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The concept of the Resurrection of our Lord has been
a point of confusion for many, both formal students of the-
ology and thinking lay people. It has also besen the topic
of much debate and many books. Some have chosen to dis-
regard it almost completely, thus cha
and direétion of the Gospel's message, Some have limited
it to;such a degree that it means only the moment of Christ's
rising from the grave., Others have taken into account the
implications of a world existing under a resurrected Lord.
Some have called it a historical fact, others say it is
obviously non-historicsl or transhistorical, What the Res~
urrection wag and/or is, how it came about, how it was view-
ed by New Testament mun and what significance it hzs for man
today are the questions being asked. One question basic to
2ll these deals with how the New Testament Scriptures are
to be read. Certainly a paper of this scope could never
be an exhaustive study on form criticism nor a new search
for the historicsl Jesus. Nelther could it hope to give
any definite, dogmatic answers to these questions which
have been the focal points of theologizns over & long span

of years., The fileld is so broad and so involved that one
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can only touch on cartain points hoping to provide some
insight and give some clarification to a few of the issues
that have been 8o hotly contested, especizlly in recent
times,

First of all this paper will deal briefly with two
men who are representative of a certain way of thinking
about the Regurrection-that hasnbeenrprgfflﬁnt for many
vears, The bulk of the vpaper, however will be concerned
with the work of Professor Rudolf Bultmenn and some of
his critics. ,Since the 2uthor is not by any mezns fam-
iliar with all his work nor with that of his critics the
positions and arguments presented will be limited in scope.
But it is hoped, nevertheless, that some measure of under-
standing will result from this investigation. To aid in
this discussion there is & need for some background mat-
erial notably ths various meanings of thsz term resurrec-
tion itself, and then a short discussion of the dispos-
ition of first century Palestine toward the concespt of
rzsurrection.

In the Greek thsz term used for resurrection hs‘ué&wwms.
In ancient literature the term has meant rise, »s in Jos-
ephus's usage, the 'erection' of a ststue; resurrection
from the dexad, used from the time of Aeschylus onward;
in the nugst referring specifically to Jesus' Resurrection;

or in reference to the future rsesurrection-~-the Judgmasnt



, R
Day.lxl’d&ffdu'ts is used in the New Testument not only to

mean resurrection from the dead per se, but as in LukeZ:34--

6ls TT Doty KA Avdo-Tdow ®AAdy & W TrparfA 2o Mfor the fall
w3

and rising of many in Israel. However, in most cases

vd e Tda(s may be translateahresﬁrrection from the dezd. ”"The
d1dea of a reéurredtion from the dead'is by no means limited
in religious wfitings to the New Testament and New Testa-
ment Apocrypha. The most direct influence for the Christ-
ian writérs came, of course, fpom the writings of Judaism.,

The Hebrew transliteration of the idea of the revival of

the dead is tehliyyat hametim and many references to a res-

urrection, albeit a general one, are found in Hebrew 1lit-
erature. For example in Daniel 12:2 one reads: #Many of
those who sleep in the dust of the garth shall awake; some
shall live forever, others shall be an éverlgsting horror
and disgrace.® And again in 2 Maccabees 7:9 during the
torturing of the seven brothers:

You'accursad wretch, you dismiss ué from

this present life, but the King of the u-

niverse will raise us up to an everlast-

ing renewal of life because we have disd
for his laws.

1. Arndt, William, A Gresk-Bnglish Lexicon of the New
Testament, The Unlversity of Chicago Pr@ss, Chicago,
Illinois, 1957, pages.59-60.

2. Nezstle, Erwin, Novum Testamgntum Graece, Wuttember-
gische Bibalanstalt Stuttgart, in Germany, 1927,

3. All inxlish New Testament wpassages are from The -Hol :
Bible, Revise#d Standard Version, Thomas Nelson and Sons,
New York, New York, 1953

4, Metzger, Brude, ed., The Oxford Annotated Avocryvha of
the 01d Testament, RSV, Oxford University Press, New
York, New York, 1965.
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Even 2 Baruch, which was "in part an implicit polemic against Christian=-
ity"l written in the latter half of the first century,,and hence prob-
ably not much in sympathy with the doctrines of Christianity, holds to
the idea of the resurrection:

Then all who have fallen asleep in hope of
Him shall rise again. And it shall come to
pass at that time that the treasuries will
be opened in which is preserved the number
of the souls of the righteous, and they shall
come forth, and a multitude of souls shall
be seen together in one assemblage of one
thought, and the first shall rejoice and the
lost shall not be grieved, For they know
that the time has come of which it is said,
that it is the consummation of the times.

But the soulg of the wicked, when they be-
hold all these things, shall then waste a-
way the more, PFor they shall know that their
torment has came and the perdition has ar-
rived. (2 Baruch 30:2-5)2

These and other writings shdw that the idea of a resurrection was not
at all unknown in Judaism and through the time of Christ. The New Test-
ament man would not have been likely to reject the idea of the resurrecs
tion on the grounds of improbability, but neither wowld he be so steep-
ed in ideas of resurrection that he would autmmatically assume a resur-
rection from the facts and ideas of Jesus's case. No one expected a single
resurrection from the dead Before the day of the general resurrection.
Even Martha who was grieving over the death of her brother lLazarus did
not expect it:

Jesus said to her, "Your brother will rise

againe" Martha said to him, "I know that

he will rise again in the resurrection at

the last day." Jesus said to her, "I am
the resurrection and the lifes..." (John 11:23-25)

1. Charles, R. H., Ed., The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha.of the Old
Testament, Volume IT, Pseudepigrapha, Claredon Press, Oxford,
England, 1963, page L70

2, Tbid,




In early Judaism the idea of a resurrectlon of the dead
had only been hinted at in Hebrew literature. DBut Just
before the time of the Book of Danlel and forward resurrec-
tion and the events of the last days 5e6amc more clearly de~
lineated., A belief in the idea of a physical resurrection
was one of the points which divided the pharisees from the
Sadducees. “For the Sadducees say that there is no resurrec-
tion, nor angel, nor splrit; but the Pharisees acknowladge
them 211.* (aActs 23:8). The idea of a bodily resurrection
would have been anathema to the Greeks who belleved in psy-
chophysical dualism and thus despised the body, but to the
Jews 1t was acceptable. 1In fact several Jewlsh writers did
not even forsee a change in the physical body at alle They
interpreted the renewal}l of life as an event happening with-
in the same structure which characterized the flrst life.
For instance, "Thy dead shall 11Ve; their bodies shall rise,
O dwellers of the dust, awake and sing for Jjoy!" (Isaiah
26:19). Or again Ezekiel 37:12b--"And you shall know that
I am the Lord, when I open your graves, and ralse you from
your graves, 0 my people." (However, some scholars think
that this passage is an allegsory). This concept: of the
physical resurrection in the same flesh and sones fits
qulte well with the Jewish view of psychophysical unity.

The splrit and the flesh were not concelived of as two sep-
arate entities, but rather when God breathed His breath 1into

the clay it became a llving belng--an inseperable unity.



b=

This concept revealed again in 2 Baruch 1s quite diff=arent
than the concept in Saint Paul. In 2 Baruch 49-50:3 one
reads in part:

In what shape will those live who live in Thy
day®?

Will they then resume this form of the present,
And put on these entrammelling members,

Or wilt Thou perchance change these things which
have .been 1in the world

As also the world? 2%

And he answered and said to me...

"For ths earth shall then assuredly restore the
dead,

It shall make no change in their form,

But as it has received, so shall it restore

themo o -

For then it will be necessary to show to the

living that the dead have come to life again..."
In Saint Paul (I Corinthians 15:35-50) his basic ideas may
well be based on these elements in Judaism, but with one im-
portant difference. 3aint Paul recognizes a spiritual body,
about which he does not elaborate, but which i8 not the same
as the wresent physical body. It is the spiritual body which
will be resurrected. %"So it is with the resurrection of the
dead....It ig8 sown 2 physical body, it is rais#d a spiritual
body." (I Corinthians 42a and 44a).

Another feature which distinguishes the Hebrew writings

from the New Testament Scriptures is that bodily resurrec-
tion is "nowhere specifically attributed"l to the Messiah.

The Messiah's reign is indeed seen as unending, but there is

no mention of a2 resurrection of the savior. Here it can be

1. Tenney, Merrill C., The Heality of the Hesurrection,
Harper'& Row, Bvanston, Illinois, 1963, page 283




saen that the proclamation of Jesus as the Messiah did not
necessarily entail oelief in his resurrection. It was not
expected qf him. Jesus repeatedly asged those around Him
if they did not know that the Son of .Man must suffer, die

and on the third day be raised. But ﬁhe idea apparently did
not fit into their conception of the victor over Roman op-
pression. There may have been of course,through various in-
terpretations of the suffering servant passages . in Isaiah,
this element, but it "is foreign to the official expectation
at least.”l And without the suffering what basis is there
for the individual resurrection of the Messiah from the dead?
In Judaism, then, resurrsction was recognized, but it was
always neld to be the resurrection of the corporate body of
Israel at the end of time. The individual resurrection of
Christ Jesus as the first fruits 1is unique.

From this very brief survey of Hebrew thinking in re-
gards to this topic three conclusions can be drawn: first,

. the idea of resurrection, as has already  besn said, was not
at all unknown'in Judaism before Christ. Secondly, the idea
of a single individual's resurrection was generally not con-
sideraed. And lastly, since the idea of resurrection was
held as being something that 211 would take part in in the
Last Days, Jesus Christ's Resurrection was not deemsd a

necessary part of the messianic hope.

1. Cullmans Oscar, The Christology of the New Testament,
The.wgstminster Pressy Philadelphia, Pennsylvania,
1959, page 58 '




The idea of the suffering, dying, and resurrected Messiah was,
howewer, a part of Jesus's viewpoint--at
the Gospels. Many of these sections which deal with Jesus!s disecussions
of these'dideas are held by some scholars to be later additions made by
the early church. However, this problem is by no means resolwved.and for
purposes of this discussion these sections will stand. The following are
some of the places where Jesus talks about the suffering, dying, and res=-
urrected Messiah. In Matthew 26:32 Jesus began speaking
tion. Later in the same chapter, verse 5L, He did not appeal to His Father
for help dwring the arrest because "...how then should the scriptures
be fulfilled?" The Pharisees remembered His proclamation of His Resurrec~
tion when they said to Pilate, "Sir, we remember how that imposter said,.
while he was still alive, 'After three days I will rise againe!" In Mark
9:31b Christ became more specific about the happenings to come: "The
Son of Man will be delivered into the hands of men and they will kill
him; and when he is killed, after three days he will rise." But His
disciples did not at all understand what He meant. Jesus's view of the
messiahship then, according to the Gospels, did not hold to the official
Jewish suppositionse. In Iuke 2L:L5-ii6 He interprets Hosea 6:2 to mean
"eesthat the Christ should suffer-and on.the thiid day rise from the
deadeese”  About the only one-besides Jesus to know anything about
the suffering Messiah vas Caia@hés, high priest for the year. In John
11:50b he says that ."one man shouid'gie for the people, and that the
whole nation should not perish." _But even he does not speak'of this

mants resurrection, To Jesus, death and resurrection formed é'real part of



His mission. He saw them, as far as can be ascertained from
Holy Scripture, as the fulfillment of the Messiah's role--
the turning about of the world.

This centrality concerning the Resurrection of Jesus
Christ has remained with Christians throughout the ages and
up into the present day. What exéztly it is that makes ity
so lmvortant is not so réadily agreed upon. Laslie D. Weéf

therhead in his béok The Christian Agnostic spends a great

deal of time formulating theories as to how Christ's physidal
body left the tomb. After ruling out theft and unconscious-
ness rather than actual death he proceeds to postulate that
the particles of His fleshly body may have bmcome gaseous

and merely mingled with the+airgm This feat, he explains
could have been acdomplished'{f one assumes that Jesus' mind
was at a higher stage of evolution than even present day man's
and that he simpL§¥ placed mind over matter. However; for
Weatl®rhead it is not really important to discern what hap-
pened to Jesus' earthly body. What is important is the rec-
ognition of the fact that "the essential ego of Christ sur-
vived death and proved that survival to his followers."l

Here he terms the mind over matter technique which is re-
sponsible for this ego survival as a "magical quality”

Christ then merely used the diSciples' sense centers tem-
porarily in order to get'His point aéross. He made Himself

to be_an 1}lusion for theilr benefit.

Frank Morison, in his book Who Moved the Stone?, at-

1. Weatherhead Leslle D., The Christian Agnostic,Abing-
“don- Press,” New York, New York,- 1965, ‘pRge 1310
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tempts to reconstruct a step by step, minute by minute ac-
count of what most probably happened from the time just be-
fore Jesus' arrest to the time of the Resurrection. Needless
to say he,too-spends a great deal of time formulating the-
ories as to hQW the body got out of the grave. Both Mori=-
son and Weatherhead are loathe to accept a physical resur-
rection and spend most of their time'turning Christ into an
escape artist sedond only to Houdini, or, s in the case of
Morison, showing various ways in which

have been in error concerning the discovery of the empty tomb.
Morison apologizes for the women by saying that it was still
dark out and perhaps they went by mistake to the wrong tomb,
or again,'being dark, they mistook the éa?dener for Jesus
instead of Jesus for the géfdener aé;*the Gdépels would have
ite Or again they may have misunderstood the gardener (whom
they quite naturally atnthat hour of the morning mistook for
an angel) whén he said that "He is not here" meaning simply
that they were at‘thawrong tomb, not that He had been res-
urrected. Jesus had 1ndeed-been'resurrected according to
Morison, but in the end it was not quite a physical resurrec-
tion.,.

For boﬁh nen the'only significancé‘seems to be that
Christ proved that those who follgwed Him would survive death.
He had beatén the cosmic rap. Thus it becomes:important
for them to deal with the method and details of the actual
moment of Resuprection. Therefore all their hypotheses:

become mere s8peculation, worth barely anything to modern

man--or ancient man for that matter. These theories hardly
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need to be refuted excent to say that the emptiness of the
tomb in the final analysis cannot and does not say all that
needs to be said about the Resurrection. It merely states
that as far as was known the body was gone--no one will ever
know whether it could have been produced or not. As to hal-
lucinations or mistakes on the part of the discliples these
are hardly plausible. The women grieved because they wanted
the body restored--they had no hope or desire of finding
Jesus alive. The falldcies
fairly point themselves out. Asrto Weatherhead's statement
that the"importance ofAthe Resurrection lay in the fact that
it proved survival to His followers", it seems to run against
the tone of the New Testament. Christ was not giving pre=:-
views--peep-shows, as 1t were--of what happened after death.

.«sthere=ig not-in. Stripture the faintest

suggestion that the Resurrection was new

evidence for something that had in fact

been always happening. The New Testament

writers speak as if Christ's achievement

in rising from the dead was the first e-

vent of its kind in the whole story of

the universe.l
I any books have been written which deal point by point with
various theories as to how the Resurrection happened ( if
one can use the term 'happened' in a historical sense).
Bub the -implitations of lovewmnoh only. these of Life afber desdh fory . .

certain individuvals--are rarely, if ever, handled by these

men. Thelr preoccupation with mechanics overshadows the mean

1. Lewis, Clive Staples, HMiracles, The Macmillan Company,
New York, New York, 1947, pagef?
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ing of the Resurrection. They show no interest in the act
of saving love or in the implications for the world of a
life under the Resurrection. Taking these two authors as
examples of this kind of scholarship it can be saild that
they seem to have missed the voint.

Professor Rudolf Bultmann has set forth a different
viewpoint than those which have so far been presented.
But in order to understand his theory of the Resurrection
it will first be necessary to say a few .words about his
general understanding of Jesus Christ. For Bultmann the only
significantﬁrealityiiswexistential:realifﬁ. This does not
mean that Bultmann does not consider the historical Jesus
to be important. He expresses his belief in the historicity
of the earthly Jesus and in Him he apprehends the eschato-
logical event. This, however, i1s the -~non-objectifiable
event. It cannot be proved by the historian. The meaning
of Jesus Christ as the logos 1s not an abstract thing, but
rather something that only has significance as it is en-
countered at a point in history by a person. Jesus 1s the
eschatological event--in Him time and death have lost?their
meaning and vower. This eschatological event is the pro-
clamation of the Word of God. Bultmann speaks of Jesus
Christ as the Son of God, but he does not mean it in a 1lit-
eral sense. He means the expression of God. Christ was the
initiator of the Word: that 1is, what God had to say to man
he initiated in Jesus Christ. Faith "in the crucified and

oo
risen Lord™ 435 response to the Word of God. " Jesus Christ's

L. Bult ann, Rudolf, Keryema : 3 i
¢ e ! yema and Myth, H » x
New York: 19483, %ageZOR » Rarper & How, HNew fork,
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actions--especially the crucifixion-resurrection--seem to
constitute for Bultmann the flirst encounter with the eschat-
ological event, that 1s the reception by man of the Word of
God. However, for him the Christ-event is not by any means
the only statement of the Word:

e«e2 man just like myself speaks to me

the Word of God: in him the Word of God

becomes incarnate. For the lncarnation

is likewise an eschatological event amd

not a datable event of the past; it is

an event which is continually being re-

enacted in the event of the proclarnation.1
Jesus then was unique only in that He was the vessel used to
carry the eschatological event. The m2n who preaches be-
comes the Word of God incarnate because it is only the Word
that is important, not the man, whether: that man:-be_:Jesus
or anyone else., The word of preaching 1is the eschatblogical
event and Christ is that event only so far as He is the logos,
the Word. This Gosvel or Word since it 1is carried by Christ
cannot be a proclamation of Christ. As Cullmannsayss

According to Bultmann, Jesus only proclaimed

God the Father and his kingdom...In the fi-

nal analysis Bultmann's denial agrees with

the well-known thesis of Harnack that only

the Father and not the Son belongs to the

Gospel of Jesus .2

Jesus Christ is the Word of proclamation, and it is only the

word that is vzalid. Bultmann does not actually stop to glve

1. Bultmann, Rudolf, Keryegma and Myth, Harper & Row, New York,
New York, 1953, page 209 '

2. Cullmany Oscar, The Christology of the New Testament, The
Westminster Press, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 1959,page
8
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a rational picture of Jesus Christ'!s relation to the Father.
In that He is the Word of God He 1is the eschatological event,
but in that ﬁe was a concréte'dbjectifiable human being He
cannot be the basis of the existential faith. The Jesus of
history cannot become an ékistential event for modern man and
thus the search for Him need not be pursued. It is only this
Word of God that is relevant for man and this Word is inev-
itable in preaching. Nothing in history such as a bodily
resurrection or a single historical man can be used to trans-
form man wheré he is today. ”

From here it can be seen what form his theory of the
Resurrection will take. . For him belief in the ReSurrection
of Christ's physical body is completely unnecessary to
Christian faith, 1In fact he cannot see how a men who ac-
cepts twentieth century reality can accept it and Still keep
his integritj intact. In the first place it can never be
proved, as evidenced by the pure conjectures in which Weather-
head and Morison deal. Secondly, even if it could be proved
that fact in itself could not give meaning and ﬁnderstanding
to the event 6f the Crucifixion. It would be merely one
more fact td add to a list of.facts. For Bultmann then the
Resurrection is obviously ®not an event of history with a
self-~evident meaning."'1 Far from being an event in history

the Resurrection is viewed, in its demythologized form, as

1. DBultmann, Rudolf, Kerygms and Myth, Harper & Row, New
York, New York, 1953, page 38 '
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the realization that the Cross of Christ was not a defeat,
but a victory. And this realization comes not from any

eveqt in 1tself, .but from preaching the ever present Word.
Therefore wﬁat happened to the disciples was that it quite
suddenly came upon them that what they had first taken to

be the end, the defeat, was in reality a wvictory since they
believed that Jesus was the Son of God, the Messiah, and that
"when he suffered death, (he) was already the Son of God, and
his death by itself was the victory o?er the power of death."1
The event of Baster Day lay not in any physical reappear=-
ance of Jesus but in the realizatioén:of the disciples that
they had witnessed the eschatological event in that the Lord
of Life had given Himself over to death and had thereby con-
quered it. The whole Easter story, therefore, began as a myth-
ological account of a wholly spiritual tact'. It may be said
then that from Bultmann's point of view the Crucifixion of
Jesus contained the Resurrection within it. There was no
second historical event, since the death of the Christ could
only mean the end of time for death itself and hence an a-
wakening of the reality of the world. Christ came to turn
mans self-assertiveness to a realization and a completion of
his true potentials; This wag accomplished through the faith
of man in the victory. The victory comes through the Cross.

Thus "faith in the Resurrection is really fthe same thing as

1. DBultmann, Rudolf, Kerygma and Myth, Harper & Row, New
York, New York, 1953, page 39
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faith in the saving efficacy of the cross® and faith in the
saving efficacy of the cross comes throuch faith "in the

word of preaching."!

The preaching stems from that rise of
belief in the disciples. Agalin and again Bultmann makes it
plain that in these words of preaching, that is in the ker-
ygma, not in any historical event of a resurrection, does
man receive illumination and reconciliation. It is the word
of preaching that is always existential. It is the eschat-
ological event in this form that constantly makes the Cruc-
ifixion and Resurrection realities here and now ( II Corin-
thians 4:10-11), The Resurrection takes place within each
man as he hears the word of preaching, that 1s as he ex~
periences the rise of fasith. Therefore, fqr Bultmann, God
is seen as bringing forth the eschatological event in an his-
torical man--Jesus of Nazarethj however, it is not the:per-
son that is important but rather the transhistorical event
which He proclaims,

The transcendence of God 1s not as in

myth reduced to immanence. Instead, we

have the paradox of a transcendent God

present and active ini historys:s 'The

Word became fleshi'2
Preaching is done "not to deliver a speech about objective

facts, but to extend a call to faith as it was granted to

the disciples.”3

1. Bultmann, Rudolf, Kerygms and Myth, Harper & Row, New
York, New York, 1953, page 41

2. 1bid.

3. Goppelt, Leonhard, The Easter Message Today, Thomas
Nelson and Somns, New York, New York, 1964, page 17
gquote 1s from Marcus Barth's introduction.
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The Resurrection then in the word of preaching is inmpor-
tant because of the individual viewpoint it may give to a
person. Any historical background would be virtually super-
fluous. All that is important is the re-evaluation of the
individual in the light of the acceptance of the Easter
faith. Man cannot accomplish this re-evaluation by himself.
It.has been done for him in the event of the Christ-faith.It
is only for man to believe, to have faith in the Easter faith,
He doe® not believe because of an historicai event, but be-
cause he believes he can understand an event. The relevance
of the Resurrection is its existential quality. Christ rises
in the kerygma--the Word.

What then can be made of the definite statements con-
cerning the physical Resurrection of Jesus Christ that are
made in the New Testament? Bultmann deals with the Gospel
accounts in Short order since they are not really relevant
to the Easter faith. The Gospel %portraits! of Jesus are a
combination of history and myth. The historical Jesus of
Nazareth is used as a backdrop against Which the “event(s)
of salvation"l are seen. Certain poinﬁs of history--the
Crucifixion--are uséd side by side with the non-historical--
the Resurrection--and the lepgendary--the empty tomb. There-
fore, says Bultmann, if the story of the real, human life of

Jesus is not only "an attempt to express the meaning of the

1.. Bultmann, Rudolf, Kerysma and Myth, Harper & Row, New
York, New York, 1953, page 35
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historical figure of Jsesus and the events of his life,"

but rather a means of exvpressing the figure of salvation,
then "we can dispense with the objective form in which they
are cast‘.""'1 This does not mean that the historical events of
Jesus' 1life are not important--only that one must ask God's
me&ning for him in these events. But what then does this
éay about the Resurrection accounts in particular? First

of all the event immediately preceeding;that is, the Cruc-

. 1fiiion, must be dealt with. The Crucifixién was historical
in that Jesus was nailed to a‘cross'and there died; but myth-
ological in its objective setting since the interpretation

._of the event is set in mythological terms such as Son of God,

pre-existent, the one who atones for sin, gﬁ cetera. Bult-

mann does not wish to be fettered by the bélief in a "myth-
ical process wroughtwoutSide*offus.and~our world:“gr*Heiwould
réther understand fhe historical event of_ﬁhe Cross: existen-
tially in order to‘éet at its true,:cosmic meaniﬁg. The his-
torical event naturally.carried a signifibance for the dis-
cipleé that it obuld not pessibly carry for anyéhe else. It
meént the death of a personal, flesh and blood friend. The
significance which they-saw in this event can never be repro-~
duced.fwadern man has only the historidal reqord of that |

Jesus.. Therefore,'the significance of the Crucifixion can-

not lie in the Jesus of history. It is bound.up:with_the :

Christ of failth, and that Christ of falith is found only in the

preaching of the Resurrection faith.

1Bultmann, Rudolf, Kerygma and Myth, Harper & Row, New York,
New York, 1953, page 35
2. Ibid., page 36
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If it 1s this existential guality that is lmportant,
what 1s to be made of the Gospel narratives cbncerning the
Resurrectlon which certalnly stress the physical? 1In one
treatise he dismises them in one sentence;i They are"most
certainly later embeliishments of the brimitive tradition.
St. Paul knows nothing about them."! The beliefss6f:the 'men
who wrote about ®the physical reality of the risen body"2 can
rerhaps be explained by subjective visions stemming from the
past personal 1nt1macy'wmﬁh%andtdevotionntoﬁtheigﬂrthiijesus.
But such explanations are to be left to the historian(whose
struggles will probably be frultless). For Bultmann the im-
portance of the Gospel accounts lies solely’inttheékir: attempt
"to convey”ﬁhe meaning of the cross,"3 ijectivély speaking
they are pure legend, but the meaning that lies behind them
s the same as all that which lies behind all discussions
of the Resurrection--it communicates the existential nature
of the Cross:

In suﬁmary, then, Bultmann sses the 1m§ortance of de-
mytholbgiéihg as beihg its abllity to uncover the truths of
the New Testament by stripping them of the mythological words
and thought patterns that cover them. The Hebfew ideas of
justificaﬁion and sacrifice must be reinterpreted. The first

century view of the universe, indeed the whole first century

1. Bultmann, Rudolf, Kerygme and Myth, Harpér & Sons, New
York, New York, 1953, page 39

2. Ibid.

3. Ibld., p=ge 38
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mindset must be either re-evaluated or done away with com-
pletely., Existentialism is the only method which will
give valid insights into the truth of the New Testament.

Two ma jor theories lie behind Bultmann's interpretation
of Scripture and particularly the Resurrection, namely his
1dea of hermsmmeutics and his idea of history. It is these
two stances, which in Bultmamn's thinking are pfactically
inseparable,~, that cause so many problems for modern theology.
By hérmaneutics is meant " a fundamental inquiry into the
conditioﬁs which must obtain in the understanding of history
or historical documents."l Hermaneutics déals with linking
events and_words df the past with thelr understanding for
modern man,. With Schleiermacher hermgneutics grew into "the
art of interpreting historical documeﬁts to.disclose their
meaning for us today.“2 Bultmann, foliowing in the foot-
steps of Schléiermacher and others concelves of.a type
psychdlogical hermeheutics. He presupposes a certain link,
a common possibility of experience, between the author and
the modern interpreter. He realizes that one cannot look at
a plece of ‘*history! objectively, for a person brings his
past with him to all of his interpretations in all phases
of his life., Everyone has a view of man--a Ypreunderstand-

ing" of what is and what is not. For Bultmann this preun-

1. Braaten, Carl E., New Directions in Theology Today,
Vol. TI, History and Herm@neutics, The Westminster
Press, Philadelphia, Pernnsylvania, 1966, page 131

2. Ibid., page 132
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derstanding must be the ma jor concern of every man. The
Scriptures are to be interpreted existentially because it 1is
man's self-understanding here and now that is important. His
self-understanding preésupposes that there:is.an

a Eriofi decision that what is relevant in

the text is only that which can be under-

stood beforehand as a possibility of hu-

man existence.l
In other words, all that is important--or non-mythological--
in the Bible is that which is specifically concerned with
humén existence and moreover with the problems of human ex-
istence which humans conceive as being important and real.
The Resurrection itself 1is seen from this point of view.
~Its importance lies in its possibilities for man to gain a
new self-understanding. In "the death and Resurrection of
Christ as the eschatological event, we are glven an oppor-
tunity of understanding ourselves."2 Bultmann can:only claim
this self-nnderstanding as the central point_of_Scripture and
of thé Resnrréction because of the view.of history which he
holds.  One can go no further into his hermanentical prob-
lem without first cqnsidering his view of history. Ffor it is
on this point that ﬁne rest of his work hinges. |

Like Wilhelm Hermann in the nineteenth century Bult-

mann divides history into two categories: Historie-and Ge=-

schichte. The first refers to the world of means, the se6-

ond to the world of ends. As men,,all live in the first

1. Braaten, Carl, New Directions in Theology Today, V.II,
The Westminster Press, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 1966,
page 136

2., Bultmann, Rudolf, Kerysma and Myth, Harper & Sons, 1953,
pagell -
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realm. Their life is only " a .commerce ' with things."l

There 1is nothing ultimately important here--that is only to

be found in Geschichte where men are free, "possessing a
falth born of autonomy rather than heteronomy.“z This
split view of history--much akin to Hermann's Spirit and
historical event theory--is responsible for the dualism
that Bultmann sees in the New Testament béfween physical
fact and inner truth. Any simple historical facts neces-
sarily lack the means for conversion because they cannot
by themselves be internaliged--they cannot be totally in
man's present experience. This all leads back to Bultmann's
theory of preunderstanding which he assumes to bhe given with
human existence. Objective history can only be understood
from the frame of reference of this inner 'spiritual' self-
understanding. So saying Bultmann's historic dvalism can
be compared to Hermann's:

Hermann seems to coneeive of Spirit and

historical event in a semi-interdepen-

dence, which enables Christian faith

to make use of historical records while

enjoying freedom from the fear of his-

torical criticism. Nothing accessible *

to the principles of historical and tex-

tual investigation can afford an adequate

basis for faith.3

Historile of course plays a part in developing man's ideas,

1. Niebuhr, Richard R., Resurrection and Historical Reason,
Charles Schribner's Sons, New York, New York, 1957,
page 82

2. 1Ibid.

3. Ibid. pages 7-8



but it is in Geschichte alone that he is confronted with the possibility
of existence, which for Bultmann is the possibility of decision, and it
is in the faith of decision that man performs the act of freedom. No
objective . Historie: can have .any part in it. BReal revelation then is
not a part of Historie--is not connected with it—=but stems rather from

the Vorverstehen, the preunderstanding, the inner Spirite.

It is this Vorverstehen that Bultmamn would use to bridge the gap

between the author and the translator. He would demythologize--that is,
remove the = Historie-from=--the New Testament by using this underlying
inner connection to the author's self-understanding. Hence his hermen=-
eutics and his history are inevitably bound up together.

From this' viewpoint Bultmann conceives his theories of the Crucif-
ixion and the Resurrection., The Crucifixion, for example, can be regard-
ed as an event in Historie. dJesus Christ did indeed die on the Cross.
Bultmann never denies the reality of Jesus of Nazareth: ™"His life is more
than a rmythical event; it is a human life which ended in the tragedy
of crucifixion."? But it is not the assertion of the crucifixion as an
historicalBevent that is important. TIts significance lies in Geschichte,
in the fact that it is the eschatological event and as such acquires

cosmic importancee It can therefore be existentially significant, be=-

1, Bultmann, Rudolf:, Kerygma‘and Myth, Harper & Row, New York, New
York, 1953, page 37

2. Ibide, vage 3k

3 That is, an event in Historie.
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cause by eschatological ﬁqltmann means existentially eschat-
ological. The eschaton can be at any point where man rea-
lizes his possibility to choose authentic existence. It
does not rely on a future end-time. As Bultmann views it,
all references to the Son of Man or Son of God or Incarnate
Word dying on the Cross are mythological statements.t That
is they have no ground in history and are only ways of ex-
pressing the author's understanding of the event. The Cru-
cifixion is God's 'action' to bring the undérstanding of

men to themselves. Nothing supernatural has happened.

The Resurrection, then, is pure Geschichte--it is a

failth statement which neither depends on Historie nor is
explicitly grounded in Historie. It is a faith statement

which, in a way, must be an extension 6f the Veorvwebstehen

manifested in the ideas concerning the Crucifixion. Obvious-
ly then, for Bultmann the Resurrection is not,~need not and
cannot be an event in history which produced faith in the dis-
ciples. Rather it was the coming to light of the new self-
understanding that brought forth the faith statement em-
bodied in the Resurrection stories@ A man's faith today is
not dependent on believing in any historical event, not even
the Easter event of ‘the disciples' rise in faith, but on a
man's own inner self-realization.

The n»nroblem with Bultmann's theory lies first in the
preunderstanding which he himself brings to the hermeneut-

ical problem. His existentialism severely limits any hope

1. Bultmann, Rudolf, Kerygma and Myth, Harper & Row, New York, New York,
1953, page 2

2. Ibid., page L2
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of drawing from the Scriptures any other truths or dimensions that might
be found there. A1l of his intervpretations involve a completely existen-
tial philosophy which centers in man's own self-understanding, It is
this a priori assumption that man's self-understanding is the most imvor-
tant consideration that narrows Bultmannt!s outlook so drastically. An
understanding of the love of God, His actions in history, the Biblical
view of history, and salvation are considered to be secondary to a man's
own growth of knowledge in and about himself. The'question might be raised
as to what right Bultmamn has to make this g_g_x_'g‘.gr_m_’_ assumption. “hat right
does he have to assume that Jjust because an idea can be formulated in his-
tory it is automatically nonessential or even ngthological, in Bultmann's
sense of the term? |

lMoreover, when he speaks of the Scripture writer's concern with es-
chatology he interprets this to mean the existential form--that is the
placing of the eschaton out of time and history and into the inner now
of 2 man's being, Bultmann assumes that the existential viewpoint is ab=-
solutely the %li way to interpret ,‘itax_':i.pture..2 It must be interpreted
with a background of history and yet out of the realm of history. The
value lies not really in seeing the truth that underlies Scripture, but
in interpreting it for one's own edification here and now, This then st

also be his policy concerning the Resurrection.

1. Bultmamm, Rudolf, Ke and Myth, Harper,& Row, New York, New
York, 1953, pagemg%%‘mf- ieplies to His Critics; an "eschat-
- ological NQWa“) See also Bultmann, Rudolf, Theology of the New
. ;%gﬁfb&ment,‘” Vold R I New ~Jork, New Jorky-
v, A9bds -mage 302,

e

2. TIbide, page:15
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Existential faith is the basis for all belief rather
than any event portrayed in Scriptures as history.

Nothing preceeding the faith which ac-~
knowledges the Risen Christ can give in-
sight into the reality of Christ's res-
urrection. The resurrection cannot--

in spite of I Cor. 15:3-8--be demonstrat-
ed or made plausible as an objectively
ascertainable fact on the basis of which
one could believe:l

Everything, including Saint Paul,must be modified or done

away with in order to fit into his preconceived idea of his-
tory--his demand as to how things must be. The Resurrection
cannot be an historical event because it would change the order
of cause and effect, 1t would break into the pre-ordered struc-
ture of the natural world. According to Bultmann this simply
cannot be. The order of cause and effect are never broken.?2
Therefbre no story about it can be used as a basis for faith.
An historical event first of all can never be such, and sesc-
ondly since the Resurrection itself is not an historical

event it must be an article of faith and one article of faith
can never be proved by anotherfBThe Resurrection is kerygma

and kerygﬁa is non-historical.

Bultmann is not willing,because of his preunderstanding
and of his view of history, to let the Scriptures stand as
Scriptures. Actually ne wants much mors than a demythol-
ogizing--he wants a remythologizing of the Scriptures and
the Resurrection in particular as irmer existential self-

illuminations. Neither of Bultmann's two parts of history

1. Bultmann, Rudolf, Theology of the New Testament, V.I,
Charles Scribner's Sons, New York, New York, 1951, page 305

g
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2. 1hid., page 6

3. Ibid., pagelo
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show the necessity for God. Both are seen from what man considers to be
real and important and both stem from and trly to lead man to man--not

to Gode All is self-contained within man's little world and mant's 1lit-
tle outlooke Bultmamn's basis for faith and indeed that faith itself is
something akin to ideal humanism. Moreover, the Resurrection itself

as described by Bultmann eliminates entirely any real necessity for God's
action with man or for God!'s action with God, That is, man interacts with~
in himself in the self-understanding that he acquires, But God is not

significantly present in this act. Neither is God's action with God (in

Christ) important. The idea of God's raising Christ from the dead ig not
really important for Bultmann-~-the important thing seems to be only man's
.interaction with mane Man has raised up himself through his owm new self=-
understandinge Faith is not longer grounded on faith in an event, or even
really on faith in any act of God-~the act of God la7y in the Crucifixion.
Bultmann is strangely silent about what act accounted for the rise of
faithe %as it a kind of Pentecost event with God giving a mind to mind
revelation of what the Crucifixion really meant? Was it a” faith that

the disciples worked up in themselves after mysteriously récognizing the
reality of their existence? In any event, the " how " in the disciples!
rise of faith is not essential to Bultmann berause modern man's faith
is not faith in the disciples! Easter event any more than it is a faith
in a historical resurrection. What Christianity actually becomes is a

faith in faithe. Since Bultmann insists that the resal Easter event did

not eoncern an historical action of God on Christ (diSpit_e what Scrip--

ture may say) but rather in & .sudden rise in faith, what more 'can faith be than
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faith in his own faith? Beilng existential it neither has a
past or a future. The eschatological event 1is always pres-
ent, but what does this event turn out to be? It is man's
realization of the possibility of making a deeision. He
decides for decision and therein rests his faith. God's
actions in history with men, the fact of salvation and love
are not really the epitomg of the realization for Bultmann.
Many thologlans believe that Bultmann has begun from
the wrong end. He has presupposed a view of histqry and
then fit everything else into it including hermenéutics.
‘Onle of the newest and most vocal of these men is Wolfhart
Pannenbarg who strongly asserts that kerygma with no his-
tory behind it 1s completely meaningless. "The preaching of
the 'Word of God' is an empty assertion if it is severed
from whaﬁ really happened in history."‘1 He argues that what
is the kerygma_if not the declaration of what God has done-.in
history. Bultmahn's concept of the kefygma_has no real time
element. It is all inner directed and inner-generated. Pan-
nenburg Seés ravelation as history--it is not above history
or other than history. He,like Bultmann, excludes the super-
natural, but for a different reason. He does not see God
as being wholly Other as Bultmann does. But the main point
that should be made here is that Pannenburg, like many other
theologians, would start with the historical fact of the Res-

urrection and from there build a view of history instead of

1. Braaten, Carl, New Directions in Theology Today, V.II,
Westminster Press, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 1966,
page 26«
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beginning with a vliew of history and trylng to make life

fit into it. In other words, Pannenb@rg sees history as 1its
own interprater--not as a se¢t of pre-existeant rules which

can never be broken. The mere fact that an:event is :unigque
cannot be claimed as sufficlent evidence that it 1s non-
historical or non-real. The Resurrection,, when seen as an
historical fact, does not break the laws of nature, but rather
those of death. In one sense 1t can be viewed sbmething in
the style of Plotinus--death 1s merely the absence of this
life, and wherever 1life is--1llke darkness fleeing before
light--death 1s no longer. Christ said He was "the life";

1s 1t not thén death that He has engulfed and not nature's
laws? Even 1f one could not accept this reasoning it would
not necessifate flight to Bultmann's side. Bultmann has, in
one sense rejéctéd the kerygma by redefining it and setting
it outside of the.réalm in which it was made manifest. He
quite rlghﬁly views Jesus Christ as the Logos--the Word--

and as_éuch as the 1mpbbtant realization for man, but at

the same time he severely limits the meaning of the Incar-
nation. The Incarnation becomes little more than a vehicle--
1t 1s virtually stripped of any idea of the sacrificing love
of God. Jesus of Nazareth is treated in an I-It relationship
with man. He 1is used by man for man's own self-understanding,
for his own self-communion, rather than as a communion in
love with God through the person of Jesus.

Bultmann has reconstructed history, as: ell ménawmst idoy. bub
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he has not seen fit, aprarently, to explain what the theory is behind his
historical interpretation. Why, it may be asked, does he ‘spZ_Lit history?
How does he justiflyy this stance? He seems to have limited the scope of
the Gospels considerably with his idea of the ultimate importance of the
gelf-understanding of man and the idea that whatever man cannot fit into
his twentieth century mindset in untenable.l By this method he has remyth-
ologized,to some extent, the Resurrection:into-internal:self-realizations.
He has had a tendency to reject Scripture when it did pot fit his thoughts,
( as'when he says "in spite of I Cor. 15: 38" )g He has turned faith
back on itself for a fomdati§n and reversed the order of the Resurrection
saying that the disciples! faith caused the Resurrection rather than that
the Resurrection caused the disciples! faith.3 He has depended to a great
extent on & theory of preunderstanding which he on the one hand proclaims
to be a natural, inborn phenomenon and on the ohter hand he loads with
theological presuppositionse He has caused faith in the kerygma to be
man's only anchor, but he has apparently failed to state finally what that
kerygma is baséd one He seems to0 have cut away its roots, Through his
use of twentieth eentury logic he has allowed an existentialist mindset or
at least an existentialist preunderstanding to be superimposed on first cen-
tury mane. Because:he has seen fit to make existentialigm the only possible
way to self=-understanding he has virtually severed any lines of communi-
cation between God and man and God and Christ. It would seem that he has
leaned so heavily on an existential interpretation of the I.ogos that God

takes a very hazy part in his theology.

-

l. See page 21 of this paper.

2. DBultmann, Rudolf, Theology of the New Testament, V. I, Charles Scrib-
ner's Sons, New York, New York, 1951, page 30‘3_,

3 DBultmarm, RudoIf, Keryema and Myth, Harper & Row, New York, New York,
1953, page L2
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Bultmann's importance must not, of course, be over-
looked. His swing toward a personal understanding and ex-
pression of the falith 1s indeed necessary. Too often today
the emphaslis in the Church has been on group action and group
goals. The idea of an internalization of the event of Christ
has been drastically underplayed. There ié definitely a:sense
in which the non-historical aspect of Christ--which could be
designated by the term Holy Splrit--needs to be emphasized
and brought inﬁo man's everyday life. The issue at present
1s the necessary turn that Bultmann's theology must take if
his theories of hsrmeneutics and history 1imit his under~
standing of Christ to this narrow emphasis. Even if his
position iconcerning hermeneutics and hiétory 1s untenable
in the long run, he nevertheless has opened up the field for
Protestanf theologye. Every theologian of any stature in the
last thirty years has had to deal with Bultmann on these two
points and then dellineate hlis own position. Bultmann has tried
to face squarely the problems he sees in the traditional in-
terpretation of Scripture. He has not yet lost his power in
the field of modern theology. Bultmann remains the man to
contend with in the fleld of hermemeutics and history. No
longer can.one-assume a hermeneutical or historical under-
standing of Scripture and proceed from there. Now modern
theology must first deal with Bultmann and then with itself.

In summary the conclusions that may be drawn from this
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study are both numerous and significant. First of all,
looking back on the examples of Weatherhead and Morison, it
becomes evident that there 1s a great danger in placing too
much emphasis on the detalils of the actual physical act of
Christ's Resurrection. For one thing it must ultimately

end in pure conjecture since man can only work from his own
meager understaﬁdingf%he way 1in which events must take

place and knows nothing of reality unless it is revealed({one
may take that term as one wishes) by God. This preoccupation
with the physical methods can only sidetrack man into the de~
‘lusion that the total lmpact of the Hesurrection lies in its
proving immortality. This view is misleading for two réasons.
First, immortality of the soul is not claimed in Scripture
but rather the promisé of eternal life by virtue of Christ's
saving love. The two are not at.all the same, Aufomatic im-
mortality has throughout history.been claimed by many religions.
It presupposes an irhte quaiity in manvwhibh&enableshhiﬁ,.1n
éne state or another, to live forever. Eternal life is a
different thing altogathér. It is not a natural quality pos-
sessed by 'natural man', but rather a gift of Grace given by
God. It implies a quality of existence rather than empha-

sizing a quantity of existence. This ovefﬁoncentration on,)

immortality also tends to make one overlédok the implications
for the present time which are made By the fact of living in

a world that is under the Jjudgment and grace of Resurrection.
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What does the Resurrection mean for life in the now? For
one thing 1t means hope in the present life:

Is it Christ Jesus who died, yes, who was
ralsed from the dead, who 1i1s &t-thé right:
"h@nd of God, who intercedes for us? Who
shall separate us from the love of Christ?
Shall tribulation, or distress; or perse-
cution, or famine, or nakedness, or peril,
or sword?...No, in all these things we areé
more than conquerors through him who loved
~us. (Romans 8:34-35 and 37)

It means freedom in this life from law and from sin: “For
the law of the Spirit of 1life in Christ Jesus has set me
free from the law of sin and death."(Romans 8:2). It means
freedom to become servants--to become true men:
And he died for all, that those who live
might live no longer for themselves,but
for him who for their sake died and was
raised. From now on, therefore, we re-
~gard no one from:a human polnt of view....
(2 Cerinthians 5: 15-16) :
It also means that in this life all men live uﬁder the Jjudg-
ment of the Resurrected Christ:
Let the time that isrpast suffice for doing
what the Gentlles like to do, lilvidbgs in
licentiousness, passions, drunkeness, revels;,
carousing, and lawless idolatry...but they
will glve account to him who is ready to judge
the living and the dead. ( I Peter 4:3-4 and 6)
This 1s the tome both implicit and explicit in the New Test-
ament, that life in the Resurrected Christ demands a new style
of life--it puts all things both in this life and the next on
a different basis. It 1s this that the authors who are con-

cerned with securing immortality miss so much in their dis-

N TN
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cussions.

This tone is also the basis which Pannenburg uses for beginning with
the Resurrection and proceeding to history. For the Christian,.life, his-
tory, everybthing, begins at the Resurrection which has qualitatively chan-
ged the entire man and hence calls for a qualitative change in the way he
thinks and lives. It demands a new point of view and a new focal point.

Bultmann, much more than the others, has emphasized the need for
viewing oneself in the now--for recognizing the real self., "in accepting
the word of preaching as the word of God and the death and resurrection of
Christ as the eschatological event, we are given an opportunity of under-
standing ourselves."l Howevér, in his passion for this side of the issue
it would seem that God becomes little more than an objective catalyst for
mants self-understanding. Mystery, such as a physical resurrection, must
be brought down to man's level or done away withe AJ1l things, in order to
be acceptable, must work for man!s own self-understanding, and for his own
ends. He has completely de-emphasized the inter-triune, ( ‘that is the ac-
tions of God on Christ, especially in the Resurrection) comminion of God's
raising Christ from the deade The emphasis on the new man in Christ is
not present--only on man as he has really always been. He becomes the
self-enlightened man who has been transformed not so much by love and grace
as by faith in his own faith. Bulthannts eschatology, by being always in
the presentg has eliminated any future for mam. Man'is'botally eXistentiale
He brings to his study of New Testament Scripture a pre-conceived pattern

as to how things must be (and who does not?), but he will not revise it,

1l.. Bultmann, Rudolf, Kerygma and Myth, Harper & Row, New York, New York,
1953, mge L1

2, Ibid., page 209
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taking out of history and placing in the psyche anything
that does not fit his 1dea of Hlistorie. He ends up remyth-
ologizing much of what does not fit hils . Historie into psy-
chological categories and descriptions. And in the long
run how is it any better for him to make everything conform
to his twentieth century psychology than it was for the Scrip-
ture writers to make it conform to their first century view
of reality? 1Is it an honest evaluation to reflect existen-
tialism onto Scripture as the only possible emphasisf How
much is lost? How much distorted? Various theologiang‘have
various answers to these questions. It has been ﬁze‘r:pwpuse}@ef
Ahis paper .omly te-raise some of the questions.

But it has not beehtthe purpose of this éssay'to give
specific ahswers;- Rather it has been to redescribe some fam-
iliar and some not SQ familiar viewpoints, to pqint out what
may be fallacies where they are most obvious and to try to
gain insightsovinton the importance of the Resurrection of Jesus
Christ. Certainly none of the men presented,and most cer-
tainly not‘Professor Bultmann,have had their views exhausted
here. Bultmann has gone into detail on the Pauliné and John-
nine writings which studies were :just barely. mentioned per se
in this paper. It is only his basic thesis on the Resur-
rection that has been’dealt with here. The author's opin—l
lons of those vparticular views~have been delineated. It is
only hoped that questions have been raised and minds stim-

ulated by this discussion.

1. Some of those mentioned were Cullmann, Tenney, Braaten, Pannenburg,
and Niebuhr.
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The author herself must still hold the orthcedox pos-
ition following the Pauline ocutline. Faltl: 1In a Reésurrecticn
body--of whatever kind no one can be sure--ané¢ in the im-
plications for this 1life and a future l1life are basic tc hold-
ing this position., Like Pannenburg, the author would hold to
the idea of revelation within history, although she would not
be willing to hold Pannenburg's viewpoint that all history
is revelation. To a degree this may be true, but there is
still a more perfect type of revelation that presents ltself
in history and yet, like Bultmann's theory, also presents
1tself to the core of a man, However, 1t 1s not only an inner
self-reallzation that takes place--although that 1s most cer-
~tainly a part of it--but also a new dimension in historical
exlstence; that 1s exlistence with God, as a person with his
ultimate source. It 1s a personal communion with an objec-
tively real God who makes Himself known to man through'love.
The Resurrection 1s the epltome of this kind of revelation.
It comes to man where he 1ls, in history, because 1t comes
through an historical event. By the Holy Spirit it is kept
an ever present reality for man,while at the same time stem-
ming from an historical event. A man's birth is an histor-
lcal event, but a man does not stay in that past time al-
though he 1s always somehow connected wiﬁh it. Sd it 1s
with the Resurrection of Jesus Christ--since it was a Res-

urrection for all men, all men move forward from it, but
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yet they are always grounded in 1t. No work is done that is
not a reaction either positively or negatively from the Res-
urrection. 1In the love which this act of God displayed,
man must always move. It 1s man's challenge to move with
the current of that love and thus affirm his changedness
through Christ.,

Bultmann's double view of history results in the lack
of a so0lild base on which to establish a forward moving course
of actlon.Conversion becomes such an internalized thing
that the danger of rationalizing experience and Scripture,
to a certain extent, to fit one's ideas of what is true--
as seen through the conversion experience--becomes very great.
Although Bultmann denies that hi§%dea of faith 1is subjectivism,
1t must of necessity become such since he gives one nothing
objJective on which to base it. To be sure there are real his-
torical events that enter into the picture, but what exact-
ly can one look to for an understanding of falth? He says
the objective basis of failth 1s the preaching of the Word.
But he 1is hard put to explain just how 1t 1s that this preach-
ing comes about. He says he cannot "raise,..the problem of
how this preaching arose historically...." "It is rot for us

to question its credentials."!

But how can man help but
euestion its credentials?ﬁpparently it 1s the one thing that
validates man's life. How and why and from whom did this preach-

ing originate?

1. Bultmann, Rudolf, Kerygms and Myth, Harper & Row, New York,.
New York, 1953, page 41




. As far as the author can determine the Resurrectien
is Godfs:way of pfoélaimihg fhé fiﬁéiity of His‘W6ra.. It
.showedlih a graphic way, in history, in a way which man
could understand, what it meant to be a man in this world,
and what kind of a world it was., The dlsciples did not view
the Resurrection as a "web of arguments"! but as an event,
and one which they could understand. God became man in Jesus
Christ because He wanted to speak to man within man's view of
reality--He spoke to men in history; He became history. The
graclousness of the Resurrectlon can: be seen 1n the fact that
in His infinite 1love God_carried it out where man lived--in
history.and through history. Both Jesus and the Scripture
writers saw the Resurrection of Christ as the fulflillment
of the prophesies. God had worked in history through the
prophets, now, In these later days he had spoken 1n history
through His Son. Saint Stephen in his de&ense traced the his-
tory of God's acts up to the act of Christ's life, God had
shown His people Hls nature in history before--Christ was the
most perfect revelatTion., Was 1t not then for Him to raise

Him up,to vindicate him in history also?

1. Tenney, Merrill C., The Reallity of the Resurrection,
Harper & Row, Evanston, Illinoils, 1963, page 17
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Final Note

Of course the argument over the meaning and historic-
ity of the Resurrectlon wlll probably never be resolved to
everyone's satlisfaetion, and perhaps it never needs to be,
The faith of a child does not involve long theologlcal de-
bates into the interior of the mind of God; and after all
it 1s only the faith of a child, simple, believing, that
our Lord asks of us., To spend too much time dealling with
the 1ittle points, the 1ntricacies of meaning would be to do
Christ a disservice. Christ has told men that what He de-
sires from men is a simple belief that He 1is thelr salvation,
thelr path to God, and their ultimate goal. If a manibe-
lieves that he is living under theiResurrected Christ and if
he belleves 1t because God ﬁas shown man that kind df sac-
rificing, triumphing love 1n the actual act of the Resur-
rection, then that man will become the kind of man that God
intended him to be. He willl reallze that he 1s living 1n a
new kind of history and as a living part of that history he
will respond as a Son of God.

In so far as theology seeks to make it clear to man
what God would:have:shim know for his life, and in so far
as it seeks to bring him into communion with God, then the-
ology has been vindicated. But whenever theology becomes

an escape for the theologlan--used as an excuse not to #:*%
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act--or a source of confusion for God's children so that
they are no longer sure what to believe at all, or when-
ever the theologlian will twist and distort the message of
God so as to uplift his own viewpoint, then it should be
anathema to all people. If this small paper ( a poor ex-
cuse for theology, to be sure) has within it any of the a-
forementioned elements then let it never be believed by any-
one, But if there 1is any truth in it, then let it be taken
to heart. The Resurfection is a difficult topic on which

to speak, and yet it is the foundation of all history and

as such,attempts must be made to make it more clear.
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