
MAN BESOMING: RELEVANCE 

AT THE PRICE OP REDUCTIONV--

A Study of Gregory Baum 

by 

Peter Praamsma 

Submitted to The Department of Religious 
Studies in partial fulfilment for the 
M.A. Degree. 

The University of Ottawa October, 1973. 

, ^ ' W / O ^ 

j LlBRAKitS q, 

(~y\ Peter Praamsma, Ottawa, 1974, 



UMI Number: EC55639 

INFORMATION TO USERS 

The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy 

submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality illustrations 

and photographs, print bleed-through, substandard margins, and improper 

alignment can adversely affect reproduction. 

In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript 

and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if unauthorized 

copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate the deletion. 

UMI 
UMI Microform EC55639 

Copyright 2011 by ProQuest LLC 
All rights reserved. This microform edition is protected against 

unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code. 

ProQuest LLC 
789 East Eisenhower Parkway 

P.O. Box 1346 
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346 



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

It was Dr. James Schmeiser who in the context of a 

seminar on ecclesiology first introduced me to the work of 

Gregory Baum. Indeed, to a large extent my motivation for 

delving deeper into the subject is the result of his en­

couragement. 

Also, I gratefully acknowledge the advice and assist­

ance of Dr. Robert Choquette. Since in my circumstances his 

assistance came in the form of written critiques and explan­

atory letters, I wish to thank him for the extra effort which 

I am sure I caused. 

Further, I remain thankful to both the University of 

Waterloo and Sir Wilfred Laurier University for a policy 

which enabled me to use their libraries. 

Finally, I must express my sincere thanks to my wife, 

Margaret Elizabeth, for her patience, time, and effort in 

typing a hand-written manuscript which was not always very 

legible.' 



CURRICULUM STUDIORUM 

Peter Praamsma was born August 25, 1939, in Joure, 

The Netherlands. He received the Bachelor of Arts Degree in 

Philosophy from Hope College, Holland, Michigan, in 1964. He 

received the Bachelor of Divinity degree from McGill University, 

Montreal, Quebec, in 1937. The Title of his thesis was The 

Natural Theology of A. N. Whitehead—Its Solution to the Faith-

Reason Problem and Its Significance for Christian Theology. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

INTRODUCTION 1 

Chapter 
I . SETTING THE STAGE 6 

Baum's Theo log ica l P i lg r image 6 

The Wider S e t t i n g 9 

I I . TRUTH AS SALVATIONAL 1© 

I I I . BAUM'S UNETERSALISM 35 

R e v e l a t i o n 36 
The Concept "In C h r i s t " 44 

F a i t h 59 

IV. BAUM'S TRANSCENDENTALISM 67 

Baum's Phenomenology 72 

Baum's Apologe t ic Theology 82 

V. BAUM'S HERMENEUTICS 91 

Bas ic Tenets . 91 
Bracke t ing Off H i s to ry 104 

The Dominance Of A Concept Of Man 107 

CONCLUSION 113 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 115 



INTRODUCTION 

Since t h e p u b l i c a t i o n of Man Becoming Baum has w r i t t e n 

many a r t i c l e s on a va r i e ty of top ics . Some of these a r t i c l e s are 

quite theologica l while others deal with contemporary soc ia l and 

p o l i t i c a l i ssues . In e i ther case, however, I have not been able 

to detect a change from the pos i t ion manifest in Man Becoming. 

True, sometimes there i s an expansion in terminology. For example, 

in "The Bible as Norm" Baum typ i f i e s his hermeneutical pos i t ion 

as tha t of a theology of the inner and outer Word: "The theology 

of the Inner and Outer Word encourages us to affirm tha t the ground 

of t r u t h on which a man stands i s his own deep experience of l i f e 

( in which God's Word addresses him)." But here, as in "An Answer 

to Father Tavard," Baum underl ines his conviction tha t "I t i s 

present Chr is t ian experience tha t serves as the s t a r t i ng point 

for asking questions and seeking the theological s ignif icance for 

Scripture and creed . . . . " The question as to how ". . . the 

normative act ion of the Bible i s par t of a c r i t i c a l and confirming 

in te rac t ion between the de f in i t ive witness of the past and the more 

t en t a t i ve experience of the present . . . ", Baum deals with most 

^•Gregory Baum, "The Bible as Norm," The Ecumenist, IX, 
No. 5 (1971), p . 77. 

o 
Gregory Baum, "An Answer to Father Tavard," Journal of 

Ecumenical Studies, Fall, 1970, p. 7 8 8. 

^aum, "The Bible as Norm," p. 76. 
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e x p l i c i t l y in Fai th and Doctrine, The Cred ib i l i ty of the Church 

Today, and, where he deals with most fundamental assumptions, 

Man Becoming. Hence, references to post Man Becoming wri t ings 

are v i r t u a l l y non-existent in t h i s study. Also, l i t t l e use has 

been made of those who have drawn out the implications of Baum's 

thought for pa r t i cu la r themes. Donald P. Gray, for instance, quite 

c lea r ly sees the consequences of Baum's thought for chr is tology: 

"The symbol of Incarnation when applied to Jesus should point to 

a very specia l instance of what i s generally t rue about God's 

presence." But Gray also recognizes tha t Baum's approach ". . . 

does not begin to s e t t l e many other issues that might be ra i sed 
5 

about why t h i s human l i f e i s as open as i t i s . " Nevertheless, 

Gray does not deal with the unse t t led issues which, from the point 

of view of t h i s study, are a c r i t i c a l matter. 

Quite de f in i t e ly , the focus in my study i s on Man Becoming. 

Apart from the introductory chapter, the theological pos i t ion 

Baum espoused in Man Becoming i s here subjected to questions r a i s ed 

by (a) Baum's so te r io log ica l emphasis (Chapter I I ) , (b) Baum's 

universalism (Chapter I I I ) , and (c) Baum's epistemology (Chapter IV). 

What inspired these questions? Of what sor t are they? Questions 

do not occur in a vacuum. Indeed, they are usually sparked by 

some pa r t i cu l a r pos i t ion , and in my case i t would be f a i r to say 

%)onald P. Gray, "The Place of Jesus in Man's Becoming," 
The Ecumenist, X, No. 3 (1972), p . 42. 
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tha t tha t pos i t ion i s one influenced by the work of Barth and 

Bonhoeffer. 

Pa r t i cu l a r ly in Chapter IV Bonhoeffer's Act & Being plays 

an important ro le in my assessment of Baum. Hence, a br ief ex­

planat ion for my appeal to Bonhoeffer i s in order. 

In Act & Being Bonhoeffer showed tha t the theologies of 

h i s day were groupable into two major fami l ies , which he cal led 

theologies of act and theologies of being. Further , Bonhoeffer 

showed tha t the two types of theologies can in some way be corre la ted 

with a dua l i ty in philosophical o r ien ta t ion . However, as Franklin 

Sherman suggests ". . . the problem which Bonhoeffer isolated i s 

s t i l l with u s , whether represented by the same or different t h inke r s . " 

Says Sherman: 

If we consider, for example, recent discussions concerning 
the nature of God, Bonhoeffer's very act and being recur 
in the terminology of the two chief pos i t i ons , at l eas t as 
a r t i cu l a t ed on the American scene. For the one, God i s the 
God who a c t s ; for the o ther , he i s the ground of being. On 
the one hand, we have b i b l i c a l theology; on the other hand, 
philosophical theology, . . . . No less a person than T i l l i c h ' s 
long-time colleague Reinhold Niebuhr has c r i t i c i z e d T i l l i c h ' s 
ontological speculat ion, . . . , as inadequate to convey the 
b i b l i c a l conception of l i f e as a divine-human drama . . . . 

The question, thus , of how God's reve la t ion i s to be in terpre ted 

remains with us . But which d i rec t ion should theology take? Should 

one theologize exclusively in terms of ac t , or exclusively in terms 

of being? According to Bonhoeffer's analysis both of the above 

6Frankl in Sherman, "Act and Being," The Place of Bonhoeffer, 
ed. by Martin E. Marty (New York: Association Press , 1962), p . 84. 

Ib id . , pp. 84-85. 
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alternatives lead to abstract thought. For Bonhoeffer theology 

must begin with the givenness of the Church. Therefore, as Sherman 

points out: 

"Being in Adam" and "being in Christ"—these are the categories 
with which Bonhoeffer counters the attempted neutralism of 
Thomistic as well as other types of ontology (Husserl, Scheler, 
and Heidegger are also discussed). At the same time, these 
categories serve to counter the occasionalism of pure a c t -
theology. 8 

Bonhoeffer thus overcame the confl ic t between the subjectivism of 

act-theology and the fa lse ex terna l iza t ion of being-theology by 

a theosociological category: 

The being of reve la t ion , as hovering between the objective 
and the non-objective, i s "person"—the revealed person of 
God and the personal community of which tha t person i s the 
foundation.® 

Generally speaking, therefore , Bonhoeffer also presents a challeng­

ing approach to overcome the conf l ic t between what Baum re fe r s to 

as "immanentism" and "extrinsicism." 

Fundamentally, however, the questioning tha t guided my 

study i s the kind generated by the concern tha t theology, at l eas t 

within the Chr is t ian community, i s eas i ly derai led when i t s 

decisive h i s t o r i c a l witness i s jeopardized. As the t i t l e of t h i s 

study ind ica tes , there i s always the danger of theological reduction 

which I would here loosely define as the t a i l o r i n g of the Gospel 

to su i t phi losophical (metaphysical or ex i s t en t i a l - expe r i en t i a l ) 

or even i n s t i t u t i o n a l demands. But how can one decide whether a 

8Ibid., pp. 97-98. 

Q 

Dietrich Bonhoeffer, Act & Being, trans, by Bernard Noble 
(London: Collins, 1962), p. 133. 
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pa r t i cu l a r theology i s gu i l ty of reduction? No doubt, the 

concern which Baum's use of the Blondelian Shift in theological 

in t e rp re ta t ion r a i s e s for me •will manifest i t s e l f most c lea r ly 

in dealing with the hermeneutical question. And i t i s for 

t h i s reason tha t the f i na l chapter focuses on Baum's approach 

as a solut ion to the hermeneutical problem. 

Generally speaking, by the "Blondelian Shift" I mean 
Blondel 's insis tence tha t t r u th and, thus , also divine t r u t h , 
must have an i n t r i n s i c re la t ionsh ip to l i f e . Hence Blondel 's 
proposal embraces the idea of an "insider-God" whose dynamic 
presence forbids ( l ) an apologetics tha t i so la tes reve la t ion 
from the l i f e s i t ua t ion in which i t occurs, and (2) an approach 
to h is tory which f a i l s to recognize the in te rpre t ive character 
of a record of h is tory by identifying the complexity of actual 
h i s t o r i c a l r e a l i t y with such a record. 



CHAPTER I 

SETTING THE STAGE 

Baum's Theo log ica l P i lgr image 

In t h e p re f ace t o Man Becoming Baum b r i e f l y ske tches h i s 

development as a t h e o l o g i a n . For t h e purpose of showing t h a t Baum's 

p r e s e n t o r i e n t a t i o n i s t h e r e s u l t of a cons ide r ab l e number of y e a r s 

of r e f l e c t i o n and e x p e r i e n c e , t h e s t o r y i s here r e t o l d . 

Beginning wi th h i s days as a member of t h e Augus t in ian 

Order i n t h e l a t e f o r t i e s , Baum t e l l s us t h a t i n i t i a l l y he had adopted 

a theo logy w i th a s t rong B a r t h i a n f l a v o u r . Indeed, Baum now acknow­

ledges t h a t h i s e a r l y a t t r a c t i o n t o Ba r th i an theo logy was perhaps a 

n a t u r a l choice s i n c e , i n h i s view, t h e B a r t h i a n emphasis admirably 

2 
s u i t e d t h e a s p i r a t i o n s and t r a d i t i o n s of t h e r e l i g i o u s l i f e . However, 

Gregory Baum, Man Becoming (New York: Herder and Herder , 
1970) , pp . v i i - x i v . 

o 
Bar th ' s emphasis on the cen t r a l i t y of Scripture and f a i t h ­

fulness to the Church's apostol ic commission re inforces a s ty le of 
l i f e where act ion no l e s s than thought i s exhorted to be responsive 
to the God of l i f e : "If our thinking i s not to be pseudo-thinking 
we must think about l i f e ; . . . " (Karl Barth, The Epis t le to the 
Romans, t r ans , by Edwyn C. Hoskyns (^Oxford: Oxford University Press , 
1968JJ, p . 425). For Barth everything in the Church from i t s po l i t y 
and s t ruc ture to i t s varied organizations must be d i rec ted by the one 
apostol ic commission to preach and administer the sacraments (Karl 
Barth, Credo [New York: Charles Scr ibner ' s Sons r ,1962], pp. 143-44). 
Further , Barth makes his recommendation out of respect for the 
Church's apostol ic commission and not because " . . . the Church 
should be content to ex is t in a 'corner of p r iva te p i e t y ' " ( i b i d . ) . 
Baum has therefore good reason for saying tha t Bar th ' s emphasis 
s u i t s the r e l ig ious l i f e . But poss ibly , since Baum i s now c r i t i c a l 
of a too r i g i d d i s t i n c t i o n between the supernatural and na tura l 
l i f e , he also intends the charge tha t the Barthian emphasis tends 
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at the end of the f i f t i e s , pas to ra l work and continued studies— 

notably on the Church's r e la t ionsh ip to anti-semitism—made Baum 

aware of the dangerous sel f -delusion which may be perpetuated when 

the Church makes a r i g i d d i s t i n c t i o n between supernatural and na tura l 

l i f e . Indeed, though constantly aware of the ambiguity of secular , 

l i b e r a l values , Baum came to see tha t the contemporary culture as 

shaped by these values revealed h i ther to hidden aspects of the Gospel. 

Baum's discovery, however, did bring on a personal c r i s i s , even to 

the point of wondering whether he could remain a Catholic. But 

Baum's s t ruggle came to an end when Karl Rahner showed him a way out 

to give the Chris t ian community a "ghetto" qual i ty . In a more d i rec t 
way the same c r i t i c i sm i s ra i sed by F. Ferret In at tacking T. F. 
Torrance, a staunch defender of the Theology of the Word, who made 
the case that only by God's miraculous act ion the human word becomes 
the bearer of God's Word, Ferre s t a t e s : "Why, i f these words of 
ours are quite meaningless as applied to God, are the meaningless 
words of Scripture more to be respected than the meaningless words 
of a racing tab lo id?" (Frederick F ^ F e r r e , Language, Logic and God 
^New York: Harper & Brothers;,, 1961], p . 90j. The charge l a id i s 
l og ica l docetism—a divorce between the logica l character of human 
theological discourse and the meaning and t r u t h miraculously con­
ferred by God. And, of course, the al leged docetism cannot lead 
to a genuine theory of incarnation. Yet, even i f Baum agrees with 
F e r r e ' s c r i t ique of the "Logic of Obedience," he ce r ta in ly does 
not apply i t to a l l of Bar th ' s thought. At l e a s t , in Man Becoming 
Baum's a t t i t u d e to Barth i s quite pos i t ive and, no doubt, for a 
good reason: Barth simply cannot be dismissed as the helpless slave 
of a defective theologica l method. Barth himself has pointed out 
tha t ear ly pre-occupation with the majesty and otherness of God was 
a reac t ion to presenta t ions of God as " . . . confined to the musty 
she l l of the Chr i s t i an- re l ig ious self-consciousness, . . . " (Karl 
Barth, The Humanity of God [Richmond, Va.: John Knox Press , 19643, 
p . 40). But accentuation of God's otherness did not remain Bar th ' s 
only emphasis; as the following reveal ingly shows: "But did i t not 
appear to escape us by quite a distance tha t the de i ty of the l iv ing 
God . . . found i t s meaning and i t s power only in the context of 
His h i s to ry and of His dialogue with man, and thus in His togetherness 
with man?" ( i b i d . , p . 45). 
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with a theological anthropology with which i t was possible " . . . , 

to affirm the uniqueness of the Church and at the same time to hold 

tha t the mystery of new l i f e i s operative in every single human 

being. " Karl Rahner, then, was a key factor in Baum's r e - o r i e n t ­

a t ion. But, admits Baum: "The sh i f t of perspective began to influence 

my theology only slowly. "* Thus the new perspective which had come to 

him as a question-mark in the l a t e f i f t i e s and then as a new way of 

seeing did not become a subject for systematic inves t igat ion and 

explorat ion for Baum u n t i l the l a t e s i x t i e s . In The Cred ib i l i ty 

of the Church Today, which i s Baum's reply to Charles Davis' A 

Question of Conscience, he ful ly appropriates the new perspective 

and i n t e rp r e t s the Church and t r a d i t i o n a l ecclesiology in the l igh t 

of i t s new focus. In another work, Fai th and Doctrine, Baum works 

out the implications of the new approach for apologetics. F ina l ly , 

in Man Becoming Baum answers objections to the new perspective and 

applies i t s p r inc ip les of r e in t e rp re t a t i on to the doctrine of God. 

Also, Baum does acknowledge tha t he finds support for h i s views in 

the work of theologians such as Paul T i l l i c h , Bishop Robinson, and 

other exponents of secular theology. However, i n s i s t s Baum, since he 

c h o o ses to be r ad i ca l and orthodox at the same time, he has attempted 

to develop a method and language which would be in greater cont inui ty 

with Catholic l i f e and thought than tha t of the so-cal led modern, 

secular theologians. Nevertheless, along with Baum's des i re for 

^Baum, Man Becoming, p . x. 

I b i d . , p . x i . 
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continuity, according to his own judgment, the distinctive thing 

about his approach is: 

. . . the application of a psychologically-oriented phenomenology 
to show that ordinary human life is not ordinary at all, but, in 
fact, highly dramatic, a field of conflict between forces of self-
destruction and powers—unexpected powers—of creativity and new 
life.5 

The Wider Setting 

Edward Schillebeeckx observes a difference between Catholic 

and Reformed theologians which deserves attention. Says Schillebeeckx: 

In the theology of the Reformed Churches, our attention is again . 
drawn to a continuing series of peaks of theological authority— 
Barth, Bultmann, Tillich, Ebeling, and Fuchs, Moltmann, Pannenberg 
and so on. In Catholic theology, however, these peaks are more 
relative—theology seems more to be borne along by a wider stream 
which carries all kinds of vessels along with it, but within which 
a current that is somewhat faster than the stream itself can from 
time to time be observed." 

But, further, the difference between Catholic and Reformed theology 

is, according to Schillebeeckx, the result of the distinctively 

Catholic idea of the Church. Suggests Schillebeeckx: 

According to this idea, the radical need for hermeneutic inter­
pretation is recognised as clearly as in Protestant theology, 
but far greater importance is attached to the fides Ecclesiae, 
the faith of the whole community of believers, than to the finest 
synthesis of theologians, even though these have a critical 
function with regard to the empirical form in which the faith of 
the community appears.' 

°Ibid., p. x m . 

6T. M. Schoof, A Survey of Catholic Theology, 1800-1970, with 
a Foreword by Edward Schillebeeckx, trans, by N. D7 Smith (New York: 
Paulist Newman Press, 1970), p. 1. 

7Ibid., pp. 1-2. 
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Hence, if Schillebeeckx is correct, the Catholic theologian may be 

expected to have a sense of modesty—a consciousness of being " . . . 

Q 

only one small voice within a great movement. . . . " Now, na tura l ly , 

one r e a l i z e s tha t Reformed theologians too may have the i r reasons for 

a sense of modesty. Respect for a wide var ie ty of t r ad i t i ons as well 

as a theologian 's understanding of h is work in re la t ionsh ip to the 

Church, may have a profound bearing. Nevertheless, in Protestant 

c i r c l e s theology often did and does express i t s e l f with an urgency and 

a prophetic emphasis which would seem to be l ie the presence of modesty. 

Yet, quite apart from the question of modesty, i t i s especial ly the 

f l e x i b i l i t y which can be a par t of viewing theology as "borne along 

by a wider stream" which deserves a t t en t ion . A f l e x i b i l i t y which implies 

even the p o s s i b i l i t y of a Copernican turn-about , I bel ieve , would be 

d i f f i cu l t for a theologian in the Reformed t r a d i t i o n . Of course, one 

should immediately qualify the foregoing statement. The r e a l l y import­

ant theologians—whatever t he i r period or Church a f f i l i a t ion—are too 

complex, v e r s a t i l e , and a l ive to be r i g i d l y classif ied. ' Also, p a r t i c ­

u l a r ly in the absence of well documented studies on the subject , a s s e r t ­

ions on how Catholic and Protes tant theologians differ with respect to 

the way Church-life influences t h e i r theology, can only have the v a l i d i t y 

of a general impression. Nevertheless, on the whole, i t seems to me, 

Schil lebeeckx's judgment i s quite warranted. Theological t r a d i t i o n in 

the Reformed Churches i s usual ly sharply dist inguished from the primary, 

Sc r ip tu ra l witness. Consequently, even if in prac t ice a pa r t i cu la r 

8 I b i d . , p . 2. 
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historical confession or doctrinal expression is held to be binding, 

such a confession or doctrinal expression is commonly regarded as 

subject to the critique of the "Word." Hence, by implication, what 

the theologians consider a "right" reading of the "Word" plays a 

decisive role in Protestant communions. Now, as suggested by what 

may happen in practice, one could not say that tradition for Protest­

ants never succeeds in becoming something like a "word incarnate." 

As a participant in the current study of the Plan of Union for the 

United Church of Canada, the Anglican Church, and the Disciples of 

Christ, I am often surprised by the weight of authority certain people 

still invest in a Calvin, Knox, or Wesley. But let me clarify further: 

by stressing the prophetic role of theology in Protestant circles I 

by no means wish to imply that Catholic tradition is never subject 

to a critique in the light of Catholic theology. The bearing of the 

new perspective on Vatican II serves to illustrate the point—and, 

one could add, also illustrates how the theological critique in 

Catholicism is more likely to express itself through a consensus rather 

than an individual voice. Thus it is here acknowledged that the 

greater weight imparted to tradition in Catholic thought is apt to 

provide the Catholic theologian with a sense of relativity and per­

spective which can give his work a more tentative and less rigid 

character. The work of Baum is of course a good illustration of 

Catholic flexibility, Baum's movement from a Barthian emphasis to 

the near opposite theological anthropology initiated by Rahner tells 

the story of a theologian who frankly admits that his point of view is 

subject to revision in the light of critical reflection on his own and 

the Church's experience. Now, no doubt, self-critical reflection also 
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occurs, among Protes tant theologians. Yet possibly, the Protestant 

impulsion to present here and now the way things ought to be under­

stood—the peaks of theological author i ty of which Schillebeeckx 

speaks—is a l i a b i l i t y ra ther than an asset for the creat ion of a 

dialogue which may change minds. Indeed, Schillebeeckx i s p o l i t e 

when he speaks of peaks of theological author i ty . One could eas i ly 

regard twentieth century Protestant theology as a se r i e s of wrestl ing 

matches where a champion's chief credent ia ls are of course his s k i l l , 

wi t , and prowess to dethrone o thers . Barth had to demolish Harnack, 

the secular theologians had to show Barth 's i r re levance, Bultmann's 

d i sc ip l e s had to "correct" Bultmann, and the theologians of hope, 

no doubt, received a spot l ight because they shadow-boxed the despair 

l e f t by the so-cal led Chris t ian a t h e i s t s . The foregoing i s of course 

only a ca r ica tu re . Yet insofar as the car ica ture disc loses a grain 

of t r u t h , i t i s probably t rue that in contrast with i t s Protestant 

counterpart the Catholic community of theologians possesses a greater 

humility before t r a d i t i o n as a whole. Consequently, one of the t r a i t s 

of the Catholic theologian should be his patience and capacity for 

sympathetic dialogue—even if t h i s makes h is work less flamboyant and 

for some, therefore , perhaps l ess exci t ing . 

For the present inves t iga t ion , however, the question which 

must be ra i sed i s : Yttiat i s Baum's contr ibut ion within the dialogue 

of the Catholic theological community? Is his work an en t i r e ly new 

contr ibut ion? Further , what i s the value of Baum's theology, and 

how does one judge i t ? 

As noted, Baum admits h is indebtedness to Karl Rahner. Also, 

in Man Becoming Baum makes i t abundantly c lear tha t h i s proposals for 
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r e in t e rp re t ing Chris t ian doctrine are founded on a modification of 

Maurice Blondel 's method of immanentism. S t i l l , Blondel and Rahner 

are not the only influence. Baum's pa r t i c ipa t ion in Scr ip tura l 

s tudies and in the ecumenical dialogue doubtless means his exposure 

to a great var ie ty of thought and scholarship. Generally speaking, 

thus , Baum's work i l l u s t r a t e s the three themes—an impulse from the 

authentic Chris t ian pas t , an impulse from contemporary e x i s t e n t i a l 

experience, and an impulse from the other Christ ian Churches—which 

T. M. Schoof observes as ever discernible in Catholic theology in i t s 

process of renewal. ° 

Baum's novelty i s thus not a case of i so la ted , unrelated 

o r i g i n a l i t y . Rather, Baum adopts and applies the insights of a 

t r a d i t i o n which he makes hiw own and which, as such, he makes new 

by doing h is thinking in the midst of a stream of in terac t ing in f lu­

ences emanating both from the past and the present . 

However, already at t h i s point something can be said of Baum's 

s ty l e of theologizing. Charles Davis who accuses Baum of ideological 

thinking —we w i l l not judge here whether Davis' charge has va l id i ty— 

does, at l eas t i nd i r ec t ly , point to a qual i ty in Baum's work. That i s , 

Baum's work ra the r has the appearance of being dominated by the search 

for a philosophical j u s t i f i c a t i o n for the l i f e of the Church. An 

exaggerated way of underlining Baum's apologetic concern i s to describe 

Ib id . , p . 15. 

Charles Davis, A Question of Conscience (London: Hodder 
and Stoughton, 1967), p. 244. 
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him as having looked for and found the key by which the door i s 

opened again to meaningful and viable Chris t ian f a i t h . But what 's 

wrong with such a stance? If i t i s r e a l l y so that an i n t e l l i g i b l e 

f a i t h i s the p re requ is i t e for a soc ia l ly relevant f a i t h , one should 

not complain.' Of course, should the concern with apologetics become 

too iso la ted or technical—which emphatically i s not the case with 

Baum—then c r i t i c i sms such as made by Daniel Callahan are quite under­

standable. S ta tes Callahan: 

Most of the great Catholic f igures of our day—the Rahners, the 
Kungs, the Schillebeeckxs, the von Balthasars—are notably scant 
in references to economics, p o l i t i c a l science, urban planning, 
and even to the sociology and psychology of r e l ig ion . -*-

Indeed, the following remark is even more t e l l i n g : 

The new realm of Catholic thought—of I-Thou encounters, salvat ion 
h i s to ry , omega po in t s , Lonergan-like in s igh t s , sein and dasein, 
kerygma—is a de l ight fu l place for Catholics to l i v e . I t ' s jus t 
tha t we're the only ones who l ive there along with a few scat tered 
Protes tants .12 

But, of course, Baum's work i s not blind to the psychology and sociology 

of r e l i g i o n . On the contrary, Baum's psychologically-oriented phen­

omenology produces an in te rp re ta t ion which i s of d i rec t relevance to 

a l l phases of l i f e . But, fur ther , whether d i r ec t l y or only ind i rec t ly 

re levan t , must one not maintain that a form of apologetics remains 

indispensable? The Church can not have a r e a l sense of d i rec t ion and 

thus be of soc ia l relevance unless i t proceeds on the basis of an 

^ D a n i e l Callahan, "The Secular City: Toward a Theology of 
Secu la r i ty , " New Theology, No.3, ed. by Martin E. Marty and Dean G. 
Peerman (New York: The MacMillan Company, 1966), p . 35. 

1 9 

I b i d . , pp. 35-36. 
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i n t e l l i g i b l e f a i t h . An apologetic attempt, therefore , which, as Baum 

does, aims at giving the Gospel a foothold in contemporary thought 

and experience should have much to commend i t s e l f . 

Nevertheless, there i s , I suggest, a qual i ty in Baum's work 

which i s common to Catholic renewal theology. As Callahan ins inuates , 

there i s a tendency to be concerned with re l ig ious secur i ty , and 

especia l ly in the sense of a great effort to show tha t the new i s in 

l ine with the old. Now, of course, the need to demonstrate the con­

t i n u i t y of the new with the old is not quite as urgent as in p re -

Vatican I I days. As T. M. Schoof indicates in his observations on 

pre-Vatican I I renewal theology, 

The factor to which the laborious progress of the theology of 
renewal can be a t t r i bu ted i s not , on closer inspection, the 
magisterium as a regulat ing function within the Church. . . . N o , 
the r e s t r a in ing factor i s a t t r i bu tab le to the f a t a l a l l iance between 
t h i s teaching author i ty and neo-scholasticism, . . . . 1° 

Thus the pre-Vatican H s t a t e of a f fa i r s meant that theologians who 

aimed at renewal were under constant pressure to make t he i r e f for t s 

acceptable to a teaching author i ty which " . . . believed firmly tha t 

t h i s system of theologica l concepts tha t i s , of neo-scholasticism 

was iden t i ca l with the reve la t ion of Chr is t , . . . . " Again, in 

Schoof's words: 

. . . , the theologians who were looking for new ways of expressing 
the cen t ra l elements of r eve la t ion , f a i t h , and t r a d i t i o n recognized 
the indispensable need to make t h e i r inner conviction acceptable to 
the teaching author i ty by a more and more subtly shaded presenta t ion 

^Sschoof, A Survey of Catholic Theology, p . 148. 

1 4 I b i d . , p . 149. 
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of t h e i r point of view. When i t became apparent tha t t h i s could 
not be done successfully from a pos i t ion outside that of neo-
scholasticism—the fa i lu re of the modernist movement i s an 
example of this—an attempt was made to do i t by going back to 
the sources of scholasticism i t s e l f . 5 

Now, of course, the post-Vatican I I s i t ua t ion in which Baum theologizes 

does not conform to the conditions described by Schoof. But why, then, 

the need to r e - i n t e r p r e t and re-formulate if there i s a new found 

freedom? That question i s , of course, pa r t l y answered by the d i s t i n c t ­

ively Catholic idea of the Church which, as noted, en t a i l s an inescapable 

encounter with past doctr ine and p rac t i ce . But, fur ther , i t i s also 

Baum's expressed desire to be both r ad i ca l and orthodox at the same 

time which necess i ta tes his coming to terms with the Church's past 

witness . 

Now, of course, insofar as Baum's r e in t e rp re t a t ion does i n t r o ­

duce a r ad ica l element, he may eas i ly become the vict im of rash judg­

ments. Especially for the t r a d i t i o n a l i s t , i t may be tempting to dismiss 

Baum's self-proclaimed orthodoxy as a "sugar-coated" attempt to appease 

conservatives. Again, others might make the disparaging suggestion 

tha t Baum's work epitomizes an a t t i t ude which allows one to tamper with 

orthodox foundations without r e s t r a i n t . But, of course, unless the 

emotion i s based on a r a t iona le with which one can enter a constructive 

dialogue, very l i t t l e i s gained. Certainly, the view that theology too 

i s a t l a s t the vict im of a "permissive" society is simply too naive in 

tha t i t b e l i t t l e s the greater personal r e spons ib i l i ty with which 

theologians must function in an open s i tua t ion . Rather what Baum's 

work does prove i s tha t in his freedom of expression he i s able to 

1 5 I b i d . , p . 151. 
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produce a theology in which the present plays a v i t a l r o l e . Moreover, 

Baum presents h is theology with such a c l a r i t y and pas to ra l concern 

tha t i t cannot escape the a t t en t ion of the Church a t large . Indeed, 

the l uc id i ty with which Baum expresses himself could make him for the 

Catholic communion much what Bishop Robinson was for Protes tants in 

the ear ly s i x t i e s . Of course, the s imi la r i ty between Baum and 

Robinson must not be pushed too fa r . Nor do I wish to imply tha t 

both Baum and Robinson are mere popularizers who are void of any 

o r i g i n a l i t y . The point here i s tha t Baum—as Robinson did with 

T i l l i c h ' s and Bultmann's theology—presents a quite readable and, as 

such, perhaps controvers ia l in te rp re ta t ion of a t r a d i t i o n of renewal 

whose progress i s by now i r r eve r s ib l e . 

The cen t ra l problem Baum concerns himself with in Man Becoming 

i s the doctrine of God and how for modern men t h i s doctrine can be 

turned into e i ther sense or nonsense. Thus, touching the cent ra l 

nerve of what i t means to l ive by f a i t h , Baum inevitably creates some 

deep questioning and probing. And how could i t be different. ' Modest 

as Baum's "current tha t i s somewhat fas ter than the wider theological 

stream" may be, h is consistent appl icat ion of the Blondelian Shift 

in the work of in te rp re ta t ion affects the understanding of every single 

doct r ine . Inevi tably, therefore , Baum's proposals are bound to s t i r 

up quest ions, and, indeed, if not questions, perhaps suspicions. 

Consequently, i t i s not a t o t a l surprise tha t Baum has expounded h is 

views as if in an t ic ipa t ion of various charges. 



CHAPTER I I 

TRUTH AS SALVATIONAL 

The demand fo r non-objec t i f i c a t i o n 

Time and aga in Baum s t r e s s e s t h a t t h e t r u t h s of f a i t h a r e s a l v a t i o n a l : 

The a r t i c l e s of f a i t h r e c i t e d in t h e creed do not d e s c r i b e an ob j ec t 
c a l l e d God of which man i s an o b s e r v e r : t h e s e a r t i c l e s p roc la im and 
mediate God's communication of himself . Since God comes t o man i n 
h i s Word, h i s t r u t h i s always s a l v a t i o n a l . 1 

Baum i s t h u s in harmony wi th t h e t r a d i t i o n t h a t s t r e s s e s t h e " a f f e c t i v e " 

a spec t of t h e conten t of f a i t h . The r e v e l a t i o n of God, i t i s h e l d , i s not 

i n a vacuum but i s i n sepa rab ly l i nked w i th man's l i f e . But , f u r t h e r , Baum 

s u g g e s t s : "Divine r e v e l a t i o n i s not new knowledge; i t does not make men 

l e a r n e d o r wel l - in formed about t h e d i v i n e , r a t h e r i t a f f e c t s man's con­

s c i o u s n e s s . " 

However, what does i t mean t o say t h a t God a f f e c t s man's consc ious ­

n e s s ? God's immanence and, hence, man's p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n r e v e l a t i o n , 

d o u b t l e s s means t h e i m p o s s i b i l i t y of what Baum c a l l s a " s p e c t a t o r knowledge 

of God." But does God's immanence a l s o mean t h a t t h e concepts of f a i t h 

on ly have an o b j e c t i v e r e f e r e n c e t o G o d - i n - h i s - e f f e e t and not t o God-as-

h e - i s - i n - h i m s e l f ? A c t u a l l y Baum t e l l s u s t h a t we may not make t h e above 

d i s t i n c t i o n : "The Word of God t o man i s God himself . The g i f t of God t o 

"T3aum, Man Becoming, p . 95. 

2 lb id. 
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man i s God himself. This i s the Good News proclaimed by Jesus Chris t . 

For t h i s reason we may not suppose tha t behind God's prebence in his tory 

there i s a God exis t ing in himself." Salvational t r u t h , Baum tnus 

holds, i s also with reference to God-as-he-is-in-himself. Yet far 

from meaning tha t God i s i n t e l l i g i b l e mystery in a transcendence which 

i s also d i s t i n c t from the human r e a l i t y , Baum asse r t s a transcendent 

mystery at the heart of l i f e . Further, as men r e f l e c t on the presence 

of the mystery, i t unfolds a meaning that " . . . may be t rans la ted into 

declara t ions about human l i f e Tand thus_J indicates that man's knowledge 

of God i s always sa lva t iona l . " 

In the in t e re s t of avoiding a pos i t ion which he fee ls inevitably 

leads to an ob jec t i f i ca t ion of God, Baum holds tha t there i s no point 

a t which man can regard himself apart from God or God apart from man. 

Hence, without posi t ing a God behind the God-in-his-revelat ion and with­

out denying God's transcendence, Baum can make his case for a theological 

anthropology and the relevance of a psychologically-oriented phenomenology. 

Yet, surely, Baum's conception of God i s not the only basis to 

avoid non-object i f ica t ion. The demand for non-object i f icat ion is also 

5 I b i d . , pp. 181-82. 4 I b i d . , p . 186. 

^Baum, of course, grants the va l id i ty of the " . . . more 
exclusively i n t e l l e c t u a l theology" (Man Becoming, p . 285). But t h i s 
means for him that i t " . . . should be possible to approach the ins ider-
God with the methods and too l s of philosophical reasoning" ( i b i d . ) . 
That i s , an i n t e l l e c t u a l approach may not deviate from the premises tha t 
make Baum's theological anthropology poss ible . Indeed, philosophical 
r e f l e c t i o n may for Baum " . . . be an attempt to discern the message 
inscribed in man's experience of r e a l i t y . . . " ( i b i d . , p . 170). The 
v a l i d i t y of Baum's appeal to Vatican I in t h i s context i s of course 
dependent on his in te rp re ta t ion of the r a t i o fide i l l u s t r a t a of that 
council . In the l ight of Edward Schil lebeeckx's comments (Revelation 
and Theology, t r ans , by N. D. Smi thy 2 v o l s . ; London: Sheed and Ward, 
1967-683, I> 128) one may have serious reservat ions with regard to the 
universalism which Baum a t t r i b u t e s to Vatican I . 
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s a t i s f i e d by a theism which maintains a conception of God as somehow 

embracing both en t i ty and non-enti ty. Moreover, the presence of an 

"ent i ty" aspect would then allow one to speak of an objective reference 

to God. And, fur ther , even though knowledge of the l iving God by necessi ty 

i s sa lva t iona l , i t would nevertheless put the believer in the d i rec t ion of 
7 

knowing God u n t i l " . . . we sha l l see him as he i s . " Consequently, 

f a i t h would not be a new consciousness in the sense of rea l iz ing some­

thing about my deepest dimension. Rather, f a i t h would then be the 

recept ion of t r u t h which I may t r u s t i s a knowledge of God. 

Now, of course, Baum may object that the theism I have in mind, 

even i f i t avoids a once- for -a l l conceptual grasping of God, s t i l l 

views the r e a l i t y of God and man in terms of an "over-againstness. " 

Thus Baum might well pro tes t tha t my suggestion en ta i l s an object i f i c ­

a t ion of God. 

Admittedly, the conception of God as embracing both en t i ty and 

non-enti ty i s ra ther paradoxical , but i t i s not for that reason non­

sens ica l . In i t s non-enti ty aspect the notion points to the "more than 

personal" of God's r e a l i t y . But at the same time the en t i ty aspect 

°0f relevance here i s Dietr ich Bonhoeffer. In a chapter on 
reve la t ion in terms of being in which he examined revela t ion understood 
( l ) as doct r ine , (2) as psychic experience, and (3) as i n s t i t u t i o n , 
Bonhoeffer concluded tha t the l a t t e r are inadequate because they " . . . 
understand the revealed God as en t i t y , whereas e n t i t i e s are transcended 
by act and being" (Act & Being, p . 111). Nevertheless, suggested 
Bonhoeffer, " . . . for the pure ontology of reve la t ion i t i s as wrong 
to v o l a t i l ' i s e reve la t ion into non-enti ty as to t r e a t i t wholly as 
e n t i t y . I t must ra ther be thought of as enjoying a mode of being which 
embraces both en t i ty and non-ent i ty , while at the same time 'suspending' 
within i t s e l f man's intent ion of i t - f a i t h . " ( i b i d . , p . 113). 

I John 3:2. (R.S.V. ) 
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s ign i f i e s tha t the "more than personal" i s not " less than personal ." 

Thus the Ultimate i s described as an otherness which affirms the Chris t ian 

conviction of communion with a r e a l Thou. Now, without question, in and 

by i t s e l f the idea of God as embracing both en t i ty and non-enti ty i s an 

abs t rac t ion . However, r a ther than ca l l ing t h i s abst ract ion a case of 

ob jec t i f i ca t ion i s i t not , and more j u s t l y so, a t hes i s about the r e l a t i o n 

of God to man in the l ight of the witness of fa i th? Indeed, if i t i s 

argued tha t a t hes i s concerning God which wishes to do ju s t i ce to him as 

personal r e a l i t y involves ob jec t i f i ca t ion , then Baum's own t h e s i s i s 

gu i l ty of the same mistake. Then, in Baum's case, h is exclusive s t r e s s 

of God's non-'entity aspect i s en t i r e ly in the in te res t of safeguarding a 

purely sa lva t iona l dimension of our knowledge of God.' Baum's theological 

synthesis thus , no l ess than any other , quite de f in i t e ly involves a 

metaphysical judgment. But, fur ther , what i s the case if r e a l object if-

i ca t ion i s defined as the imposition of a judgment on the data of f a i th? 

Could Baum r e a l l y argue that h is synthesis merely operates in the l igh t 

of these data? One might plausibly argue, i t seems to me, t h a t , if 

anyone, i t i s Baum who object i f ies—turning God solely into non-enti ty 

only because he i s r e a l l y conceived as un in t e l l i g ib l e en t i t y , save in 

h is dynamic ef fec t . 

The word "objec t i f ica t ion" , i t appears then, i s eas i ly abused. 

I t provides the theological marksman with ammunition tha t can hardly 

miss the t a r g e t . However, precious l i t t l e i s gained if the t a rge t i s 

merely an a r t i f i c i a l rend i t ion of what one thinks others are doing. 
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Theology exclusively in 
a modum affec t ionis? 

A further point ra i sed in connection with Baum's emphatic s t r e s s 

on the sa lva t iona l character of the t ru th s of f a i t h i s the question 

whether he intends to theologize exclusively in a modum af fec t ion i s . 

Remarks such as " . . . beyond the sa lva t iona l knowledge of f a i t h there 

i s the more exclusively i n t e l l e c t u a l knowledge of theology" and, "The 

more r e s t r i c t i v e approach we have adopted . . . has enabled us to speak 

about God and h is reve la t ion in ordinary, largely non-technical terms, 

to bypass many philosophical issues . . . " almost give the impression 

tha t a theology in Aquinas' sense of a r e f l ec t ion in the modum cognit ionis 
Q 

can be dispensed with. However, as in the case of Lesl ie Dewart, an 

"every-man's theology" or a "market-place theology" i s , of course, very 

much grounded in what an academic theology now ordains. Baum himself 

admits tha t he cap i t a l i zes on the d i rec t ion academic theology received 

in the thinking of Blondel, Marechal, Rahner, and o t h e r s . ^ But, as a 

r e s u l t , Baum's pos i t ion i s of course more than the mere consequence of a 

d i rec t ion which others have j u s t i f i e d philosophical ly. Baum'b own 

Baum, Man Becoming, p. 285. 
Q 

According to Schillebeeckx (Revelation and Theology, I, 282) 
Aquinas feared that thought exclusively in the modum affectionis would 
produce vague and emotional results. 

In his plea for a metaphysics of presence, Leslie Dewart states: 
"Christian theology and philosophy would then cease to be academic sub­
jects and theo-logical enquiry would once again take place in the public, 
everyday, real life of the whole church" (The Future of Belief jjTew York: 
Herder and Herder, 1966J, p. 145 n.). 

11 
Baum, Man Becoming, pp. 26-27. 
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engagement in the re fu ta t ion of charges against the Blondelian perspective 

by necess i ty e n t a i l s a c r i t i c a l evaluation of theological issues in a 

technica l sense. Hence, even i f one i s of the opinion voiced by Richard 

P. McBrien tha t here Baum's " . . . l uc id i ty and s implici ty become a 

l i a b i l i t y , not an a s s e t , " 1 2 i t i s nevertheless c r i t i c a l theology. 

The dogmatic aspect of 
Baum's apologetics 

Man Becoming, i t i s at once c lea r , i s more than the mere explica­

t ion of the t ru th s of f a i t h in today 's language: i t i s a t the same time 

an apologetic for a ce r ta in kind of language. The predi lec t ion for terms 

such as "new consciousness," "or ien ta t ion ," and "transcendent dynamism" 

i s not an accident. The concepts which are the r e su l t of Baum's appro­

p r i a t i o n of the Blondelian sh i f t also imply an evaluation of any assump­

t ions tha t would dispute the legitimacy of these concepts. Thus Baum i s 

c r i t i c a l l y engaged in the discernment of what i s involved in Chris t ian 

f a i t h . In h is c r i t i c a l engagement, however, Baum i s from the beginning 

concerned to show the v a l i d i t y of ce r ta in ex i s t en t i a l -on to log ica l 

ca tegor ies . I t i s not in on t i c , e x i s t e n t i a l l y contingent event, but in 

dialogue, communion and the g i f t dimension as r e a l i t y dimensions tha t 

Baum aims to find the uni ty of reve la t ion and existence. Hence, Baum's 

c r i t i c a l discernment i s immediately dogmatic m nature. ^ Baum wants to 

l 2Richard P. McBrien, review of Man Becoming, by Gregory Baum, 
in Commonweal, Nov. 6, 1970, p . 156. 

13 
In a sense, of course, no t he s i s concerning God's r e a l i t y 

escapes the charge of possessing a dogmatic dimension. However, notice 
tha t in Baum's case I underlined the word "immediately," meaning tha t 
r e v e l a t i o n ' s content i s pre-determined from the s t a r t . But immediate 
pre-determination of reve la t ion i s not inescapable and here Bonhoeffer's 
"genuine ontology" may serve as an i l l u s t r a t i o n . A genuine ontology, 
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show us precepts about the nature of God, man, and man's knowing which 

w i l l render f a i t h p laus ib le and, thus , save i t from becoming fideism 

without f a l l i n g into sheer ra t ional ism. Unfortunately, however, Baum's 

d i rec t appl ica t ion of an apologetic scheme in the in te rp re ta t ion of the 

h i s t o r i c a l witness means tha t e i ther hermeneutics in i t s effort i s 

rendered use less , or that i t has been made synonymous with dogmatics .1 4 

One de tec t s Baum's own unhappiness in the matter in his comments on the 

p r inc ip les which he recognizes in the idea of the Church as hermeneutical 

p r i n c i p l e : 

The principles formulated as they are, make us a little uncomfortable 
because we recall that they have been used to promote obscurantism, 
to resist the certain results of scientific exegesis, and to supress 
Christian scholars dedicated to biblical research.15 

Still, Baum is not so uncomfortable that he refuses to embrace the very 

principles which, as he himself acknowledges, might jeopardize scientific 

exegesis. Thus, one might contend, Baum's thesis supposes that all will 

according to Bonhoeffer, " . . . comes into its own, in as much as it 
defines the 'being in . . . 'in such a way that cognition, finding itself 
in the world of entity, suspends itself when confronted with the being of 
the entity and does not force it under its control" (Act & Being, pp. 115-16). 

% . M. Kuitert points out that, as Lothar Steiger has done in 
Die Hermeneutic als Dogmatisches Problem (Gutersloh, 1961), one can 
justifiably say that the question of hermeneutics presents a dogmatic 
problem: "Hermeneutical questions are dogmatic in nature, as, vice versa, 
dogmatical questions are hermeneutical in nature" (de realiteit van het 
geloof Qcampen: J. H. Kok, N. V., 1966], p. 9 (translation mine]). But 
then Kuitert adds: "It is precisely the two-foldness of dogmatics and 
hermeneutics which guarantees the only possible resistance against the 
so-called dogmatic exegesis" (ibid., p. 10). Further, by dogmatic exegesis 
Kuitert means a process which, according to him, is to be found in certain 
types of existentialist theology: " . . . the identification of hermeneutics 
and existential interpretation . . . as if no other hermeneutical designs 
were possible" (ibid., p. 83). Thus, with Bonhoeffer (Widerstand und 
Ergebung Qviunich, 1956.]^. 15) Kuitert treats Bultmann as being guilty of 
a typical "liberales Reduktionsverfahren" which adjusts revelation to 
existence (ibid., p7 84). 

15 
Gregory Baum, Faith and Doctrine (Paramus, N. J.: Newman Press, 

1969), pp. 124-25. 
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be well as long as the Church anchors i t s p r inc ip les of in te rp re ta t ion 

in the proper theological perspect ive . However, a b i b l i c a l , p a t r i s t i c 

or reformation scholar could not r e a l l y be pleased with Baum's hermeneu­

t i c a l proposals . 

Something quite d r a s t i c happens when dogmatics usurps the place 

of hermeneutics—even when i t avoids the p i t f a l l s which Baum fears by 

asser t ing a perspective wide enough to t o l e r a t e h i s t o r i c a l and t ex tua l 

c r i t i c i sm. When dogmatics overrides hermeneutics, then the d i sc ip l ines 

dealing with the h i s t o r i c a l aspect of t r a d i t i o n are in advance robbed of 

making any s ignif icant contribution—that i s , to dogmatics.' In Baum's 

case, in sp i t e of h is claims to modesty, the new focus, the very per ­

spective that w i l l del iver us from intolerance, i s a kind of ne plus 

u l t r a . Baum asse r t s a perspective which in the end claims a thoroughly 

explanatory and all-embracing meaning. But even though Baum's focus 

views l i f e as a process of growth through dialogue and communion, may 

one not object tha t t h i s focus prevents Baum from genuine pa r t i c ipa t ion 

in the dialogue? Already before any dialogue mater ia l izes , the per­

spective determines the meaning of what i s taking place. And, of course, 

from the point of view of knowing what one feels others ought to know 

but perhaps don ' t , the s t r e s s on l i f e ' s ambiguity can be a face-saving 

device. The acknowledgment of ambiguity somehow makes one appear l ess 

all-knowing; or , i t at l eas t gives another the consolation that he may 

well know what i s to be known unconsciously. Hence, l i t t l e wonder tha t 

in the face of disagreement Baum i s sometimes tempted to t r e a t such 

disagreement as an apparent contradict ion because of ambiguity or 

because of a dif ferent conceptualization of what i s held to be the same 
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experience. Says Baum: 

Without denying the ambiguity of the world r e l i g ions and hence t h e i r 
need of redemption—this ambiguity ex i s t s also of ["sic."] the Church--
contemporary Chris t ians joyfully acknowledge tha t men are summoned 
and graced by what i s best in t h e i r r e l ig ious t r ad i t i ons to become 
t r u s t i n g , generous, loving, pa t i en t , and cheerful people devoted to 
a meaning of l i f e tha t transcends them.1 6 

The re j ec t ion of a correspondence 
theory of t r u t h 

Baum's penetrat ing a b i l i t y to s t a t e what l i f e i s about in a l l 

regions and quarters i s no accident. Baum's far-reaching v is ion i s 

possible because he employs a concept of the conceptualization by which 

man understands l i f e which softens a l l tensions in the search for t r u t h . ^ 

Consequently, i t i s no surprise that Baum in his ro l e as editor of The 

•l^Baum, Man Becoming, pp. 82-83. 

I t i s of course t rue that Baum vigorously argues for a tension 
between past and present : " . . . everything God has done for the 
sa lva t ion of man . . . in Jesus Christ . . . l i e s in the pas t" (The 
Cred ib i l i ty of The Church Today [New York: Herder and Herder, 1968J, 
p . 141). Further , adds Baum: " . . . we believe tha t the divine 
redemption, revealed in Chr is t , i s s t i l l going on . . . , Redemption 
took place once and for a l l ; and yet i t i s forever contemporary to us 
( i b i d . ) . More c ruc i a l ly , against homogeneous development and in favour 
of discontinuous development, the tens ion, Baum maintains, i s preserved 
insofar as " . . . the several focal points in the books of the New 
Testament explain why i t i s impossible to reconci le the various posi t ions 
into a s ingle consistent system of thought" ( i b i d . , p . 154). However, 
what must not escape one here i s tha t Baum conceives of the tension in 
terms of soc io -h i s to r i ca l conditioning as i t comes to bear on f a i t h ' s 
i n t e rp re t a t ion and appl ica t ion. Redemption i s forever contemporary 
to u s : tha t i s , i t i s not the case that there i s a period in the 
t r a d i t i o n which possesses an exclusive more penetrat ing perception. 
And a l l t h i s Baum can maintain without jeopardizing h is claim that 
C h r i s t ' s reve la t ion i s s t i l l de f in i t ive and tha t the ul t imate guarantee 
of " . . . God's work in the present i s the conformity with the o r ig ina l 
g i f t " ( i b i d . , p . 145). Why? The reason i s simply tha t the dogma of the 
normativeness of Scripture does not for Baum e n t a i l an element of 
"Scripture 'over-agains t ' the Church": "The f u l l meaning of a b i b l i c a l 
t ex t may be avai lable only through the experience of the Church and the 
verd ic t of the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l magisterium" (Faith and Doctrine, p . 124). 
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Future of Belief Debate aligns himself with those who give a positive 

evaluation, and, especially, that he should do this in the area of 

epistemology. In his article "Orthodoxy Recast" he indeed stresses 

the importance of Dewart's theory of knowledge and reproduces it in a 

nutshell: 

Dewart follows Wittgenstein in affirming tha t t h i s process i s 
soc io -h i s to r i ca l . I t would be incorrect to say tha t man's 
experience has an inner r e a l i t y for him which he, then, t r i e s to 
express in concepts and words: what i s t r ue , r a the r , i s tha t man 
becomes conscious of his experience through the conceptualization 
to which h is society introduces him. Conceptualization of experience 
i s not a perfect ion added to man's being; i t i s r a ther cons t i tu t ive 
of man as a self-conscious pe r son . 1 8 

Now, indeed, i t would be fool ish to deny the import of socio-

h i s t o r i c a l fac tors in our conceptualization. But why must one make so 

much of soc io -h i s to r i ca l factors that one has to j e t t i s o n a correspond­

ence theory of t r u t h , as I suspect i s the case in Baum? Perhaps one 

might p laus ib ly argue tha t i t i s the s t a tus of the new perspective 

i t s e l f which makes i t helpful to dispose of a correspondence theory. 

The new perspect ive , Baum holds, i s more than a pr iva te t h e s i s . 

The new perspect ive , suggests Baum, i s " . . . the new experience of the 

Hence, in r e a l i t y , the Spir i t -guided experience and judgment of the 
Church never f a i l s in understanding a past Word, and, hence, the tension 
i s only r e l a t i v e . If, however, one bel ieves tha t the Sp i r i t not only 
guides but through the Word witnessed to in concrete, h i s t o r i c a l event 
also confronts the f a i t h fu l , and one thus grants a degree of independ­
ence to Scripture and hence es tabl i shes the importance of b i b l i c a l 
exegesis , and thus also refuses at any point to ident ify the Word 
understood with the Word witnessed t o , then Baum's past-present tension 
i s not conceived in terms which are r ad i ca l enough. 

18Gregory Baum, "Orthodoxy Recast," The Future of Belief Debate, 
ed. G. Baum(Hfew York: Herder and Herder- 1967), p . 105. 
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Gospel as a new sense of brotherhood and a new openness to truth." 

In Baum's opinion, therefore, the acceptance of the new perspective is 

not, in the first place, the result of a critical judgment, but the con­

sequence of an "eye-opening" experience.20 And certainly it would not 

be advantageous for Baum to introduce a distinction in the "eye-opening" 

experience between experience and consciousness, between reality and the 

reality intended in consciousness. Inevitably the above distinction 

makes the new perspective merely one questionable conceptualization 

among others. Hence the claim that the new perspective is Spirit-

created and, thus, really a salvational truth may at least in part mo­

tivate one to embrace an epistemology which opposes a correspondence 

theory of truth. And, of course, it is far from just to imply that 

Baum, Man Becoming, p. 163. 

°One wonders how much Max Scheler ' s concept of the "envisioning 
I" has influenced Baum. According to Bonhoeffer's ana lys is , Scheler, in 
the "sense of va lues ," regards the "envisioning I" as " . . . endowed 
with the capacity to take into i t s e l f the whole world, the fulness of 
l i f e , the good and the very de i ty . . . " (Act & Being, p. 57). Thus, 
following Scheler, h i s epistemology would at leas t imply an a p r i o r i 
cognitive l eve l where the ro l e of judgment and, hence, a correspondence 
theory i s not appl icable , and for the reason tha t the t r u t h , in the 
sense of r e a l i t y , i s a datum displayed to consciousness. And, of course, 
Baum does make an approving reference to Scheler and the manner in which 
the l a t t e r dismissed arguments for the existence of God: " . . . i f a 
man looking at the universe . . . discerns a single world . . . something 
marvellous has already happened to him. The God whom he wants to prove 
has already touched him" (Man Becoming, pp. 187-88). Noteworthy con­
cerning the "super-look" a re , however, Bernard Lonergan's rese rva t ions : 
" I have no doubt tha t concepts and judgments . . . are the expression 
of one 's accumulated experience, developed understanding and acquired 
wisdom, and I quite agree tha t such expression is an ob jec t i f i ca t ion of 
one 's se l f and one 's world, . . . but I would urge tha t t h i s object-
i f i c a t i o n i s in ten t iona l . . . . we object ify the self by meaning the 
se l f and we object ify the world by meaning the world . . . . Such a 
meaning of i t s nature i s r e l a t e d to a meant, and what i s meant may or 
may not correspond to what in fact i s so" ("The Denellenization of 
Dogma," The Future of Belief Debate, p . 73). 
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Baum's epistemological stand i s unreasonable. A divinely created r e -

focusing, i f i t i s s imilar to Dewart's re-conceptual izat ion, as Baum 

claims i t i s , one could claim, makes i t imperative that a subject-

object epistemology be dismissed. Af te ra l l , how could a conceptualization 

of the divine-human r e a l i t y claim reve la t iona l s ta tus if i t merely came 

about through the resolve of human judgment? Judgment here would imply 

a separat ion from the divine-human r e a l i t y which Baum's t r ans l a t i on of 

God-talk into anthropology cannot permit. Further , i f I am r e a l l y 

inseparable from a dynamic divine-human r e a l i t y , then my concepts are 

not , as Dewart points out , photo-copies of r e a l i t y or what he terms 

op 

"subjective expressions of an objective r e a l i t y . " Rather, on 

Dewart's assumption, my concepts are " . . . the means by which we 

23 object i fy the world and the self. . . . " What we have to do with 

therefore i s not ob jec t i f i ca t ion in the sense of r e a l i t y judgment. 

Rather we are dealing with object i f i ca t ion as a creat ive process and 

in the sense of a coming to be through the s e l f ' s d i f f e ren t i a t ion of 

i t s e l f out of the t o t a l i t y of continuous r e a l i t y . Hence, t r u t h i s not a 

s c i e n t i f i c , descr ip t ive category, but i s "something" tha t i s : " . . . 

the r e s u l t of the mind's coming-into-being through the s e l f - d i f f e r e n t i -

24 at ion of that -which- is into se l f and world." And, thus , a l l I can 

say as one suspended in r e a l i t y painted in t h i s way, i s that there i s 

the mystery tha t my consciousness, const i tu ted as i t i s by soc io -h i s t -

21Baum, The Cred ib i l i ty of The Church Today, p . 174. 

22Dewart, The Future of Belief, p. 116. 

2 3 I b i d . , p . 93. 2 4 I b i d . , p . 93. 
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orical conceptualization, experiences my world and myself with this or 

that structure, order, or meaning. To say anything more, or to ask 

whether this or that order or meaning is really true, that is, really 

corresponds to the way things actually are, is forbidden—that would be 

tantamount to making my conceptual apparatus the judge of being. Hence, 

out with a view of truth as the adequatio rei et intellectus in favour 

of a view of truth as active and living—the adequatio mentis et vitae.' 

Yet, ironically, as Bernard F. Lonergan observes in the case of Dewart, 5 

Baum too, far from assuming the self-evidence of truth as salvational in 

his sense, needs a correspondence view of truth to mean what he says. 

When one asks concerning the new perspective, "Is it really so?", 

then the justification of it as Spirit-created, if this is more than an 

emotive statement, implies a mind outside of the process so perceiving 

it and making a case for it—as indeed Baum does.' Now, no doubt, a 

redeeming feature is that the new perspective is not simply a one-man's 

philosophy. Moreover, though from my point of view the dogma of the 

normativeness of Scripture is weakened with an interpretation rooted in 

the notion of truth as the fidelity of consciousness to being, I have no 

doubt that in practice here and there Scripture is not merely subordinated 

to the dictates of present schemes of conceptualization. For example, 

when Baum describes Christ's resurrection as a salvational marvel which 

asserts a continuity between the earthly and risen Christ in personal 

self-identity, he also says: " . . . the question as to whether the 

24Ibid., p. 93. 

25"The D e h e l l e n i z a t i o n of Dogma" p . 73 . 
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great marvel of the resur rec t ion i s also a miracle remains open. ° 

Nevertheless, even i f the new perspective i s only a sor t of ne plus 

u l t r a in a r e l a t i v e sense and only through acquiring author i ty by a 

process of t e s t i ng and f i na l va l ida t ion by the Church's magisterium, 

i t presupposes a ra ther i d e a l i s t i c form of eccles io-centr ism. 2^ 

Baum's functional view of 
theological language 

Doubtless, Baum's unreserved commitment to t r e a t the t r u t h of 

r eve la t ion as cons t i tu t ive of human l i f e and, hence, h is s t r e s s on an 

empirical ly oriented concept of t r u t h , has the effect of making the 

Gospel a penetrat ing commentary on l i f e . And, conversely, Baum's approach 

also invests l i f e i t s e l f with apologetic power. However, as observed 

from hermeneutical and epistemological considerat ions, Baum's apologetic 

emphasis i s not without a p r i ce . The exclusion of i n t e l l i g i b l e objective 

reference to God's ase i ty means that ontological ly the mystery of God's 

being i s s t r ipped of objective i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y . Therefore, as an 

apologetic for Chr i s t i an i ty as a pa r t i cu la r and unique t ru th-c la im, 

Baum's proposals may be regarded as far from sa t i s fac tory . 

^bBaum, Man Becoming, p . 278. 

2^In his review of Baum's Fai th and Doctrine Jack Eichhorst 
maintains tha t Baum's idea of the Church as hermeneutical pr inc ip le i s 
not rendered void by post Vatican I I developments such as Humanae Vitae. 
According to Eichhorst, a l l Baum needs to admit is tha t the co l l eg i a l 
character i s not yet adequately rea l i zed in the present e c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
manifestation. However, Eichhors t ' s comment does point out the idealism 
in Baum's conception of the Church. Baum, as Eichhorst suggests, does 
not en t e r t a in the Protes tant notion tha t the Church could be in r ad i ca l 
opposition to the Gospel. Nevertheless, in p r i nc ip l e , Eichhorst concedes 
tha t a Church meeting Baum's requirements might well end up preaching 
and teaching contra Evangelium (,Journal of Ecumenical Studies , Winter, 
1970, p . 133). 
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On t h e one hand, Baum's tendency i s t o subord ina t e p a r t i c u l a r i t y 

t o u n i v e r s a l r e l e v a n c e ; on t h e o the r hand, he d e s i s t s from i n v e s t i n g t h e 

w i t n e s s of S c r i p t u r e -with o n t o l o g i c a l s i g n i f i c a n c e . Anything t h a t sugges t s 

t h a t God i s a supreme being i s , for example, simply t o be unders tood " . . . 

i n a non-metaphys ica l , r e l i g i o u s sense as a f f i rming h i s power and 

g r a c e . . . . " 2 ° That i s , t h e S c r i p t u r a l w i tne s s i s so i n t e r p r e t e d as 

t o conform t o Baum's e x i s t e n t i a l - o n t o l o g i c a l world. Thus, Baum's i n t e r ­

p r e t a t i o n makes t h e p a r t i c u l a r S c r i p t u r a l account l i t t l e more t h a n a 

window on what he r e g a r d s as a u n i v e r s a l t r u t h . But what Baum then ga ins 

i n t h e way of u n i v e r s a l e x p e r i e n t i a l r e l e v a n c e a t t h e same t ime makes i t 

d i f f i c u l t t o e s t a b l i s h t h e uniqueness of t h e concepts employed in any 

h i s t o r i c a l w i t n e s s t o r e v e l a t i o n . The d i f f i c u l t y of doing j u s t i c e t o 

p a r t i c u l a r concepts in t h e h i s t o r i c a l w i t n e s s i s e s p e c i a l l y ev iden t in 

Baum's use of t h e o l o g i c a l language. One can ha rd ly escape t h e s u s p i c i o n 

t h a t any o b j e c t i v e r ea son for any one concept for Baum has w e l l n igh 

evapora ted . 

For Baum a concept such as "Father" i n i t s a p p l i c a t i o n t o God 

comes t o mean " tha t man i s a being wi th a d e s t i n y , " " t ha t he i s grounded 

i n a p r i n c i p l e t h a t i s p e r s o n a l , t h a t i s l o v e , " " to be ab le to say 'we' 

29 
i n r e g a r d t o a l l men," or " the u l t i m a t e ground of r e a l i t y i s l o v e . " 

And, of c o u r s e , a l l of Baum's meanings may be l e g i t i m a t e and necessa ry 

consequences of b e l i e v i n g God t o be " F a t h e r . " However, what i s s t r i k i n g 

i s not t h a t t h e concept of God as "Father" i s he ld t o have c e r t a i n con-

28Baum, Man Becoming, p . 177. 

2 & I b i d . , pp . 193-95. 
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sequences which, no doubt, i t has for the manner in which the Chris t ian 

may and even must regard h is world. Rather, what i s decisive in Baum 

i s tha t the concept "God i s Father" i s held to be the equivalent of 

ce r t a in anthropological consequences—and a l l t h i s notwithstanding Baum's 

warning tha t a t times the need does a r i s e to mention God's name l e s t 

" . . . we forget tha t the mystery at work in . . . h is tory r a d i c a l l y 

transcends i t . " o u Thus ce r t a in concepts for Baum remain indispensable 

in order to indicate the transcendence of the mystery. Yet, since Baum, 

unlike de P e t t e r , does not pos i t an " . . . objective dynamic element 

31 in the contents themselves of our knowledge . . . ," any d i s t i nc t ive 

meaning in our concepts i s threatened. Baum wri tes as though the witness 

to reve la t ion i s t r ans l a t ab le into f l ex ib l e , functional declarat ions 

about human l i f e . 

No doubt, then, Baum r e t a i n s objective reference to God's t r a n s ­

cendence. But in the face of God's transcendence Baum l imi t s our concepts 

to r e f l e c t nothing more than the transcendent mystery- in- i t s -ef fec t . 

Ultimately, t hus , i t appears tha t theological r e f l ec t ion for Baum r e s t s 

on a non-conceptual element. Baum invi tes us to focus on the dynamism 

of the human s p i r i t in which we may believe God i s c rea t ive ly and 

redemptively involved. Hence, since Baum puts a ra ther exclusive s t r e s s 

on the sa lva t iona l aspect of man's knowledge of God, i t appears tha t he 

denies tha t man i s also object ively di rec ted to the mystery of God's 

50Ibid., p. 284. 

XT 

^Schillebeeckx, Revelation and Theology, II, 19. 
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intimate life.32 Rather for Baum the man of faith is continually 

directed to greater salvation which he is able to interpret as "greater 

humanization. " 3 

Insofar as Baum follows the Blondel, Marechal, Rahner solution 
to the problem of the relationship between experience and concept, the 
criticism made above finds some support in Schillebeeckx's assessment 
of this school: 

"What is unsatisfactory about Marechal's solution is that it does 
not explain the distinctive meaning of every conceptual content; 
that the reality and validity of knowledge is based on an extra-
intellectual element; and finally, that while it does establish 
that human knowledge cannot remain stationary at anything finite, 
but must always be continuing to search and explore other territories, 
it does not establish that man, in his knowledge, really attains a 
positive and infinitive end, God himself" (Revelation and Theology, 
II, 18). 

33In fact Baum makes "greater humanization" the content of 
eschatology (Man Becoming, pp. 94-126). 



CHAPTER I I I 

BAUM'S UNIVERSALISM 

The f i r s t p r i n c i p l e of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , Baum a s s e r t s , i s t h a t 

God i s never simply man's " o v e r - a g a i n s t . " Thus d i v i n e redemptive 

involvement inescapably means t h a t t h e t r u t h of r e v e l a t i o n i s s a l v a ­

t i o n a l . However, does a s a l v a t i o n a l s t r e s s by n e c e s s i t y e n t a i l 

t h e o l o g y ' s t r a n s l a t i o n i n t o anthropology? Disagreement wi th Baum 

here would not be i n c o n s e q u e n t i a l . Hence, t h e ques t i on emerges: "How 

does Baum j u s t i f y h i s a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l t r a n s l a t i o n ? " That i s , what i s 

ques t ioned here i s t h e v a l i d i t y of Baum's second p r i n c i p l e of r e i n t e r -

p r e t a t i o n , namely, " . . . t h a t every sen tence about God can be t r a n s -

2 
l a t e d i n t o a d e c l a r a t i o n about human l i f e . " 

Of c o u r s e , i n s o f a r as the f i r s t p r i n c i p l e of r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

i s d e s c r i p t i v e of what d i r e c t l y or i n d i r e c t l y i s a s s e r t e d by t h e norm­

a t i v e w i t n e s s , t h a t i s , S c r i p t u r e , i t i s p u r e l y formal . Thus t h e main 

t h r u s t of t h e f i r s t p r i n c i p l e i s t o u n d e r l i n e t h a t r e v e l a t i o n i s 

(a ) always by God's i n i t i a t i v e , (b) an e x i s t e n t i a l , h i s t o r i c a l happening 

and, hence , s a l v a t i o n a l , and (c) i s not merely a human d i s c o v e r y , but 

t h e r e s u l t of God's "working w i t h i n . " There fore , f i t t i n g l y s o , Baum 

concludes d i s c u s s i o n of h i s f i r s t p r i n c i p l e by cons ide r ing t h e import 

of t h e d o c t r i n e of t h e T r i n i t y for t h e p o s s i b i l i t y of God t a l k . "The 

C h r i s t i a n Church must speak of t h e one God who i s a l i v e in h i s t o r y and 

l 2 
•̂ -Baurn, Man Becoming, p . 170. I b i d . , p . 184. 
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transcends it, in trinitarian terms." That is, man is able to speak of 

God only because the transcendent God (the Father) is also the Word 

become flesh (the Son) and the immanent God (the Spirit), and this 

triune God in his immanence continues to lead man into salvational 

4. 
truth. But, granted one's agreement with this "formal" principle, 

does it now follow that one must also agree that all statements about 

God can be translated into declarations about human life and destiny? 

The second principle, I believe, involves a questionable universalism 

which may be conveniently discussed under the topics of revelation, 

the concept "in Christ," and faith. 

Revelation 

If the f i r s t p r inc ip le may be regarded as formal in the sense 

of making exp l ic i t the "how" of reve la t ion as implied by Scr ip ture , 

the second pr inc ip le i s concerned with substance and, hence, i s an 

in t e rp re t a t ion of r e v e l a t i o n ' s content. Baum in te rpre t s God's g i f t of 

himself, tha t i s , reve la t ion as i t i s u l t imate ly understood in the 

Chris t ian t r a d i t i o n , to mean tha t "God has entered the def in i t ion of 

man." Says Baum, and r i g h t l y so: " . . . there i s no God-in-himself 

hidden behind the God-for-us. To suppose t h i s would be to deny the 

d iv in i ty of Christ and the d iv in i ty of the bond that uni tes us with 
p. 

him. " Baum thus affirms with the Church the ident i ty for f a i t h of 

God-in-himself and God-for-us or God-in-his-revelat ion. Were t h i s not 

so, then, of course one would end up -with t r i - t he i sm or a form of 

5 I b i d . , p . 179. 4 I b i d . , pp. 178-80. 

5 I b i d . , p. 184. 6 I b i d . , p. 183. 
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Arianism where Christ emerges as the highest intermediary being. 

Hence, as Baum ind ica tes , the ident i ty of God-in-himself and God-for-

us must be asserted i f i t i s to be believed that in Jesus God has 

revealed himself t o t a l l y : "He has u t te red his Word in an uncondit­

ional and def in i t ive manner."' However, does i t now r e a l l y follow 

from t h i s that what can be said about God-in-himself, because of his 

se l f - r eve la t ion in Chr is t , i s equivalent to a declarat ion about human 

l i f e ? A number of th ings , i t seems to me, need to be said. 

F i r s t , with Baum I think i t i s absolutely necessary to 

recognize God's s e l f - i den t i t y in his revela t ion . Says Baum: 

What i s revealed to us in Jesus Christ i s , . . . , tha t the God-
for-us i s in fact the God-in-himself. In Jesus God has revealed 
himself t o t a l l y . He has u t tered his Word in an unconditional 
and def in i t ive manner. Nothing remains to be s a i d . 8 

Now with the l a s t sentence "Nothing remains to be sa id , " Baum, no 

doubt, does not mean to say tha t Chris t ian theology i s no longer 

necessary but tha t i t cannot add anything to God's reve la t ion . Yet 

granted tha t the reve la t ion in Jesus is God's t o t a l se l f - reve la t ion , 

does t h i s mean tha t from man's side a l l tha t can be said about God i s 

convertible into t a lk about man? Baum reasons as follows: " . . . 

since God i s present in human l i f e not simply through some created 

effect but through h is self-communication, i t should be possible to 

t r a n s l a t e every sentence about t h i s God into a declara t ion about 

human l i f e . " And, no doubt, Baum's reasoning i s correct if God i s a 

dimension of human l i f e as indeed Baum sometimes gives the impression: 

7 Ib id . 8 I b i d . , pp. 182-83. 9 I b i d . , p . 184. 
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"That God i s person means tha t man's re la t ionsh ip to the deepest 

dimension of his l i f e i s personal. . . . The deepest dimension of 

human l i f e i s not a blind l i f e force or a necessary, ever expanding 

dynamism. . . . " Of course, Baum here gives the word "dimension" 

a specia l meaning. Yet, insofar as "dimension" s t i l l ca r r i e s over­

tones of a somehow inescapable aspect of l i f e , may one not legi t imately 

object tha t the use of t h i s word obscures the Chris t ian experience tha t 

the Revealer is greater than tha t in which he reveals himself"7 

Secondly, as saving event, God's g i f t of himself in Christ 

undoubtedly involves a declara t ion about human l i f e , but , then, human 

l i f e as Baum intends i t i s far from ordinary. He speaks of human l i f e 

as r e a l l y rooted in God. Thus, from the beginning, "declaration about 

l i f e " r e a l l y means by def in i t ion a statement about l i f e in which the 

r e a l i t y of God i s inescapably present . This being so, Baum's second 

pr inc ip le i s not nearly as r ad i ca l or s t a r t l i n g as i t may sound. 

However, i t does r a i s e the question whether perhaps the new perspective 

i s in danger of becoming angelology—that i s , i t does not ser iously 

take into stock the present human s i tua t ion . If we are speaking of 

an unconditional reve la t ion in Jesus, i t i s inevitably t rue that we are 

also speaking of a unique humanity and destiny. Further, through the 

S p i r i t , Christ undoubtedly i s in the process of transforming our 

humanity and l i f e m the l ikeness of his image. Hence, a statement 

about God-m-himself i s ce r t a in ly a declara t ion about the e te rna l 

imperishable humanity of Chris t . However, may we so identify ourselves 

1 Q Ib id . , pp. 191-92. 
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with Christ—even if from his side his iden t i f i ca t ion i s complete— 

tha t whatever i s t rue about him i s also t rue of us? Insofar as Christ 

i s also our goal , and not yet our complete s t a t e , I would suggest that 

the Gospel i s r a the r more a declara t ion both for and about l i f e than 

simply about l i f e . 

Thirdly, as implici t in the preceding remarks, a "declaration 

about human l i f e " which i s held to be equivalent to a statement about 

God-in-himself, must by necess i ty , if one i s serious about the word 

"equivalent" come to i n s i s t tha t the word "God" means no more than 

man i s capable of experiencing. Hence, the act ion of God in Christ 

i s r e s t r i c t e d to a reve la t ion of what i s already po ten t i a l in man. 

Consequently, Baum's doctrine of incarnation blurs the d i s t inc t ion 

between God and man in such a way as to r a i s e the question whether he 

bel ieves God to have any existence apart from the existence of man. 

F ina l ly , the only condition, i t seems to me, which would 

sa t i s fy Baum's proposals involves a form of idealism. The demand 

tha t a word about a God "who i s more than human at the heart of h is 

immanence" be equivalent to a word about human destiny i s only met 

when transcendence, tha t i s , "the more than human," comes to mean 

not "wholly other" but by def in i t ion immanent, inexhaustible power 

to create and ac tua l ize human p o t e n t i a l i t y . But does not transcendence 

in Chris t ian t r a d i t i o n mean more than the fact tha t "man is a l ive by 

a p r inc ip le which transcends him?" The accent which the meaning 

i : L Ib id . , p . 185. 
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of transcendence receives in Baum, it appears to me, comes dangerously 

close to implying a system which, as Paul Tillich recognized in natur­

alism 

. . . denies the infinite distance between the whole of finite 
things and their infinite ground, with the consequence that the 
term "God" becomes interchangeable with the term "universe" in 
Baum, human life and destiny? and therefore is semantical!/ 
superfluous. This semantic situation reveals the failure . . . 
to understand a decisive element in the experience of the holy, 
namely, the distance between finite man, on the one hand, and 
the holy in its numerous manifestations, on the other.I2 

In conclusion, then, the tenet that revelation has empirically 

oriented meanings is of central significance for Baum. But it should 

be at once clear that the empirical orientation does not mean that 

faith now becomes a verifiable matter. Actually, now and then Baum 

puts the word "declaration" in italics to signify his intent that a 

word about God constitutes a proclamation about life which defies 

13 

"hard" empirical ve r i f i ca t ion . Thus, no doubt, the Gospel's t r a n s ­

l a t i o n into declarat ions about l i f e remains an option of f a i t h . S t i l l , 

of great i n t e r e s t here i s Baum's claim that he avoids pantheism. How 

does Baum bypass a pantheism and what conception of God does he 

thereby imply? 

On the basis of a s t a t i c understanding of the nature of man 

and h i s world, Baum speculates , h is denial of God as "over-against" 
14 would carry pan the i s t i c overtones. Hence, in effect i t i s for Baum 

the dynamic cons t i tu t ion of r e a l i t y - - i t s being "summoned" by a dimension 

1 2Paul T i l l i c h , Systematic Theology (3 v o l s . ; Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press , 1951-63), I I , 7. 

Baum, Man Becoming, p . 185. •*• Ib id . , p . 184. 
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which i s always more than what i s actualized—which saves theology from 

pantheism and at the same time from non-relevance. But Baum's sor t of 

immanent ism does have implications for f a i t h . Fai th can now no longer 

pr imar i ly be regarded as personal d i spos i t ion to and re la t ionsh ip with 

God himself. Rather, f a i t h now means a s t a t e of consciousness, tha t 

i s , an openness to the divine sel f -giving which enables us to "become." 

15 

Thus Baum views Chris t ian f a i t h as "new consciousness." Now con­

sciousness i s of course awareness of "something." But the awareness 

of the r e a l i t y of God means for Baum tha t God i s for us nei ther personal 

in the sense of a personal "over-against ," nor merely some thing. 

Rather, we have to do with an awareness for which God i s the presence 

of mystery which manifests i t s e l f through i t s effects on l i f e . Thus, 

as we saw, the God who i s present to l i f e as transcendent mystery i s 

ever engaged in a sa lva t iona l r eve la t ion : he d isc loses himself as 

"sumnDns" and "gi f t" to greater humanization. Therefore, whatever i s 

sa id about God i s also a statement about the human l i f e in which he i s 

present and known through the "difference" he makes. For example, the 

statement tha t God i s personal no longer i s in any way a statement about 

God as i f d i s t i n c t from the human r e a l i t y , but i s a lso inextr icably 

bound up with the l a t t e r and, thus , comes to mean tha t " . . . man's 

r e l a t ionsh ip to the transcendent mystery can never be r e i f i e d . " 1 6 

However, what does i t mean to say tha t one 's r e la t ionsh ip to 

the divine i s non-re i f iable? In Baum's context the in tent i s obviously 

not to deny tha t God i s more than personal . Rather, he means to deny 

1 5 I b i d . , p . 27. 1 6 I b i d . , p . 193. 
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the conception tha t God in h is being toward us i s encountered as 

Personal Rea l i ty : there i s no room in Baum's thought for the con­

ception t ha t somehow God embraces both en t i t y and non-enti ty. To c a l l 

God "Thoui1 as one finds tha t in Martin Buber and Gabriel Marcel, 

17 comes, for Baum, dangerously close to object i f ica t ion. And, of 

course, Baum i s absolutely r i g h t if i t i s r e a l l y t rue tha t the concept 

"person" by def in i t ion e n t a i l s a r e i f i c a t i o n of reality—something 

indeed questionable. F i r s t , to say tha t one 's re la t ionsh ip to some 

r e a l i t y i s not r e i f i a b l e , i f one means "re la t ionship" and not " iden t i ty 

with a deeper dimension," already involves the acknowledgment of two 

d i s t i n c t rea l i t i e s—even i f then in the case of God one a s se r t s tha t 

h i s r e a l i t y in some sense i s both "in" and "beyond" any f i n i t e r e a l i t y . 

Secondly, the appl icat ion of the concept "person" to "cer tain" r e a l i t i e s 

in our experience would indeed be r e i f i c a t i o n i f i t means an accept­

ance of those r e a l i t i e s as "dead," manipulatory objects . But, ce r t a in ly , 

"person" implies the opposite meaning. To r e l a t e to another, designated 

as a person, means to suspend judgment on his mater ia l , outer aspect : 

i t means to allow tha t o t h e r ' s mater ia l aspect to be the means of 

communication for a non-object i f iable , transcendent self . This Baum 

c lea r ly recognizes when he says, "People are never simply objects ; they 

18 

are primarily subjects." But why, then, if communication is recog­

nized as the clue to personhood, should the concept "person" only have 

a metaphorical value for theology and not an ontological one—granted, 

17lbid. , pp. 196-97. 18Ibid., p. 175. 
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of course, t ha t in the l igh t of reve la t ion such a concept cannot be 

applied univocally? Af t e ra l l , i s i t not strange tha t the transcendent 

njystery which, Baum holds, can only be spoken of personal ly , should 

"summon us" and "enter dialogue with us" and do a l l t h i s without in 

some sense being r e a l i t y which r e a l l y i s personal? 

Baum, of course, opposes the appl icat ion of the concept 

"person" to God—even if i t s meaning i s qual i f ied by the doctrine of 

the t r i n i t y — i n tha t i t s t i l l t r e a t s God as d i s t i n c t from the human 

r e a l i t y . On Baum's reading, the concept "person," i f applied to God, 

would v io l a t e h is idea of immanence as God's universal redemptive 

involvement. For Baum, man's personally being r e l a t e d t o the t r a n s ­

cendent mystery i s not personal r e l a t ionsh ip in the sense of including 

the meaning " in te r -persona l . " Rather, "personally r e l a t ed to the 

divine" comes to mean prec ise ly what was already assumed from the 

beginning, namely, tha t l i f e i s not ordinary, tha t i s , has a t r a n s ­

cendent "depth dimension." Now, of course, i t i s en t i r e ly Baum's 

p r iv i l ege to persuade us tha t the Gospel i s a statement about l i f e ' s 

"depth-dimension." But i t i s quite clear tha t Baum's argument i s only 

convincing i f one agrees t o h is universal ism: namely, t ha t by de f in i ­

t i o n God i s everywhere redemptively involved and indeed in such a way 

t ha t any element of personal "over-against" only remains metaphorically 

and not in " t r u t h . " Moreover, i f Baum i s r igh t here , then the Gospel 

ce r t a in ly i s a great declara t ion about l i f e . Nevertheless, one may 

wonder, i s not the r e s u l t r a ther too good t o be t rue? May one not 

1 9 I b i d . , p . 192. 
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j u s t l y suspect that the universalism of Baum's perspect ive comes too 

much l i ke a trump card in a "hand" he too read i ly judged as hopeless? 

Furthermore, might one not hold tha t Baum's version of the new per ­

spective with i t s exp l i c i t and conscientious drive for relevance comes 

dangerously close to a " s e l l out" to western, secular pragmatism? 

Such a view of Baum's perspect ive , i t would seem to me, i s not en t i r e ly 

un jus t i f i ed , and especia l ly in view of his doctr ine of God. Certa inly, 

Baum's proposals v i sua l ize God as ever involved in making us more 

human. However, the manner in which Baum envisions our humanization 

at the same time weakens a sense of personal iden t i ty . By jeopardizing 

the aspect of in ter -personal communion in the divine-human fellowship, 

Baum minimizes the element of what we already a re , inspi te of ourselves, 

in the sight of God. 

The Concept "In Chris t" 

Another way to consider the import of Baum's universalism for 

bas ica l ly orthodox t ene t s i s to focus on the meaning of the concept 

"in Chr i s t . " Whereas the Church ce r ta in ly held and holds a doctr ine 

of apotheosis for the world "in Chr i s t , " in Baum's theology i t i s 

p rec i se ly the content of the concept "in Christ" which may r a i s e a 

few eyebrows. 

Baum has no hes i t a t i on to in te rpre t such passages as John 

1:1-9, I Col. 1:15-20, and Heb. 1:3 as declarat ions of universal 

sa lva t ion in the sense of being complementary to the more p a r t i o u l a r i s t 

New Testament claims. That i s , Baum does not view the great 

2 Q I b i d . , p . 24. 
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chr i s to log ica l asser t ions as the heightening of the urgency and 

importance of the concrete and h i s t o r i c a l Jesus. In Baum these 

asse r t ions pr imari ly receive the accent tha t they are evidence of 

God's ceaseless saving a c t i v i t y which, as i t were, i s a message 

wr i t t en in our experience. Now, of course, Baum does say tha t the 

Gospel became exp l i c i t and def in i t ive in Jesus. Hence, i t ' s not the 

case tha t Baum minimizes the work and person of Jesus, Jesus , i t 

i s held, i s " . . . a turning point in man's universal h i s tory of 

grace, the beginning of a new human consciousness and a new o r i en t ­

a t ion toward greater humanization."2 2 S t i l l , notwithstanding the 

def in i t ive ro le of the h i s t o r i c a l Jesus in reve la t ion , i t i s c lear 

t ha t Baum r e j e c t s any exc lus iv is t conception of the term "def in i t ive . " 

"Jesus Christ was not God's entry into human l i f e . " Also, before 

and apart from any knowledge of the h i s t o r i c a l Jesus , Baum maintains, 

God was and i s also redemptively involved. And, of course, no one 

can debate Baum's conclusion here, especia l ly the Chr is t ian who reads 

the Old Testament as the record of God's redemptive involvement. 

However, what i s debatable i s the manner in which Baum r e l a t e s the 

pa r t i cu l a r to the universa l . Are the themes of God's universal saving 

a c t i v i t y and the concrete saving event in Christ best reconciled by 

making the concrete the def in i t ive instance of what in pr inc ip le i s 

held to be universa l ly d iscernible? The place of Jesus Christ in 

21of pa r t i cu l a r relevance here i s John 1:17, " . . . as the 
Torah was h i s t o r i c a l l y given through Moses so grace and t r u t h came 
by J e sus . " Thus, according to C. K. Ba r r e t t : "The Logos e x i s t s , 
but i s unknown and incomprehensible apart from the figure of the 
h i s t o r i c a l Jesus" (The Gospel according to St . John {"London: 
S.P.C.K., 1965], p . 129). 

^Baum, Man Becoming, p . 90. 2 5 I b i d . , p . 39. 
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Chris t ian t r a d i t i o n , one may object , has been too compelling and 

s ign i f ican t to regard him only as the perfect embodiment of what we 

are a l l summoned to be, consoiously or unconsciously, in the so-cal led 

"general r eve l a t i on , " Surely, one may plaus ib ly argue tha t the answer 

to C h r i s t ' s uniqueness i s h i s unconditional acceptance of God's 

summons and se l f -giving and thus s t r e s s what one could c a l l an 

adoptionist theory. However, in an adoptionist pos i t ion Jesus ' 

unconditional acceptance i t s e l f points to a question which, in tu rn , 

for i t s answer requires the doctrine of incarnation. Ana here i-aul 

T i l l i c h ' s analysis i s p a r t i c u l a r l y helpful : 

Adoptionism, the idea tha t God through h i s Sp i r i t adopted the 
man Jesus as h is Messiah, leads to tne question: Why jus t him? 
And t h i s question leads back to the po l a r i t y of freedom and 
dest iny which created the uninterrupted uni ty between him and 
God . . . the symbol of h is pre-existence gives the e te rna l 
dimension and the doctrine of the Logos, which became h i s t o r i c a l 
r e a l i t y ( f l e sh ) , poin ts to what has been cal led "Incarnat ion." 
The incarnat ional Christology was needed to explain the adoptionist 
Chr i s to logy . 2 4 

An adoptionist s t r e s s continues to need the explanation inherent in 

an incarnat ional chris tology. But i t i s d i f f i c u l t to see how such 

an explanation can take place in Baum. bince Baum speaks of Incarna­

t i on as the p r inc ip le for the way of God's universal presence, ^ the 

question why in Jesus there i s an unconditional acceptance of God's 

presence as summons and sel f -giving remains unanswered. Thus i t 

2 4 T i l l i c h , Systematic Theology, I I , 149. 

5Submits Baum: "In Christ i s revealed tha t the way of God's 
presence i s incarnation" (Man Becoming, p . 90)—that i s , no doubt in 
degree. incarnat ion in Christ i s unique, but on the whole i t comes to 
mean tha t " . . . human l i f e i s the locus of the divine" ( i b i d . , p . 90). 
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appears tha t Baum blurs the d i s t i n c t i o n between adoption and incarnation. 

Now undoubtedly, insp i te of h is equivocation, Baum intends to asser t 

C h r i s t ' s uniqueness. Nevertheless, Baum then pos i t s a uniqueness of 

Christ which comes to stand on a shaky foundation. 

Of course, Baum, now and then, does make an appeal to sc r ip tu re 

for h i s pos i t ion and of relevance in t h i s respect i s h i s comment on 

John 4 :21 , 23-24. Says Baum, "Before C h r i s t ' s coming men may have 

sought the inv i s ib le God in temples and shr ines ; a f ter h is coming, 

they seek him in human l i f e . " 2 ° And indeed, the in te rp re ta t ion Baum 

here gives immediately brings out the difference between Karl Barth 

and himself. But, the difference i s not qui te what Baum del inea tes 

i t to be when he suggests tha t h i s view merely d i f fe r s from Barth in 

the understanding of how God i s " to t a l sub jec t iv i ty . " Says Baum, 

"Where we d i f fer from Karl Barth i s in the answer to the question as 

27 to how God i s coming. J?or Barth t h i s only happens in Jesus u h r i s t . " 

However, i s i t not important, then, to ask what for Barth the r e a l i t y 

"Jesus Chris t" s ign i f ies? Bar th ' s comment on the same Johannine 

passage which Baum in t e rp re t s i s : 

. . . the opposite of Rome, Wittenberg, Geneva and Canterbury— 
i s not the universe at l a rge , which i s the super f ic ia l i n t e r ­
p re t a t i on of Liberalism, but J e s u s . 2 8 

But t h i s Jesus i s for Barth far from confined to the "dust bins" of 

pas t history.* Note how Barth conceives the S p i r i t as " . . . no other 

than the presence and act ion of Jesus Christ Himself: His s t re tched 

2 6 I b i d . 2 7 I b i d . , p . 177. 

2 8 Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics, t r a n s , by G. T. Thompson 
(4 v o l s . ; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1936-69), I I , 1 ,§ 51, 1, 
p . 481. 
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out arm; He himself in the power of His resurrection. . . ." That 

is, there is a pneumatological dimension to Barth's Christology which 

retains a concrete-universal polarity and which, hence, can do justice 

to the hidden, incognito Christ (Matthew 21:21-46) without dulling the 

urgency of positive proclamation. 

Of course, one would have to grant that Baum's stress of Jesus 

as the definitive explicitation of universal revelation might prove to 

be congenial to the dialogue with other faiths. But for the reasons 

thus far indicated one may wonder whether the de-emphasis of Christ as 

really personal reality in favour of universally accessible mystery 

"scribbled in the heart of life" is permissible in the light of the 

New Testament testimony. In the interest of greater justice to the 

Scriptural claims, it seems to me, it would be better to drop the 

distinction between universalist and particularist themes in favour 

of a universalist movement of concentration and expansion as, for 

example, suggested by Theo Preiss. Writing about Christ, the centre 

of history, he says: 

Jesus is radically theocentric. While maintaining the vigorous 
dualism of the apocalypses, he surpassed it, for he develops the 
line of Old Testament thought into this fundamental certainty: 
God reigns and he will reign . . . . But this concentration goes 
much further: The Kingdom of God is not at work in general but 
at a precise point, in a person, in Jesus, in his words and 
sovereign deeds . . . . As divine Man and true Adam he is engaged 
in reversing the whole course of the history of Adam . . . . 
When he says, "But I say unto You . . . " he places himself above 
Moses as the Lord of the Torah who is both fulfilling and trans­
cending all that the ancient covenant promised. A greater than 
Solomon is here; the wisdom of God embodied in a person; more 

29Ibid., IV, 2, §64, 4, pp. 322-23. 
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than Jonah: here i s the t rue prophet who has been speaking in a l l 
previous p r o p h e t s . 3 0 

The above view of C h r i s t ' s work in terms of a universal movement of 

concentration and expansion implies, of course, a divine freedom which 

r e s i s t s a reduction to the s t a tus of "transcendent p r i n c i p l e . " Indeed, 

P r e i s s ' view only makes sense if with New Testament Christology and 

l a t e r formulas, Christ—wholly d i s t i n c t from f i n i t e creat ion—is 

viewed as the e t e rna l expression of God's wisdom who in Jesus " . . . 

became f lesh and dwelt among us f u l l of grace and t ru th ; . . . " (John 

1:14). The view would not make sense if the mystery and paradox of 

the Incarnation i s d i lu ted to a mere but somehow perfect appropriation 

of universa l ly available power for self- transcendence: tha t would be 

quasi -adopt ionis t , and only quasi-adoptionist since a t r u l y adoptionist 

view, no less than an incarnat ional one, requires tha t God in r e l a t i o n 

to man takes the i n i t i a t i v e and thus encounters him as divine "Person." 

Of course, in connection with t h i s thought one can hardly avoid Baum's 

object ion tha t God can in no way be regarded as a Person since par t 

of the meaning of person today i s tha t " . . . one comes to be through 

31 

. . . responses to reality." And in a sense, of course, Baum's 

objection here is to the point. A literal application, quite apart 

from philosophical reasons, would run counter to the witness to revel­

ation. As a symbol, however, rooted in the experience of revelation, 

"Person"—far from being poetic license—presents a truth claim which 

The'o Preiss, Life in Christ, Studies in Biblical Theology, 
No. 13 (Napierville, 111.: R. Allenson Inc., 1957), pp. 67-68. 

T3aum, Man Becoming, p. 191. 
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some would contend is most decisive for Christian faith. That is, one 

can find theologians not a bit afraid to assert that the symbol "Person" 

points to a reality of becoming in God, while, of course, at the same 

time stressing God's radical transcendence of any such becoming. Thus, 

for example, Paul Tillich in discussing in what sense God can be called 

an individual, says: 

Is it meaningful to call him the "absolute individual?" The answer 
must be that it is meaningful only in the sense that he can be 
called the "absolute participant." The one term cannot be applied 
without the other. This can only mean that both individualization 
and participation are rooted in the ground of the divine life and 
that God is equally 'near' to each of them while transcending them 
both.32 

Moreover, it is not difficult to find statements which appear even more 

daring in stressing the relevance of "becoming" in God for faith. Wrote 

G. A. F. Knight: "God has gained something throughout the centuries as 

a result of what has happened in the sequence of time; God himself has 

33 grown in experience as a result of his gracious love for men." A 

little later, true, Knight tones down his statement, "God grows and yet 

34 does not grow." Nevertheless, one senses here the soteriological 

concern as rather clearly defined by H. Berkhof: 

. . . we must ask: Can we prevent ourselves from believing that 
God himself will be enriched when in the consummation, as a result 
of his double movement of condescendence and elevation, his 
prodigal son will be brought home to participate in his glory?35 

32Tillich, Systematic Theology, I, 244-45. 

33 
G. A. F. Knight, A Biblical Approach to the Doctrine of the 

Trinity, Scottish Journal of Theology Occasional Papers, No. 1 (Edinburgh: 
Oliver & Boyd, 1953), p. 61. 

34Tbid., p. 63. 

H. Berkhof, The Doctrine of the Holy S p i r i t (Richmond, Va: 
John Knox Press , 1964), p . 118. 
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And, of course, the pos i t ion of process theology i s that God in h i s 

temporal pole does grow—so, for example, John B. Cobb, J r . : "He [GodJ 

v iv id ly and consciously remembers in every new occasion a l l the occasions 

of the pas t . His experience grows by addi t ion to the pas t , but loses 

nothing." Hence, Baum's contention "that God comes to be . . . goes 

counter to the en t i r e b i b l i c a l wi tness" 3 7 i s challenged from a number of 

viewpoints, even if i t i s t r u e , i f God i s not to be reduced to f i n i t e 

being, tha t "growth" and "becoming" may not be applied univocally. 

Another aspect of the view of God's redemptive involvement as 

a un ive r sa l i s t movement of concentration and expansion i s an under­

standing of cont inui ty in the t r a d i t i o n which at the same time recognizes 

a d iscont inui ty . Since t h i s view does not dissolve the h i s t o r i c a l 

character of the witness to God's reve la t ion into some "eternal" con­

s t a n t , i t must present that witness as a claim which i s always in need 

of in t e rp re ta t ion . And, thus , fellowship with the self-same God across 

the ages does not mean the denial of the h i s t o r i c a l uniqueness of t h i s 

God's i n i t i a t i v e in h i s t o r y ' s varied and different s i t ua t ions . Now, of 

course, for Baum, t oo , cont inui ty does not mean the absence of r e a l 

d iscont inui ty . In a way Baum's whole endeavour to demonstrate the 

cogence of the new perspect ive is an asser t ion for the v a l i d i t y of r e a l 

d iscont inui ty within cont inui ty . Thus Baum i s concerned to show tha t 

already in the New Testament i t s e l f the Church in various cu l tu ra l 

36John B. Cobb, J r . , A Chr is t ian Natural Theology (Philadelphia: 
The Westminster P ress , 1965), p . 191. 

37Baum, Man Becoming, p . 191. 
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climates and conditions and, thus, with differences in expression, 

38 

witnessed to the self-same Christ. Suggests Baum: "in a new cul­

tural situation the Church testified to the ever-self-identical Word in 

doctrinal formulas that correspond to the language and consciousness 

39 of the believing community." However, what one might object to in 

Baum's statement is the passivity of the self-same Word which his 

language implies: it seems to be there almost as a something which 

the Germans would call vorhanden—merely awaiting expression in what­

ever socio-historical modes of conception are available. Of course, 

without a doubt the language of Christian faith is historically con­

ditioned. Still, at the same time one can plausibly maintain that 

encounter with the self-same Christ as a living voice rather trans­

formed whatever historical thought-forms and ideas were available.' ̂  

On the basis, therefore, of a dynamic Christ "reversing the 

58Ibid., p. 34. 39Ibid., p. 35. 

^Bernard Lonergan supports the view above when he refutes 
the charges that Christian concepts in the Hellenic period were merely 
translated into Hellenic concepts. Thus, in the case of homo-ousios, 
he notes: "It happened, however, that while the metaphor had a mean­
ing, still the meaning was not determined by some Hellenic concept 
but by a Hellenic technique" ("The Dehellenization of Dogma," p. 82). 
And very importantly: a characteristic of this technique is that 
" . . . it offers an open structure: it does not determine what 
attributes are to be assigned to the Father and so must be assigned 
to the Son as well; it leaves the believer free to conceive the Father 
in scriptural, patristic, medieval or modern terms" (ibid., p. 82). 
And this characteristic also applies to ontology: " . . . specifically 
Christian thought on being came into prominent existence in Athanasius' 
struggle against Arius . . . ." "No doubt such an explanation presupposes 
a Hellenic background for its possibility. But the problem and content 
are specifically Christian" (ibid., pp. 82-83). Thus, at least from 
Lonergan's viewpoint, true as it is that Christian faith borrowed 
from the culture in which it found itself, the normative witness in 
the tradition nevertheless had a transforming influence. 
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e n t i r e course of man's h is tory" in which at a l l points h is un iversa l i ty 

manifests i t s e l f in concreteness, the d i s t i nc t i on between un ive r sa l i s t 

and p a r t i o u l a r i s t themes i s not very helpful and elucidat ing. Moreover, 

for a view which regards redemption as the movement of God's universal 

concentration and expansion, i t would also follow that Baum's observ­

a t ion tha t the un ive r sa l i s t t rend never entered into the centre of 

theologica l r e f l ec t ion i s the r e s u l t of misguiding concepts. Surely, 

i t ' s one thing to recognize tha t one i s in good company when s t ress ing 

universalism, but i t ' s quite another thing to confuse the Church's 

concern for and focus on the concrete with i r re levant provincialism. 

No doubt, there was and always i s the danger of a narrow, se l f - jus t i fy ing 

i n s t i t u t i o n a l parochialism in the Church's witness. Yet, insofar as 

the Church again and again seeks to r ea l i ze what i t means to confess 

Christ as Lord, there w i l l be an awareness—the weighty "extra-ecclesiam-

non-salus-es t" games notwithstanding—that a servant i s not greater than 

h i s mas te r . 4 2 Consequently, far from meaning a self-appointed r ighteousness , 

the emphasis in t r a d i t i o n on concrete saving events may embody a ra ther 

unique understanding of God's universa l sovereignty and w i l l to save. 

I t a s se r t s tha t the Kingdom of God, though at once universal and complete 

in Christ and thus an "Already," i s a t the same time, h i s t o r i c a l l y 

speaking, a "Not Yet" requir ing for i t s fulfilment man's pos i t ive 

4lBaum, Man Becoming, p. 25. 

42Hans Kung makes t h i s point emphatically: "What Christ offers 
i s h i s r e a l i t y , h i s self . But for t h i s very reason h is g i f t i s not a 
cont ro l lable 'something, ' a magic object , or an autonomous g i f t quite 
independent of the giver" (The Church (Ttfew York: Sheed and Ward, 1967J, 
p . 220). 
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response—faith. Unlike Pelagianism, therefore , we do not merely 

appropriate l i f e and then shape i t according to some "chr is t ian" 

v i s ion but in the communion with Christ we enter a process of renewal 

and sanc t i f i ca t ion . 

Now i t i s not the case, of course, tha t Baum lacks a doctrine 

of sanc t i f i ca t ion . What i s ra ther the case—and prec ise ly for t h i s 

reason objections have been made—is tha t Baum's whole theology becomes 

a doctr ine of sanc t i f i ca t ion . Man Becoming wants to be nothing less 

than a modern so te r io log ica l statement. But what kind of statement? 

The t r u t h tha t God i s never simply man's "over-against" comes to mean 

tha t in no r e a l consequential sense God i s ever "over-against ." Con­

sequently, what i s most r e a l to many, namely, the communal, personal 

response to Christ and, thus , the r a t iona le for the Church's coming 

together in prayer , proclamation, and sacrament, i f Baum i s r i g h t , w i l l 

for many have los t i t s urgency and power. 

Of course, Baum does not deny God's r e a l i t y , commenting on 

Feuerbach, Baum s t a t e s : " . . . according to these philosophers r e l i g ion 

i s not the l iv ing contact with a r e a l i t y transcending man: there i s no 

i43 r e a l i t y transcending man. This obviously i s not our pos i t i on . " 

Curiously, though, in a sense Baum accepts Feuerbach's c r i t ique of 

theology as nothing but a form of anthropology by indeed ins i s t ing tha t 

in essence theology i s wholly t r ans l a t ab le in to anthropology. Nov/, i t 

i s no doubt t rue tha t Baum's r e su l t an t anthropology i s unique and a far 

cry from naturalism. S t i l l , one may well wonder whether Baum's a n t i -

jBaum, Man Becoming, p . 181. 
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metaphysical tendency—except of course on the point tha t there i s 

"transcendent mystery"—is a l i t t l e too accommodating to be convincing. 

As noted before, Baum's claim to have by-passed any form of o b j e c t i f i -

cat ion may be ser iously challenged. Baum's "transcendent mystery" i s 

not only evident for f a i t h in experience but also conforms to a hypothe­

s i s which makes reve la t ion a def in i t ive word about human becoming. 

Thus, in Baum, God i s exclusively judged to be—one could say "objec t i ­

f ied" as—non-objectifiable r e a l i t y , consequently, Baum surely under­

s t a t e s h is case when he says tha t language about God may be t r ans l a t ed 

in to t a lk about human l i f e . The r e a l force of Baum's assumptions i s tha t 

God-talk could never have been anything else but a peculiar sort of 

anthropology.' 

Now Baum i s conscious tha t at l eas t one of the i n i t i a t o r s of 

the new perspect ive , Karl Rahner, regards the doctrine of "God's self-

communication as cons t i tu t ive of human l i f e " as per ipheral , indeed, 

iahner .regard* the attempts of sucfi men a.s a.. Bultmann and Bishop 

uobinson to t r a n s l a t e God-talk into t a lk about man as theological 

reduct ions. consequently, in Baum's view Rahner i s gu i l ty of incon­

s is tency. Yet whatever Rahner's reasons, should at t h i s point Baum 

not have questioned his own posi t ion? 

Especial ly in view of the quite "orthodox" ro le s of the t r a n s ­

cendent mystery such as i t s summoning and se l f -g iv ing , one could main­

t a i n , Baum should have qual if ied his charge against Rahner. Af te ra l l , 

i f the ro le s of the mystery are not mere a rb i t r a ry designat ions, i s 

not then the conclusion inescapable tha t these ro le s also r e f l e c t the 

^ I b i d . , pp. 182-83 n. 
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es sen t i a l character of the transcendent mystery? What i s suggested 

here i s tha t the h i s t o r i c a l witness to r eve la t ion includes a knowledge 

of God which goes beyond a knowledge of God-in-his-effect . Now, as I 

suspect in Baum's case, one might attempt to avoid the above claim by 

i n s i s t i n g tha t the sentence tha t "the God-for-us i s the God-in-himself" 

r e a l l y means tha t God i s purely ac t . And, indeed, in tha t case the 

knowledge of God-in-his-effect i s a t the same time knowledge of God-

in-himself, Further , insofar as t h i s God i s then a universal dimension 

of l i f e , statements about him would be t r ans l a t ab l e into declarat ions 

about human l i f e . Nevertheless, faced with the question "How does 

Baum know tha t God i s purely ac t?" i t i s obvious tha t Baum's pos i t ion 

involves a r e a l i t y judgment which speculates about God in a manner 

which exceeds mere r e f l ec t ion on God-in-his-effect in the l i f e of 

f a i t h . 

From my point of view, then, i t i s not consistent to hold tha t 

a transcendent r e a l i t y makes i t s e l f known through i t s effect without at 

the same time holding tha t in i t s effect i t a lso reveals "something" of 

i t s e l f quite d i s t i n c t from tha t in which i t i s present as ef fec t . Now, 

granted, the "something d i s t i n c t " of God's r e a l i t y i s beyond our object ­

ive grasp—indeed, only an absolute idealism which a s se r t s the iden t i ty 

of opposi tes , i t seems to me, could deny such a pos i t ion . But from the 

viewpoint taken here , i f Baum i s r e a l l y serious tha t God i s more than 

human l i f e , he should have questioned his t r a n s l a t i o n of the language 

of f a i t h into a doctr ine of becoming. Indeed, i t i s urged here tha t 

Baum should have been open to the question whether in any sense the 

language of f a i t h does not d isc lose a conceptualization to which the 

r e a l i t y of God in our experience, and yet d i s t i n c t from i t , t r u l y 
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corresponds. Hence, the important question is: Does God's reality 

correspond to the conceptions handed down by tradition and the accents 

and nuances they have received in the history of interpretation? 

Gordon Kaufman put it this way: " . . . the problem is whether there 

is any significant reality at all 'above' or 'beyond' or 'below' the 

world which we know in our experience, or whether life is simply to 

be understood in this worldly, that is, secular, terms." 5 And the 

answer? Claiming to advance an anological rather than a mythological 

conception of transcendence, Kaufman says, "Talk about God appears 

when the ultimate Limit is understood in analogy with the experience 

of personal limiting as known in the intercourse, and interaction of 

46 personal wills." Further, in the context of establishing the validity 

of a personalistic conception of an ultimate Limiter; Kaufman comments: 

. . . inasmuch as it is necessary to grasp the ultimate Limit 
in terms of some model if it is to be adequately conceived at 
all, the attempt to grasp it persorealistically should not be 
rejected as mythological (in the dubious sense of claiming 
unwarranted knowledge of that beyond the Limit) in any way not 
also applicable to every other attempt to apprehend and under­
stand our finitude.47 

However, what strikes me as particularly perceptive in Kaufman's analysis 

and what, as such, has direct bearing on the status and import of 

personalistic conceptions in the Christian tradition, is his perspective 

on the role of the via negativa; 

If we have correctly identified the experiential elements underlying 
the term 'God', the doctrine of God must always deal in some fashion 

45 
Gordon Kaufman, On the Meaning of God: Transcendence without 

Mythology," New Theology, No. 4, ed. by Martin E. Marty and Dean Peerman 
(New York: MacMillan Co., 1967), p. 72. 

46 Ibid., p. 88. 47Kaufman, op_. cit., pp. 90-91. 
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with the notion of transcendent reality (even if only to refer 
it to some 'depth' in everything that is) and with the way in which 
this transcendence is known to us (i.e. with 'revelation'). How­
ever, such highly problematic negative notions as 'infinite* and 
'unconditional'—probably rooted ultimately in 'mystical* experience 
of the 'supernatural'—would perhaps not need to be given the con­
stitutive role in a doctrine of God which they have so often played 
in the past (though they might well have a certain secondary and 
interpretative role to play) . . . , 4 8 

Surely, in view of a position as outlined by Kaufman one might plausibly 

maintain that Baum views the historical witness in the light of his 

interpretation of a "highly problematic negative" notion, namely, 

"transcendent mystery." The result of Baum's approach is,then, that 

the witness of Christian tradition is not merely qualified but affected 

in its very content. Where one once read "God" one is now justified to 

read "man becoming." It is, however, especially the Dutch theologian 

H. M. Kuitert who is critical of the via negativa as a starting point 

for theological synthesis: 

Ludwig Feuerbach concluded thus that God is the product of man— 
that we create God in our own image and not vice versa. In 
response, many theologians have thought that the only manner to 
combat this drastic logic is to steep oneself even deeper in the 
theologia negativa. In doing so, however, they only show their 
acceptance of Feuerbach's conclusion that not a single conception 
of God possesses theological validity. But this is totally 
unwarranted.' Of course not every conception of God is adequate . . . . 
There really is such a thing as a legitimate iconoclasm. But over 
against Feuerbach, Christian theology would be wise not only to 
accept the application of concepts to God that are rooted in human 
experience, but also to point out its legitimate role in the birth 
of our knowledge of God . . . . The critique of the Second 
Commandment is not aimed at the use of images in general but at 
that image—and for that reason, among other things, the cultic, 
graven image—in which Israel's God no longer is honoured as the 
One Who He is and will be: The Covenant God, the One who in 

48Ibid., p. 96 n. 
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addressing us intends to be a Thou.4,9 (Translation mine.) 

Hence, if with Kaufman and Kuitert—and one can find many others—one 

grants the validity of a personalistic conception of transcendence, it 

inevitably follows that one will regard the attempt to translate God-

talk into talk about man as a theological reduction. A personalistic 

conception of transcendence forbids an approach to the divine in the 

exclusive sense of a dimension of "mystery" which I can't help encount­

ering. Nevertheless, there is, of course, a strong element of truth in 

Baum's position. Even if in the light of the present analysis Baum 

does not present an adequate conception of transcendence, his immanentism 

at least has the merit of accentuating an important claim of Christian 

tradition. In the reality "in Christ" God's claim cannot be separated 

from the claims of the "neighbour" and this is a note which, perhaps now 

more than ever, needs to be heard in our ever shrinking Global Village.' 

Faith 

Baum redefines faith as "new consciousness," that is, of the 

presence and meaning of "transcendent mystery." Hence, the primary 

accent in Baum's definition of the Church is not on the Church as an 

historical, ongoing community in fellowship with God. Rather, Baum 

uses terms which stress a cognitive difference between the Church and 

the world. Says Baum: "The Church alone is conscious of the redemptive 

mystery that goes on everywhere."5° 

49Kuitert, de realiteit van het geloof, pp. 172-73. 

5°Baum, Man Becoming, p. 64. 
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Clearly the in ten t ion behind Baum's def in i t ion of f a i t h i s to 

reconci le the uniqueness of the Church with the existence of universal 

grace: only the Church i s fu l ly conscious of the "Mystery" but she 

cannot for that reason claim to be an exclusive r e a l i z a t i o n of sa lv ­

a t ion . Indeed, in a l esse r conscious way people outside of the Church 

may surpass those in the Church in responding to the "summons" in which 

God i s present to l i f e . But what, then, i s the advantage of "being 

conscious"? Baum's answer i s tha t a new consciousness does make a 

d i s t i n c t difference in tha t i t means a new or ien ta t ion . 1 

To dissolve f a i t h into a s t a t e of consciousness has, however, 

far-reaching consequences. For one th ing , i t means tha t "sin" i s 

indeed underlined as conscious r ebe l l ion in i t s presence in the Church 

and tha t in i t s presence in the "world" i t i s a l e s s conscious, perhaps 

more excusable r ebe l l ion . Now, of course, Baum's view here would ce r t a in ly 

make the Church as consciously responsible sinner also the locus of r e a l 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n and the beginning of renewal if God i s r e a l l y present as 

Redeeming Word and Sanctifying S p i r i t . Nevertheless, may one not object 

tha t Baum undermines our r e spons ib i l i t y and j u s t i f i c a t i o n . His t r a n s ­

l a t i o n of f a i t h into "new consciousness" tends to blur the d i s t i nc t i on 

between knowing and responding? If "new consciousness" by i t s e l f already 

means a new or i en ta t ion , then, by necess i ty one assumes a cause and effect 

r e l a t ionsh ip between knowing and doing which makes i t inevi table tha t 

"sin" i s not r e a l l y r ebe l l i on but sheer ignorance. But the i d e n t i f i ­

cat ion of doing with knowing as w i l l be shown below, i s not consistent 

5 1 I b i d . , p . 65. 
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with Baum's own analys is of the power of "new consciousness. " Nor i s 

the above iden t i f i ca t ion consistent with Baum's clear recognit ion of 

the element of w i l l when he says tha t a man " . . . may enclose himself 

in the f i n i t e order and thus v io la te the thrus t of h is own ac t ion ." 2 

Thus, f a i t h t r ans l a t ed as "new consciousness" i s de f in i t e ly an over­

s impl i f ica t ion . Moreover, t h i s over-s impli f icat ion, i t may be shown, 

i s the r e su l t of a universalism which f a i l s to do j u s t i ce to the 

d i s t i n c t i o n between the "Already" and the "Not Yet," between the 

un ive r sa l i ty of God's w i l l to save and i t s fulfilment in h is tory . 

As noted, i t i s not the case, of course, tha t the d i s t i n c t i o n 

between the "Already" and "Not Yet" f a i l s to come to the surface in 

Baum: he recognizes i t when acknowledging the r e a l i t y of s in . 

However, as Baum's treatment of the doctrine of creat ion shows, the 

d i s t i n c t i o n between the "Already" and "Not Yet" i s not grasped as 

having r a d i c a l import for the meaning of theological concepts. View­

ing crea t ion as ongoing, Baum draws the conclusion tha t creat ion and 

redemption are one and the same and thus tha t the d i s t i nc t i on between 

them i s only possible and necessary " . . . ex par te hominis, from the 

effects in human l i f e . " 5 3 In t h i s context, however, i t i s especia l ly 

the claim tha t t h i s was Karl Bar th ' s view which i s suspect, even if i t 

i s t rue tha t Barth asser ted a very pos i t ive re la t ionsh ip between 

crea t ion and redemption. Baum s ingles out Barth as the theologian who 

above a l l overcame " . . . the unhappy t r a d i t i o n of dis t inguishing 

between crea t ion and redemption as between two d i s t i n c t modes or s teps 

52Ibid., p. 17. 53Ibid., pp. 214-15. 
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of divine a c t i v i t y . " 5 4 On the doctrine of creat ion Barth asser ted : 

" . . . the wonderful thing about the b i b l i c a l creat ion narra t ives i s 

t ha t they stand in s t r i c t connexion with the h is tory of I s r ae l and so 

with the s tory of God's act ion in the covenant with man."55 But Bar th ' s 

" s t r i c t connexion" did not mean for him tha t the d i s t i nc t i on between 

crea t ion and redemption i s wholly " . . . based on a difference in 

human l i f e and not on a difference in God's self-communication. " 5 S In 

the t r a d i t i o n of Reformed theology, Barth re ta ined the view tha t God 

i s " . . . in Himself, by nature and in e t e rn i t y , and for us in t ime, 

the One in three ways of be ing . " 5 7 Thus, in Bar th ' s case, God's self-

i den t i t y in the work of creat ion and redemption does not mean that the 

d i s t i n c t i o n between the two i s merely occasioned by a difference in 

human l i f e . For Barth the d i s t i nc t i on between the work of creat ion 

and redemption i s based on the mystery of God's s e l f - i d e n t i t y in a r e a l 

p l u r a l i t y of modes of being: 

. . . He i s . . . in His divine Majesty in the highest , One, and 
yet not alone, and so His work in which He meets us and in which 
we may know Him, i s in i t s e l f a l iv ing work, moved within i t s e l f . 5 8 

Hence, Baum i s correct in h i s assessment that Barth t rea ted creat ion 

as the presupposit ion of grace, but claims too much when he implies 

tha t t h i s coincides with h is own conclusion. With Leslie Dewart, Baum 

proposes: 

54Ibid., p. 202. 

55Karl Barth, Dogmatics in Outline (New York: Harper & Row, 
1959), p. 51. 

56 
Baum, Man Becoming, p. 215. 

57Barth, Dogmatics in Outline, p. 42. &8Ibid. 
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I t i s possible to say tha t creat ion i s God's g i f t of himself or 
h is self-communication, in a process where man i s a passive 
r e c i p i e n t , while redemption i s the same divine self-communication 
in a process tha t implies the act ive pa r t i c ipa t i on of man in f a i t h , 
hope and love.59 

Here, however, I would contend that Baum i s using language which obscures 

h is r e a l pos i t ion . Creation as the act of God's se l f -giving in which man 

i s the passive rec ip ien t involves e i ther one or the other of the follow­

ing assumptions. In defiance of the Creed tha t God i s Creator of every­

thing "v is ib le and i n v i s i b l e , " one assumes that the "passive r ec ip i en t s " 

have an uncreated, e te rna l existence. Or, i f the foregoing i s r e j ec ted , 

one construes the divine "giving" as the s e l f - r e a l i z a t i o n of the One in 

the many—in which case the "manifold" i s denied any r e a l s e l f - i d e n t i t y . 

Thus, on any reading, Baum's formulation here leads to e i ther monistic 

natural ism or idealism and, hence, a form of pantheism which in T i l l i c h ' s 

view, for example, must be overcome by a concept of "underlying substance" 

as " . . . an underlying in which substance and accidents preserve t h e i r 

freedom." And, of course, insofar as Baum does not r e a l l y ident ify 

God with the "world" but s t r e s ses the meaning of God's immanence as f i n i t e 

c r ea t i on ' s permanent creat ive ground, he should have avoided the attempt 

to t r a n s l a t e the language of "creation" into the language of "giving" 

and "self-communication." S t i l l , Baum's unfortunate language here i s 

not en t i r e ly acc identa l : i t may be a t t r i bu ted to a tendency toward 

ideology. What God i s for us in the freedom of h i s c r e a t i v i t y , Baum 

s t r e s se s not so much as a r e a l i t y for f a i t h than as an exper ien t ia l 

59Baum, Man Becoming, p . 215. 

6 0 T i l l i c h , Systematic Theology. I I , 238. 
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r e a l i t y and, thus , granted i t s un ive r sa l i ty , i t can then be grasped in 

a Weltanschauung. But here Baum's tendency, from a Barthian viewpoint, 

would once again confine God to a "musty Chris t ian re l ig ious self-

consciousness" and therefore undercut God's otherness. Indeed with 

regard to the c rea t io ex n ih i lo Barth would have us understand: "Where 

nothing exists—and not a kind of primal matter—there through God 

there has come into existence tha t which i s d i s t i n c t from Him. " 6 1 As 

a consequence Barth c lear ly preserved a doctrine of Creation in the 

"or iginat ing" sense. Therefore, in maintaining the u t t e r dependence 

of the created on the Creator without sacr i f ic ing i t s r e l a t i v e autonomy, 

Barth can do more j u s t i c e to the importance of f a i t h as responsible 

decision than Baum.^2 Says Baum: 

Since man's cooperation with the divine summons and the grace 
of freedom i s not always conscious to him, since i t may take place 
on deep leve l s of h i s personal i ty which are p a r t i a l l y hidden from 
him, he i s unable to d is t inguish in himself which i s of creat ion 
and which i s of redemption.0 3 

Nevertheless, one might well ask: Is the ambiguity as to what i s of 

redemption and what of creat ion suff ic ient reason to spe l l out the 

uniqueness of the Church in terms of consciousness alone? The unique­

ness of the Church i n terms of f a i t h , one may hold, i s not necessar i ly 

^iBarth, Dogmatics in Outline, p . 54. 

°2Baum, of course, might i n s i s t tha t t h i s might lead to 
objectifying metaphysical speculat ion, tha t i s , the Tr in i ty as a 
doctr ine of God's being. H. Berkhof, however, argues prec ise ly the 
opposi te : " . . . according to b i b l i c a l thinking to make separat ion 
between God in h is r eve la t ion and God in his e t e rna l being, on the 
contrary, i s speculat ive" (The Doctrine of the Holy S p i r i t , p . 118). 

63Baum, Man Becoming, p. 215. 
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the equivalent of no f a i t h outside of the Church and, therefore , by 

necess i ty a form of e c c l e s i a s t i c a l imperialism. Yet, more importantly, 

i f i t can be shown tha t consciousness i s not suff ic ient by i t s e l f , then 

one may well question Baum's procedure to solve the Church-World problem­

a t i c in terms of consciousness alone. 

From the point of view where God's universal w i l l to save and 

i t s fulfilment in h is tory are kept in tension, the Church-World problem­

a t i c , though consciousness or a knowing-in-faith must be a relevant 

f ac to r , w i l l be more in terms of the question, "How does the Church come 

into being?" And, thus , the Pauline answer, by f a i t h through grace: 

through the Sp i r i t a people in communion with God and with one another 

and the world, which i t i s God's universal w i l l t o save, in response to 

God's se l f - r eve la t ion in Chris t . And indeed i t may be shown that i t i s 

t h i s S p i r i t created response and r e spons ib i l i t y which consistency also 

demands in Baum's thinking. 

Having asked the question whether i t i s r e a l l y enough to expound 

the uniqueness of the Church in terms of a new consciousness, Baum pro­

ceeds to i l l u s t r a t e that t h i s i s so by pointing out the power of human 

awareness in a number of examples. What one finds in these examples, 

however, i s tha t consciousness does not by i t s e l f imply l ibe ra t ion as 

does the New Testament understanding of f a i t h . Rather, consciousness 

has the ro le of clearing the ground for decisions tha t may or may not 

l i b e r a t e . For example, says Baum: 

I may be exposed to the des t ruct ive influence of another person 
who has a ce r t a in power over me. But as soon as I become con­
scious of t h i s . . . I am cal led to a decis ion: e i ther I r e j e c t 
the e v i l influence and become free or I acknowledge the e v i l 
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influence and submit to the des t ruc t ion of my l i f e . 3 4 

In t h i s example i t i s obvious tha t f a i t h i s not equivalent to con­

sciousness. In Baum's own analysis there i s an element, namely, decis ion, 

which, though made poss ible by consciousness, i s not explained by the 

l a t t e r . Hence, the Church more than a "knowing" body i s also a r e ­

sponding, responsible communion—much as the current p rac t ice of Infant 

Baptism and Child or Adolescent Confirmation in both the Roman Catholic 

and major Protes tant communions may obscure t h i s . But what kind of 

decis ion does the Church make qua Church? If one is not to f a l l into 

Pelagianism, the Church's response must be conceived as Sp i r i t - c rea ted . 

Yet, in order to avoid a demonic view of Predest inat ion or a form of 

sheer determinism, "Spir i t -crea ted" may not be so construed as to deny 

human freedom. Further , i f the response of f a i t h i s not to be mere 

s e l f - r e a l i z a t i o n and r e spons ib i l i t y to self , there must be a r e a l i n t e r ­

personal divine-human re l a t ionsh ip . However, i t i s prec ise ly such a 

re la t ionsh ip which Baum questions and i t i s no doubt t h i s factor which 

more than anything e lse compels him to reduce fa i th to the perception 

of divine t r u t h as a dimension of human l i f e . Bays Baum, "The divine 

mystery revealed in the New Testament i s a dimension of human l i f e . . . . 

6 4 I b i d . , p . 65. 6 5 I b i d . , p . 2b3. 



CHAPTER IV 

BAUM'S TRANSCENDENTALISM 

In b r i e f t h e t h e s i s of t h i s chap te r i s t h a t Baum's method of 

immanentism r e p r e s e n t s a form of t r a n s c e n d e n t a l i s m . In what fo l lows 

i t w i l l be my r e s p o n s i b i l i t y t o f i l l out t h e con ten t of t h i s s t a t e ­

ment. 

Focusing on Baum's second p r i n c i p l e of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , t h e 

p o i n t he re r a i s e d i s t h a t t h i s p r i n c i p l e — b e c a u s e i t admits t h e con­

v e r t i b i l i t y of God-ta lk i n t o t a l k about man—destroys t h e d i s t i n c t i o n 

between p h i l o s o p h i c a l and t h e o l o g i c a l an thropology. What l i e s a t t h e 

h e a r t of t h e second p r i n c i p l e i s t h u s t h e assumption, some y e a r s ago 

a l r e a d y s p e l l e d out by R. Bultmann, t h a t " ex i s t ence i n f a i t h i s s t i l l , 

i n any c a s e , e x i s t e n c e . " ! Hence, fo r Baum t h e e v e n t - c h a r a c t e r of 

r e v e l a t i o n and t h e e v e n t - c h a r a c t e r of b e l i e f a re t o be imagined 

w i t h i n t h e o n t o l o g i c a l - e x i s t e n t i a l p o s s i b i l i t i e s of e x i s t e n c e . In 

t h a t c a s e , however, a s Bonhoeffer p o i n t e d o u t : 

. . . r e v e l a t i o n may be envisaged among t h e s t and ing p o s s i b i l i t i e s 
of e x i s t e n c e , but t h e n i t does not pos s e s s i t s e s s e n t i a l c h a r a c t e r 
of an event—one o r i g i n a t i n g in God's freedom . . . . I f r e v e l ­
a t i o n i s e s s e n t i a l l y an event brought about by t h e f r ee a c t of 
God i t o u t b i d s and supersedes t h e e x i s t e n t i a l - o n t o l o g i c a l 
p o s s i b i l i t i e s of e x i s t e n c e . Then t h e r e i s no longer an e s s e n t i a l 
i d e n t i t y of e x i s t e n c e pe r se i n a l l i n s t a n c e s . . . . Then 

1 R . Bultmann, "Die G e s c h i c h t l i c h k e i t des Dase in s und Der Glaube" 
Z e i t s c h r i f t fu r Theologie und K i r che , 1930, No. 5 , p . 343, c i t e d by 
D i e t r i c h Bonhoeffer , Act & Being, p . 74. 
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reve la t ion claims to i n i t i a t e the uni ty of existence and to 
have the sole r igh t to proclaim i t ; philosophy sees the 
deepest root of i t s claims excised. 

Thus Bonhoeffer accused Bultmann of threatening the freedom of God 

by "adjusting" reve la t ion to Heidegger's e x i s t e n t i a l thought. Yet 

since in Baum, too , reve la t ion i s much influenced by a pa r t i cu l a r 

conceptual synthes is , namely, the new perspect ive , does not the 

same charge apply to him? 

With his second pr inc ip le Baum pos i t s a God-man re la t ionsh ip 

which inevi tably makes a l l human his tory revela tory . Now, of course, 

he does d i s t inguish between the hidden provis ional reve la t ion apart 

from Christ and the f i n a l , de f in i t ive reve la t ion in Chris t . Neverthe­

l e s s , as noted, the content of t h i s reve la t ion i s for Baum exclusively 

sa lva t iona l in the sense of denying "objective" reference to God's 

being as d i s t i n c t from the human r e a l i t y . Consequently, the question 

for Baum i s no longer "Who i s revealed?" but "What i s revealed?" 

And h is answer: The presence of transcendent mystery, which, though 

no doubt t r u l y re f lec ted by the Chris t ian t r a d i t i o n , above a l l con­

firms what a phenomenologist—provided his assumptions are correct— 

may discern. Thus, the in te rp re ta t ion of reve la t ion becomes i n t e r ­

p re t a t i on of an exper ien t i a l r e a l i t y . In tha t case, however, our 

conceptual apparatus and the pre-conceptions that enter into our 

thinking about the world become c r i t i c a l l y important. Therefore, 

2Bonhoeffer, Act & Being, p . 75. 

^iay one so s t r e s s the importance of thought-forms so as to 
make the apprehension of r eve la t ion dependent on them? This would be 
necessary i f the r e a l i t y disclosed in reve la t ion i s conceived as a 
universa l ly avai lable constant and then one could also hold t h a t , for 
example, the l esse r consciousness of i t outside of the Church i s 
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no wonder tha t Baum comes to s t r e s s the ro le of the Sp i r i t in the 

Church's i n t e rp re t a t i on , and indeed t h a t , as such, he must make the 

Church the decisive hermeneutical p r inc ip l e : 

Because the Church with her co l l eg ia l magisterium i s i n f a l l i b l e , 
i t i s possible to ar r ive at a consensus on the cen t ra l th rus t 
and message of the Gospel in a given age, a consensus which i s 
recognized as normative in the Whole Church and hence becomes 
an acknowledged pr inc ip le of reformulating Catholic teaching 
of the p a s t . 4 

Thus, one of the ways in which the Sp i r i t i s operative i s in the 

c r y s t a l l i z a t i o n of the Church's deep convictions. And, of course, 

the work of the Holy Sp i r i t must be an undeniable element if the 

Church in one 's ecclesiology i s to be more than a mere human i n s t i t u ­

t ion . However, Baum's proposal tha t ecclesiology be a word about the 

human s i t u a t i o n in general or what he c a l l s the "theological study 

of human soc ie ty" 5 does place the work of the Sp i r i t in a questionable 

perspect ive . Since for Baum the ongoing "Word" i s everywhere present 

and d i sce rn ib le , he minimizes any difference between the work of the 

S p i r i t in the "Word" witnessed to by t r a d i t i o n and i t s work in 

"general r eve l a t ion . " Indeed, considering the power of Baum's 

perspect ive , i t follows that the t r a d i t i o n i s wholly t r ans l a t ab le 

in the l i gh t of what, in p r inc ip l e , i s accessible quite apart from 

en t i r e ly a case of inadequate conceptions. But, indeed, t h i s pos i t ion 
i s not tenable if, with Bonhoeffer, one judges tha t according to the 
b i b l i c a l witness reve la t ion i s an e x i s t e n t i a l event in which " . . . 
the e x i s t e n t i a l s t ruc tures of existence are attacked and transmuted" 
( i b i d . , p . 75). 

TBaum, Fai th and Doctrine, p . 132. 

Baum, Man Becoming, p . 69. 
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the t r a d i t i o n . Yet, I suspect, the power which Baum grants present 

perception i s only tenable if at a l l times the Sp i r i t functions within 

t h i s perception in a "non-over-against" manner—a conclusion which 

i s e n t i r e l y consistent with Baum's doctrine of God. But the s i g n i ­

ficance of Baum's immanentism i s tha t we must now speak of reve la t ion 

as Sp i r i t - c r ea t ed values , perception and community. And, no doubt, 

the emphasis on "Spir i t -crea ted" i s the correct implication of any 

view where knowledge of reve la t ion i s held t o be sa lva t iona l . Neverthe­

l e s s , Baum's emphasis on the work of the Sp i r i t in the perception of 

the divine comes in a context which lacks object ive , analogical r e f e r ­

ence to God as our e t e rna l Thou. Hence, in view of the fact that Baum 

grants a f l e x i b l e , Sp i r i t - c rea t ed knowledge of God-in-his-effect but 

negates a knowledge of God as "over-against," may one not object tha t 

Baum pos i t s an element of a rb i t r a r i ne s s in the divine l i f e i t s e l f ? 

In the context of a Word which, whatever "the more" i t r evea ls , also 

revea ls a "Personal over-agains t , " I have in the case of any doubt 

in perceiving i t s meaning no other a l t e rna t ive but to allow myself 

to be addressed again. However, in the context of a Word which i s 

exclusively a word about my l i f e and world, a lbe i t about r e a l i t y in 

i t s deepest dimension, I have no other choice but to question myself 

or my community: "Are we reading t h i s correc t ly?" And, of course, 

One must, of course, immediately recognize that insofar 
as Baum acknowledges the def in i t iveness of C h r i s t ' s reve la t ion and 
thus the Gospel as ongoing Cr i t ique , tha t in ac tua l i t y he does not 
p r ac t i s e what in p r inc ip le he deems poss ib le . If i t was e a r l i e r 
s t a ted tha t Man Becoming i s a modern so te r io log ica l statement, i t 
i s equally t rue tha t i t i s a statement on how in Baum's opinion 
t r a d i t i o n may come a l i ve . 
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in the l a t t e r case I may then take comfort in a consensus—this i s 

r e a l l y the way i t must be. But i t i s a dif ferent matter when one 

bel ieves tha t p rec i se ly in leading us into t r u t h the Sp i r i t also 

confronts us as Truth—the Parac le te , for example, as C h r i s t ' s a l t e r 

ego (John 16). If the Sp i r i t also confronts us as Truth, then t r a n s ­

cendence means more than sheer mystery beyond and, in fac t , implies 

an i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y which i s "there" to be open to in fa i th . On the 

b a s i s , therefore , of an understanding which involves an element of 

object ive i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y in God, Baum's pos i t ion does r a i s e a few 

questions. To begin with, insofar as Baum cor re la tes reve la t ion 

with "greater humanization" and, thus , with ex i s ten t i a l -on to log ica l 

p o s s i b i l i t i e s , does he predetermine the content of reve la t ion in the 

l i gh t of some preformed "ideal of existence"? Further, as w i l l 

have to be shown more thoroughly, insofar as Baum resolves a l l being 

in God into act and, thus , ontology into dynamic ex i s t en t i a l -on to ­

log ica l r e a l i t y , must one not contend tha t t h i s i s a form of t r a n s -

Crucial in Bonhoeffer's argument i s the d i s t i nc t i on between 
o n t i c - e x i s t e n t i a l and on to log ica l - ex i s t en t i a l s t ruc tu res . The 
former are concepts developed in e x i s t e n t i a l ana lys i s , the l a t t e r 
are the concepts in the more ambitious programme of an e x i s t e n t i a l l y 
or iented ontology and,hence, the more general concepts of existence 
such as " h i s t o r i c a l , " "care ," "being unto death ." About the l a t t e r 
he says tha t these are " . . . for reve la t ion no less an abs t rac t ion 
and hypothesis than a merely b io logica l de f in i t ion of man" (Act & 
Being, p . 75). Baum, of course, does not use any of the Heideggerian 
d i s t i n c t i o n s , but i t i s not hard to see tha t h i s psychologically 
or iented phenomenology, as he c a l l s i t , y ie lds ex i s t en t i a l -on to ­
log ica l ca tegor ies . According to Chapter I I I of Man Becoming, 
dialogue, communion, and the gift-dimension are cons t i tu t ive of 
human becoming, that i s , universal s t ruc tu re s . Hence, I f ee l 
j u s t i f i e d in pressing the charge: reve la t ion in Baum r e t r e a t s from 
the on t ic into ex i s t en t i a l -on to log ica l , and, thus , as in the t r a n s -
cendenta l i s t t h e s i s , r eve la t ion i s t r ea ted as the apperception of 
r e a l i t y in i t s deepest, t ranscendental dimension. 
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cendental idealism? The c r i t i c i sm suggested in the foregoing questions 

i s of course vague, but I believe can be c l a r i f i ed and substant ia ted 

by a look a t Baum's approach both as phenomenology and as apologetic 

theology. 

Baum's Phenomenology 

Baum does not , of course, claim to be doing phenomenology. 

Suggests Baum: "What i s o r ig ina l in t h i s study i s the appl ica t ion 

of a psychological ly-oriented phenomenology . . . . " 8 ¥/hat i s p r e ­

supposed i s thus the t ru th of a ce r ta in psychologically-oriented 

phenomenology and the novelty i s i t s appl icat ion in theological 

i n t e rp re t a t ion . In ac tua l i t y , however, Baum spends considerable 

e f for t s in defence of h i s phenomenology when he defends and explains 

the "method of immanentism." The reason for t h i s e f for t , I suppose, 

i s obvious. The method of immanentism must be recognized as val id 

i f Baum's psychological ly-oriented categories are to be persuasive. 

Hovrever, what i s s t r ik ing in Baum's argument for the v a l i d i t y of the 

new perspect ive i s h i s unnecessary ambiguity: he i n s i s t s that h i s 

phenomenological method i s not a system or impart ia l to any system, 

while at the same time maintaining tha t " . . . the presupposition 

of t h i s en t i r e approach . . . i s the redemptive involvement of God 

in human l i f e . " 9 

The method of immanentism, Baum t e l l s us , was given b i r t h 

8Baum, Man Becoming, p . x i i i . 
Q 

Baum, Faith and Doctrine, p. 87. 



73 

by the conviction " . . . tha t the only way to come to t r u t h i s to 

examine careful ly man's experience of r e a l i t y and hence tha t no t r u t h 

can be acknowledged by the human mind which does not in some way 

proceed from i t . "1<-) The method thus has an empirical r ing . However, 

at the outset Baum had already qualif ied whatever empiricism the 

method might de l ive r : 

From the outset of h is r e f l e c t i o n s , the Chris t ian vis ion espoused 
by Blondel convinced him tha t God i s present to human h i s to ry 
and tha t h i s presence i s the source of new l i f e in the a sp i ra t ions , 
con f l i c t s , and thought-forms cons t i tu t ing the human r e a l i t y in 
every genera t ion .H 

In the service of theology, Baum thus recognizes, the method i s use­

l e s s unless i t can be rooted in a r e l ig ious v is ion of r e a l i t y . More­

over, the v i s ion , one may hold, demands a method which at l eas t in 

theory w i l l be able to confirm, and perhaps a l t e r , but never negate 

the "vis ion." Obviously, should a method of enquiry be able to 

negate a metaphysical "vis ion," that would only be so because the method 

in question applies an inappropriate c r i t e r i o n of t r u th . Thus negation 

would occur, for example, when one applies ru l e s for ve r i f i ca t ion 

and, thus , f a l s i f i c a t i o n , which reduce the "vision" from an empirical ly-

or iented conceptual synthesis to bare empirical asser t ion . Hence, 

method i s at leas t in par t determined by the nature of an inquiry. 

Further , insofar as in metaphysical conception the empirical o r i en t ­

a t ion can only be in terms of adequacy of descr ip t ion, the method 

cannot be said to have v e r i f i c a t i o n a l value—that would be too 

10Baum, Man Becoming, p . 14. 

1 X I b i d . , p . 2. 
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strong a word. Rather, the method here has the value of confirm­

a t ion in the sense of more or l ess p laus ib le explanation. There­

fore , as Paul T i l l i c h observes, there i s an inescapable element of 

c i r c u l a r i t y in theological and metaphysical explanation from which 

the method does not escape: 

. . . method i s not a too l to be handled at w i l l . I t i s 
ne i ther a t r i ck nor a mechanical device. I t i s i t s e l f a 
theological a sse r t ion . . . and ul t imately i t i s not different 
from the system which i s bu i l t upon i t . 1 2 

A c i r c u l a r i t y , however, i s not at a l l cause for despair : 

. . . i t can be observed tha t the a p r i o r i which d i r ec t s the 
induction and the deduction i s a type of mystical experience . . . 
And i f in the course of a ' s c i e n t i f i c ' procedure t h i s a p r i o r i i s 
discovered, i t s discovery i s possible only because i t was present 
from the very beginning. This i s the c i r c l e which no r e l ig ious 
philosopher can escape. And i t i s by no means a vicious one. 
Every understanding of s p i r i t u a l things (Geisteswissenschaft) 
i s c i r c u l a r . I 3 

Curiously, though, even i f Baum acknowledges the importance of p r e ­

supposi t ions, he s t i l l manages to speak as i f the method were quite 

neu t ra l . For, indeed, i s there not t a lk of some sort of neu t ra l 

s c i e n t i f i c t o o l , i f one says about a method: 

This as we s h a l l see, does not lock man into an inevitably 
f i n i t e framework; if there i s a transcendent in the f i n i t e , 
then the experience of r e a l i t y i t s e l f and man's sustained 
r e f l e c t i on on i t w i l l eventually lead to i t s r ecogn i t i on . 1 4 

What's wrong with the above statement i s tha t i t i s misleading i f 

from the outset God's redemptive involvement i s presupposed. Granted 

tha t Blondel 's or Baum's v i s ion i s not immanentism in the sense of 

natural ism, t h e i r method i s nevertheless inseparable from an a p r i o r i 

- ^ T i l l i c h , Systematic Theology, I , 8. I b i d . , p . 9. 

l ^aum, Man Becoming, p . 14. 



75 

r e a l i t y hypothesis , and i t i s of course the l a t t e r tha t c a l l s for 

the pa r t i cu l a r method in question. Were i t the other way around, 

tha t i s , should a so-cal led neu t ra l method necess i ta te Baum's v i s ion , 

then i t would follow tha t not only a l l sens i t ive and loving men but 

also a l l reasonable men must draw the conclusion tha t even in t he i r 

ignorance they were anonymous Christians. ' But, of course, not a l l 

loving nor a l l reasonable men can draw t h i s conclusion. Nor for tha t 

matter i s the professional philosopher going to be p a r t i c u l a r l y impressed 

by Baum's advice tha t i f only he makes the correct p re - r a t iona l and 

"crucial options in regard to the meaning of l i f e , " he may come to 

acknowledge "the message inscribed in man's experience of r e a l i t y . " ! 5 

Even i f he agrees tha t h is p re - r a t i ona l o r ien ta t ion to l i f e inevi tably 

influences h i s work, what philosopher could be in te res ted in the 

proposi t ion t h a t , i f only he w i l l take such and such a road, he i s 

bound to proclaim the t r u t h preached by the Church? He i s bound to 

regard t h i s as an at tack upon the i n t eg r i t y of philosophy; or , i f he 

i s more kindly disposed, he w i l l regard i t as an inv i t a t ion to become 

a theologian in d isguise . In p r inc ip le the phi losopher 's pursui t of 

t r u t h must be capable of a l t e r ing h is p r e - c r i t i c a l o r ien ta t ion and 

judgment—and, of course, to the extent a theologian i s not bound by 

specif ic in te rp re ta t ions but by a specif ic datum for in te rpre ta t ion , 

t h i s i s also t rue for him. Should philosophy lack a s e l f - c r i t i c a l 

dimension, then tha t d i sc ip l ine would be a mere euphemism for ex­

pounding u n c r i t i c a l l y held be l i e f s and decis ions . What i s dubious, 

l 5 I b i d . , p . 170. 
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there fore , i s not the debatable claim tha t the t r u t h of theology may 

coincide with a phi losopher ' s f indings. Rather what i s questionable 

i s the claim tha t a phi losopher ' s agreement with the theologian i s 

the r e s u l t of the phi losopher ' s c ruc ia l p re - ra t iona l decis ions. Such 

a claim implies tha t philosophy must e i ther learn the r i gh t p r e -

r a t i o n a l decision from theology or simply admit to impotency and 

inadequacy because of an, in p r inc ip l e , non- jus t i f i ab le , non-ra t ional , 

e x t r a - i n t e l l e c t u a l b ias . Hence, we see the meaning of Bonhoeffer's 

indictment: " . . . philosophy sees the deepest roots of i t s claims 

exc i sed . " 1 8 An outlook which ul t imately a t t r i b u t e s a difference or 

s imi l a r i ty in theology and philosophy to p re - ra t iona l decisions in 

the same breath a s se r t s that i n i t i a l l y , at l e a s t , and in the i r 

respect ive qua l i t i e s there i s no difference between theology and 

philosophy. In Baum's thought, therefore , c h r i s t i a n theology 

becomes in effect a d i rec t contender for a place among the world 's 

philosophies. As a universal explanation, however,theology must then 

embrace a phenomenology which, more than an ont ic descr ipt ion of the 

concrete l i f e in f a i t h , e n t a i l s a hypothesis about r e a l i t y in general . 

Thus, on t ic descr ip t ion in Baum i s quickly dissolved into a general 

hypothesis. Further , and for a good reason, one may c a l l his phenom­

enology a "chr is t ianized" metaphysical synthes is : Baum views the world 

through universal ized aspects of Chr is t ian experience such as dialogue 

and communion. Yet, inasmuch as the accent f a l l s on how Baum's 

ISBonhoeffer, Act & Being, p . 75. 
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hypothesis renders our world and existence i n t e l l i g i b l e , there i s a 

r eve r sa l of Anselm's dictum. The dominant th rus t in the c h r i s t i a n 

conceptions which are now universal ized i s no longer f a i t h in search 

of understanding, but an "understanding"—"explanation" i s a be t t e r 

word—in search of confirmation and thus c r e d i b i l i t y , and t h i s i s 

p a r t i c u l a r l y evident in the function of language in Baum's theology. 

In accord with the axiom tha t there i s no t r u t h "which does 

17 not in some way a r i s e from man's experience of r e a l i t y , " Baum 

wishes to show how "the Gospel of Christ explains , pur i f i es and 

mul t ip l ies . . . depth experiences." Hence, Baum demands tha t 

the Gospel, which, he claims, has r i s e n out of man's experience of 

r e a l i t y , should be able to c l a r i fy our perception and, consequently, 

a l t e r and deepen our response to r e a l i t y . But how—without in the 

l ea s t wishing to imply tha t the Gospel should make no difference for 

Chr is t ians—is Baum's explanation di f ferent from asser t ing tha t the 

Gospel presents a good r e a l i t y t h e s i s which, i f only you w i l l assent 

to i t , w i l l change your perception and behaviour? I t seems to me 

inev i t ab le : i f divine reve la t ion can be t r ans la ted , without anything 

being l o s t in the t r a n s l a t i o n , into wholly anthropological t e r m s -

even i f se t in a grand perspect ive—, then the Gospel i t s e l f becomes 

nothing but perspect ive . But the consequence of theology's t r a n s ­

i t i o n into anthropology i s , needs be, that theological and kerygmatic 

language may not claim a uniqueness which would go beyond anthropology, 

17 
Baum, Man Becoming, p. 14. 

18Baum, Faith and Doctrine, p. 68. 
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and, thus , anything d i s t i n c t i v e l y t h e i s t i c about the logic of theo­

log ica l language must be sacr i f iced . Hence, i t i s not d i f f i cu l t to 

show how Baum's usage of theological language conforms to a number of 

theor ies which assume prec ise ly tha t the language of theology can be 

explained sole ly as a more or l ess pecul iar instance of "ordinary" 

language. 

For example, how, one might ask, i s Baum's equivalent of "God 

i s Fa ther ," tha t i s , "Man i s a being with a dest iny" d i f fe ren t , say, 

from Hare's proposal that theology offers us a "blik"—some sort of 

view about people or things very important to the be l i eve r? 1 9 Now, 

t r u e , one may immediately qualify Baum's pos i t ion in that h is b l iks 

are not i r r a t i o n a l and f ide i s t i c—they are experience-oriented— and 

thus tha t he i s r e a l l y in Basi l Mi tche l l ' s company who also proposes 

20 some r a t i o n a l j u s t i f i c a t i o n for one 's b l i k s . And, indeed, further 

to t h i s , one may well contend tha t Baum's b l iks with t he i r explanatory 

power of every-day phenomena quite nicely su i t John Hick's idea of 

psychological ve r i f i ca t i on , tha t i s , ve r i f i ca t i on as the removal of 

grounds for r a t i o n a l doubt. And, more than t h i s , Baum's eschatology 

of greater humanization, l ike the idea of l i f e af ter death lends 

i t s e l f to the idea of "eschatological v e r i f i c a t i o n , " tha t i s , tha t 

19 
R. M. Hare in New Essays in Philosophical Theology, ed. 

by Anthony Flew and Alasdair Maclntyre (London: S.C.M. Press, 
1966), pp. 99-103. 

20Basil Mitchell in New Essays in Philosophical Theology, 
pp. 103-105. 

21 
John Hick, Philosophy of Religion (Englewood cliffs, N.J.: 

Prentice Hall, Inc., 1963), p. 100. 
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in the end this view is, in principle, verifiable but not, in principle, 

falsifiable. Says Hick: 

This hypothesis e n t a i l s a predic t ion that one w i l l , af ter the 
date of one 's bodily death, have conscious experiences, includ­
ing the experience of remembering tha t death. This i s a p r e ­
d ic t ion which w i l l be ver i f ied in one 's experience if i t i s 
t rue but which cannot be f a l s i f i ed if i t i s f a l se . That i s to 
say, i t can be f a l s e , but tha t i t i s fa lse can never be a fact 
which anyone has exper ien t ia l ly ver i f ied . 

Thus, di f ferent as Baum's theological o r ien ta t ion may be from those 

who t r y to j u s t i fy theological language in the face of ve r i f i ca t iona l 

ana lys i s , insofar as for him too the accent f a l l s on anthropological 

relevance, he, in some r e spec t s , shares in the cha rac te r i s t i c s of t h i s 

school of thought. However, as F. Ferre then observes in Language, 

Logic and God with regard to Hick: 

I t may be questioned whether Hick's version of the ro le of 
ve r i f i ca t i on , which makes i t more a psychological than a 
log ica l requirement, i s en t i r e ly adequate; but despite flaws 
i t would seem tha t t h i s fourth approach to the logica l s t a tus 
of theologica l language has most to commend i t _if the basic 
tenet of ve r i f i c a t i ona l analysis i s correct that a l l asser t ions 
gain t h e i r meaningfulness from relevance to actual or possible 
specif ic perceptual exper iences . 2 3 

And, of course, F e r r e ' s _if i s no small matter. But how does one decide 

tha t ve r i f i c a t i ona l analysis i s correct in i t s basic tene t? Agree­

ment with v e r i f i c a t i o n a l analysts does not necessar i ly e n t a i l tha t 

one embrace empirical posi t ivism. As, no doubt, i s the case in Baum, 

in theology one might decide in favour of the c r i t e r i o n for relevance 

to "actual or possible perceptual experiences" on the basis of some 

conception of God's immanence. Thus, a theologian may well accept 

^ I b i d . , p . 101. 

2 3 Fer re , op_. c i t . , p . 53. 
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v e r i f i c a t i o n a l ana lys i s ' basic t ene t ; however, i f he does, he has 

the choice of two d i r ec t i ons . With Hick, he could develop concepts 

tha t are applicable to theology. Or, on the basis of a broadened 

view of empiricism, such as underl ies Wit tgenstein 's analysis of 

language and i t s many func t ions , 2 4 he may construe theology as a 

legi t imate l i n g u i s t i c enterpr ise for conveying meaning. But what 

"meaning"? Granted tha t functional analysis applied to theological 

language may lead one in different d i r ec t ions , for Baum the ver i f -

i ca t i ona l a n a l y s t ' s concept of empiricism exerts enough influence to 

necess i ta te that theological language must y ie ld meanings about 

exper ien t ia l r e a l i t y . Thus, theological language for Baum must be 

iden t i f i ab le with cer ta in familiar functions in "ordinary" language. 

Further , as Baum's use of the word "perspective" suggests, the case 

may be made tha t theological language as i t functions in Baum is a 

good i l l u s t r a t i o n of John Wisdom's view of theological language as 

"a t t en t ion-d i rec t ing" discourse. The function of theological d i s ­

course, says Wisdom, i s to d i rec t our a t t en t ion to pa t te rns in "the 

f a c t s , " a theory which he i l l u s t r a t e s with h is parable of the two 

gardeners disputing the existence of an inv i s ib le gardener. And, 

indeed, t h i s dispute whether or not there i s an invis ib le gardener 

i s not to be reduced to a mere a t t i t u d i n a l and hence non-cognitive 

difference: 

24Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logioo-Philosophicus 
(London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, Ltd . , 1922), pp. 11-12. 

25 
John Wisdom, "Gods," Logic and Language, First Series, 

ed. by Anthony Flew (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1951), p. 191. 
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. . . the disputants speak as i f they are concerned with a 
matter of s c i e n t i f i c f ac t , or of t rans-sensual , t r a n s - s c i e n t i f i c 
and metaphysical f ac t , but s t i l l of fact and s t i l l a matter 
about which reasons for or against may be offered, although no 
s c i e n t i f i c reasons in the sense of f i e ld surveys for f o s s i l s 
or experiments on delinquents are to the point.20" 

Thus, for Wisdom, theological language, in the sense that i t embodies 

r e a l i t y perceptions i s r e a l l y r e l a t ed to "the f a c t s . " But must one 

not say tha t Baum's "perspective" functions also prec ise ly in 

Wisdom's way? If one supposes tha t the question "Does God ex i s t ?" 

i s the question of the gardeners in Wisdom's parable, then Baum 

cer ta in ly confirms Wisdom's t h e s i s . Says Baum: "'There is a God' 

does not deal with a being having a supposed existence independently 

of man." Consequently, Baum too speaks of God's r e a l i t y as a 

" t rans-sensual , t r a n s - s c i e n t i f i c and metaphysical" fact which i s 

inseparable from "the f a c t s , " namely, in his case, human existence. 

Now Wisdom's parable does give the impression of God as an independently 

exis t ing being. However, h i s choice of words here does not contradict 

the log ica l s t a tus of theological language which he advances: Wisdom's 

point i s simply tha t however God or the gods are conceived, they remain 

hypotheses about fac tua l r e a l i t y . And thus Baum, as Wisdom, makes a 

theological statement function as a hypothesis concerning factual 

r e a l i t y . "God e x i s t s , " for example, comes to mean tha t "Man's tomorrow 

w i l l be a new day." But, quite c l ea r ly , such an a t t en t ion d i rec t ing 

2 6 I b i d . , p . 194. 

27Baum, Man Becoming, p . 185. 

2 8 Ib id . 
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ro le which draws out what may or may not be the case—even if of 

great e x i s t e n t i a l import—is not the exclusive property of theology. 

Declarations tha t " . . . man i s a l ive by a pr inc ip le which transcends 

29 kim . . . " and tha t " . . . man's future w i l l not simply be de te r -

30 mined by causes in the present , . . . " could be made on a number 

of dif ferent assumptions. For that reason, with Ferre , one may well 

ask, "What i s the difference between affirming one's s i t ua t i on in 

existence by means of theological language with Marcel, and by means 
•ST 

of self-consciously a t h e i s t i c language with Sar t re?" Is i t merely 

a difference in choice of hypothesis? 

The idea of theology as a way of speaking about fac tual r e a l i t y 

ce r t a in ly rescues i t from non-relevance. Yet, if theology i s to be 

a spec ia l r e a l i t y hypothesis, the "theos" in the "logos" must be such 

as to f a l l , at l eas t in a t en t a t ive way, within man's cognitive grasp. 

Further , as a God-hypothesis of universal exper ient ia l relevance, the 

knowing I must have the power of perceiving God as a reasonable 

foundation for l i f e ' s predic t ion and predicat ion. And, thus , Baum's 

attempt to t r a n s l a t e Chr is t ian theology into a specia l anthropology, 

r e s t s on a hypothesis which presents a thrus t in the d i rec t ion of 

epistemo log ica l idealism. 

Baum's Apologetic Theology 

Faithfulness to the Blondelian maxim tha t t r u t h must in some 

2 9 Ib id . 3 0 Ib id . 
o x Fer re , Language, Logic, and God, p . 134. 
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sense a r i s e from man's expe r i ence of r e a l i t y — o n e could a l s o c a l l 

t h i s t h e p r a g m a t i s t ' s concep t ion of t ru th—demands , i f t heo logy i s 

now t o be p o s s i b l e , a t l e a s t , e i t h e r (a) a concept of exper ience 

which g r a n t s a r i g h t f u l p l a c e t o t r a n s c e n d e n t a l appe rcep t ion , or 

(b) a concept of God as f i n i t e (,William James) , or (c) a d i - p o l a r , 

i n f i n i t e - f i n i t e God ( t h e o l o g i a n s inf luenced by Whiteheadian meta­

phys i c s—for example, Har tshorne and Cobb). Now p o s s i b l y Baum might 

f i n d t h e l a s t a l t e r n a t i v e a c c e p t a b l e , and, indeed, i t might be urged 

t h a t an a p p r o p r i a t i o n of p roces s ph i losophy could make h i s views 

more convinc ing . However, t h e f a c t remains t h a t Baum p r e f e r s t o 

develop h i s thought i n c o n t i n u i t y w i th developments i n Ca tho l i c 

theo logy and e s p e c i a l l y w i th t h e school of thought i n i t i a t e d by 

Marechal which adopted for i t s epis temology t h e " t r a n s c e n d e n t a l " 

32 method from n i n e t e e n t h cen tu ry German ph i losophy . Hence, Baum's 

a t tempt t o r o o t theo logy i n an e x p e r i e n t i a l l y r e l e v a n t frame­

work i n some way embraces t h e f i r s t of t h e afore-ment ioned a l t e r ­

n a t i v e s . But how does Baum employ t h e t r a n s c e n d e n t a l method? If , 

i n keeping w i th T i l l i c h ' s o b s e r v a t i o n , method i s not. u l t i m a t e l y 

d i s t i n c t from t h e system which i s b u i l t upon i t , i s i t the c a s e , 

e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l l y , t h a t Baum wholly commits himself t o the t r a n s -

c e n d e n t a l i s t t h e s i s ? More s p e c i f i c a l l y : does Baum t rans fo rm t h e 

t r a n s c e n d e n t a l i s t t h e s i s i n t h e l i g h t of r e v e l a t i o n ; o r , on t h e 

c o n t r a r y , does he accommodate r e v e l a t i o n t o t h e t h e s i s ? F u r t h e r , 

i f t h e l a t t e r i s t h e c a s e , i s t h e r e a tendency t o s h i f t from genuine 

°52 
Baum, Man Becoming, pp . 26-27. 
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transcendentalism to idealism? 

Bonhoeffer says: 

So long as the resistance of transcendence to thought is asserted, 
that is, so long as the thing-in-itself and transcendental apper­
ception are understood as irreducibly definitive concepts, neither 
of which is involved in the other, we may speak of genuine trans­
cendentalism. 

Yet, as Bonhoeffer's analysis shows, genuine transcendentalism is always 

in danger of shifting into either idealism or materialism. Submits 

Bonhoeffer: " . . . questions of being are unknown to genuine trans­

cendentalism, and it must be so, since its very sense and purpose is 

35 

to transcend the 'dogmatism' of ontology. " Hence, what is charact­

eristic of the transcendental approach, insofar as knowledge cannot 

be a simple reflection of reality, is that knowing is now " . . . 

possible only by virtue of a synthesis originally founded in the 

cognitive subject in the unity of transcendental apperception . . . ," 

In effect, the transcendental approach holds that the knowing subject 

logically precedes the empirical. Consequently, the validity of 

knowledge is no longer based on its correspondence with the object 

of knowing but comes to be rooted in an inner, necessary, transcend­

ental characteristic of the knowing subject's conceptual apparatus. 

Thus in Kant the question "How is knowledge possible?" is answered 

with the thesis that our mental apparatus a priori supplies the general 

It is important to recognize that the answer to this question 
here is not held to be automatically applicable to Baum's mentors, 
Marechal, Blondel, Rahner, etc. 

34Bonhoeffer, Act & Being, p. 20. 

35Ibid., p. 22. 3oIbid. 
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concepts, the "categories," by means of which we understand experience. 

What, however, does the Kantian thesis imply for our self-understanding? 

Obviously, the truth in our experience of the world—though not of the 

world as it is "in-itself"—is now given with the truth of an a priori. 

Further, Kant's a priori, by definition renders our experience 

intelligible in the act of receptivity to the manifold of sensations 

and, thus, truth is ever in that act, that is, in pure subjectivity. 

However, applied to our self-understanding Kant's thesis can only 

mean that ultimately the "I" in my self-understanding is not to be 

understood from any empirical encounters but solely from itself as 

the a priori synthesis which logically precedes the empirical. But, 

indeed, the preceding also means that in principle my self-under­

standing can never attain my transcendent self. The very attainment 

of the self would imply cessation of the self as the attaining act. 

Yet how then is it possible for me to assert that the "I" is in fact 

pure subjectivity and yet so constituted as to be the a priori syn­

thesis with reference to which the world, including myself, find 

structure and meaning? Surely the stress on the "I" as pure sub­

jectivity—that is, that the "I" is something which cannot be thought— 

is contradicted by a concept of its constitution that again gives 

thought the power (because of the a priori character of the categories) 

not merely to present but to create experience as intelligible. Little 

wonder, therefore, as Russell observes, that "Kant's inconsistencies 

were such as to make it inevitable that philosophers who were influ-

37 
According to Bertrand Russell this is Kant's main thesis 

in the Critique of Pure Reason (A History of Western Philosophy 
New York: Simon and Schuster, 1964 , p. 707). 
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enced by him should develop rapidly either in the empirical or in 

the absolutist direction . . . ." 8 Of particular relevance for 

this study, however, is Bonhoeffer's comment on the "profound con­

tradiction" : 

As "what is always already there," as the very act and its 
intrinsic precondition, the I logically precedes thought. 
But inasmuch as everything determinable about the I is imbued 
with the character of noesis, thought precedes the I. This 
means that thought lies on the brink of the "non-objective" 
without which, since it is the condition of the conditional, 
there is nothing objective . . . . From the outset we are 
thus confronted with the impossibility that human existence 
should understand itself in its capacity as performance of 
acts, for the very reason that its essence is the spontaneous 
performance of acts.39 

And what can one do in the face of this barrier in concepts of the 

I and thought? Bonhoeffer suggests two alternatives: (1) Genuine 

Transcendentalism—whereby " . . . exercising and testing itself 

against the I, thought suspends itself, . . ." though even here 

it is again " . . . thought which reasserts itself as the only 

41 / thing which makes such a severance possible" —or (2) Idealism— 

" . . . thought can promote itself to be lord and master of the non-

objective, in that it takes the doing and thinking I into itself 

and makes the self-thinking I no longer the ne plus ultra of phil-

•42 
osophy but its point of departure." 

Now, of course, it may readily be argued that on Bonhoeffer's 

terms Baum represents the genuine transcendentaiist thesis. Afterall, 

58Ibid., p. 718. 

39Bonhoeffer, Act & Being, pp. 23-24. 

40Ibid., p. 24. 41Ibid. 42Ibid., pp. 24-25. 
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Baum's perspective as transcendental apperception at all times only 

grasps the transcendent "object" in its experiential effect. Thus, 

for Baum the transcendent "object" and the transcendental apperception 

are distinct and irreducible. However, as Bonhoeffer indicates, the 

shift from Kant (genuine transcendentalism) to Hegel and Marx is a 

radicalization of genuine transcendentalism. On the basis of the 

notion that already in genuine transcendentalism it is still reason 

which makes the critique of reason and which suspends itself from 

incarcerating the unconditional, one may hold that a shift easily 

occurs: "There is nothing to oblige thought, as free thinking, not 

4^ to annex the unconditional or empower itself of its I." ° Consequently, 

the real test whether we have to do with genuine transcendentalism or 

an idealistic version is whether in the end being is wholly resolved 

into act or whether it still remains that to which thought has refer­

ence. Says Bonhoeffer: 

This 'with-reference-to' characterising the original form of 
transcendentalism still leaves room for thought's essential 
reference back to the transcendental, whereas any substituted 
'by virtue o f or 'through' would imply the omnipotence of 
reason over transcendence.44 

And what must one judge is the case with Baum? If, as Baum himself 

indicates, Berth represents the transcendentaiist thesis insofar as 

God is held to be subjectivity,45 it is also clear that Baum suggests 

a radical departure from Barth. For Barth a transcendental concept 

of knowledge philosophically most clearly expressed God's non-objec-

43Ibid., p. 25. ^Ibid., pp. 22-23. 

45Baum, Man Becoming, pp. 176-178. 
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tivity and the repudiation of objectivity. Hence, Barth emphasized 

that God can never become the object of consciousness. Indeed that 

God is solely act and, as such, act which " . . . is at all times free 

so that there can be no inference from one act to the next . . . . " °" 

For Baum, however, God's subjectivity has a different result. God is 

for Baum not merely the never to be objectified "over-against": he 

is never simply our "over-against." But, further, precisely as the 

never to be objectified transcendent mystery, God, Baum maintains, is 

nevertheless so constituted so that we can " . . . conceptualize him 

47 

by expressing the changes he summons for th in human l i f e . " But 

how i s Baum's pos i t ion possible? How can a never to be object i f ied 

sub jec t iv i ty receive conceptualization by v i r tue of i t s effects? 

For Baum, of course, a f l ex ib l e , empirically oriented conceptualization 

of God i s possible because i t avoids God's r e i f i c a t i o n . In f a i t h fu l ­

ness , therefore , to the t ranscendenta i i s t t h e s i s , the idea of God as 

a datum for consciousness in the sense of an object of the I subject 

i s re jec ted . Nevertheless, what i s re jec ted finds i t s e l f back in 

another form. Unlike Barth, Baum does not negate na tu ra l theology. 

Rather, Baum makes a strong plea for a na tura l theology on the basis 

tha t the Gospel in fact a s se r t s that "God has entered the def in i t ion 

of man."4 8 But quite c l ea r ly , Baum's na tura l theology i s only possible 

if, to borrow Bonhoeffer's terms, God i s located in man's " . . . 
49 non-objective I-hood, in i t s coming to i t se l f . ' " The t r a n s l a t i o n 

Bonhoeffer, Act & Being, p . 82. 

47 dx 
Baum, Man Becoming, p. 17b. Ibid., p. 184. 

49Bonhoeffer, Act & Being, p. 38. 
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of theology into anthropology demands tha t God, though not exhaust­

ively i den t i f i ab l e , i s nevertheless known by v i r tue of consciousness' 

r e f l e c t i on on i t s e l f . Yet to know God by_ v i r tue of h is effects , and 

thus a knowing which infers God's subsequent a c t s , i s prec ise ly the 

claim of idealism. Suggests Bonhoeffer: 

Whereas in genuine transcendentalism God's non-object ivi ty 
behind the a c t i v i t y of consciousness i s such tha t the e x i s t e n t i a l l y 
God-intending act takes place in the actus d i rec tus but i s 
inaccessible to the ref lexion of consciousness on i t s e l f , in 
idealism the act is able to find God in the ref lexion of con­
sciousness (Bewusst-Sein).5<"* 

Now, of course, along with the argument that Baum's epistemology i s 

i d e a l i s t i c one might proceed to show that for Baum God and I ul t imately 

are one. Furthermore, one might then i n s i s t tha t Baum's concept of 

divine transcendence r e a l l y means unlimited, never-ending s e l f - t r a n s ­

cendence and, thus , tha t when Baum claims to repudiate pantheism on 

the bas is that r e a l i t y i s not s t a t i c , he in effect merely asse r t s a 

dynamic form of pantheism. In my judgment, however, the l a t t e r kind 

of argumentation would go too far . i t i s not the case tha t io r Baum 

divine transcendence i s a mere name for unending human p o t e n t i a l i t y . 

Rather transcendence remains for Baum the source and power for human 

a c t u a l i t y in a manner tha t i s not exhausted by human p o t e n t i a l i t y . 

Hence, the discernment here i s that the idealism in Baum consis ts 

p rec i se ly in converting what for f a i t h remains hope and t r u s t into a 

universa l ly va l id descr ip t ion. And what else could one blame in 

Baum's case than the apologetic tendency to claim too much for i t s e l f ? 

5 0 I b i d . , p . 38. 
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In the eagerness to r e g i s t e r the Gospel as a credible explanation 

for our experiences, there i s ever the danger that in the face of the 

need for consistency and universal v a l i d i t y , the h i s t o r i c a l witness 

to God's ac t s and, thus , the conception of these ac ts themselves, 

become ideal ized. Hence, i t i s prec ise ly the idea l iza t ion of divine 

act in the sense of assuming the constancy of God's wil l ing as a 

datum in man's s e l f - r e f l e c t i on , which i s the secret for the amazing 

s impl ic i ty with which Baum can t r a n s l a t e God-talk into t a lk about 

man. Faith in Baum's perspective already knows somehow that God i s 

wi l l ing . From a sub specie acternum viewpoint, as i t were, Baum 

views f a i t h as able to perceive God's essence in terms of ac t . 

I ron ica l ly , however, the idea l iza t ion of ac t , and thus a conceptual­

i za t ion in exclusively so te r io log ica l terms i s therefore also open 

to the same c r i t i c i sm that can be made against " ex t r in s i c i s t " 

ontological conceptual izat ions. Baum's immanentism no less than 

extr ins ic ism also views reve la t ion in the l igh t of reason ra ther 

than vice-versa..' 



CHAPTER V 

BAUM'S HERMENEUTICS 

How does one b e s t a s s e s s Baum's approach as a s o l u t i o n t o 

t h e he rmeneu t i ca l ques t ion—a q u e s t i o n which i s of such c r i t i c a l 

importance t o t h e C h r i s t i a n community as i t f aces t h e ques t ion of 

meaning i n t h e t r a d i t i o n t h a t has g iven r i s e t o i t s e x i s t e n c e ? 

An e v a l u a t i o n here does not n e c e s s a r i l y e n t a i l t h a t t h e eva lua to r 

must expose a l l h i s assumpt ions . The assessment could be s a t i s ­

f a c t o r y by showing t h e b a s i c assumptions of t h e proposed s o l u t i o n , 

examining i t s i n t e r n a l c o n s i s t e n c y , and f i n a l l y comparing i t s 

adequacy i n r e l a t i o n t o o the r s o l u t i o n s . I n e v i t a b l y , however, t h e 

whole p r o c e s s of e v a l u a t i o n cannot be s e p a r a t e d from t h e e v a l u a t o r ' s 

own p o s i t i o n . Hence I propose t o g ive a b r i e f ske t ch of what I 

b e l i e v e t o be t h r e e b a s i c t e n e t s for an a t tempt t o so lve t h e hermen­

e u t i c a l problem i n t h e C h r i s t i a n community, my r ea sons fo r them and 

t h e i r b a s i c i m p l i c a t i o n s . Then I p l a n t o observe how these t e n e t s 

f a r e i n Baum's p o s i t i o n , and, f i n a l l y , t o draw some p r i n c i p a l con­

c l u s i o n s i n t h e l i g h t of t h e p reced ing comparison. 

Basic Tenets 

The first hermeneutical Tenet 

The first tenet emphasizes the start with tradition: theology, 

respectively dogmatics, must start with tradition in the sense of a 
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"handed-down" fa i th -conten ts . 

The reason for the f i r s t tenet—the s t a r t with t r a d i t i o n i s 

log ica l insofar as only in t h i s way ju s t i ce can be done to the pecul iar 

fact tha t t h i s t r a d i t i o n has continued to the present . The t radere 

of the t r a d i t i o n e i the r r e s t s on a mistake or i t i s cal led for by 

the content of the t r a d i t i o n i t s e l f . 

Implications of the f i r s t tenet—the f i r s t tenet has a d i rec t 

bearing on (1) the task of hermeneutics and (2) the re la t ionsh ip of 

dogmatics with respect to the Church's l i f e . 

(1) In order to do jus t i ce to the peculiar claim which the 

content of the t r a d i t i o n claims for i t s e l f , the fundamental question 

of hermeneutics i s not "What can I understand?", tha t i s , hermeneutic 

theory. Rather the question i s "What i s the meaning and purport of 

the passed-on f a i t h contents?"—that i s , i t s meaning and purport 

should not be prejudged by hermeneutic theory. 

(2) Since the Church i s the agent of the t r adere , tha t i s , 

rece iver and t r ansmi t t e r , dogmatics i s done nei ther as a function 

of the Church, nor as a d i sc ip l ine t o t a l l y cut off from the Church. 

Baum's pos i t ion with 
regard to the f i r s t tenet 

Says Baum: 

The hermeneutical question is central in the Christian Church. 
What is the meaning of scriptural message and ecclesiastical 
doctrine? What principles do we use in order to grasp the truth 
that christian teaching intends to communicate? How can we 
faithfully proclaim the Gospel once for all revealed?1 

•Baum, Faith and Doctrine, p. 119. 
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Thus Baum too begins with the assumption that theological 

i n t e rp re t a t ion in the Chris t ian t r a d i t i o n does not take place in a 

vacuum but i s anchored in the need to come to terms with the f a i t h -

contents of the t r a d i t i o n . Having said t h i s , however, Baum var ies 

considerably with my implications by making dogmatics very much a 

function of the Church. To be sure the b i b l i c a l witness for Baum 

i s normative and therefore au thor i t a t ive . But the Bible for Baum 

i s then normative not in the sense of au thor i ta t ive as witness to 

unrepeated, specia l revela tory and yet - for -us s ignif icant h i s t o r i c a l 

events. Rather for Baum Scripture is au thor i t a t ive in the sense of 

de f in i t ive ly revealing what in essence i s universal ly access ible . 

Intimately t i e d to Baum's whole approach i s the conviction that the 

Gospel i s about an ongoing r e a l i t y . Indeed divine revela t ion is for 

Baum an ongoing r e a l i t y in continui ty with the past and def in i t ive ly 

revealed in the pas t . Nevertheless, as ongoing r e a l i t y reve la t ion 

for Baum i s t ransparent in the Church's present experience. Con­

sequently the Church can reformulate past expressions and teaching 

through a process of dialogue which may culminate in consensus. 

Hence, taking into account different h i s t o r i c a l s i t ua t i ons , Baum 

can say, "The meaning of the tex t now is therefore different from 

2 

the meaning then ." And, of course, i t i s the suggestion that r e ­

formulation involve the Church's experience and re f l ec t ion as a 

whole which gives meaning to Baum's claim that "The Catholic 

Church i s necessary for the understanding of the Gospel." Never-

2 I b i d . , p . 129. 3 I b i d . , p . 119. 
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t h e l e s s , much as the pos i t ion a l t e r s the manner in which author i ty 

i s now to be arr ived at and even grants i t a r a t i o n a l and democratic 

character , i t does not dissolve a confl ic t with Reformed t r a d i t i o n . 

Basic to a hermeneutics which a s se r t s that the meaning of a 

tex t from the past i s di f ferent today i s the assumption that the 

t ex t in question derives i t s meaning from a r e a l i t y which e i ther 

(a) has changed i t s e l f , or (b) has to be reformulated in order to 

conserve the o r ig ina l intent in view of changed h i s t o r i c a l circum­

stances. The f i r s t a l t e rna t ive for Baum i s of course unthinkable. 

The second a l t e rna t i ve , however, means that the tex t in question 

can ul t imate ly only be held to be an expression of some universal 

p r i nc ip l e , t r u t h , or world-view. Only on the basis of having to 

conserve the intent of a universal p r inc ip le or t r u t h , could i t 

be said tha t in a changing context the text may mean different things 

at di f ferent times. But a view of the tex t as witness to a universal 

t r u t h , a t l eas t for Reformed t r a d i t i o n , would cons t i tu te a d i rec t 

a t tack on the authori ty of the Bible. In Reformation theology, the 

B ib le ' s pre-eminence i s of course not only based on a view of Scripture 

as ob jec t ive -h i s to r i ca l witness, but also on the doctrine of the inward 

testimony of the Holy S p i r i t . Ultimately i t i s the Divine Agent by 

which alone the meaning of the Word h i s t o r i c a l l y and decis ively wi t ­

nessed to in Scripture becomes understood and present in power. Says 

J . S. Whale concerning t h i s doct r ine : 

What Protestant ism means by the author i ty of the Bible here 
finds i t s r e l ig ious ground and t rue explanation. The Bible 
i s au thor i t a t ive because of the witness of the Sp i r i t to i t s 
t r u t h , in the hear t . I t i s a consentient witness, therefore : 
there i s an accord between the Sp i r i t and the Word . . . Calvin 
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means tha t God's Word ca r r i e s i t s c r e d i b i l i t y within i t s e l f 
because i t i s authent icated by the Holy Sp i r i t within the 
b e l i e v e r ' s hear t . Holy Sp i r i t and Holy Scripture are two 
inseparable aspects of one and the same test imony. 4 

Obviously, there i s a whole range of other assumptions int imately 

connected with the doctrine of the inward testimony of the Holy 

Sp i r i t—to name but a few, the non-repet i t ive character of the 

events witnessed to in Scr ip ture , a notion of the past and pa r t i cu ­

l a r l y C h r i s t ' s person as inclusive of our h is tory (because i t i s 

a lso the s tory of His Resurrect ion) , and the conception of the 

Church as an interim manifestation of the S p i r i t . But, for our 

purposes here , what matters i s Reformed theology's res i s tance to a 

refocusing which iden t i f i e s the meaning of a past t ex t with what 

are deemed to be modern p o s s i b i l i t i e s of i t s appl icat ion. From 

a Reformed and especia l ly a Ca lv in i s t i c point of view the above 

iden t i f i ca t ion would be e i ther ( l ) a right-wing manifestation of 

e c c l e s i a s t i c a l triumphalism tha t in view of some gnosis determines 

the meaning of a t e x t , or (2) a left-wing manifestation of the 

" s p i r i t u a l s " who in t he i r claim of being guided by the Sp i r i t alone 

can do quite n ice ly without a l l outward forms in r e l i g ion , including 

the b i b l i c a l record i t s e l f . 

Refocusing would be f ine if the Chr is t ian exegete was merely 

dealing with ru l e s of behaviour a s , for example, Baum's i l l u s t r a t i o n 

of the need for refocusing suggests. Using the case of a school 

which jus t became co-educational, then, obviously, an old sign 

4 J . S. Whale, The Protes tant Tradi t ion (Cambridge: The 
University P ress , 1962), pp. 133-34. 
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reading "Boys not Admitted" is easily enough translated "Students 

not Allowed." However, to treat the past witness in the Christian 

tradition as if it were a matter of contextual principles goes too 

far. Pushed to its logical consistency a refocusing exegesis could 

then only become eisogesis of what is presently deemed applicable. 

Now, it is of course true that Baum's focus is not quite so 

arbitrary as to warrant no further qualification. His focus is 

arrived at through dialogue and reflection on the Church's modern 

experience of transcendence. Still, Baum's approach—excellent as 

it may be as a prolegomenon to the Gospel—tends to override the 

unique historicity of the biblical witness. From a point of view 

which wants to know rather how an historical witness about a past 

event can be of significance today, and how, as such, historical truth 

can have universal validity, such a solution too readily sacrifices 

the uniqueness of the historical moment on the altar of subject-

ification. Now, of course, one cannot imply that Protestantism never 

had its representatives of "refocusing"—one only thinks of those 

schools of thought where the Gospel becomes little more than an 

expression of authentic existential being or where it becomes a sheer 

matter of ethics.' But what is an important question here is whether— 

if one is part of the Catholic tradition and one rejects a theory of 

homogeneous development—one must inevitably embrace a programme of 

refocusing. That, of course, is not a question easily answered. 

However, here I believe that Hans Kung is a sign that "divine tradition 

5Baum, Faith and Doctrine, p. 126. 
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does not necessarily entail that the authority of Scripture and 

ecclesiastical doctrine resides in interpretations determined by 

the Church's focus. Says Kung: 

There are fundamental elements and perspectives in the Church 
which are not derived from the Church itself; there is an 
•essence' which is drawn from the permanently decisive origins 
of the Church. This constant factor in the history of the 
Church and of its understanding is only revealed in change; 
its identity exists only in variability, its continuity only 
in changing circumstances, its permanence only in varying 
outward appearances.6 

Further, on the development of the image of the Church in history, 

•» 
Kung suggests: 

But precisely because it is historical, ecclesiology can and 
must be influenced by its origin, the origin of the Church. 
This origin does not simply lie in an historical situation, 
and still less in a transcendental 'principle,• fabricated or 
interpreted philosophically, which supposedly set the history 
of the Church in motion. Its origin is rather 'given,' 
•appointed,' 'laid-down' quite concretely; according to the 
Church's understanding of faith through the powerful hist­
orical action of God Himself, acting through Jesus Christ 
among men and for men and so finally through men. God's 
salvivic act in Jesus Christ is the origin of the Church, 
but it is more than the starting point or the first place of 
its history, it is something which at any time determines the 
whole history of the Church and defines its existential nature. 

Quite clearly, in these sentences Kung stresses the importance of the 

need for the Church to encounter its permanently decisive origins. 

Further, by making plain how this "essence" is by no means derivable 

from the Church itself, he clears the ground for a hermeneutics that 

will take the historical origins seriously without prejudging the 

meaning in the light of present experience. 

°Kung, The Church, p. 4. 

7Ibid., p. 14. 
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The second hermeneutical tenet 

The second tenet stresses the historical character of t radi t ion: 

the "tradere" as a part of history is a fact. The denial of th is fact 

robs theology of i t s scientif ic character. 

The reason for the second tenet—since tradit ion means that the 

material with which Christian theology i s occupied has reached us 

his tor ical ly , theology's alienation from c r i t i ca l historical research 

would be a flight from rea l i ty . 

Implications of the second tenet—the second tenet entails 

ramifications for (l) the nature of his torical research and (2) theo­

logy's relationship with such research. 

(1) Historical research is not equivalent to a subjectific­

at ion of the tradition—that i s , the eisogesis resultant from a 

particular hermeneutic theory. Hence, interpretation and rendering 

a text applicable for today are not identical. 

(2) Theology i tself must contribute to the development of 

a h i s to r ica l -c r i t i ca l method by ensuring that the h is tor ica l -cr i t ica l 

method does not make pronouncements over situations other than those 

which i t can approach methodically, and, thus, does not declare as 

impossible any unique situations precisely because of their uniqueness. 

Baum's position with 
regard to the second tenet 

Baum too accepts the role of the cr i t ica l -h is tor ica l method 

in the task of exegesis. But the cr i t ica l -h is tor ica l method in the 

sense of including textual as well as l i te rary criticism is immedi-
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a te ly l imited to "dealing with Scripture as a body of l i t e r a t u r e 

composed by men"8 and i s , as such, not r e a l l y r e l a t ed to a second 

set of hermeneutical p r inc ip les which deal with Scripture "as a 

book of divine au thorsh ip ." 9 These l a t t e r p r i nc ip l e s , Baum admits, 

"tend to make us a l i t t l e uncomfortable. They sound a r b i t r a r y . " 1 0 

But he argues tha t they are e s sen t i a l to a Catholic hermeneutics: 

"The f a i t h of the Church tha t sc r ip ture r e fe r s to an on-going r e a l i t y 

in h i s to ry demands hermeneutical p r inc ip les which go beyond the 

recognized ru les of l i t e r a r y c r i t i c i s m . " Theologically, thus , no 

contr ibut ion i s made to an h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l method in the service 

of exegesis. Rather, theological in te rp re ta t ion and an h i s t o r i c a l -

c r i t i c a l method ex i s t s ide by s ide , and the decisive thing in 

theological i n t e rp re t a t i on i s the focus derived from the Church's 

experience today. However, the consequences of Baum's approach here 

are twofold. 

( l ) The sub-ordination of h i s to ry to a pr inciple .—a herm­

eneutics tha t can determine the meaning of a past witness wholly 

in the l i gh t of present experience must decide tha t the past h i s t ­

o r i c a l event, about which the witness purports to be, i s not the 

ul t imately decisive matter. Indeed, i t must presuppose a view of 

h i s to ry as subordinate to and, as such, as expressive of some greater 

underlying r e a l i t y , ever constant—even if conceived as dynamic. 

Only on the bas is t ha t r eve la t ion in pas t , present , and future i s 

Baum, Fai th and Doctrine, p . 127. 

*Ibid., p . 127. 1 0 I b i d . , p . 124. i : L Ib id . , p . 125. 
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occasioned by a se l f same r e a l i t y in the sense of an object ively 

avai lable constant for a l l men, can i t be said tha t a past witness 

to a reve la tory event has a meaning which is equivalent to the 

meaning yielded by r e f l ec t i on on that cons tan t ' s presence in present 

experience. 

(2) A view of the Chris t ian witness as unique perception of 

universal t r u t h . — t o determine the meaning of a tex t in the l igh t 

of r e f l e c t i on on experience in the present inevi tably means tha t 

the tex t i t s e l f i s not taken as witness to decisive h i s t o r i c a l event 

but as a unique perception of something universa l ly access ible . Con­

sequently, the tex t being regarded as a time-conditioned expression 

of the t r u t h , the task of hermeneutics i s now seen as the quest for 

a subject ive—albei t in ter -subjec t ive for Baum—expression in tune 

with our t imes. 

The t h i r d hermeneutical tenet 

The t h i r d tenet i s r e a l l y an amplification of the second: 

the t r ad i t ion—the f ides quae—is h i s t o r i c a l l y a r i sen and thus 

h i s t o r i c a l l y "packaged" with everything tha t i s thereby connected 

with questions concerning world image, cu l tu ra l context and h i s t ­

o r i c a l determination. 

The reason for the t h i r d tenet—the fai th—the f ides quae— 

i s a f o r t i o r i an h i s t o r i c a l matter: an a t -a -ce r ta in -po in t in h i s to ry 

place- taking fellowship with I s r a e l ' s God. 

Implications of the t h i r d tenet—the implications here drawn 

concern ( l ) the nature of Chr is t ian t r u t h and (2) the manner in which 
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the truth is made effectual. 

(1) The Chris t ian t r u t h only ex i s t s in h i s t o r i c a l form, 

but i t i s , as such, no concession to any Ze i tge i s t , nor a r e t r e a t 

into r e l a t iv i sm, but i s i t s e l f given with the nature of God's self-

reve la t ion . Because God's se l f - reve la t ion has come about h i s t o r i c a l l y , 

the knowledge of God in the t r a d i t i o n stands before us in h i s t o r i c a l 

formulations at a l l po in t s . 

(2) That the t r u t h of Chr i s t i an i ty i s h i s t o r i c a l l y grounded 

i s u l t imate ly not repudiated by the even more fundamental aspect 

tha t God himself as Holy Sp i r i t makes the h i s t o r i c i t y of the t r u t h 

ef fec tua l . Hence to attempt to overcome the time-conditioned character 

of human formulations by making them of e te rna l value i s (a) to d i s ­

regard human l imi t a t ion , (b) to enclose God in h i s se l f - reve la t ion 

in the p a s t , and (c) to eliminate the Sp i r i t as the way in which 

God would today deal with us in a renewing and l ibe ra t ing fashion. 

Baum's pos i t ion vri.th 
regard to the t h i r d tenet 

Baum's t r a n s l a t i o n of the t r a d i t i o n into exper i en t i a l , 

e x i s t e n t i a l categories makes i t c l ea r , of course, tha t for him too 

Chr is t ian f a i t h i s an h i s t o r i c a l matter. Thus, for Baum as well, the 

t r a d i t i o n i s expressed in an h i s t o r i c a l l y conditioned "package." 

Yet, must one not contend that h is presuppositions lead to h i s t o r ­

i c a l re la t iv i sm? 

( l ) Baum's attempt to solve the hermeneutical problem by 

making "General Revelation" the key to in terpre t ing Scripture— 

Scripture r e f e r s to the ongoing r e a l i t y which makes h is tory far 
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from ordinary—inevitably involves the r e l a t iv i sm that h i s to ry then 

can only serve as i l l u s t r a t i o n of what i s present ly perceived. In 

other terms, i f the decisive c r i t e r i o n for the meaning of past h is tory 

i s the reve la t ion perceived in^today's experience, then past h i s to ry 

i s regarded as an extension of the present , or what amounts to the 

same, the present becomes the absolute against which the past i s 

r e l a t ivized. 

(2) "People," says Baum, "become Christ ians and stay Chris t ians 

i f the Gospel of Christ explains , p u r i f i e s , and mul t ip l ies t he i r depth 
-I o 

experience.""1"* But t h i s i s , of course, only possible if, conversely, 

the Gospel i t s e l f has f i r s t of a l l been explained from experience and 

when the content of the Gospel has been ident i f ied with that contemp­

orary r e l i g ious explanation. Yet, what does t h i s do to the character 

of the Gospel as the proclamation about a unique promise-f i l led event? 

Does not the equation of the Gospel with the i l lumination received 

through dif ferent data in a different context r e l a t i v i z e the Gospel's 

h i s t o r i c a l character and make i t a more or l ess f lex ib le var iable at the 

mercy of subsequent times? Further , i s such a Gospel not quite d i s -

pens ib le , and would not such a Gospel have been incapable of being 

the motor tha t set the Chr is t ian t r a d i t i o n in motion? The logic i s 

inexorable: a witness to a past event can teach us nothing if in 

advance i t i s already decided tha t the significance of the event in 

question i s l imited to what we can perceive and understand in our 

own experience. But, indeea, we then have to do with a hermeneutical 

l 2 I b i d . , p . 68. 
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c i r c l e : one derives from the tex t what one 's pre-supposit ions de te r ­

mine from the beginning. Hence, Baum's del ivery of t r a d i t i o n ' s meaning 

to the Church's r e f l e c t i on on i t s own experience s t r i ke s me as an 

asse r t ion tha t the h i s t o r i c i t y of Chris t ian t r u t h not only means the 

need for continual i n t e rp re t a t ion but also tha t in fact in te rp re ta t ion 

here means a r a d i c a l sub jec t i f i ca t ion of the t r a d i t i o n insofar as i t 

no longer needs to wrest le with the meaning of any objective "over-

against . " 

(3) I t i s , of course, t rue tha t the whole process of i n t e r ­

pretat ion—here charged as having become complete subject i f ica t i o n ­

i s for Baum a Sp i r i t - c rea ted and guided process which prevents the 

Church from imprisoning reve la t ion in the past and from becoming 

i t s e l f a museum piece. S t i l l one can say that Baum's solut ion to 

make the Gospel relevant i s no l ess gu i l ty of missing the h i s t o r i c a l 

character of Chr is t ian t r u t h than a metaphysically oriented theology. 

How can t h i s be maintained? 

(a) Jus t as the metaphysical approach craved for t imeless-

ness and so sought to overcome the contingency of time-conditioned 

h i s t o r i c a l t r u t h , so the programme of refocusing seeks e t e rn i ty with 

the only difference tha t i t seeks e t e rn i ty in the here and now: now, 

in the l i gh t of present experience and in the l ight of our perception 

of God's presence in our world, we must be able to decipher the 

s ignif icance of a witness from the past concerning a past event. 

And thus the question whether a ce r t a in past may have something to 

say to us which i s n ' t exactly sel f -evident in our own experience i s 

by-passed. 
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(b) The anthropological formulations into which the witness 

and doctr ine of the Church, according to Baum's refocusing, can be 

t r ans l a t ed can only do j u s t i c e to h i s to ry in the sense of e x i s t e n t i a l 

becoming. And thus Baum's focus f a i l s to view the Gospel as a 

commentary on h i s to ry conceived as a drama which i s both simple and 

complex between God and his creatures and, thus , a h is tory which i s 

ne i ther a web of hor izontal human decisions and determinisms nor a 

purely v e r t i c a l a f fa i r enacted between God and a few mystical souls . 

(c) F ina l ly , the notion tha t the t ru th of Chris t ian f a i t h 

may be made p l a in through an in ter -subjec t ive consensus a t ta ined 

through dialogue and r e f l ec t i on on the Church's present experience 

suggests tha t the Chris t ian t r u t h i t s e l f from a credendum i s turned 

into an i n t e l l e c t u a l l y more or l ess probable category for self and 

world in t e rp re t a t ion . Thus, though d i f fe ren t ly expressed throughout 

the ages, in essence the Chris t ian t r u t h no longer brings to our 

a t t en t i on a decisive h i s t o r i c moment and i t s consequences for a l l 

h i s t o ry , but provides us with a perception of something quite timeless— 

the ul t imate cons t i tu t ion of r e a l i t y . 

Bracketing Off History 

According to Baum, the r e a l reason for a doc t r ina l r e i n t e r -

p r e t a t i o n i s t h a t : "In the present day the tension between the 

t r a d i t i o n a l doctrine of the Church and the divine r e a l i t y which i t 

s i g n i f i e s , has become very great indeed ." 1 3 Thus i t follows: 

l 5 I b i d . , p . 36. 
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If the doctr ine of the Church r e p l i e s to the questions of past 
generations and i s expressed in a language no longer our own, 
i t becomes very d i f f i c u l t for people to encounter through i t 
the l iv ing Word of God . . . what i s required i s the reformul­
a t ion of d o c t r i n e . I 4 

As such, however, Baum thinks of the hermeneutical problem as some­

thing rooted in man's changing soc ia l and cu l tu ra l context ra ther 

than as a given with the nature of God's se l f - reve la t ion i t s e l f . 

Based on the quotes above, an absence of soc ia l and cu l tu ra l changes 

could mean the s a t i s f ac t i on with t r a d i t i o n a l doctr ines . This, how­

ever, only underlines how Baum cor re la tes existence and reve la t ion : 

"Each cul ture poses i t s own cruc ia l questions of l i f e and death. 

The Church's t r a d i t i o n a l doctrine r e p l i e s to questions which, in 

par t at l e a s t , were very different from the questions we ask today." 5 

Revelation i s thus supremely viewed as the answer to man's questions. 

But t h i s means that the work of explaining reve la t ion must over­

r ide attempts at understanding.'!6 One already understands.' Before 

one can asser t the tension between the divine r e a l i t y and any doct­

r i n a l formulations one must, needs be, claim a grasp of the divine 

r e a l i t y tha t w i l l show up the tensions . The manner in which the 

hermeneutical question i s viewed as a problem i s therefore very much 

shaped by what Baum wishes to be i t s solut ion. In the l ight of the 

new focus the old formulations are not untrue but simply too dense 

to channel l igh t—tha t i s , for the average Chris t ian. Hence the need 

1 4 I b i d . , p . 35. 1 5 I b i d . , p . 37. 

16 
According to Heinrich Ott: "To explain something is to 

ground it in something already known . . . . Understanding, on the 
other hand, is the unified act of grasping a psychological or hist­
orical situation in its unique individuality" ("Language and Under­
standing," New Theology, No. 4, p. 132). 
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to reformulate. But, fu r ther , the focus which i s to make reform­

u l a t i on poss ible i s not unreasonable: i t i s rooted in experience 

and therefore not without c r i t e r i a when i t s conceptualization i s a t 

s take. Should t h i s exper ien t ia l element be lacking, then, of course, 

a l l reformulation would be sheer "non-sense" and remain idle t a l k . 

Yet what i s s igni f icant in Baum's approach is tha t the problem of 

how to get from then to now, that i s , from past to present , i s solved 

by introducing a constancy fac tor , even if described as a pr inc ip le 

of change, in the exper ien t ia l aspect of God's presence to men. 

Further , of course, t h i s constancy factor—God-in-his-effect in man's 

l i fe—finds i t s e l f var iously expressed in different soc ia l and c u l t ­

u r a l contexts . Consequently, Baum does acknowledge the h i s t o r i c i t y 

of b i b l i c a l and doc t r ina l expressions and indeed of his own perspect ive. 

Yet, insofar as the past in i t s h i s t o r i c i t y must ever y ie ld to sub­

sequent soc io -h i s to r i ca l transformations and, thus , i s dissolved in 

ever new perspect ives , i t i s at l eas t in theory denied to contr ibute 

anything not evident in present experience. Hence, i t appears tha t 

Baum's v is ion of the solut ion to the hermeneutical problem i s not 

very di f ferent from Martin Kahler 's who, according to Heinrich Ott , 

attempted to solve Lessing 's apo r i e 1 7 " . . . by bracketing off 

h i s to ry ( that i s , the search of h i s day into the l i f e of Jesus) and 

17 
Today, Ott says, Lessing's maxim that accidental truths of 

history can never constitute the proof of necessary reason becomes 
meaningful in the sense of: "Judgments of historical probability 
can never provide the ground for the certainty of faith" ("Language 
and Understanding," p. 130). 
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instead calling the Christ preached in the Church the actual Christ."l8 

The Dominance Q»f A Concept Of Man 

If in existentialist theology the emphasis falls on relating 

the Gospel to a particular view of man as a creature called to freedom 

and authenticity, in Baum the view of man as the creature on the way 

to greater humanization is equally decisive in reinterpreting the 

tradition. 

Without question, Baum himself admits the importance of a 

view of man. Concerning his first principle of reinterpretation he 

says: 

This p r inc ip le i s obviously influenced by a par t i cu la r view 
of man. But so i s the new focus of the Gospel. What has taken 
place in the present cul ture i s the t r a n s i t i o n from a s t a t i c 
to a more dynamic unders tanding. i y 

Further , Vatican I I ' s "law of evangel izat ion," namely, "the accomm-

20 

odation of preaching to the exigencies of the present , " Baum i n t e r ­

p r e t s , i s not merely the attempt of t r ans l a t ing the significance of 

t r a d i t i o n ' s claims and doctr ines in today 's language in view of 

today 's concerns. Rather, for Baum, the above "law" means a programme 

of r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n in the l igh t of a new focus which is the "Church's 

Sp i r i t - c rea t ed experience of what the Gospel means in her own age ." 2 1 

The Sp i r i t - c rea t ed experience, however, i s s t i l l an experience which 

y ie lds i t s cons t i tu t ion in man's s e l f - r e f l e c t i on and, thus , man's 

1 8 I b i d . , p . 141 . l ^ a u m , Man Becoming, p , 171. 

20Baum, F a i t h and D o c t r i n e , p . 35 . 

2lBaum, Man Becoming, p . 167. 
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self-understanding i s of c r i t i c a l import. More prec i se ly , the 

p a r t i c u l a r self-understanding which Baum employs i s c r i t i c a l insofar 

as God's se l f - r eve la t ion i s now suggested to be t r ans la tab le into 

the descr ip t ion which tha t understanding provides. In short , there 

i s the cor re la t ion of reve la t ion and a pa r t i cu la r concept of ex i s t ­

ence. But Baum's cor re la t ion here embraces at l eas t two aspects . 

( l ) The cor re la t ion revela t ion-exis tence in the f i r s t place 

means tha t man i s not only regarded as existence—the only manner to 

keep man authent ica l ly man—but also that reve la t ion maintains and 

supports man in the pos i t ion of au then t ic i ty , namely, greater human­

iza t ion . 

Says Baum in his r e in t e rp r e t a t i on of the significance of 

God's exis tence: " I t means tha t man i s a l ive by a pr inc ip le tha t 

transcends him, over which he has no power, which summons him to 

22 
surpass himself and frees him t o be c r ea t i ve . " Thus, in Baum's 

view sa lva t ion and s e l f - r e a l i z a t i o n are inseparable and to the point 

t ha t sa lvat ion i s wholly explicable in terms of s e l f - r ea l i za t i on . 

For, of course, should one need to say more of sa lvat ion than what 

s t r i c t l y speaking only r e f e r s t o human becoming then the axiom that 

whatever the Church proclaims about God can be t r ans la ted into 

declara t ions about human l i f e , would be f a l s e . For Baum, thus , 

wherever men are t r u l y becoming themselves, there i s revelat ion— 

and inseparable from i t—there i s sa lva t ion . Hence, to put i t ra ther 

b lun t ly , God's se l f - r eve la t ion i s exclusively viewed as serving man's 

2 2 I b i d . , p . 185. 
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becoming and h i s au thent ic i ty and freedom so implied—and, indeed, 

an au then t ic i ty and freedom over against nature and h is tory . Says 

Baum: "'God e x i s t s ' means that man's future w i l l not simply be 

determined by causes in the present , nor i s h i s future wholly vulner­

able to the malice and blindness tha t mask his act ions today: the 

new w i l l be created. " 2 3 That i s , God acquires the function of guar­

anteeing the humanity of man through a power that w i l l enable man to 

transcend the des t ruc t ive powers operative in nature and h is tory . 

But what i s at once obvious in Baum's view i s the extent to which 

the concept of reve la t ion i s geared to the problematic n a t u r e -

humanity, or nature—authent ic i ty and freedom, and how the whole of 

the Church's t r a d i t i o n must be thrown into t h i s s t r a i t - j a c k e t in 

24 order to make sense. 

Now theologica l ly , tha t i s from a p r a c t i c a l standpoint, the 

message of sa lva t ion in Baum too remains a message of deliverance. 

But what t h i s deliverance i s in i t s content undergoes a shif t in 

meaning. Salvation becomes: deliverance from fear , inauthent ic i ty , 

absurdi ty , some na tura l inexorable log ic , and from the reduction of 

humanity through the abuse of na tu ra l sciences. And, of course, no 

one can deny the t r u t h in Baum's concept of sa lva t ion : t h i s content 

too deals with f a n t a s t i c a l l y important th ings . Yet at the same time 

one might object that these tremendous things signify a one-sided 

se lec t ion from the components that make up sa lvat ion. For Baum the 

23Ibid. 

24 
Helmut Gollwitzer also levels this charge against exist­

entialist theology (The existence of God as confessed by faith, trans. 
by J. W. Leitch (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1965j, p. 24). 
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great drama i s a drama between man and world and of man against 

des t ruc t ive forces within. The problem which Baum's concept of 

sa lva t ion wishes to solve i s not the quest for a gracious God, but 

how to overcome des t ruc t ive and dehumanizing forces. And, thus , 

the fundamental re lg ious question, as in Van den Heuvel's terms, 

i s a question of "mastering l i f e . " 

On Baum's terms, God's reve la t ion in Christ comes to mean 

God's presence in the drama of man and world—that God confirms man 

qua man by maintaining him as freedom over against necess i ty , as 

person over against " th ing i f i ca t ion , " and as the creator of meaning 

in the face of meaninglessness. And, as already indicated, Baum's 

conception of a f f a i r s does touch an element of evangelical t r u th . 

Yet, a t the same time—because of i t s se lec t ive aspect—Baum's con­

ception means a d i s t o r t i o n of the evangelical t r u t h . Does not the 

New Testament t e l l us ra ther more about salvat ion? To come to the 

po in t : there i s also such a thing in the New Testament as a drama 

between God and man. And can one so r e in t e rp re t t h i s drama tha t i t 

becomes only descr ip t ive of man's dynamic self-becoming? The d i s ­

appearance of the God-ini t ia ted drama with man—God i s no longer 

man's over-agains t—raises the question whether Baum's perspective 

involves a self-chosen ro l e and goal for man which only afterwards 

invokes God's help to maintain and support him in t h i s r o l e . 

(2) To make God's se l f - r eve la t ion the foundation and con-

2 5Albert H. Van den Heuvel, These rebe l l ious powers (New 
York, Friendship Press , 1965), p . 23. 
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f irmation of being human involves the paradoxical r e su l t tha t in 

h is s e l f - r eve la t ion God as se r t s the r e a l i t y of man not over against 

himself in a covenant re la t ionsh ip but over against whatever des t ruc­

t i v e forces there are both in the world and in man himself. 

Baum speaks as though h is conception of God implies r ad ica l 

otherness: " . . . he can never be ident i f ied with any aspect of 

h i s to ry . God i s always d i f f e r e n t . " 2 6 But t h i s otherness ra ther 

indicates the inexhaustible ground inseparable from a l l tha t i s 

human. S igni f icant ly , transcendence i s spoken of as the "more than 

27 human," Thus, to wi t , God i s present to human l i f e as Word, but 

by the p r inc ip les of in te rp re ta t ion the Word's transcendence 

s ign i f i e s a "more" s t i l l within the scope of human apperception, 

namely, as the inexhaustible c a l l and power to greater humanization. 

Now Baum's pos i t ion , he openly confesses, i s chief ly motivated by 

the modern experience for which God as Personal over-against presents 

immense difficulties. Says Baum: 

The God problem today, I conclude, is raised by the experience 
of ordinary Christians. Is it still possible to believe in 
God, the supreme being and king of the universe? Does this 
outsider God exist at all?28 

And, of course, a God who is entirely an outsider God, is a God who 

is absent from our experience and irrelevant to our existence. Yet 

is it necessarily so that the language which speaks as though God were 

a being, and, of course, the supreme being, can only serve as meta­

phorical language to indicate his inexhaustible grace and power as 

2oBaum, Man Becoming, p. 282. 

27Ibid. 28Ibid., p. 166. 
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a dimension of l i f e ? Can i t not be maintained that the concrete 

language concerning God which has a r i sen in the t r a d i t i o n in some 

way points to a transcendence in the heart of God's immanence by 

which he i s also the other One who encounters the creat ion in which 

he i s present as creator and susta iner? Must the l a t t e r notion 

somehow be considered in to le rab le , as if the God alongside man 

beyond h i s presence in the mystery of l i f e inevitably leads to a 

view where God and man can only be two competing powers.' Now, of 

course, even in Baum's in t e rp re t a t ion of transcendence i t i s possible 

to speak of a re la t ionsh ip with God in which man and God, for example, 

as "freedom" and "maintainer of freedom" or i t s "ground," are 

inseparably united. But what i s the nature of t h i s inseparabi l i ty? 

Surely, i t i s no longer personal , however much t h i s word i s now 

c l a r i f i e d by the new in t e rp re t a t ion . "Personal" only i s meaningful 

when the term describes the re la t ionsh ip of two who address one 

another as "Thou." When theology i s reshaped by an anthropology 

where man i s conceived as the p o s s i b i l i t y for humanization, and when, 

consequently, being human is pr imari ly determined by au thent ic i ty and 

freedom, one i s no longer able to hold on to the t r u l y personal which 

i s the intercourse of God and man in a covenant r e la t ionsh ip . 



CONCLUSION 

Without ques t i on Baum's p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y - o r i e n t e d phenomenology 

p r o v i d e s a p e r c e p t i v e apology for being a C h r i s t i a n in t o d a y ' s world. 

However, from t h e p o i n t of view of t h i s s t u d y , s e r i o u s d i f f i c u l t i e s 

a r e encountered when beyond a p e r s u a s i v e prologue t o t h e Gospel, Baum's 

p e r s p e c t i v e i n t e n d s t o be t h e b a s i s for r e i n t e r p r e t i n g C h r i s t i a n i t y ' s 

h i s t o r i c a l w i t n e s s . 

Of c o u r s e , i t would be<.presumptuous t o b e l i e v e t h a t Man Becoming 

i s Baum's f i n a l word. As observed i n Chapter I , i f we may t r u s t t he 

q u a l i t i e s of t h e C a t h o l i c t h e o l o g i a n as i n d i c a t e d by Sch i l l ebeeckx , 

we may be su re t h a t t h e d ia logue subsequent t o Man Becoming w i l l not 

l eave Baum's p o s i t i o n u n a l t e r e d . N e v e r t h e l e s s , a s i t s t a n d s , t h e 

q u e s t i o n fo r t h i s s tudy whether Baum's p o s i t i o n i n Man Becoming avoids 

a form of r e d u c t i o n i s m — l o o s e l y def ined i n t h e I n t r o d u c t i o n as t h e 

t a i l o r i n g of t h e Gospel t o s u i t p h i l o s o p h i c a l (metaphys ica l or 

e x i s t e n t i a l - e x p e r i e n t i a l ) or even i n s t i t u t i o n a l demands—has been 

answered r a t h e r n e g a t i v e l y : 

1 . Baum's e x c l u s i v e s t r e s s on t h e Truth as s a l v a t i o n a l — e v e n 

i f he g r a n t s t h e v a l i d i t y of a more i n t e l l e c t u a l approach—it was 

obse rved , l e a d s t o a weakening of t h e o b j e c t i v e i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y of 

t h e mystery t o which t h e Church w i t n e s s e s . Hence, Baum c e r t a i n l y f i n d s 

a p l a c e f o r human s u b j e c t i v i t y i n t h e Church ' s r o l e of t r a n s m i t t i n g and 

i n t e r p r e t i n g t h e Gospel . However, Baum's a t tempt t o t r a n s l a t e t h e 

h i s t o r i c a l w i t n e s s i n t o s t a t emen t s about human becoming does r a i s e 
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the question whether he sac r i f i ces the extra nos aspect of the Gospel. 

Indeed, in view of a lack of any consequential "over-againstness" in 

God, i t i s d i f f i cu l t to avoid the conclusion tha t the Gospel i s 

reduced to a specia l anthropological descr ipt ion. 

2. Baum's universalism—quite consistent with the d i rec t ion 

theology receives when i t becomes a r e f l ec t ion on man in his depth-

dimension—views the concrete h i s t o r i c a l event as a window on what 

i s universa l ly t r ue . Consequently, the meaning of h i s t o r i c a l form­

u la t ions i s . f o r Baum immediately bound by present exper ient ia l per­

ception. 

3. Epistemologically i t was shown tha t Baum embraces a form 

of transcendentalism with an idea l i s t tendency in the sense of idea l ­

izing divine ac t . The idea l i za t ion of divine ac t , i t was recorded, 

must be regarded as an inescapable r e s u l t when the h i s t o r i c a l witness 

and t r a d i t i o n concerning the l iv ing God i s , in p r inc ip l e , held to be 

t o t a l l y t r ans l a t ab l e into anthropology. 

4. F ina l ly , in the l ight of hermeneutical considerat ions, 

Baum's solut ion to the hermeneutical question was seen to involve a 

logic which inevi tably means that he brackets off h is tory . Further, 

insofar as present perception and experience provide the cen t ra l 

c r i t e r i a for meaning, there i s in Baum's theology such a dominant 

conception of human existence that i t pre-determines the element of 

r eve la t ion in the cor re la t ion reve la t ion-exis tence . 
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INTRODUCTION 

Baum's p o s i t i o n s ince iylan Becoming has not a l t e r e d and, hence, 
t h e n e a r l y exc lu s ive focus on Man Becoming. Baum's work i s ques t ionned 
from a view inf luenced by Bar th and Bonhoeffer. P a r t i c u l a r l y Bonhoeffer ' s 
a n a l y s i s of t h e o l o g i c a l p o s i t i o n s in terms of p h i l o s o p h i c a l o r i e n t a t i o n 
i s he ld t o be r e l e v a n t . B a s i c a l l y t h e concern in t h e s tudy i s a h e r ­
meneu t i ca l one. 

CHAPTER I SETTING THE STAGE 

Baum's Theo log ica l P i lg r image : Baum has s h i f t e d from a Bar th i an 
p o s i t i o n t o t h e t h e o l o g i c a l anthropology i n i t i a t e d by Rahner. 

The Wider S e t t i n g : The g r e a t e r weight of t r a d i t i o n in C a t h o l i c 
theo logy in c o n t r a s t w i th Reformed theo logy i s observed t o be congenia l 
t o d i a logue and a movement of consensus . Baum f a i r l y r e p r e s e n t s t h e t r a i t s 
of C a t h o l i c Renewal Theology i n d i c a t e d by Schoof. Outstanding in Baum's 
approach i s h i s a p o l o g e t i c concern. Given Baum's i n t e n t i o n t o be o r t h o ­
dox, t h e r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of dogma on t h e b a s i s of a theology where t h e 
p r e s e n t p l a y s a v i t a l r o l e has r a d i c a l import. Baum's s i t u a t i o n i s some­
what analogous t o t h a t of Bishop Robinson in t h e e a r l y s i x t i e s and he has 
w r i t t e n a s i f i n a n t i c i p a t i o n of v a r i o u s charges . 

CHAPTER I I TRUTH AS SALVATIONAL 

Baum's demand for non-objec t i f i c a t i o n i s a l s o met by a con­
c e p t u a l framework which env i s i ons God as embracing both e n t i t y and non­
e n t i t y ; Baum's e x p l o r a t i o n s of t h e s a l v a t i o n a l knowledge of f a i t h does 
not escape a form of c r i t i c a l t heo logy ; Baum's beginning wi th e x i s t e n t i a l -
o n t o l o g i c a l c a t e g o r i e s has immediate dogmatic ove r tones ; t he new p e r ­
s p e c t i v e a s S p i r i t - c r e a t e d e s p e c i a l l y in view of Baum's d e s i r e t o convert 
theo logy i n t o anthropology impl ies t h e r e j e c t i o n of a correspondence 
t h e o r y of t r u t h ; Baum's anthropology e n t a i l s t h a t theology express i t s e l f 
i n f l e x i b l e , f u n c t i o n a l language d e s c r i p t i v e of man's dynamic becoming. 
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CHAPTER I I I BAUM'S UNIVERSALISM 

Baum's second p r i n c i p l e of r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , i t i s he ld , 
involves a ques t i onab l e u n i v e r s a l i s m . 

R e v e l a t i o n : Baum's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of God's s e l f - i d e n t i t y in h i s 
r e v e l a t i o n does not t a k e i n t o c o n s i d e r a t i o n the exper ience t h a t t h e Re-
v e a l e r i s g r e a t e r t h a n t h a t in which he r e v e a l s himself ; Baum's t e n e t t h a t 
a l l t h e o l o g i c a l s t a t emen t s a r e t r a n s l a t a b l e i n to s o t e r i o l o g i c a l d e ­
s c r i p t i o n p u t s h i s theo logy in danger of becoming angelology ; t h e s t r e s s 
on God's n o n - o v e r - a g a i n s t n e s s r a i s e s t h e ques t ion whether God's e x i s t e n c e 
i s a l s o a p a r t from man and means t h a t symbols such as "God i s Persona l" 
r e c e i v e a s u b j e c t i v e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 

The Concept " In C h r i s t " : The manner i n which Baum r e c o n c i l e s 
" u n i v e r s a l i s t " and " p a r t i o u l a r i s t " themes does not he ighten t h e urgency 
and importance of t h e h i s t o r i c a l l y c o n c r e t e ; Baum's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 
i n c a r n a t i o n weakens t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between adopt ion and i n c a r n a t i o n ; in 
t h e l i g h t of Theo P r e i s s ' view of God's a c t i o n as a u n i v e r s a l i s t movement 
of c o n c e n t r a t i o n and expansion Baum's u n i v e r s a l i s m f a i l s t o do j u s t i c e t o 
Divine i n i t i a t i v e , does not acknowledge an element of r a d i c a l d i s c o n ­
t i n u i t y in t r a d i t i o n ' s c o n t i n u i t y , t u r n s a l l of theo logy i n t o a d o c t r i n e 
of sanc t i f i c a t i o n , and den ies the v a l i d i t y of p e r s o n a l i s t i c concep t ions . 

F a i t h : Baum's r e d e f i n i t i o n of f a i t h as "new consc iousness" means 
t h a t t h e d i f f e r e n c e between t h e Church and non-Church i s a mat te r of cog­
n i t i o n ; brought t o a t t e n t i o n here i s the f a i l u r e of the "Already" and"Not 
Yet" a s p e c t s of God's redemption in in f luenc ing Baum's c a t e g o r i e s ; t h i s 
f a i l u r e i s p a r t i c u l a r l y ev ident in Baum's minimizat ion of t h e d i f f e r e n c e 
between redemption and c r e a t i o n ; Baum's own a n a l y s i s of "new consc iousness" 
shows t h a t i t i s not t h e equ iva len t of t h e New Testament no t i on of f a i t h . 

CHAPTER IV BAUM'S TRANSCENDENTALISM 

Baum's second p r i n c i p l e of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n removes the d i s t i n c t i o n 
between p h i l o s o p h i c a l and t h e o l o g i c a l anthropology; hence, both our p r e -
concep tua l o r i e n t a t i o n and our conceptua l appara tus a re c r i t i c a l l y impor t ­
ant and, t h u s , Baum's s t r e s s on the r o l e of t h e S p i r i t in the Church ' s cog­
n i t i o n ; however, Baum's t r a n s l a t i o n of ontology i n t o o n t o l o g i c a l - e x i s t e n t i a l 
r e a l i t y does r a i s e t h e ques t i on whether t h i s involves a form of t r a n s c e n d ­
e n t a l i dea l i sm. 

Baum's Phenomenology : Baum's p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y - o r i e n t e d phenomeno­
logy in i t s i n t e n t t o shape theology r e v e r s e s Anselm's dictum and p l a c e s 
theo logy in d i r e c t c o n t e n t i o n wi th ph i losophy; as a r e a l i t y hypothes i s 
Baum's phenomenology t u r n s theology i n t o an i n s t ance of "o rd inary" 
language ; a s a t h e s i s of u n i v e r s a l r e l evance and p r e d i c a t i o n the " theos" 
i s in some sense t r a n s p a r e n t t o Baum's"logos" and thus t h e t h r u s t toward 
e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l idea l i sm. 
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Baum's Apologe t ic Theology : In t h e l i g h t of D i e t r i c h Bonhoef fer ' s 
and Ber t r and R u s s e l l ' s a n a l y s i s of K a n t ' s t r a n s c e n d e n t a l i s m Baum i s 
judged t o make a concess ion t o idea l i sm insofa r as he i d e a l i z e s t h e aspec t 
of God as Act by assuming God's w i l l i n g as a datum in man's s e l f - r e ­
f l e c t ion. 

CHAPTER V BAUM'S HERMENEUTICS 

Bas ic Tenets : Baum's hermeneut ica l p o s i t i o n i s eva lua t ed in t h e 
l i g h t of t h r e e t e n e t s d i c t a t e d by t h e c h a r a c t e r of C h r i s t i a n t r a d i t i o n ; 
i n t h i s e v a l u a t i o n Baum i s shown t o e x h i b i t (1-) a tendency t o i d e n t i f y 
t h e meaning of a p a s t t e x t w i th i t s contemporary a p p l i c a t i o n , (2) a 
tendency t o subord ina t e h i s t o r y t o a p r i n c i p l e and t o view t h e C h r i s t i a n 
w i t n e s s a s a unique p e r c e p t i o n of u n i v e r s a l t r u t h , and (3) a t h r u s t in 
t h e d i r e c t i o n of h i s t o r i c a l r e l a t i v i s m . 

Bracke t ing Off Hi s to ry : Insofar as Baum's approach d i c t a t e s t h a t 
t h e h i s t o r i c a l w i t n e s s must ever y i e l d t o t h e p e r s p e c t i v e s of subsequent 
s o c i o - h i s t o r i c a l t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s in man's consc iousness , he b r a c k e t s off 
h i s t o r y . 

The Dominance of a Concept of Man ; A concept of man which i s much 
in f luenced by e x i s t e n t i a l i s t t hough t , i t i s shown, so dominates Baum's 
theo logy t h a t i t p r e -de t e rmines t h e content of r e v e l a t i o n i n t h e 
c o r r e l a t i o n r e v e l a t i o n - e x i s t e n c e . 

CONCLUSION 

Baum's exposition of the new perspec t ive , i t i s acknowledged, i s 
a penetrat ing contemporary apologetic. Nevertheless, in the l ight of 
t h i s study serious objections are rn^de when Baum's perspective becomes 
more than a prologue and, in fac t , del ivers the hermeneutical solut ion 
for coming to terms with the Chris t ian t r ad i t i on . In i t s appl icat ion 
to r e i n t e r p r e t the Gospel the conclusion is that Baum's approach in­
volves a theologica l reduction by accomodating reve la t ion to a pa r t i cu la r 
conceptual framework. 


