist and o have a oreater hold on the minds of

its adherents because both its understanding of the image of the

7("-

roup and its programme to ensure its survival receive divine sanction.

Since it possesses the dimension of mysterium 'i".’.f";‘,‘ﬁ{‘ﬂ(*i“h et fssa:"'j

guestioning one cor other aspect of the group's perception of the

world is tantamount to heresy, or at worst, blasphemy. We may observe

here the indictment that the religious status quo, aibeit pious

s ey S

i)

sincere, levelled against Christ himseif.

Little wonder that Marx maintained that for the dialectics in the
class struggle to proceed unhindered in order that society may be
changed, religion should be abolished, for it 1lulls people into @
false consciousness and mystifies the revolutionary spirit. tary
describad religion as the,

sigh of the oppressed creature, the heart of a heart-
less world, as it is the spirit of spiritless condi-~’
tions. 1t is the opium of the people... the criticism
of religion is thus in embryo the criticism of the
vale of tears whose halo is religion. 44

Instead of dismissing the Marxist critique, it should be remembered
that this critique arose from & deep concern for the ensiaved man
in scciety, and that it rejected a caricature of religion widely
:vident then and now. This form of religion depended on sonic-economic
civcumstances and on the propagation o-‘r‘. the status guo. farx believed
that religion reguired no independem criticism since it was "a

secondary phenomenon.” 45

fhis desci"'ipt*ion of the nature of ideology and the limits of religion
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may be illustrated by the apartheid ideology prevalent within the
South African sitwation. Whatever “apartheid® may mean to different

2

people, it is a powerful ideolegy that has absolutized ethnicity.
Over and above its political, legal and social implications, according
to A Jablensky, for those who have a vested interest in its maintenance,

I A £ £ it 4") T s - 4
“1t simplifies enormously the realities of the world. It presents

things in black and white and excludes all the

oy
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Even Marx and Althusser, 247 despite their points of disagreement

]

about whet constitutes ideclogy, agree that ideology expresses in

proctice  "a cognitively distorted and impoverished grasp of reali-

it

ty." 48 Witnin the ideological system, a particular perception of

the world is entrenched in the psyche of 1its members which determines

inter alia the rveporting of news and its interpretation, the writing

prEsem I -
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of history,

o~
(¥

the emphasis in education, the organization of people
and even the nature of belief in God. Often unconsciously, a type
f hermeneutics is at work which reflects the world-view of its members
1t s the result of their consciousness and it in turn determines

that consciousness.

This circular hermeneutics is used not only to "read® the world,
that 1is, events, news, criticisms, praises, enemies or friends of
the system but, if it is a religious ideology, it alsoc determines
how the primary texts and the traditions of that religion should
be read. Consider, for example, how differently say some Afrikaner
Christians and the Black Ethiopian churches read the 0ld Testament. 50

Observe their markedly different underztanding of the exile and of
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the covenant,

An 1ideology has a closed hermeneutics and all thinking within it

als,

1"!

is aimed at describing and clerifying its structures and gos

¥ its

]
ﬂ:
..-.t.

Q;'
=y
o
-
@
O

It 1is necessarily intolerant of criticism, espe
non-negotiable fundamentals are called into question. WNews, information
and even history are heavily censored and easily lapse into propaganda.

Truths within these confines remain half-truths, What by nature

is contingent is absolutized and given timelessness.

Therefore, while @ ideoloc' may undoubtedly provide a wmeaningful
theoretical framework for a community or class, at the same time
it represents that which is ossified, chiefly because of the absence

of self-criticism,

3.3.2, A_"CHRISTIAN" IDEOLOGY?

Some would argue that if an ideoloay is "baptized" and made
“Christian,” then it can be redeemed and is therefw‘e acceptable,
However, to speak of a “Christian ideology® is a contradiction
in terms. It fails to understand the “closeness®™ and static nature
of an ideology end it confue.s the nead for meaning and freedom with

the need for ideoclogy.

At first the contradiction is not apparent because "Christian,"
like the term  “ideology,” s often loosely and wrongly used., It

has come to mean that which represents the teaching of “the Church,"



or belief in a body of ecclesiastical dogmas. T_his would wmean, for
example, the Canons of Dort, or the Westminster. confession, or the
Canons of the council of Trent or the Savoy Declaration or such like.
Hence what.oné has is a multitude of churches, each convinced that
it alone is preserving 213 truth. Therefore, modern attempts at
forming an ecumenical body, in spite of the merits of organic unity,
éa"e at present shaky conglomerations rather than homogeneous prophetic

bodies. They make grand, albeit praiseworthy, resolutions but simply

do not change the consciousness of their members.

Within these denominations, some or othar credal fTorm becomes the
theoretical framework of theology. "Theology," as we observed above,
becomes the propagation of one historical perspective. "Christian”
thus becomes the equivalent to one or other credal framework which
over and above accepting certain basic beliefs, absolutizes certain
distinctive doctrines or a theological position. Protestants are
as open to the criticism of absolutism as the Roman Catholics whom
they criticize on the same 1issue, Theological positions become
fixed and churches coniinue to proliferate.. For example, it is a
sad commentary on the church that within the South African Indian
Christian community of about 80,000 is found almost every denomination
spawned in Europe and America. There ar: over 5g different churches

in the Indian community in Durban alone. 51

The need for creeds is not in question here, for that would mean

the denial of history and the rejection of tradition, without which

‘understanding” i< impeded. We are arguing here against the denial
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and Tack of awareness of the historicity of these creeds, theologies
and of man himself.

As N, Lash states,

The problem of ideology arises, in the first
instance... not from the fact that our 1ideas are
social products, but from our *forgetfulness'
of this fact. We tend to be forgetful both of the
gbjective limits that ‘determine’ our perception

of our circumstances and of the extent to which
the way we think, and perceive, and argue, reflects
t.mdeﬂying patterns  of social division and
dominance... - The symbolic form in which we express
our special relations constitute at one and the
same time, the form of our freedom and a threat
to that freedom. 52

In so far as credal Christianity absolutizes one historical perspective

which in turn determines its perception of the world, society and

social organization; or in so far as credal Christianity remains

within any human system, either openly supporting the theoretical

tramework of that system or acquiescing by domesticating itself within

it, to that intent that credal form has become ideological.

V’-’*’-*ﬂ "Christian" ceases to be the description of a living and vital
relationship with Christ, a life of faith as existe.tial encounter,
it is no different to any other religious or political belief-system
which uncritically co-exists in society. It is a religion that remains
"a secondary phenomenon.® It is more than a iﬂ_{g}ys Tinguae that

we speax of being a Christian which makes  "Christian® descriptive

not existential. The essence of being Christian, on the other hand,

e —— e r—
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is summed up in the imperative, "If any man come after me, let him

1 2 2 > 3 o - o L o erndn B8 Ee o T ey 8t
The challenge of the text is to be ’“h "‘stu n. As such, Christian

L e o T RS

y description of a Jynamic life in faith,

7
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"Christian Ideology,® therefore, 1is a combination of essentially
different and irreconcilable notions: a vital, ongoing encounter
with a static ossified belief-system. Affixing "Christian® to

any human structure whether religious, political, social or economic

o

s to violate the inherent dynamics of faith and theology.

However, there is yet another reason why this coupling is a contradic-

tion, If faith is not to be mere belief in historical assertions

stential encounter, it has as the
object of its concern the source of being (God), in whose image ail
J

men already participate. 53

Faith affirms, we have said, man‘s freedon in God and redemption
from the bondage to lesser gods which alienated man  (man in Adam)
in wont to create. Even the atheist must have a point of reference
by which he can order his life meaningfully. Where some form  of
personal integration or meaning is absent, man either becomes neurotic
or escapes into even greater bondage. A1l men are believers o
some kind, The danger s that they may believe in a god which wan
unwittingly creates in his own image. Little wonder then that Durkeim
snd the founders of the functional theory view religion as society's

worship of dtself. 54 This is what is referred to in this study



hubris.
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3.3.3. THE PROBLEM OF HUBRIS

R ra—r PR

In Greek tragedy the fate of the hero is always predicteble: having become the hero
he comrits the sin of hubris; that is, he trengresses the law determining his

-

ality and finitude and therefore must, of necessity, suffer defeat and dig, 55

Agavernon walking on the purple carpet was in fact claiming to be more than men. In

ophocle's Ajex also the hero forgsts the Timits imposed on his nature and glories

in his own worth, There is a portion due to men (moira) but if he claims more than

his nrm.w then he cammit's hubris and d»' ¢« casts him back. 56 Henee hur)“:: Hoans

s it e = pResE,

more than man's pride in himself or " insolence in prosperity.” 57 It is men's self-

worship; men's attenpt to be more than men and to grasp at divinity,

In the creation story we have the clearest insight into the Bibtical
understanding of sin as hubris, Adam's sin is in principle his un-
willingness to be the bearer of the image of God or to take seriously
his humanity. He grasps at divinity yielding to the temptalion

“to be Yike God"® (Gen.

5
o
S

The result is the belittling of his
own humanity and his awareness of his nakedness (Gen. 3:10). The
alternative to being fully human is not to be divine but rather to
be less than human. Hubris is therefore the flight of man from himself,

The way to measure hubris is to observe the extent of his alienation

A

and de-humanization, whether he appears in “capitalistic,”
“nationalistic, "ecclesiastic® or, the more illusory, "scienti~

fic®  dress.
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Flight from God is the story of man's flight from himself. Alienation

ts the mark of eoriginal sin. Hubris manifests itself in history

e s vy

as the attempts of alienated man to construct a mesningful world

wr
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wherein his poli , culture, society and religion can be ordered.

Nationalism, Fascism, Communism and Capitalism are extreme examples

of this attempt at ordering a world around man.

1"

In Nationalism, for instance, there may be clear “Christian" elements.

But elevated alongside God is also some other human concern, for
example, race, language, cuiture preservation or survival of the

volk. Elevation of creaturely cnncerns to the Tlevel of ultimate

concern, to such an extent that these influence our perception of
the world and man, leads to the domestication of God to worldly,
"Adamic” ends. This is hubris. Ideology, as a rigid system, feeds

ont hubris. In every ideology some or other creaturely concern. sometimes

P e,

even a doctrinal formulation, is given absolute value.

Hubris 1s sin against God and man. Pharisaic religion in the New
Testament 1is a good example of a religious ideology which projected
other national or cultural and even religious prejudices alongside
God. It so distorted its view of God and its understanding of the
human condition, that when the Ged-man appeared restoring man and
calling all to reconciliation with God, it failsd to recognize him

and sentenced him to death on the charge of blasphemy. Is the cross

then not the judgement of man's ideclogical slavery?

Pharisaic religion was no doubt sincere and pious., It integrated

~
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a religious cultus that gava.mean%ﬂg to its adherents but, like all
ideologies, it did so at the exclusion of self-criticism., Its closed
hermeneutics excluded the message of Christ which called
system into question, For instance, Christ's "loe info you scribes
and Pharisees, hypocrites, who travel land and sea to make . one convert
and when you have made him you make him twice as it for hell than
yourselves" (Mat. 23:15); or, “"Woe, unto you scribes and Pharisees,
hypocrites, for you shut up the kingdom of heaven against men: for
you neither go in yourseives nor allow them that are entering to
go in.” (Mat. 23:13) Anything that does not fit into the ideological

Procrustean bed is considered to be untruths or rejected as blasphemy.

Dialogue with such a “mental horizon" is determined and fixed only
by its preunderstanding of truth; hence there can be no real encounter,
On recognizing this, Christ lamented, "They have eyes and they do
not see; they have ears and they do not hear.” (Mat. 13:13-15;

Mk, 4:12; 8:18; Lk. 8:10; Jh. 9:39-41). Therefore, they are “ever
Tearning but they do not come to truth.,” (il Tim. 3:7). Pharisaic
ideology professed to be in the service of truth, but it was a  “truth”
where obedience to fixed norms and the pertormance of rites that
claimed divine sanction "led to salvation;® a "truth* that had
enslaved iis adherents to the Law. Christ, un the other hand, pro-
ctaimed, "Ye shall know the truth and the truth shall make you

free." (Jh. 8:32-36)

This study has attempted to show
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to Tive authentically
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is to be fully human which as Christ showed

is to live coram Deo., To be truly free, ther efore, is to live in

1

in reconciliation with God. Freedom is a precondition of

{-

man's full humanity and of human creativity. fhis is the mark o

his being the image of God. Divinity, therefore, 1is not opposed

to humanity otherwise the i -nation would not have been possible.
D'i‘f*in’liy fulfils humanity; it does not eclipse it. That 1is the
significance of the Christ-event

If freedom is the precondition of humanity which can only be realized
in encounter with God, and if alienation is the denial of such an
encounte-, it follows then that the state of alienation 1is a state

of unfreedom and slavery. This is the reason why, as we observed

c—t

mrPa&"i. I, man is obliged to pay homage to
"nation," ‘"success,® “"Utepia® or, as in the case of the humanist,
“"human goodness." Religion within an ideological system necessarily
lapses into idolatry, for Romans 1:18 defines idolatry as the raising
e

of creatureliness to co-equality with God or, inversely stated, the

conferring of ultimacy and absolute value on mundane and human concerns.

Faith and theology are by nature opposed to ideclogy since true worship

s Biblically defined as loving God, with “all one's hoart, with
all one’s soul, with ail one's mind, and with all one's strength®
because "The Lord our God is one Lord® (Mk. 10:29, 30). As

Kierkegaard stated it, "Purity of heart 1is to will one thing." 58



3,3.4, THEOLOGY, FAITH AND ESCAPE FROM IDEOL 06Y
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How can the Breaking through ideclogy, necessary U0 change society's
consciousness, be achieved? How can we draw ourselves out o
system which controls our very minds? It may wel
rapid socio-economic or political change may fracture an ideology’
theoretical framework, since its traditional answers may no longer
satisfy some of its adherents. Two possibilities may arise fTrom
such a situation. Firstly, the justifications of the ideological
stance will change and its educationists, political thinkers and

frame of reoference

theologians, amongst others, will provide a

for the group. Its previously restricted self-image may be extended

?

to include otners or the society will be reorganized to counter the

treats to the system. Several changes and improvements will be effected

'\)

provided the non-negotiable fundamentals remain intact.
Secondly, it may well be that with time the ideology becomes increasing-
ly less meaningful, societal homogeneity is lost and the hold the
ideology had on its adherents, dwindles and dies. It should be borne
in mind that we are referring to ideologies at large and what is
said here is relcvant for social and political ideclogies, like those
we face in South Africa and several parts of the world, and religious
or  "Christian" ddeologies which absolutize & credal, theological
or historica’ form. In the latter case, if the ideological hold
is.lost, religious commitment disappears, the youth may be alienated
from the church, church growth is almost mﬂ;-existent and there may

be general spiritual bankruptcy.

However, such change as described in the second possibility normally



occurs over a very long period of time unless it is brought aboul

by revolutionary means. In fact, when aspects Tike vrace, nation,
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language and ethnicity are absolutizec

never occur.

Within a nationalistic jdeology, a substitution of one quantum

£

for another, for example, black for white, proletariat for bourgeiosie
or one race for another,will not achieve the Tiberation fram  ideology

hat 1s imperative to change

or the transformation of consciow

society.

To begin with, it is incumbent upon us ta ask "first order” questions
in order to liberate us from the hermeneutical stranglehold of ideclogy.
For example, not meré]y to ask whether a law is Justly administered,
or whether Jjustice is properly executed, but to ask whether the law
itself is just. The supporters of the status quo, in the enthusiasm
to preserve law and order, fail to see that several of the laws them-

§

selves are designed to safequard the prejudices and bieses of the

systcean.

Another example is the liberal pilea within the system for equal
opportunities and egual wages fTor equal work. However, the capitalistic

L

system within which such parit, would be achieved remains unexamined,

"First order" questions would have to enquire into the crudity of
he capitalistic ethic which is hoased on the supposed harmony that
the Enlightenment believed existed in human societies: an ethic

that accepts that the selfish seeking of one's own gqood will le
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to the benefit of all. .

Failure to consisteatly ask  “first order” questions will always
lead us to marry off Christianity with that whicn 1is incompatible

with it. The Russian Christian, Berdyaev saw, for example, how the
capitalism within which “we live and move and have our being

rise to the de-personalization and de-spiritualization of man that

prepared the way for Ce ommunism, Fascism and Nazism. 59 He wre

Modern capitalistic civilization 1is essentially
e to the. idea of God. The crime
of killing God must bz laid at their door... The
useful and practical Ged of capitalism cannot be
the true God. 60

Reference has already beenm>ie to this denger that  functionalism  poses

to faith and theology. Its pragmatism and utilitarianism stifle

Unless we commit ourseives to a critical analysis of the fundamentals
of our system or the systems within which men are generally imprisoned,
we pay only lip-service to freedom and to God., Hence even a change
¢

of governments or a vreplacement of w
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nationalism by black
nationalism will rot  guarantee the change of consciousness needed

to transform society. To merely admit -ore blacks . into the rank
of the middle-class gso that greater numbers may wallow in greater
opulence, only mystifies true freedom. It leaves the system intact
and the spiritual orisis  remains. The crisis  of man today is his

~

dehumenization. and increasing ideological slavery. Berdyaev, has

rightly pointed out that “any ideology.... even the Christis, can
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be turned to the service of egoism.” 61 The crisis of man's unftreedom

is his falleness as a result of h?..-!bk"‘is and his inability to redeem

himself and rediscover his full humanity on his own. The more he

3 4z qed e bt el
tries, the more he merely succeeds in vedecorating his gods which

-

continue to have feet of clay. The ideological crisis of man, there-

faore, is his state of idolatry.
e b 3 - — " Tahnald? 1+ se alppsde
How then shall we escape the ideological strangichold? It has already

been intimated that only faith as living encounter with God produces
such a breakthrough., Faith, lTike freedom, can never be a possession:
it is a state of being before God which has to be affirmed «/er anew. Only
as such can faith and freedom be gifts of grace. As we already asserted,
when the dynamics of faith is lost, men setties down and puts down

roots in some or other system, thus abrogating his freedon. The

object of one's belief is the indicator of whether faith is authent

oy not, for God as the object of ultimate concern, necessarily stands
opposed to all possible vrivals. Therefore, all religions, including
Christianity, which accomodate themselves in a systew vhich projects as primary

a creaturely concern alongside God, are idolatrous,

Tu avoid this happening, as shown by the Reformation, tae ongoing

and critical dinensions must be built dinto theo’ogical approach

and method. Tillich calied this critical dimension the "Protestant

3

principle” which he defined as that which

ooo protests against the identification of our
uitimate concern with any creation of the church,

including the biblical writings, in so far as their

witness to what 1is really ultimate concern s also



- a conditioned expression of their own spirituality. 62
The task of theclogy is no longer only clarification and confirmation,

but the testing of the Church's teac ching; hence the Reformationa

e s

principle ecclesia fo_mc\ta semper vefomanda,  Nevertheless, Protestantism

P - oo - SN

all too quickly lost the self-critical dimension and became itself institutionalized

This critical dimension we have already argued is indispensable to
the Gospel of Jesus Christ which has theCross at its  heart  and which
sums up Christ's own life of faith. It symbolizes God's judgement
on the whole system that put to death the God-man. It stands in
judgemen: of all systems that continue to distort humanity and the
true image of God. It stands in Jjudgement, therefore, of all forms
of human slavery, of ideological self-righteousness and arrogance,

of hubris and of ail forms of idolatry. Therefore, Christ proclaimed,

b

“A11 who save their lives shall lose it but those who Yay down their
Tives for my sake shall find it." ({(Mt. 10:39; Mk, 8:35; Lk. 9:34;
Lk, 17:33;  Jdih, 12:25)., While Adom grasped at divinity and \'in the
process became dehumanized and unfree, Christ in the wilderness rejected

the offer of divinity and willing laid down his 1life. As St. Paul

o

states it, "He thought it rot robbery to be equal with God: but

made himseif of no reputation and took upn him the form of a servant,
and wa_ made in the likeness of men... " (Ph, 2:7-8). Hence, rnless
we and all that we hold dear stand always under the judgement of

the Cross, in our quest for freedom, we create greater unfreedom.

Theotogy as ongoing critical vreflection constantly proclaims  the

Cross in each new age and context and can never be merely the explica-
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tion of a creed or a body of dogmas. While a creed may be believed

o

£

it cannot be merely repeated. The Christ of
must become contemporaneous with us in order to call us to ever
comnitment and to challenge us never to rest in our own system.
The Christ that is confined to the Bible or a church tradition cannct

present this challenge.

The nature of a living theology is summed up in Christ's call in
Luke 9:23:

If any man would come after me, let him first deny

r'n'f;_ms_e}-r” and ake gr_g_l.m Cross and FOH*QL‘J_}EI, cieily
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"Deny yourself" rescues man from the sin of } hubris first" indicates

that the starting point of his liberation is his acquiring this perspec-
tive of himself; “take up his cross” is the invitation to walk
the way of faith which s open to Judgement and grace, the ciitical
way of faith; “follow me" affirms the ultimacy of the walk of faith
vis-a -vis the ultimate object of faith; “daily" affirms the ongoing
nature of faith as encounter. These injunctions that Tlie at the
heart of the Gospel have the potential to rescue man from self-will,
jdeoiogy and idolatry and to draw him out of his prejudices to live
for God and Tor others. Only if the Church takes 1its theological
task seriously, wili it witness to living Christianitys only then
can it be the community of faith; only then can it present a chalienge
to every human system which tribalizes Gody  and onty then will the
Church have the potential to transform society. 63

The neo-Marxists realized that one could not rely on the proletariat



the system. Only ‘“new men,” Marcuse

("J

as Marx had done, to change
said, who themselves have escaped from the stranglehold of
can chanae it. 64 However, he did not say how these
come about. Humanism, also, with its uncritical faith in human nature,
fails to alter the consciousness oy society.

'Gn%y through spiritual effort, says Paul, will we not “conform to

this worid but Dbe ransformed by the renewing of the mind."

R e R £ L L G i e S et 2

(Rom. 12:2). Berdyaev who Suffered  the same anxieties as Marcuse

and the humanists concluded,

I became a Chrisiian not because I ceased to believe
in man, in his dignity and higher calling, in his
creative freedom, but because 1 sought a profounder

hu 65

and more stable basgi

Since nothing short of a change in consciousness s required to change

o

socie the churches, in order to be the communities of faith, must

direct all their energies to first developing a critical C!‘ladlc

.....

from the status quo. inis may be achieved if the following factors

are seriocusly heeded:

1. Since hUP‘lb e sin end none who have accommdated themseives

within the system have escaped bo.stering it, this sin must be investi-

gated, confessed and repudiated at every level of Christian  existence.

Lo

2. Commensurate with the freedom of faith for the world and for

e

the other, the church to be truly church and not a caricature of

it, must be the manifestation of the spiritual community which
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represents all humanity. The Russian

analogy in this connection: a “communion of the Spirit;" "the dynamic
1ife of the collective body;" “altogectherness" 67 opposed to both
authoritarianism and individualism, "a freedom in love which unites
bmlms'mﬂs says Bulgakov, where ‘“tradition i¢ a check upon mere in-

dividualism, but no check upon original creative activity."  Sobornost

does not mean collectivism which is a “means  for domination and
will-to-power® as the Grand Inquisitor believed, but is the spiritual
quality of men and as such recognizes freedom and the value of the
person, Therefore, the Church as the commu.ity of faith and of the
Spirit must vreject any ideclogical constriints which threaten to
distort its true nature. The Church as sobornost is in service to
the whole of humanity and its openness must be widely proclaimed
in order to preserve its own integrity. A g¢lobal vision must replace
its tribal one. It 1is an anomaly that some churches do not allow
everybody to attend its services or that their sole preoccupation
is to maintain their own CO?’&"?:'E?E_-;£>':"¥?‘,E"19 historical or theological

e I
cnavracuer,

3. Theology, in order to make decisions of faith possible, must

be living and ecumenical in spirit; that is, it

F
w
per
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o

accomplished
in comunity otherwise it will alway absoluti_e one truth-pe rspective

at the exclusion of others. Hence every faculty of theo logy should

insist that its doors be open to all irrespective of vrace or

LI Wy
dominational affiltiation, However, this must not be done because

of socio-political expediency, but because of a serious concern for

~

a living theaiogy, To study theology in racial or denomination isola-
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righteousness and dogmatism, and o understanding

of the message of Christ.

4y

A self-critical dimension that disallows ideology must be buiit
into all our human programmes or theoretical frameworks, whether
creeds or theologies, constitutions or stataents of intent,

wst remain a theotegy of the Cross (cf. p 302F ),

5. The churches have to face the challenge that their relevance

tor society is not self-evident, That the merc citing of some =redal

=

osition o Biblical texts or even the name of Christ is not adequate

o

o validate its claim to be the comunity of the Spirit. Those within

i

he churches, who have achieved the escie from ideology, have

the responsibility of taking the initiative 1in leading ot

of ideological bondage to face the risk of faith. It is unfortunate
that the heads of churches, the synods and  “headouarters® are them-
3
I

se

ves often ideologically bound and are stumbling-blocks to the
liberation from ideology. It therefore 1is futile to ask members
of such institutions to vote on whether these institutions should

b

[

opened to all or be changed

we

ince they are themselves prisoners

to the ideclogy. Such is also the myth of choice peddted in the,

name of democr‘acy? a modern obsession that fails to understand t{hat

freedom must precede choice not the other way around,

It 1s c¢lear that ad hoc socio-political adjustments will not solve

the problems of dehumanization and ideological slavery. A society



can only be changed if the consciousness of individuals within it

If the ‘“true

freedom, it is ipso facto the

-hH
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“church? is the community of

standard by which societies are judged.

As a writer in lwﬂmoav Tmn, stated,

It is true that our political and social problems
are monumental and need solution, but it may very
well be that at their root is a deep spiritual crisis
which makes any cleaning-up operations frustrating
ve 1

b

A

iilusions, The truth is that we ha

ek uch

o ]

&i

th the depth of being and hence have become alienatec

from ourselves, . from each other and from our
environment as a whole, Our society , like Hump'i;j,r
Dumpty, cannot be put together by all the King's
horses and men, no matter how well financed they
be. In fact, they may only make matters vorse, 7}
This 1is especially true because what we have is not a church above
the system seeking to transferm it through comnitted service ({ore
et labore}, but churches firmly set within the system inadvertently
bolstering it. Therefore, all their actions, though sincere and
undoubtedly well-intentioned remain the teil of Sisyphus. They

remain functional “sclutions” for a spiritual and existential probiem.

3.4 BACK TO THEOLOGY NOT SCHOLASTICISM!
Qur emphasis on a return to true theology and not its abdication
in favour of actionalism or, functionalism or confessionalism, and

the call  "for theology to be theology" may elicit the obJjection
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that this is a return to Scholasticisms that 1is, it is "a retro-

gression to academic discussion.” Such an underste inding, -says Mackay,

involves a total misunderstanding of what true theology is. He cites
the objection of none other than John Macmurray who in his Clue to
history argued that theology is the child of Greek metaphysics. 72
While his indictment on theology, for the vreasons offered above,
is incorrect, he has perhaps inadvertently placed his finger on the

problem.

The history of Christian thought contains ample evidence of theology
being besieged by rigid phi.osophical presuppositions; for example,
the influence of Platonism and neo-Platonism during the first five

centuries; of Aristotle's philesophy 1in the Medieval period; of

ideatism, especially Hegel, in the modern period and a host of reactions

to Hegel, from Romanticism to Lxistentialism in our century. Theology
must engaje all the quests of man in order to undergird its own encoun-
ter with the world. UWe have said already that faith requires the
ongoing, critical reflection of philosophy to evaluate {its Judgment
;

of the historicity of human systems and teo provide new paradigms

to illustrate its own dynamic message. It requires the critical
dimension of science to clarify its claims that the world and its
laws cannot have religious jower over man. However, theology must
keep its critical distance or else it is subsumed by these philosophical
or scientific quests the limitations of which philosophers and
scientists themselves, at least the truly great among them, are ke anly

aware, Hermann  Waver, the mathematicien, for example, admitted,

"We have tried to storm Heaven and we have only succeeded in piling



up the tower of Babel." 73

4

e secular models and often

Yet theology has uncritically imbibed thes
unconsciously, compromised 1its own proclamation. Theology is not
opposed to reason; that would make its own formulations anomalous.

Yot its model of man as the man of faith must be protected

=

rom the

e

ravishes of scepticism., Lev Shestov insisted that against speculative

ety

philosophy and science (Athens) must be set the revelation of the

Bible (Jerusalem) with its "paradoxical but profoundly true and

s

liberating proclamation that,

chrough  faith in God who transcends

o=

all rational categories and human exp.ctations, man may not only
again find that ‘nothing is imicossible' for him but also catch
a glimpse of that true reality which the light of human reason only-

obscures.” 74 He, of course, was not advocating irrationalism or

anti-rationalism!

There is a major difference between Greek philosophy and Hebraic
thought. The latter contains no eternal realm of ideas or essences.
The Hellenic man is the man of reason who raises his eyes to the
universal, the abstract and the realm of forms., 75 The Hebraic man
is the man of faith who knew the “uncertainties and waverings of
faith as a matter of personal experience” but did rgo't know the conflict

of faith with reason; that was to come much later with the Greeks. 76
However, even when that encounter with the Gesks took place, Paul
still Tocated the centre of human personality in faith wnite

TLwas  Aristotle who had placed that centre in reason. William Barrett

concludes that the opposition is between what is vital and what s



rational. 77 Macmurray's scepticism is well-founded in view of the
fact that Western Christian theology. for the large part of its history,
has been an extended footnote to Graeco-Roman theology. Hence 1its

preoccupation with cosmological, functional

God and its indulgence in metaphysicel specutation. s Shestov stated

=
e
o
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it, in history the case has bee irst Athens was and only
later Jerusalen. And consequently everything which proceeded out

of Jerusalem must be weighed in the balances of Athens.," 78

Therefore, inspite of the fact that Christianity entered the Western

world almost two thousand years . jo, its inherent dynamism and message

of unconditional freedom of all men before God has not made an apny

f‘a
N

able difference to the quest for freedom because 1t has not dislodged
its moorings in Graeco-Roman culture. Ivan Kireevsky, (1806-1856}
thevefore, accused Western theologians of elevating abstract logic
above the  "commnon consciousness of the Universal Chruch® and
therefore the HWestern church “sowed within itself the inescapable
seeds of the Reformation.” 79 It's Graeco-Roman mental framswork
rendered it incapable of “visualizing the umity of the church in
any other form than that of a formal unity under one bishop.” 80
Zernov, from a Russian orthodox poirt of view, canpares stariiy
the differences between lest .rn Christianity and the Christianity
of Eastern orthodoxy thus:
... the Western social and political order has
been built on the Idea of the Law; the ten Command-
ments, the Roman  ideal of justice and the notion
of privilege were the three solid pillare which

supported the imposing edifice of European civiliza-



tior But the Russians were brought up 1in the

o

Spi’;"'it of the Sermon on the Mount. 8]
This view does not attempt to jettison reason but merely 1o keep
reason in perspective. Theo
the object of fa‘ifh, logically accessible to me.. That is impossible!
The object of faith must be apprehended existentially. Howevor,
its peflection also must bear the character of vital existential

2,

reflection or else it indulges in abstract speculation.

The tendency to systematize is always prescat because it s a humah
tendency to Find assurance in a fool-proof and complete system.
However, such a rational system remains an abstraction and is the
greatest danger to faith and freedom. The mosi potent literary descrip-
tion of this point, without doubt, is Dostoyevsky's parable of the.
Grand Inquisitor, wherein the ecclesiastical head in the sixteenth
century interrogates Christ;  "Why did you come io meddle with
us?" he asks. "I know not who you are and 1 do not wani to Kknow
.oothe same people who today kissed your feet, will at the first sign
from me rake up the coals at your stake tomorrow." 82  "Everything)
the Inquisitor reminds Christ, "has been handed over by you to the
Pope and, therefore, everything is in the Fope's hands, and there
is no need for you to come at all now - at an vrate, do not interfere
for the time being... All that you might reveal anew would encroach
on men's freedom for faith, for it would come as a miracle, and their
freedom of faith was dearer to you than anything even in those days,
fifteen hundred years ago." 83 What the Inquisitor  says next indicates

most profoundly how faith when formulated into a system



~347-

satisfies men wmore than true: freedom which is offered to them 1in
Christ. "For fifteen centuries,” says the [npguisitor, "we have been
troubled by this freedom. Now ite over and dome with.® The system
has been completed in Christ's name. "These men are more than ever
convinced that they are absolutely free, and yet thev themselves
have brought their freedom to us and humbly laid it our feet." 84

A - £~ " B oY Yeaws mes it bosyde o) L R TR B My by oo w et o
Men find freedom "alluring ut also “tormenting”. "We have correctes

5 '

your great k, taunts the church lecader, and have based it on
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e, mystery, and auvthority.” 85
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The incisive beauty of Doestoyevsky®s writing is impossibi~ to reproduce

here. What 1is clear, however, is that the radicality of faith and

reedom often forces man to settle for less. Theology caught in

em=-building and structuring, often succumbs to the temptation

to systematize faith and invariably impinges on  human freedom.

Such is the bitter fruit of all rationalizations of faith!

The cail for a living, existential theology therefore, is the call
to place theology "on the Road” which means that it must steer
away from both the Scyila of theological rationalism, scholasticism
and dogmatism, and the Charybdis of actionalism, quietism, and

ecclesiastical operationalism,

3.5 EXISTENTIAL THEOLOGY: A THEOLOGY ON THE WAY

It will be clear that what was said about the existential nature

of faith 1is equally applicable to the nature of theological method.
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Theology is existential since’ it 1is inextricably intertwined with

man's contin It is true that is is based on revelation

ads

but the theological task 1is to seek out that revelation in histary,
in the world and in the coming of the kingdom of God. If such revela-
tion were se“l”-»éz-*ideaﬂ faith would be redundant. G A Rauche in his
latest work points out that,

Real faith is a contingent ex in the sense

that it might happen to man in the wmidst of the
crisis of truth and- himself, On the grounds of
the experience of this crisis, theslogy ought to
admit 1is own ignorance and confess that it cannot
give conclusive answers. It is only in this ‘h’}s'igs't‘i.
that it can pr'@@:eed to its real task of vreferring
man to tha event of the cross as an event of exemplary
1ith and in the face of this event, point to the

possible experience of faith by man in his actual

experience. 86
While faith is rooted in and manifests itself in, man's existential
or contingent crisis, when faith "happens,”  the believing subject
remains. an existing subject and, therefore, can never escape the
crisis of truth, Rather, faith confronts these crises and s
strengthened in the process. The believer, as Paul says, mst “fight

the good fight of Taith.” (1 Ti. 6:12; 11 Ti. 4:7).

Similtarly, tiheology also 1is vooted in the c:hanging experience of

men's crisis of truth, I

o~

is literally always on the way, -or on
“the road." This is the case, because faith is not wrought g{oi)e."_
operato but 1is the ongoing quest for a clarification of revelation:
God with us. James Brown, for instance, points out tha't.’é:r‘uth does

not 1ie on the road of “an unappropriated, unmediated object..

s e



a hammer is a tool when it is béing used {(Zuhandenheit)." 87 Revelation
is only revelation when it is apprehended and appropriated otherwise
= of I

it remains of no effect. Theology like faith apprepriates .radition

{(Kierkegaard); it remains

(Buber) and 15 a

Just as the language of faith itself is a language of struggle,

Ebeling, so theology is, for goed reasons, a theory of struggle. 89

© M. Heinnemann in his attempt to go beyond Existentialism and develop

his "meta-analytics” opoke of the quest for truth as obtaining

ondeo erio sum., 90 This view has positive implica-

s, s e o e

ir the truism resp

5

tions for the vi

ew expounded in this study, of faith as ongoing,
encounter provided Rauche's warning that this "responding,” evon
in faith, is not removed from the actuality of human existence and

from the contingent experince of reality. 91 Theology 1is always

on the way because it can never escape the sphere of human conflict.

To speak in these terms is not to deny the objectivity of revelation,

nor the finality of Christ nor is it to advocate Christian existentia-

lism. Our distinction between “existential” and T"existentialism"

in Part Il puts paid to that fear.

What is being contended here may perhaps be illustrated by J. A. Mackay's
distinction between theology “from the balcony® and "théology
the road.” For him “the Balcony” and “the Road" are qualitative

descriptions of human life., "The Balcony" represents the life of

mw

the spectator for whom Tife and the world are permanent objects

for study. "A man may live a permanent balconized existence even
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though the physical part of him has the ubiquity of the globe

binodidkain ¥ ’ 8l
trotter 92

he Balcony” means an “idmmobility of soul” Lhat
may ‘“perfectly co-exist® with a "mobile, peripathetic body.”
On the other hand, "the Road" 1is,

oo. the place where iife is intensely lived, where

thought has its birth in conflict and

choices are made and decisions are carried out...

It is the place of action, of pil

age, of crusade,

where concern is never absent he wayfe

heart. On the Road a goal 1is sougnht, dangers are
£

faced, life is poured out.... the Road, like the
Balcony, is a state of the soul. 93

Theology must be found "on the Road” because that is where authentic

faith is. If it stays 1in the Balcony, then no matter how profound

"‘?

formulation, it 1is removed from 1life and becomes absolutist,
dogmatic and tife-less. Ernest Renan and several of ~ the questors
for the historical Jesus, the History of Religions School  the Tiberalism

of

19th century theology, Ritschl and other thinkers that advocate
an ethical monotheism, and a host of theolegians in our time who
have reduced Christianity to form of ethical humanism. on the one
hand, or a rigid, self-contained dogmatics on the other, remain thinkers
in the Balcony. Kierkegaard's "pugno ergo sum* is foreign {o these

theologians.

Finally, we must pursue a definition of theology as contextualization
which, it will be shown, undergirds the dynamics of faith and which

i g

£
01

ers a methodology that keeps both the commitment to the sources
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of Christian faith and the dynamism of that faith in balance. Again,
#

s i . - . mrrim F ik .3
in order to illustrate the argument, "home grown examples will be

elicited though several from elsewhere would have also made the point.

3.6 THEOLOGY AS CONTEKTUALIZATION
In recent years ‘“contextualization" has become a popular word in
certain theological circles. It made 1its -international appearance
some 230 ye ré ago0 S and has since become the watchword of some
theologians, especially those in the Third worid. However, it has
received little attention from theological facultier at large where
it has occupied only a small place in the syllabus on mission studies,
Eurcpe, Great Britian and North America have, in the main, hand
the call to contextualize theology as a Third World or a missioclogical

concern and have given it only very cautious academic treatment.

Nowhere else is this ambivalence towards “contextualization®  more
evident than in South Africa. Here, theology 1is not only taught
mainly within denominational and clearly defined ecclesiastical compart-
ments,. but also the issue 1s confounded by ethnic, linguistic and
~acial separation. Hence Bible colleges and faculties r:f theology

at universities are in the main struct

each with dts own linguistic or recial ta

political system that has idolized ethnicity.

e e T ———— e .

*Part of UHSL ‘r“mdmg:\ hdve been aheduy puoT hed by the Utl,vemuy
of Potchefsty oom s institute for Reformational studies as a conference
paper entitled ”Cont.extua?!zation of the Gospel in South Africa:
the question o-;’-'“ relevance® {December 1983).
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3.6.1. THE PROBLEM OF POLARIZATION

This divisive milieu has spawned a series of other divisions also
. : o i b Ty
othnicallvy and racially determined; for exampie, church services,

polity and constitutions. The formal separation of people and

£

Christians from one another fosters gross ignorance about the 1life-
world and the aspirations of one another. 95 While such 1ignorance
cannot be condoned, it can perhaps be understood how, in the vicious
world of free enterprise, materialism and soul-less capitalism where
men &¢e not their “brother's keeper," such Tlack of empat'y for

3

the ot'er could exist. However, what is dismaying is tnat chu~ches,
their ministers and theologians, have, by and large, displayed a
similar lack. These divisions in South Africa along ethnic, racial

and denominational tlines must also be understood, howaver, against

the polarization of thought and T1ife symptomatic of our times,

One of the most unfortunate divisions in twentieth century church
history has been the fixed lines drawn between so-called "evangelicals®
and - “ecumenicals.” The former are concerned with the preservation
of Apostolic Christianity based on the “inerrant scriptures® and
emphasize “the numerical growth of the church. Conversion of non-
Christians and the "salvation® of the world® are among their zhict
priorities. The latter, attempting to unite a divided church, reject
the dichotemy that exists in much of ‘evangelical® Christianity
between the “salvation of the soul" and the “whole person.” They

see as endemic to Christian proclamation the involvement of the Church

in the struggices of the poor, the socially disinherited and with



the pariahs of modern society.

LIS —

While “evangelicals® have been accused of encouraging a theclogy

that is ether-worldly and which implies socio-political conformism,

“ecumenicals”  have been accused of theological liberalism and of

politicising theology.

3

=

It is obvious how, in South Africa, theological reflection within

=

~acial divisions has been buttressed by the evangelical and ecumenical
debate abroad. Some have openly given theological credibility to

the underlying ideoloc

y that pervades this country. Others have

’

been vociferous in their criticisms of this ideology, yet have
established at almost every level of their church's structure a racially

disunited witness to the oneness of the church they sincerely affirm.

Many biack Christians, on the other hand, dissatisfied with the status

5

i

uo, either move away from fellowship with whites or vemain within
PRI ¥

the churches deeply frustrated.

Blacks in their theological reflection have been forced to critically
evaluate the theology they inherited via the missionaries and theologi-
cal teachers. Biack theology, for example, attempted to establish
the meaning of the Gospel for people who by the fact of being black
were disadvantaged in society. Black theolegy not only interpreted

the gospel as a means of healing

O

the inner hurts and finsecurities
of black people, but also exposed the irrelevance for their context

of much of traditional Christianity which had been worked out in
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other contexts by other Christipns at other times, Hence black theology

PRI - e
5

aims to be part of the process that de-culturizes and 'demythologizes’

TP

the Christianity black people have inherited. 97

A7) L ' £

In this regard, Father Nolan, in June 198Z, speaking at a conference

gn contextua! theology, at Hummanskraal, pointed out that this inherited

theology had been  "“done" in the context of Western culture and

liberal capitalism and almost always in the context of middie-class

§

comfort and complacency and therefore had Turme out to be  "simply
meaningless words®  in the Third Worid;  they had, he argued, "o

power to inspire” because they were from “another world.,” 98

Tissa Bﬁiasﬁr'iyag in the context of the human struggles of India
and Sri Lanka, also maintained that the inherited western theolo
lacked 1inspiration and was irrelevant for his Tlife-situation. He
v;r'@"ueg

Jesus of Nazareth is one of the persons most misre

presented and misunderstood in history., We Christians
are largely vesponsibie for this. He was presented
to Asia in modern times in the manner he was thoughtof
in modern Western Europe and later North America.
Both the Protestant and Catholic institutions of
religion adapted tuemselves to the capitalistic

-)

ethic, though rith somewhat ditferent eccents. 99

Black theology aimed to indigenize theology: to make the proclamation

of the Gospel meaningful to black people; indeed, to give ihe black

E SRS

experience and its struggle for freedom a biblical bas

51s.,
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Khile South African, the North American brand

100

of black theology. roceived refinement at the bhands of such

black scholars as Manas Buthelezi, S. Maimela, B. Goba, Desmond Tutu,

and others. They not only voiced the anxiety of the South African
poor, the socially disinherited and the poiitically voiceless, but
they also attempted to make the Gospel of Christ relevant to the
black context.

Some argued that this "new" theology threatened the very nature

of the "true gospel" because it politicised everything: it did not

take seriously the creeds and beliefs of the (hurch, A certain  wall
J .

known white missiclogist maintained that black theology narrowed

L] ]

salvation to only political Tliberation. He concluded that black
theology was illegitimate in South Africa since blacks in this couniry
had neither suffered slavery nor “"lynching” as blacks in the U.S
had experienced. 10T Thus he trivialized the struggles of his fellow

South Afivicans and of his fellow theologians who grappled seriously

with the problem of the “relevance” of the Gospe

Another important attempt at indigenizing thecloyy in South Africa
is  so-called "African theology," sometimes  called “cultural
theology. This approach argues, and righ:ly sc, that conver<ion
of Africans to Christianity does not necessarily mean the abandonment
of their cultural he““uage, traditions and history. The cultural
mitieu within which the Gospel was proclaimed has always influenced
its expression whether Semitic , Greek, Byzentine, Medieval Europeen,

German, Angic-Seaxon, Indian or

Eérican. G Setiloane, for example,



maintains. that black theclogy in South Africa has not gone far  enough

in making the gospel relevant to black people. In order for theology

to speak to the African mind 1t of God in a creatively

new way not only within European categeries of thought as Black Theology

]

does. 102 Such Africanization would also help introduce n.u
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to describe, explain and understand Biblical truths. 103  This would

p non-Africans also to speak creatively of the Gospel. 104

While African theology met with the approval of several missiologists,
many believed that such an endeavour could lead to a flirtation with

"

“paganisu." It tended, they argued, to minimize the biblical metaphors

Q

atonement, sacrifice, redemption, propitiation, penal jJustice
and such like. For many, such metaphors and symbols, by virtue of

their being part of the Scriptures, were also inspired and were there-

fore inviolable.

The preceding are not the only examples of theological indigenization
in South Africa. Another example of how a community has attempted
to make the Gospel relevant to their life-situation culture and hisiory,
ig the theology that has undergirded a great deal of the Afrikaners'
affirwation of political and cultural freedom, a theology that vaiidated
che Great Trek and provided a seriptura paradigm for t'e Afrikaner

to overcome British imperialism and subdue the  “black threat"  and

enter inte a Tcovenant"  with God as Israel had done, In fact

ewodelled  version of this theology still underpins certain latent
aspects of Afrikaner nationalism or its most recent form, euphemisti-

cally called,the “self-determination® of a1l races in South Africe.



N. Smith, a Dutch Reformed Church minister and former professor of missiology at the

University of Stellenbosch, recently pointed out the role his church, for

hed played in initiating and propagating the ideology of separate development., 105

This kind of theology of vace is not unique to the Afrikaner. in
similar vein the “British-Israel” theory found acceptance among

éame Anglo-Saxons. The writer came upon & book which purporied to
be "a survey of scriptural prohecies over the last 3,500 years, which
by their fulfilment, prove conclusively that the Anglo-Saxon race
is the Isreal nation of the Bible." 106

Thus theological compartmentalization has been fostered within South
Africa as theologies, functioning within clearly defined theoretical

frameworks, hav
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but also elsewhere,
a theological impasse. The preblem with these attempts at seeking
theological relevance is that while thoy offer importan: new insights
which all of Christendom can benefit from, they also fix one perspective
or one theoretical frame of reference which becomes the parameters

of their theological pursuit whether these are embodied in the
categories “black," "African," ‘"race," "Afrikaner,"” "Anglo-Saxon,"
"liberation,® “political chence,”  *“success” "nation” ete. As
such the ciiticism levelled at fixed theoretical frameworks in both
pnilosophy and theology (Part I and II) must also apply, though to
verying degrees, to such categorical absolutization. For example,
the category "liberation" obvicusly has broader scope than “Anglo-

Sexon" or  "black." However, all such categories when absolutized

vitiate the dimensions of “crooingness” and "self-criticism.”
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One is reminded here of Solzhenitsyn's critique of wmodern society

In his Nobel Prize acceptance speech he observed that,

confidencn~, they Jus by that scale, and by no

other... There is a ppen
nearby and a scale for t O

There are different scales of humiliation... different
scales for punishment and r crime... confidently

the whele worid by our scale, For this

reason what seems to us greater, more painful or

more inuolerable is not that which actually is greater,

more pa‘tnful or more tolerable but that which 1is
nearer to us. Anything further away, which is not
actually threatening to avrive on our front-dooy

step is accepted by us - with all its groans of

pain, smothered - screams, destroyed lives and even
mitilions of victims - as something generally tolerable

and within reasonab1e Vimits. 107

The fact of different and fixed frames of reference and absolutized

2

truth perspectives, and different "scales” for viewing Tour®
crisis and "their" concerns, explains also the dincongruency that
obtains in theolcyical pursuits. In South Africa, for example, black

and yhite Christians speak more often than not at cross purposes.

While the former work Jvor liberation and justice, the letter are

at pains to cmphasize the need for law and order. The gulf widens

as the age feeds on self-righteousness which polarizes allegiances
betweenn Christians and Christians. Both sides 1listening but failing
) . (?tj.‘}/; . . .

to hear\> v ¥ 2 ) ¢he anxielies that “ighee.  in the struggle of faith

) TAKOURS
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in each other's contexts because oF the uncritical "scales®  which

govern their very thought.

3.6.2. CONTEXTUALIZATION: THE WAY OUT OF

e et e e S e | e St

rT;

indicenous or "contextual® theology degener
ting inte "Christian” ideology, it would seem that contextus ion
is a highly suspect enterprise, raising fears among tnose  concerned

with "preserving the Gospel.” (On the contrary, contextualization is

endemic to the very methodology of theology as ongoing, critice

£
H

ion  of

p
[

ref lec faith., Contextualization is part of the process of

understanding the Gospel and is the bulwark against theology degenera-

ting into ideclogy. In order to elucidate the points made in this

o

statement we have to clarify several other issues first. We begin

4

by first seeking a definition of contextual theology.

The pamphlet published by the Institute of Contextual Theology defines
contextual theology as  “the conscious attempt to do theology from
within the context of real life in the world." 108 B Caoba, commenting
on the ra A“” d et“___ of contextual theology, pointed out that “the
right method of doing theolegy in our context is th
story of owr time... as being part of the Word of God... there
is a challenys to evolve a new theological methodology, the invoivement-
option methodology... there is a need to move from orthodoxy to
arthopraxis, & move from deductive to inductive reasoning which puts
a high premiun On sense observation and on contextualization particulari-

ties.” 109 Goba's idea of orthoprexis, as we have pointed cut already,
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is bound to endanger ultimately the autonomy of theory. It tends
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to diminish the necessary tension that must remain between theory

(whether inductive or deductive) and practice. As Ebeling had staied,
The hermeneutic task consists for theology ir nothing

¢ 3 2 o~ o1 -~ arddna s md

else but in understanding the Lospe! as addressed
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to contemporary man. Whoever does .ot expose himsel

to the tensi
and contemporary man alike. 110

4

that entails, betrays both the Gospel

Goba, however, quite correctly points to the need for theory to be
evant for practice and for new theory which takes the context
of its hearers seriously enough Veven to generate new "stories”
or categories or loci for the theological task.

John Aitchison in his report on the contextual theology seminar heid
by the Association of Southern African The ological Institutions (ASATI),
defines contextual theology as the,

. .taking of the concrete

he broader real
It is a vrecognition that the concrete situation
is itself a ‘'text’ and contains information that
has to be ‘'read,' ‘comprehended' and Tintegrated’
into our existing store of experiential and therary
knoviledge, 111

I this ASATI experiment on centextualization, several characteristics

of contextual theology emerged. It was found tha’ contextualization

required a veformation of the traditional theological curriculum

and the modus operandi of theclogical and Christian education. It
meant that students and stafi have not only to experience the problems

Tiving with the disadvantaged, to analyse their contexts with

the aid of the =ocial sciences and then to ask what light the Christian
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faith throws on these issues, but also to make a commitment and within

o

@

their communities to act on the basis of this commiiment. 112

)

t is important, &b this point, to distinguish between "contexiualiza-
tion" and "indigenization.” The latter, as we have intimated already,
iz the attempt to make the Gospel relevant and understandable to
a given context. Contextualizaticn is the attempt to reflect critically
that the Gospel may be understood. Hence con-

within the context so

textualization precludes the carte b?GﬂCﬂ: application of a given

body of Christian teaching to a contexi even if contextual illustrations
and examples, be they cultural, economic or political ones, are used
to explan a predetermined view of what constitutes Gospel; <hat

is the approach adopted by some attempts at indigenization. Contextua-

fization vreverses the process. Its > ad quem 15 the Gospel

of Christ not the application of that Gospel to a context as is the

case with indigenization. 113

Contextualization as a theological wethodology often presupposes

indigenization but goes beyond it. 114 BTobk the 1{~gv in so far

b St e At ey o s

as it makes the Bible appiicable to placks and African theology in so far

e T, -

as it uses African categories to explain the Christian Gospel are

uouh pxerrises in indigenization not contextualization;  although

the latte: has greater scope for contextualization. The  terminus

T gwm—— = et e e e A i 7 v ——

a quo of indigenization is some consciously or unconsciously compre-
hended body of Christian doctrine which is adapted or made accessible
to a given context (terminus ad quem). Many of those who at this
point advocate the view Lhat contextual theology begins in the context

and moves towards the Gospel, however, fail 1o realize the Just
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one camnot vod the text wi thout pPYresuppositions, likewise no
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one can read the context in a presuppositionless way.

2 R S P hwatcbingd
Contextualization rather refers to what we have been stating throughout

Ak

is done in the
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of the contingency of human experience of reality. Contextuai theology

114 from a context to the Scriptuve
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and in the process it addresses both the context and man at large.

This distinction serms not to have been sufficiently grasped because

much of the writine on contextualization vrelapses into views not

dissimilar to indigenization. This is illustrated in a recent editorial

in Missiolac Arthur Glasser claiming to be "reascnably aware
of the varied ways in which the term contevtualization is being current-
1y harnessed to a wide range of mutually - exciusive presuppositions,”®

proceeds to point out that many evangelicals have posited "harsh

D
Y

limitations to any contextualizing process” because they "raise

the orange flag of caution® when the “legitimate demands of the
gospel which they believe i3 precisely defined 1in Scripture” hav

to be worked out within “any specitic cultural context." Glasser

points out that all too often this caution renders them (evangelicals)

yable of discern’ng the significant s;:':ays in which the gospei
impinges on the cultural context." "They need,” he maintains, "the
breadth of perspective that the social sciences bring to the analysis
of culture.” 115  Glasser also ru.z‘-.'inta":.ns that “Tiberal scholars”
have "taken the dissection of economic, social and political components

of a culture so far that their contextualizing of the Gospel within
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biblical ex e

1t is obvious that Glasser's description of contextualization is
not different from the preceding definition of indigenization. However,
in his critique he highlights the problem of contextualization to
be the neglect of "hard, biblical exegesis." The text, to put it

simply, must not be neglected or subsumed in the preoccupation with

C(J‘lbvnua

John Aitchison, 4n the report already cited, raises the inverse of
this problem. Having insisted that contextual theology begins with,
as it were, the sociclogical, psychological and economic  “excoosis®
of the context, he conciudes the report with the '..,zagcmm,q "1 thought
{in preparing this paper) I would read up some of the documents

on black theology. I teook up Alistair Kee’s A Reader fin Political

Theology and read articles by Cone, Wilmore and Mpunzi. I was struck,

fascinated, horrified to notice something I had never noticed before,

that their presentation all had a starting point in the written text
not experience ... I found these essays irredeemably literary.

undamental reference point (in spite of pretensions of relevance

and contextuality) was academic literature, not real experience." 117

Thus while Glasser attempts

to save the text from being subsumed

under context, Aitchison struggles to save the context from being

subsumed by the text,
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Both writers vis-a -vis the nature of contextualization have highlighted

unnecessary problems mainly because they have failed to dinterpret
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ization as bcing endemic to the nature of every relevant

and living theology, the absence of which allows theology to lapse
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into ideolegy and religion into ideolatry., In the ongoing and dynamic
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process of theology, with its goal the proclamation of the Word of
L) P LA o

he question is raised in a new life situation, namely
“What is the Gospel of Christ to me?® The context, as it were, provides

the agenda and the exegetical tools to extend the process of

and what the Gospel is; ~ question that confronts
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man already in the Incarnation and which elicited a hermeneutical
challenge which was faced already in the Bible and has continued for almost 2000

fr i e

years since. It is not as if we have a “Gospel kit" which can be

modified to suit Rather the context raises criteria
which have not been hitherto raised and which challenge all our

t

preconceived views about God and the Gospel. The context thereby

calls the text {ie. the Scriptural witness and witness of the church)

into question, forcing a new and engaging dialogue between context

In doing this, contextualization touches the heart of the

theological reflection itsoif.

3.6.3. CONTEXTUALIZATION 1S _"DOING" THEOLOGY

Theology (reflection about God) thas never occurred in a socio-cultural

3

)
-~

vacuum, Every theological pression, whether tome, prayer, hyinn



or Christian act, has been influenced to some degree by

Hence every theological expression signifies a decision
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zhout the text while at the same tine embodying a world-view. Every
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ogical statement, no matter how simple, 1is historically con
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ditioned. This follows from the fact of the historicity of man,

his age and culture, and also from the fact these
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always remain human perceptions about God. At best we only sep

through a glass darkly", seeking to know more fully the Christ who
v P - . Ve Y,

has come and who promised te be with us always.

Pecause of the historicity of theology, a creed is often mo-e important
for what it emphasizes than for its overall theological or tiblical
content. Every context which has made a creed neccessary had raised
questions which, within that context, had threatened the very authenti-
city of Christian faith. Hence while every creed attempts to affirm
the “whole® Christian Gospel (the whole truth about God) its value
fies 1in its conception and understanding of the Gospel 1in so far

as its own question

g

are answered, For example, in the struggle

between Alexander of Alexandria and Arius,. the Council of Nicass

used the creed of Eusebius of Caesarea which was wholly indifferent

to thne controversy at hand. That creed had to be ediied in order

-0 make it  relevant to the problems which Eusebius of Nicomedia,

L

he supporter of Arius , ha
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raised at the Council. Hence, at the
points of the editions the historical relevance of the creed in its
own 1ife situation breaks forth. The rest did not occupy the partici-

*

caill

pants at the Council with the same historical import. While each

creed 1in vesponding to its particular queslions highlighted a new
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perspective on the unders tanding of God, and while therefore the

he merely

The historica2l condition

we examine the exigen

the creed of Nicaea,
the Westminster confession, the Savoy Declaration or the Cottesloe
Declaration.

this historicity of

statements of belief may be discerned
within the scriptures themselves. For instance, Paul had no intention

in his letters to Rome or Galatia, for example, to pronounce on the

]

whole body of Christian truth, whatever that may be. Neither di

he conceive of the idea that his letters would be vital parts of

a tuture

of scripture and that they would share the same im-
portance as the 01d Testament scriptures which he himself greatly
On the contrary, in these letters he was reflecting on
the contextual problems of his fellow Christians and these Tletters
were in effect the first contextunlizations of the Gospel. Certlain
problems, controversies and questions of the congregations in
charge elici’ed his theclogy. They prompted him to formulate guidelines
and doctrines; to ask afresh what the death and resurrection of

~
T
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for these Christiaens. In this way he was able to elicit

Christ meant
from his text (the 01d Testament and the oral tradition about Christ)
a new significance that in his many years as a Jewish scholar and

Pharisee ne had not seen. The cantext, as it were, forced the texts



into a new and even more fruitful dialogue. Other sections of Paul’

writings, like the Pastoral letters, are cbviously reflections {rom

within a changed, or changing, life-situation, Paul's context, as
it were, produced the text. Thic means that what we consider text
today was actually Paul’s response in context.

These remarks on the historicity of Scripture in no way questions

to clarify the ftact that
o

prophets or apostles, nerceived God 1in their deep involve

the crisis of their own contingent experience; that their prociamation
was concomitant with their encounter of faith in the midst of their
Tiving situations that demanded an account of their Taith and that

their responses which today form our

[

text was the vresult of their
deep concern for the proclamation of the Gospel within their contexts.

For instance, the writers of the epistles could not have understood
&

the contexts of future Christians who would be reading their letters:

2 L

like the changed 1ife-situation of the Jewish Christians after 70
AD (only a few years after they wrote) oy the tussie with Gnosticism
in the second century (one generation leter). HNeither had Isaiah
for example, who foretold the coming of the suffering servant of

God, conceived that his prophecy or the whole history of Messiand

i il

prophecy would be realized in the context of an anonymous manger

and on a cvess eren

1 on a lonely hill,

LrolUn

To speak in this way of the historicity of the text and the creeds

is in effect to understand contextuality, not to trivialize the text
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error of the arguments (repre-

sented by Glasser ioh col
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as if one 1is the ct and the other the objert, fo affivm the

is to avoid the tendency to

historicity of both text and contex

a tend
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apply the text willy nilly to any co

¥ texts or  "a paper pope

which men can carry arot

has bheen isclat
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of traditional Christianity and the more "academically informed

theologies arve also guilty of this kind of reductionism, especially

since they advoc ori fixed and predetermined credal limits.

In the interpretation of Scripture, the context of the Biblical writ

lized if a particular

interpreter's context. Instead, the task of

A B s e e [{ [y e, B (e 1 e B oo gy fiteanld
the interpreter to “challenge the text itself

in making the text live. In other words 5 1ems

of the interpreter's context addresses the text in a unique way hence
making the text speak uniquely. But this dialogue between context

and text 1is a two-way process. The text on coming alive questions

19

the context in turn.

Some have referred to a " hy which Ebeling explains

obtains in the text illuminatin ~understanding; and one’

4

to perceive meaning in

120 However, what we are

referring to here is not mere y the dialogue between the interpreter's

j—
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self- ”niﬂra1andfz, and the mental horiz of the Biblica

or that in the end what is requived is
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of the interpreter and the writer of Un2 Text,

mental
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This hermeneutical process may still remain ahistorical or even
idealistic unless it 1is rooted in the context of the interpreter.
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*xt which includes the

shilesophical, economic and other
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dimensions of his life-world.
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To itlustrate this, we may cite the process invoived w

attempt to understand a past event. Primary sources f{text) that

cescrribe the event arve gocinu then the various intevpretations

of those sources by other historians are also consulted. (These
secondary sources are equivalent to our Biblical commentaries and
the whole of church history). In the process of rejecting distorted
or erroneous interpretations of the event, the historian has to isolate

ithentic sources of evidence from inauthentic ones before a decision
is made about the event., The decision must be made on the basis

of the quality of the evidonce which would possess greater or 1

e

sser
probability. In other words, the sources have no authority of their
oun except that which the historian gives them on the basis of carefully
weighed warrants and vrebuttals, Hence every historical judgement
i5 an exercise in hermeneutics. The same procedure aheres in textual
criticism. A textual reading is not necessarily aunthoritative because
it has 200 manuscriptal citings while another may have only two.
In the process of textual criticism, manuscripts are weighed not

counted.
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authority of their own, they were writien
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anguages to ocur own but also in a plethora of styles

and idioms, embodying a vast range of symbols, metaphors, stories

and socio-cultural images, all in TO  grasp
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the Word, the most deriniiive orm oY i Wini @ the bord made

flesh” who dwelt among us "full of grace and truth" (. 1:12).
These words also, like creeds, while they must be wholeheartedly
believed, cannot be merely vrepeated in another life-situation,

P by
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Theology is not merely translation or accowmd the text within

another cont:

ts  that is dindigenization. The understanding of the
text is more complex than that. Here the thecicgian goes even beyond

the historian, The level of assent or belief that his interpretation

achicves is based not merely on the warrants that 0ld and New Te

scholars give the text but on the accessibility to the text that

/\

his context achieves. In other words, thoology aims to create faith
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in the now on the basis of

making the Word live ag: In this regard,

the theologian is again different from the historian who has to achieve

assent about a past <.ent on the basis of probability. The theologian
N g : A1,

in the encounter of fTaith himself has Lo make a Judgemant about

the meaning of the text on the basis of his encountering his context

He canrot, therefore, be closed to the analyses of his context made
by other disciplines, most especially by philosophy. The “exegesis"
of his context which these offer are indispensable for his own exegesis

of the text.

An understanding of the context also involves an understanding of

the conflict situation that obtains between the various theological
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systems or theories 1in that context which stand 1n

relation to each other. A1l human attempts at theo

i s . - e o
will alway be in natural However, this
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which every theologian must be fully subme in,
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bridge for dialogue botween difverent perspec .

the

with the other. with

analysis of the cthwr's views but encounter

the truth perspective of the other and with the crisis of truth that

Only because one understands one's context and the crisis of truth
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that it embodies can one grapple with the "mental horizon of the
Vi1 the Bible, otherwise cne may easily end up with merely

an exercise in the realm of ideas. Theology is not merel
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of a preconceived body of truth to our contexts even if such adq
the use of illustrations from our context; this is

still indigenization. Contextuaiization is the meeting of our unique

:_; now Y 4

context with the text and the whole histery of the interpretations

of the text. Our Tif:-sjtuation prepares the

What then does it mean to affivm with the Reform

principle of sola scriptura? For Luther such an

the gquiding principle in the contextuslizaticn of the Guspel in

sixteenth century Germany. His context was the moribund totalitarianism

i



of the church patterned after the oppressive feudal mentalitys an

L3

age that fostered sacramentalism and eccamodated  side by side with

Scripture a whole body o

5,

time of the church

theologies which had attempted to clarify
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ing tradition from the lifeless past beliefs
which now posed a threat to the very understanding of the Gospel
itself. Sola s was . the Reformers® watchword whereby suc

traditions which stifled the Gospel were rejected so that the Word

could live again.

s

Again and again in church history we  observe how the living Yord
has been constantly threatenad by the very theology which attempted
to clarify it. Each attempt to theologize has itself to be re-evaluated

within new contexts oy else the Gospel becomes historically ossified.
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Theology is the critical and ongoing hes

tical process that inter-
s and re-interprets, seeking the tiving Word and fostering faith.
When this process stops, then the very theology that is gospel in
one context becomes "law" in another:; that which is  "the spirit

that gives 1ife" in one context" becomes "the letter that kills®

ers’ sola scriptura, sola gratia and sola fide are essential

contextualization : Ciwa

theoloqi rejects  dead tradition

andd affivms the ongoing seanch for the Tiving Word; fide is the rejection of all

human works including all theologies as ends in themselve and arfirms
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an ahandonment of oneself to the hope whicn 15 1n Christ
Jesus; 1a-aratia rejects any form of self-sufficiency, complacency,
RIS s < e

hubris and arrogance which would prescribe truth for all time and
affirms total dependency on the Spirit of God in whose power we face

i~

the future.,

4 L

When these principles ceased to be dynamic principles, Protestant
orthodoxy found itself confounded by the very scriptural principle
it was at pains to preserve. HNow the problem was “how should Scripture
be interpreted?” This dilemna led to numerou. d?ywa5~du3t theological
controversies and credal formulations which endad with Protestantism

greatly divided. Scripture as an  "authority" in itself proved

as problematic as the pope peontificatis

in Roman Catholiciam the church remained Targely intact. One
needs only to take a brief look at the history of Protestantism in

! o -4 & o~

the 1/th and 18th centuries to see how S¢

a hackneyed and meaningless principle which generated strife, intole-

rance and dogmatism.

all these controversiez, the other

principle had
been "forgotten,"” namely, ecclesis reformata semper reformanda.
This principle is perfectly compatible with cur definition of contex-
tualization as an ongoing, critical reflection; the ongoing reformation
wherein the creative tension between Letter and Spirit, Law and Gospel,
Creed and meaningful proclamation and, text and contexi 1is maintained.

Because this dynamic tension was not always maintained, the history

of the church 1s the history of a series of ¢:sifications. of the
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contextual process;  each oSsification

works which
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believing that they alone are preserving the Gospel. To argue fo
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contextual for theological relativity but to stan
opposed to the human tendency to absolutize 1Ls own Cr atjonse. 121

While this monadization 122 may not be
the British or North Americans, perhaps it is clearver from the vantage
point of the Third World where geographically, culturally, and histori-
cally we are distanced from the burden of the past controversies
in those countries' histories. 1t, therefore, 1is very dismaying
that in the Third World the conflicts of Europe . and Britain are
still propagated. For example, in a small community like the Indians

in South Africa with some 80,000 Christians almost e denomination

spawned in Europe, bBritair and the U S are to be found, In this
community and elsewhere allegiance to Christ has become allegiance

to a particular historical perspective of Christ. These perspectives,

17

whnich were crystaliised in ftar-removed contexis, have become for
us the "Gospel.® Conversion meant conversion to a particular view
of Christ, a Christ who says very little to our context and 1its
anxieties, where one has to struggle to Tind Him. Hence while affirming
a creec¢ and believing the Bible, one 1is in constant dang r of Tosing

Christ.

Therefore, the numerow
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theclogical images, symbols, metaphors and
such like can never be final, all-encompassing vehicles of truth,

Truth is greater than all of tham., If the Yord is to live in the



context of faith, theology (gnd preaching) must not only attempt
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to speak meaningfully in a context (indigenization) bul 1t must also

allow the human condition it addresses to throw up new categories;

indeed, it must consciously seek out such categories. 123 New parables
. . o . Lwvmm +heo he - o e pmen oy o iy PEToT

and new paradigms must be created from the numan stories oOr our unique
&l b - " b

contexts: alienation of the human spirit, poverty, oppressi recial

% e (ol I e Jpee sy T (e . v ede
crimination, dehumanization, & societ

wrie: s Farnkhnalams Fho e vaad Todus 413 ,’__,:,.W:O‘ A “El - ’\:ﬂd £ ;‘
arms and technolcgy, the widespread (rivialization o3 Fe o a FEllit iy,

© 1 9 At . % Vs —E ) P G s
middle class complacency, the explo itation of = e economic

woes resulting from an economic system where the poor get poorer,

the manipulation of all by a few, an emergence of a popular culture
cantrolled by an amoral educational system, violation of freedon

by propeganda and manipulative news vreportings a society within a

vworld Mout of joint.® These issues cannot be relegated to discussions

under ethics, practical theology or apologetics anymore than con-
& T SRR . LI (Y N KN e Y . - B e
textualization conbe confined to an exercise in wmissiclogy. they form

the basis for contextualization and contextualization is “doing"”

theology, These

must form the ager
of all peoples; 1in the South African context they affect the Tives

of both black and white Christians for both groups are inextricably

bound up with the state of things as they are in this country.

e |

6.4.  SOME_FACTORS THAT HAVE TENDED TG MILITATE AGAINST THEOLOGICAL

CONTEXTUAL TZATION, WITH SOME SPECIAL REFERENCE TO SOUTH AFRICA

t.  Theology, in the main, is studied by different race groups  in

separation from cach other since in South Africa the human constructs

of Tlanquage, race, culture and denomination have been absolutized.



Theological institutions and churches have, consciously oY unconscious-
y P Lo d LA Eas and ME¥ae 1 AERE AR
: +haoacr TUYTCTNN (TSR RITTATAY 2} ¥ 1 " L~ Jig 1kanea
ly, entrenched these divisions between whiles and wnites (Afrikaner
i RN e i i b e B e whd ia nart O?
and r sh) and between whites 2 par T
4t [}

the same context, each group still v

al commitments, dogmalism and

S

2. The content of theological syllabi and the approach to ministerial

- AF i | R
. We have been

training s

satisfied mainly with systematizing and ordering theological loci:
beginning with the doctrine of God and ending with eschatology.

T¢ this extent we have not progressed beyond Peter Lombard ( C 1100-

1160). 125 Systematizing, ordering or quantifying i1s not theologizing.

Contextualization forces us to consider or create new loci and paradigms
or else God and the Gospel become historically hamstrung.

Furthermore, a programme of study ai our institutions may well be

ame as that which is offered in T&

—-
L+
vy

Oxford or Princeton.
The fact thet it is offered 1in South Africa makes little or no
difference to its character. This criticism does not imply that
we nust not master Greek and Hebrew, historical theology and hermencu-
tics, or that we should abandon the hard slog throush Luther, Calvin,

g

Barth and others, We can only do that to our d

o

etriment, Our deficiency
lies in the fact that we heve not gone further. Theology has been,
in the main, an exercise in historical thecliogy; hence the charge

b

of it being "academic theology" and irrelevant. 126

8 word of caution should be sounded here in view of some



who in their anxiety for a relevant theology belittle serious academic

preparation We should be careful in setting the balance that the

H e & 5 p A by U I - 1Y Thoan < Aame y
nendulum does not swing tne otner way. Theologians, v

] : 1 L . S ok a
2 -~ T -~ t vl W 1 o 5 o et 3
or teachers, are always servanis of ine church, a

B o T3 o ) ¥ o " ?-.'-'.’” aintaty
the Roman Catholic Church has properly maintall

i s dermandnrt 1 Bl Y e Alad Se nnt cOMMENSUYATE
t(ga(ﬂogy that he discarded is the Theology thnal & RO COmmEnsurave
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faith as
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with ential encounter; which does not prompt one To

[

Laryuant | Al ; natc netah { ane node snemies
pray more fervently and love one's neighbour {and one's enemies)

Y i} i 2= o YR oy iy PART Y +har =~ Ay AT -
more ernestly. A theclogian can never be more than a servants

“poademic®  theology ("balconised”  theology)  because it propagates
& spiritless and cerebral Christianity, must be discounted as an
exercise in soulless sophistry. But this criticism also affirms
the need for theologians and ministers to commit themselves even
more to study so that our presuppositions {the furniture of our
minds} may be constantly questioned. 127 For this reason, the theolo-
gian cannot confine himself to the Bible and church history only,
If he is to exegete his content he must be in dialogue with, amongst
others, sociologists, historians and more especiaily philosophers. 148

3. The formal separation of people 1in South Africa by the Group

Areas Act and 1ts corollaries propacate effectively and maintain

o
~y

a distorted view of man, a view which stands diametrically opposed
to the humanity that the freedom of the Gespel points to, i

taws have created racial tension on the one hand, and racial smugness
on the other. Now after many years of their execution, a very pTau’\;‘ib'lje

case 1is offered for why these very laws are necessary in order to
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maintain law and Order; thus 1ncreasing Lhe polarization wi

.....

i 8 we koAl Y gy o gl S e
tion are thet the possiuilities

The most dismaying eftects of

for encounter and critical e are removed and with them <o

P e e S £ e vy
any real opportunities for the escape from

in South Africa, and elsewhere, propagates &n  unwarranted

division between clergy and laity. This is all the more unnecessary

g Lot Tadlbae and Flowvae woave manticetreriatl nnt Tthlieal
when ane considers that laikos and kleros were magisterial not biblical

terms borrowed by the church in the third century to validate an
hierarchy that remains, till this day, elitist and targely obstructio-
nist. Hence many laymen are excluded from the process of critical

self-refiecction and dialogue, What E ¥ F Tomlin ot philosophers

is equally true of theologians. "We should beware,® wrote Tomlin,
“of a phitosopher who offers to think on our behalf, and who, by

adopting a Jjargon ¢ his own, seeks to exclude us from his delibera-

tions." 129

3.6.5. To conclude this section, and this study, we should perhaps
return to consider a possible objection that might be levelied at

contextuatization, namely,

Does contextuali;

ien not end up as only a local expression of theology

>4

and does it not absolutize the context? This objection, while it

may be valid for some aspects of indigenization, is not valid for
contextualization as we have defined it herein. Refocusing on the

context by viewing contextualization as endemic to theological method



is. as we have cbserved, 4 call to vreform the very nature of
5, & & )
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of contextualization degenerating

v CRPT A . crp B 1t eae
“"Christian Ideology arises only
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is dissolved,

Theology refuses to live in the past though it takes its past seriously.

As Tillich stat

A theological system 1is supposed to  satisf, two
basic needs: the statement of truth of the Christian
message and the interpretation of the truth for

every new generation. Theology moves back and forth

between two poles, the eternai truth of its foundation
and the temporal situation 1in which the eternal

{ruth must be received. Not many theological systems
have been able to balance these two demands pertectly.
Most of them either sacrifice elemeni: of the truth
or are not eable to speak to the situation. Some
of them combine both shortcomings. 130
ks of a body of eternal truth that have to be comnuni-

cated te a situation whereas our contention 15 that the situation
is the basis to actually seek out the significance of

trutns.” This is not to deny their objective nature but to accentuate

the facce that they have to be existentially encountered for them

dowever, Tillich does highlight the need for balance between context

and text or, put another way, between contingent experience and history.

Bishop Desmond Tutu clearly perceived the need of a thorough historical



understanding when he wrote, ' "shsequot  generations of Christians

s 3 B i . i i i R o B T T T TR isdna 2
will appropriate the genuine insights of the past theologizing 1

to their own and will build on those

abiding truths which have been apprehended during the hectic business
so% s, : L TR SR QP YAk bia T S— L T . =3 et obd e 7020
of living the Christi-n 1life by earlier generations of Christians.” 131

Contextuatization takes history sericusly but refuses to absolutize

any one historical perspective for t it will become historicist,

The corollary of being thoroughly historical and contextual so that

the text may live pen-ended future. Contextualization

and, therefore, theclogy, is an ongoing critical struggle to speak

meaningfully about God.

When philosophy ceases to be an ongeing critical aroument it degenerates
M ! Y : G S

inta ideniogy. By the same token, when theology ceases to be an
J. - b N

M

ongoing critical struggle concommitant with the dynamics of faith,

it collapses into ideology, and Christianity becomes idolatrous.

132 This was illustrated with reference to how even "Gospei”

A ek TR e P i g A . P
becomes “Law," and “Spirit" becomes the "Letter.

When the theological frare of reference is absolutized oniy then

will the fear of the «ritics of contextualization be valid. Howaver,

&
these critics, in their anxiety to conserve truth, open themselves

up to a similar charge being levelled at them. The terms

“conserva-
tive” and  "liberal" are each inadequate to describe a relevant
theotogy, for the cuphasis of both are endemic to its nature namely,

tie commitment Lo the text andd history (‘eternal truth"),  and  the context



("existential truth"). Theology as contextualization cannnot ignove
4. P P Tl ! { ~ iy

the text which past contexts have uncovered (conserva-

tive) nor can it not affirm an ongoing and open-ended methodology

‘ : Yo A I o Bre P R AR ey ) S
{_-,\;'{%","')! theology is a human construct and therefore every

theology is inadequate and must be reformed and renewer

Furthermore, another reascn why contextualization cannot be Tocal
only 1ies in the fact that it creates a new basis for ecumenicit

For example, ail South Africans can come together in spite of their
history of separation, not on the basis of their historico-theologi-

and "
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exegete"  the one context which they

Another very important aspect, perhaps the most dmportant, which
the antagonists of contextualization fail to see, is the fact that
every valid interpretation of the Gospel unearthed by the exigencies
of & particular context is valid for all men. 133 A context draws
out of the text an element which would have otherwise remained
hidden. 134 It highlights a new dimension of the God all Christians

L~

worship wherever they may be. The God who is alway present with
man s aiso always hidden ((ders absconditus).  Every new historical
experience 'draws Him out since vevelation is historical., 135 God
is not revealed everywhere but is hidden everywhere both in the '_'g'_e;\r_i_;_
(Scripture) and the cor itext (history).  Therefore, the perspectives
of God that are discovered in the ongoing dialogue between text and
context must be taken seriously by all. Thus contextualization must

always also affirm catholicity and  universal relevance, 126



For example, the perspectives. about God
that blacks uncover in their theo

- e nave reneatedlv pointed
for man at large who, ve have repeatedly pointed

the farces of dehumanization. Malcolm Muggeri

the dehumanized and oppressed state of western man when he wrote,"....1%

twenti

h century

L] ] i 3t bs T oo 16 P, A e
that Western man has decided to abolish himseif. Having wearied

of the struggie to be himself, he has hiz boredom out of

wd

-

his affluence, his own im

vulnerability out of his strength; himself bilowing the trumpet that

Iy

brings the walls of his own city tumbling down... until at last,

3
H
i

having educated himself into imbecility, and polluted and drugged

himseif 1into he keels over, a weary, battered old

This startling vision of the way man is going, brings us boack to
where we began this study, namely the problem of the freedom of man

which manife in his alienation from God and from himself

and also his ensiavement to systems, theories and

securities

which accentuate his inuthentic existence. (Part 1) Faith as ongoing
and critical encounter manifests man's freedom coram deo because
it allows man to be fully human and because it frees him from himself

for God, his neighb

end the worid. (Part II) Theology and Taith
are inextricably interdependent because both share a dynamism that
keeps them vital and living encounter. (Part III) In living faith
there 1s hope for the healing of man's spiritual schizophrenia and

dehumanization because in faith through Christ he is reconciled with Cod.
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"Racism, apartheid and mental
health,” p. 7

We do not, within the scope of this study, have to deal with
the de' ate on Althusser's and Marx's use of the word "ideology;"

ether, as Althusser puts it, "Huma £ ccrete ideology
as the very element and atmosphere pa to their histori-
cal respiration and 1ife," c¢r whether ideoiogv is a system
of vrepresentations that mystifies the vrelation between men
and their conditions ©f existence nd is a means by which the
ruling class maintains 1ts position "“by obscuring the conditions
of exploitation and oppression at the heart of society.” In
darx, 1deotogy is not always ecquated with illusion; he 1ists
judicial, political, religious, artistic or philosophic forms
os idecliogical forms, in which men become  “conscious of the
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cf. for example, Sundkler, B

Prophets, p. 238f

Qosthuizen, G C Pentecostal penetration into the Indian Community

in South ﬁ rica, Tp. /UF
illay, G J R l oiuw at Lho L?m ts? Chapters 3 and 5

e

LR t op. cit., p. 130

Paul Tillich described faith as "more than trust in even the
most sa cred authority. It is participation 1in the subject
of ore's ultimate concern with one's whole being."  Thereiore,
the term "faith" should not be used in connection with theoretii-
al  knowledge. cfp his  Dynamics of Faith, p. &4; 34: also
p. 8. Faith is def.ned as "a fﬁféf”anu centred act of uncon-
ditional, infinite and ultimate concern.

°
.I._

Pillay, G J op. cit., . i-x where an assessment of the
functional theory of religion i< offered.

B

Murray, Gilbert : Aeschy]ua° The Creator of Tragedy,

Do O
Ibid., p. 85; also Kitto, 4 D F Form a“u ueon1ng in Drama,
p. /. To the Greek “the essence of picly was humiTity,  The
conscious, acknowledgement that the gods are o"eater than man,
and man's greatness is held by their sufferanre Vellacott, P
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Theoloay Vol. 2, p. 37
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the v ., then srstanding his preaching of the will
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message of the rule of God means sharing in his joy, his obedience
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'S courage in the face of th: nearness of Godn The Nature
of Faith, p. 56

ped that  “society will be vrational and free to
to which it were organised, sustained and reproduced

cially new historical subject.” One Dimensional
90252; ¢f. also his [ssay on Liberation,

Berdyasv, N : Dream and Reality, p. 151

Lowrie, D : Rebellious Prophet, p. 216
Berdyaevg N : ea ]
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Berdyaev, N : Slavery and Freedom, p. 68; p. 207

cf. R.M. French's transiatorfs note
rcqardinq the difficulty of translating
“Soborrost.”

/\

Bulga

kov

727

ox_Church, p. 74

9

Horton, W M :

orary mMMmmyT“”'

Berdyaev, N ¢ Freedom anﬁ ihe Spirit. p, 20

Witliams, J G "Other -~ ‘MWorldly Christianity: Some positive
considerations” Theology Iouay B 275 This comment was made
in connection w nuﬁ“QUtLe‘a“ different 1issue to the one with
which this study is concerned.

Ibid., p. 22 ‘
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Rauche, G A : Philosophy of Actuality, p. &l
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Mackay, J A i op. Cit.s, p. 2°

[ Y;  W.M. Horton identified this existential dimension
as a “fourth dimension” which he claimed was mi:f*ng in the
"neat, orderly, three dimensicnal world of Anglo-Saxon theology.

This “fourth dimension" was “"full of terror as well as of
g]omy) demons as well as angels, and only to be known through
suffering; yet so fascinating and compelling to those who
nave known it that they would never again be content in our
plumber's paradise | nor exchange their apocalyptic torment
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for an eterﬂity in our bourgeois bli
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do we begin
Brmerding), p.
o the cﬁﬂ?ryiua}éza?iun
is claimed £ the idea
last ~ter of the 15th
a:aw from the main-
itute Tftor

churches broke
(Minutes of the In

)

nce (Consultation) Hammanskraai,

conducted recently by the magazine I1Q
South African whites are totally :ghﬂ“dv
cal realities of this country.” The survey found
ity of white South African teenagers to be  “complacent,
elf-satisfied and content to bask in white baaskap for a
1vﬂg as possible®  reported IQ. White teenagers, for ex&mpie,
had dwlficutay with eucn basic questions : as who the State
sident was. Prof Willen Kleynhans and Dr Hennie Coetzee
uf t.hL dEpu ‘tments of POI itical studies at UNISA and . and
Afrikaans University confirmed the findings of the survey
the basis o. their own researches. The Star 28 September.1984,
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The series of schisms from the mission churches
to the Ethiopian movement and the multitude of Zionist churches
are proot of this breach of fellowship. It is estimated that
independent churches exceed 3000 in number (information provided
by G C Ogsihui7enﬁ researcher of these churches: University
of 2'?@ﬂ"i ). However, this unwillingness to continue dia?oqv>
with white Christians 1 a7v widespread among many black
within the established churches also. They maintain, Uﬂdeistand”
ably so, that dialogue has. nunneved very 1ittle and that whites
are not prepa““ﬂ or willing to understand the black struagle
or the crisis of faith for the disinherited in South Africa
bev“n.o they have a vested interest 1in the mai e of
the status quo. The writer continues to maintain this fellowship,
.ituvugl he too is disillusicned with white attitudes in South
Africa, so as not to give into dispair. He 1is of the opiuion
that those who are vesponsible for the dehumanization of others
ihvariably become dehumanized themselves and are also 1in need
of _the Gospel of freedom.

that nhave led

The following are representative of the black theclogical approach
described here:

M.Buthelezi  "Mutual acceptance from a Black Perspective" JTSA

June 1978 No. 23, p. 71-76; “The Relevance of Black Theology"
) ;h“@fﬁjggpw0§§}opk> December 1974, p. 198-199: "“Christianity

in South Africa" Pro Veritate June 1973, n. 4-6; B Goba "An
African Christian TheoTogy:  Towards a Tentative MethodoTogy
rrom a South African Perspective" JTSA  September 1979 fo.
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103,

— & M T i TCA  Comtey
28, 7-13; S Gqubule , "What is Balck Theology?" JTSA Septs

Study

¢ E Mgﬂiu Py n?ogumaﬂsﬂ to the

TSA December 19/7 No. 21, p. 25-32
“in Southern Africa D Tutu, "
7:2  (1974), p. .

No. 8, 16-23
!hea?oGV‘

Ch;“ch awd

Fé?épégtive of Black Theol 1976 Tr
ity A. bot%bﬁ Fc - PR ;B
in a Black Situation” 14,

Fr. A Nolan, "What 1is Contextual Theology?" Lecture published
by the Institute of Contextual Theology (Braamfontein} June 1987,

Tissa Balasuriya 0.M.I.  Jesus Christ Human Liberation, p.7/

The most vulnerable of these
of Cone, for example, that

of. his d?' |11(f‘;'u\’V C'I"; Black

e e ————t AL P £ e B

C W H BoshoffD “Christ in Black Theology in a South African
Context,” Th: South African Missiological Sociely annual congress
Potchefstroom 1981.

“Biack Theology," et wrote, "is still doing theology
within the field of Western European, Graeco-Roman vooted thought-
forms and WYeltanschauung," “Theological Trends in Africa”
Missionalia Vol. 8 No. 2. - August 1580, p. 48, cf., also
TW 7 Kurewa "“The Meaning of African Theology" JTSA No.
1975,

cf. E W Fashole-Luke, "The Quest for African Christian
Theologies” in G H Anderson and T F Stransk sts:OP Trends
Mo. 3 p. 135-150; B H Kato, "Black Theology and Afvican Theolo-
1
st

gy" ' Evangelica (‘Jitv of Iheo¥og» October ¢ 35-48;
J S ND'tig"'Ln Fstianity and African Culture®  JI15A September
1977, No. 20, p. 26~ AO D IL‘V» African Chalienge p. 56-
65; “Black FheCIOQy/AfricQP Theotogy -~  Soul — Tates or
Antagonists?"  Journal of Religious Thought 32:2:1875, p. 25-33

cf. Albert Widjaja ”Bbggawiy Theology® in J C England (ed)
{1\ ing Theologies in Asia Orbis: p. 154-155, He points out
thé""uhﬁoloqscol beogtngP which was one of the major outcomes
of the western missionary endeavour, is unfortunately pcrpﬂsu1ved
by third World churchmen. Hence any theological pursuit that
is not from ihe theology of Luther, Barth, Bultmann etc, s
considered shallow, untheoiocgical and even perhaps sinfel  and
secular.

v Nico Smit pointed out that is was the NGK that had sent
a deiegation to Smuts asking to introduce Taws separating
Universities and Group Areas. He believed that the only way
open for this church was for it to "call & Day of Atonement.....
a day of confession of sinning against God and man - and admit
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ussex, England:

Braamfontein: published by the

Bonganjaloc Goba, Report on
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John  Aftchison A Concrete exercise - A personal evaluation

theology in Souther:

of the ASﬂirrstaea conferenc
y fontein: January

Africa Braa

Ibid., p. 8

Dy Shoki Coe of Taiwan
?nﬁigerizafﬁoﬂ and contextualization,
zation derives from the idea of
and tends to suggest a static respo
of traditional culture. Coe mai“fu‘ COHL”“EU&]TZG”
tion conveys all that is implied 1 ret  seeks
“to press beyond for a more dVHHM!c concka which s open  to
change and which is also future - orientated.” cf. "Contex-
LLol'71u} Theology" in Gerald H.  Anderson and Thomas F Stran-
sky Mi 3TOH lrwgwdgmwgyﬂlg, e X :

g to distinguish betwee
ini ut that ﬁud1qhw@~

in the soil®
Gospel in terms

J S Kruger in “Th:oiogy as response to socis!l change: a case
study®  Missionalia April 1979 Vol., 7 No. 1, 17-30 defines
”vefiect1\v “Lneo!ow} as "a theology which does not take
account that it is a human effort at giving wmeaning to life
and action and that it is linked to its social context with
a 1000 threads, namely purporting that it is truly passing
on divine Truth, may in f ct be vreflecting uncritically on
the needs, aspirations and interests of society,.. "Reflexive
theology" which is radically conscious of itself being ‘a human®
product takes its own social situation into fulland explicit
account and critically reflects on the links between the social
reality and itself,” p. 22

Avthur F Glasser  "Help from an Unexpected (Quarter o the 01d
lestament and Contextualization" Missiology Gctober 1979 Vol., VI
No. 4, p. 404 AUCE R R 540 i
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Ibide, p. 40
Aitchison John : op. ¢it., p. 14

T Preiss, :

is on p 1ge 262

cf. R Hardowirajono, “Serving the Faith by Promoting Jjustice”
in J € England op. cit., p. 148-154. In a slightly different
i the writer illustrates how this *wo-v:y proc
£ he church is to evangelise the
the same time she 1is to be evangelised
P

4
¢ Word and Faith, p. 321-322

cf. here G D Kaufman, “Christian Theotroy nd Indigenization"
in A Vision for Man (S. Amirthuri ed) : Ch;:SLian Literature
Society 1978, (essays in honour of ‘] Chandran).  Although
Kaufman in this article is in fact di sing ¢ mtextualization
not indigenize his title ts, his insichts are
interesting. the whole process, quite rightly, at
the centre of theologizing.

We are adapting the idea of Liebniz here that monads ave self-
contained, self-sufficient units (geschlossene and volendete).

cf. S Kappen " Orfentation of Asian Theology"  1in Logos Cclombo,
Sri Lanka VYol. 20 no 1, March 1981. Kappen states that "....
the primary locus of God - encounter is to be sought  not within
but outside and beyond religion in its institutionalized forms.
This does not mean that symbols traditionally handed doan  are
necessarily ‘“,apu%ie of mediating vreligious experience.
theological flection should be our meeting with God in the
contemporary hTS orical situation ie. in the realities of practi-
cal life, individual and social," p.x

L

An  interesting attempt at a theoicg:ca’ analysis of labour

Was recently made by B TThaga%e in  "Towards a Black Theology

f Labor" in  Voices from the Third World, Minila, Philippines:
VSTV

LA[WUE December 1983 Vol. VI No. 2.

In the twelveth century, Peter Lombard published his compendium
ibri Quatuor (Four Books of Sentences) which

oenLnu darum L
was a systema c1zat10n of Christian doctrines with many quotations

from the fathers divided into four books: the first deals
with God, providence and predestinations the second with
creation, original sin, grace and free-willy the third with
Christology: and the fourth with the sacraments and eschatology.
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Ln@oloov to LOleO“' the realities of his

: t the peak of the celebr :

the ground, posses:
they l¢ ﬁhLd to him

do was to demythologi

eXCesS bkﬁ
FCuprO wn
marking his re
by the spiri
exorci j

her g according to Rudol an."  ¢f. “Theological
Impotence and the Uni vﬂf\~‘ity of Chuych” in  Anderson
¥

and Stransky op. cit., 18,

the work of

127. One of the main principles of policy

the Theological Education Fund is farmu%afﬂ

H’

(There is a need) "to sense with great
in theological education today demands d
radical (hﬂddub in existing aims and Skluttd esS and yet to
(H%rwwn what 1s good and valid from the past.... We are con-
nccn ihuf theological reflection is at most and at best theolo-

A that our  thrust f to the true catholicity

Ts al most and also at best the 'ﬁhﬁﬂ?(ﬁlig'>ﬁﬂ Tﬂcoo F"“
"A working policy for the implementation of the th.
of the Theological Education Fund July 1972° in

in Context Bromley, Kent: TEF 1972 p. 18

World for the Whole Gos pe]‘
I No. 4, 395-405. Costas writes
carnating, 1alizing, proclamation
:pr? in today's world, the good naws
flosh9 communicated and celebrated in each
co In order to fulfil this multipronged

i

. we need constantly to explore the nature of

In CF" mission
celebra L'U

U‘\

129, EWF Tomlin, : R G Collingwood, in foreword p. i ¥

130, Titlich, P : Systematic Theology Vol. I, p. 3

137, Desmond  Tuty, : "Church and Nation in th € >

f Black Theology" JTSA Ne. 5 1970, p.b

132. c¢f. K Koyama, “Tribal Gods or Universal God" Miaz%oaaiia

November 1982 Vol. 10 No. 3. p. xKoyama maintains ‘Hat within

a Tlocal cultural context “If our God does not ma.e cr1c.ud7

comnents against us, that god must be a tribal apd parochial

god. It will come to us with comfortable messages of  "Western

viovie Theology" 'God follows Success Theology' and  ‘Fabricated

Holiness Theology. ' In all, this god will make us seli-
righteous."”

(@8]
o

eniity is pOL a thecological category and wherever it s made
tnto such a catecory {as an ‘'ordinance of creationt or 'God~

U J Bosch points out that " ‘people' as cultural and ethnic
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ness which endang e life of the church as the ' com y
Man, ' ?ﬂweverﬁ is a theol 3.ca§ chegovy; theref hie
hurch has i ; rn itself with the Tliberation of people
{not peoples}.,” in "The Church and the L?ua"at1an of Peoples?”
T NET

Aug, 1977 No. 2, 34,

s Hidden awi ckﬂ Revealed God"
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Andrew Walls in  "The Gospel as the Prisoner and Libera ?UT
Cuiture® argues that th tithetical “‘TP
involved in theologising: figenizing and
principles., The Tatter is always in tension with

.

He wyites, "Just as the indigeni

3

ing principle, it
in the Gospel, associated Christians with f _

of their culture and group, the pilgrim principle, Tn tension
with the ndigenising and equally of the Gospel, by associating
them with things and people outside the culture and group,
is in some respects a universalising factor,” p. 99 Missionalia
Vol. 10 No. 3 November 1982, While Nalls doeq not view con-
textualization as we have oum,n his idea of a "pilgrim" princi-
ple helps to illustrate our point here regarding "universal
relevance.,"”
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