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INTRODUCTION TO THE ATOREMENT

Among the few major Christian doctrines is the doctrine of the Atonement.
Although there are many theories of the Atonement, none has been accepted as
the one official thééry, and all are an attempt to express the meaning:of
Christ's death on the cross. These theories, in one way or amother, try to
ansver the question of how Christ's life, death, and resurrection rédeemed
men, that is, how these events gave man a recognition of his true status
before God, an assurance of forgiveness, and a new motivation and power for life.
Atonement literally means at-one-ment and in traditional Christian thought refers
to the reconciliation of man to God as effected by Christ. The question of how
Christ brought recconciliation and redempbtion and what reconcilistion and redemp-
tion mean in the life of man has given rise to the Abtopement thecries. A few
cf the most common theories follow.

One of the most popular has been the idea that Christ's death is a ransom
paid to the devil for man's freedom. The devil made a bargain with God--the
soul of the Son of God for the souls of all humanity. Christ, however, was
lost to the powers of hell through his resurrection, which the devil had not
anticipated. The main point of this somewhat crude expression is that "in
Christ God won a decisive victory over the forces of evil, thereby freeing man
from the power of sin and the fesr of death. 'L

In another theory, Christ is thought oans being both priest and victim
in his sacrificial death. The blood of Christ is compared to the blood of
animals in Jewish sacrifice. Since sprinkling defiled perscns with the blood

of sacrificial animels purifies their flesh, much more so does the blood of the



spotless lawb of God purify man's conscience. (Hebrews 9:13-14)

The satisfaction theories emphasize the Justice of God and the guilt of
man. Man has sinned and therefore deserves punishment. Before he can be for-
given, a retribution must be made to balance the scales of divine Jjustice.

The substitutionary theories follow from this idea of satisfaction. Some state
that Christ in his death experienced the wrath of God toward man, while others
posit that God substituted one men's death for that of all humanity. Still

others (Brunner, as we shall note, is an example) speak of the vicarious suffering
of Christ. He paid the debt of sin and guilt that man's sinful nature prevented
him from paying.

Finally, the moral example theory states tﬁat Christ's death set a stan-
dard of life for man. As Christ suffered in complete obedience to God, so are
we to follow his example of losing our lives in service that we may find life.

These theories of the Atonement must not be considered mutually exclusive,
for certain similarities can be found in them. Also, & particular expression of
the Atonement generally includés more than one theory.

One major problem that has alweys faced theology beyond the problem Qf
expressing the meaning of the Atonement is communicating this meaning adequately.
How can the Atonement be communieated to modern man? Should the traditional
expressions drawn from saerificial, ransom, &nd juridical analogies be retained
or must the mesning of the Atonement be stated in wmore modern terms?  If the
latter is correct, what terminclogy should be used? Some theologiaﬁs; namely
Rudolph Bultmann, have advocated the use of the coﬁcepts of existentialism,
since these concepts harmonize with modern men's world-view. But is the existen-

tialist approach, (vhich will scon be examined), adequate for a thorough under-



stending of the Atonement??

The general purpose df this paper is to discuss the above and other related
guestions and to note their impliecations for an adequate understanding of the
Atonement. To achieve this aim it is our plam to compare and contrast the basic
theologies of two contemporary theologians, Emil Brunner, who represents a more
orthodox theology and Rudolph Bultmann, who represents a more liberal, existen-
tialist spproach. The general outline is as follows: 1) a brief history of
existentialism, a statement of its basic ideas, and an explanstion of its imper- -
tance to theology; 2) a discussion of myth in Christian thought and the demy-
thologizing controversy in theology; 3) an examination of the implications of
the above for an understanding of the Chrisgtian proclamation, especilally the
Atonement. Two contrasting approaches to the Atonement will be explored, one
primariiygsubjective and the other incorporating both subjeective and cbjective

elements.

THE PHILOSOPHY OF EXISTENTIALISM
DEFINITION AND PRINCIPLES. Existentialism is an inclusive philosophy which
tries to "oather all the elements of human reality into a total picture of wwu
man. . . even where this involves bringing to consciousness all that is dark
and questionable inthis existenceo“3 This existential approach is not limited
to any particular form or era. It hes been found in Plato, the Bible, and
Saint Augustine, to name a few ancient sources. Today it is seen in such diverse
forms as the abheism of Sartre, the Protestantism of Kierkegeard, the Romen
Catholicism of Marcel, and the Judaism of Buber. In these varied expressions
(a few of which will be noted later) the following generel characteristics will

be seen: 1) the denial that reality can be grasped primarily by intellectual



means or by the construction of a logical system; 2) the protest against all
philosophies that t€ad to discuss men in the same categories as things; 3)
the drastic distinction between subjective and objective truth and the insis-
tence that the former be given prierity.

“Subjective* here does not mean biased or based on feeling. Through logic
and the scientific method man can arrive at genuinely objective truth. But in
ultimate matters, that is, in the understanding of Qne's existence (which is,
according to the existentialists, the fundamental knowledge) the whole man--
emotions and will as well as intellect and reason--is involved. Subjectivity
is not detached from men's hopes, feelings, and aspirations; these are placed at
the center of concern. Existentialism snalyzes the being of man and man's under-
standing of’his existence.  Therefore it is concerned about men as an existing”
individual who must make decisions and accept responsibility for these decisions.

In brief, existentialism asks the following question: What does it mean to
exist (in the existentialist sense of the word) and how is this existence
different from merely being extant or cececurring as an o‘b.jec’r.‘?LP Existentialism®s
stress on the existence of man has caused it tec deny the belief of Idealistic
philosophy that essence precedes existence. This means that man was first an
idea in the mind of God. This idea (humen nature) is the same in ell men. On
the contrary, existentialism declares that existence precedes essence. There
is no "humen nature,” for man "mekes his own nature out of his freedom and the
nigtorical eonditions in which he is placed."?

Finally, the fundamentael ambiguity of mén,is closely linked to existen-
tialism's stress on freedom. Man is a peradox. He is free, yet he is faced

with responsibilities and with guilt from wrong decisions. He has freedom to



choose, yet he is determined by forces beyond his control in the social, cultural,
and natural order. He is both finite and self-tramnscendent. Because of these
and other paradozes in man, there are no simple answers to the question of what
man should do with his freedom. Man must use his freedom to discover answers for
himself. As long as he remains humen, man cannot avoid this dilemms; he must
enter into the mystery of what it means to exist°6
HISTORY OF EXISTENTTALISM. An existential spproach can be found in Hellenic
philosophy which, accdfaing to Baxrrett, was not as radiant and harmonious as it
has been depicted. MNe states that we now know about Greek pessimism and the
negation of life that followed from it. The Orphic religions, with their "powerful
sense of sin and the fallen state of man" had a great influence on Plato, who
believed that the body is a tomb and thaﬁ the chief aim of the philosopher is to
learn to die. In fact, "the whole impulse of philosophy for Plato arises from
an ardent search for deliverance from the evils of the world and the curse of
time.” In Greek tragedy was expressed "an acube sense of the suffering and the
evil of life."T

The entire 014 Testament is an existential confrontation of men with God.
Man is depicted in,his wholeness. He is not merely a creature of spirit and
inwardness but & man of flesh and biooﬁ who dares to confront his Creator and
demand an accounting of Xis ways. One very good example is the-Book of Job.
Job's confrontation of God is on the level of existence, not intellect or
reason. "Remember that thou hast made me of clay; end wilt thou turn me to
dust again? Thou didst clothe me with skin and flesh, and knit me together
with bones’and sinewsoﬁ‘ (Job 10; 9, 11} Job peassionately comes face to face
with CGod and demands Justification. The solution to Job‘s problem is not a

rational resolution but a conversion of the whole man.



Certain Psalms rebuke God for men's tribulations and express the physical,
temporal nature of man and his being as a creature. "My God, my God, why hast
thou forsaken me? Why artﬁthou so far from helping mé, from the words of my
groaning?" (Psalﬁ 22:1)  Mebrew thought emphasizes the mortality and the
creaﬁurainess of man in contrast to the Creator. This Hebraic picture of man
as a belng who confronts his world, rebels againat’ity involves himself in his
world, who finds true knowledge in falth, and who realizes his finitude is one
which, in one form or another, has been revived in existentialist thought.a

The most important precursor of medern existentialism was Blaise Pascal.
(1623;1662). Ne views the humen situation subjectively and is éhiefly'concerned
with those conflicts which cannot be resolved by reason. Hisfthought depends
upon the ewakening of the whole man to his true self and not upon logical demon-
stration. ¥Ne was also a forerunner of Christian existentialism because he
believe&ﬂ”tha& man's confidence in his own self-sufficiency must be shattered
and a sense of need awakened before the Christien message of forgiveness can
be presented meaningfullye”9 Pescal was aware of the paradoxes in men's
nature, of his futile atteﬁpts to find a solution to his situation through reason
and logic. Man was created in God's image and for fellowikip with Him; therefore,
in the words of Saint Augustine, 'his heart is restless until it finds its rest
in God.' 1In summary, Pascal saw the contradictions in life and realized that
the solution to man's Situation came not from logic or reason but from the
personal experience of faith. Faith consists of intuition and decision; it is
supraerational and presupposes freedom .1

Two centuries later the most important figure in Christien existentialism,

Soren Kierkegeard, was probing Pascal's themes of the paradox of man and faith.
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His waz an extreme emphasis on the paradox of Christianity, the im@essibility
of preving the existence of God or the delty of Christ, the radical’and uncertain
nature of faith, end the sbsurdity and irrationality (that is, contrary to reason)
of the Christian proclemstion. His fundemental principles of existenbtlalism
(which he borrowed from Lessing) are similar to those discussed above. In
summary they are as follows.

Existential thinking is subjective. Subjective thinking, in‘cogtrast to
objective, concentrates on the process of thinking as it goes on uniquely in
the individual. Therefore, it requires indirect communication. Another's truth
cannot be appropriasted without sn inward process. This is why Kierkegsard |
refuses to give solutions and demonstrations. His purpose is to arouse the reader
to his own strgggle by leaving the answer uncertain°

Man is involved in continwal striving. He cammot be sure of anything
ex@ept his own existence; ang this fact of his existence is not certain for
anyone else. There are no certainties in life. Most people try to achieve ::c
security by fitting in with what they can know and control. (As we shall see,
this aspect of existentisl thinking is similar to Heldegger's concepts of
authentic and inauthentic existence.) To strive, man must exist in time; yet
he is not gbtriving for a finlte goal. From the stendpoint of experience, time
is not mere chronology. Many years may be a trifle, and a moment may have
infinite significance. The meaning of events, not their duration, is most
important.

Kierkegaard®s third thesis is that "accidental historicel truths can never
serve as proofs for eternal truths of reéson, end that the transition by which

one bases an eternel truth upon historical testimony involves a leap."tt



Existential thinking 1z opposed to a system of the temporal and the eteranal.
The leap of faith is a personsl commitment. We can never know whether life has
meaning.

Fourth, "the passionate search for truth is better than objective certainty,
for we can reach such certainty only by abstracting from existence so as to deal

with essences."12

ObJective thinking cannot deal with history as it is, for
history is not made up of essences. History is neither a logical system nor

a clesed system. (This point is also similar to one made by Heidegger.)

Heidegger, an atheistic existentialist of the twentieth century, is of

majcr'importance to our study, since Bultmann uses Heidegger's philosophical

conecepts in his theology. Some of Héidegger's more‘impeftant concepts will be

explained here; their relation to Bultmann's thought will be noted later.

The following discussion is mainly a paraphrase from John MacQuarrie's An Bxis=

tentialist Theolagz.

Two kinds of statements can be made about anything. An ontological state-
ment tells ebout the being of samething and its range of possibilities. An
ontical statement tells sbout the entity in its relations with other entities.
Every ontical statement carries ontological implications. Let us give an example
of these two kinds of statements from the theology Gf’?aulf When Paul states
that "all have sinned," he is msking an ontical statement. He is saying that
man can fall into the felaticnship known as sin. But this statement can only
be properly understood if it is clarified ontologically. We must understend
how the being of man is such that he can fall into the relaticnship known as
gin; that is,’how sin can be a possible way of being for him.

We now proceed to Heidegger's understanding of man. Man's existence is



distinguished from that of things. Man is Desein (being there). He is not
merely extant; he exists in a specisl way. 1) He transcends himself, that is,
he can be both subjeet and object to himself.‘ 2) He has possibility. He has
no essence as do ebjests; he is never fixed or eémplste in his being. He has
possibilities of decision, which are ways of being %hat, because he exists, man
ean choose for himself. 3) Man is individuel. Existence is alweys my own

(Jemeinigkeit), unique, and personal. It therefore defies classification or

ob jective study.
If every man's existence is individual, how can we make an analysls which

would be true for each Dasein? Dasein has both existentiell (existenziell) and

existentiel (existenzial) possibilities. The conerete praetieal posgibilities

of the individual Dasein are his existentiell possibilities. But there are

limits within whiech every individual existence must fall. These are existential
possiblilities, and their investigation is the subjeet of the existential analytie
of Dasein. The purpese of the analytie is not to describe universal properties
of Dagein but to show his horizons of pessibility (existentiel) in whiech the

concrete possibilities (existentiell) of every individual existence must Fall.

What method is to be used for an existential enalytie of Dasein? Heldegger
adapts the phenomenonological method of Husserl, who developed it as‘a reaction
ageinst the gcientific positiviem of the late nineteenth century. Briefly,
Husserl®s position was thet eertainty is attained when attention is\directed to
direct personal experieneces, to descriptioms of that which shows itself
(the phenomenon). No question is raised as to the reality to whiech these exper-
ienees refer; there are no sgelentific deseripiive aeccounis of observations.

Heidegger®s phenomenonclogleal method is basieally the seame. '"The
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exigtential snalytic cousists in the deseriptive asnelysis of that whiech is
revealed to Dasein in his own self-disclosure as existingeﬁls This method is
claimed to yleld more secure results than eny knowledge we can have of nabure.
Tilliech believes that the phenomenonolegicel spprosch must be aspplied by theology
to all basie concepts. ALl concepts must be eriticized; carefully described,
and used with logleal ecnsisteney.

Heldegger carefully enalyzes each aspect of man'’s being. One example of
his analysis is fear. Dasein realizes his possibilities of danger; he under-
stands the world as su@h thet something terrible mey eppeer out of it. Thus
Heidegger's choice of Daséin for man. Man is situasted in a world where his
Being is threatened; he is simply there. The existential analytie of man differs
from that of secienee, psychology, histery,‘ané other diseiplines in that it gives
an ontological aceount instead of an ontical. In our exsmple of fear, Heldegger
analyzed it as a way of being, not as a physiclogical reaction. V

The existential coneept of existenece has two impliecations. First, man sz
an existing being is always elready in a world. The world is given with his
existence. Man is "being-in-the-world.” ("In" is understood bere in the exis-
tential, not the spéxial, sense.) Man is bééné up with the world; he is oeccupied
in it. He has concern for it in his existence. Second, existence can be either
suthentic or inauthentic. These fundamental possibilities of existence are
important coneepts in Bultmann's the@l@gye

Men is always in the world, yet he is quite éistinet from it. His intimate
concern for the world can leaé %o his losing himself in it. Inauthentic existence

refers to this falling eway from the authentic power to be oneself. "Fgllenness"



into the world can result in colleectivism and depersonalization. Das Mem is
Heldegger's term for this anonymous, depersonslized man.

Authentie existence means that men, inétead of being enslaved to the world,
is free for the world. That is, he resolves to be himself in the face of &
world that is alien to his being. Antheﬁtieity is net part of the essence of
men but is the fulfillment of the original possibilities belonging to man.

In summery, men's existence has three fundsmental characteristics:

1) Possibility, which is grounded in the future. Man stanis before a "not yet."
2) Faeticity, which is grounded in the past. Man exists as a fact. He is thrown
into a situation and his possibility is related to that situation. 3) Fgllemness,
which is grounded in the present. Men has fallen into the world in hiskpractieal
concern for it. These three structures of being eonstitute care, Q@gﬂgg).

- Care is onteologicel. It is not ontiecal anxiety, but it makes anxiety
possible. "Man finds that his being is in advance of itself, i.e. he finds
himself already existing before he has found out what it means to exist. He
is already concerned about the world azd the humsn comminity before he has dis-
covered the proper relationship of these factors to his own p@ssibilitiese"l#

We have seen the past, present, and fubure that emerge from the three;fsld
structure of care., Together they meke up temporality, which is the original
bélng of man. Temporality makes possible both man's insuthentie and authentie
exlistence. Althﬂugh man is temporal, he dces not exist as an obJject in time.
Heslis comstituted in such a way that at any mement his past, present, and
future are diselosed to him and are resal to him. Therefore, history is possible
for him.

Hisbtory is en ambiguous term, the difficulties of which can be avoided in



German. History can be either Geschiehte or Historie. The former is the

historicael reality, the stream of historical hagpening, The varied under-
gbandings of Gesehiehtg all bhave in common the faet that they relate to man as
the subJject of histerleal happening. History is to be understood existentially.
That is, it is not to be explained in the eategories applicable to things butb
in the existentisls that describe man's possible ways of beiﬁge Since the
primary concern of history is man, Heldegger refers to the material aspects of
history as the secondary his@orical; Their hisborielity is derived because it
stems from man, who is the primary historical. History, then, is not an objective
cormmection of events. Ubjects enter into history only as they have been of
councern to man,send men is never an object. Man exisis; he stands before
posgibilities. Therefore history is made of existence, and existence means
posgibllity.

Historie, the seientific study of historical reality, must now be seen as
the study of the possible. It is the disclosure of maen in his histericel possi-
bilities. It is, however, selective. It is concerned not simply with man's
suthentic pogelibilities wvhere he bhas risen gbove the level of ordinery existence ¢
buz,with the asuthentic possibilities that are repestable or possible for man
todeys .

Esiéegger's phileosophy of history is essential to an inbtelligent study of
men snd (as we shall see) has importent implicstions for theology. If the
subjeet of history is @sﬁ, and if men @lffers in his existence from objeets of
ngbure, the historian must use concepts different from those used in a seclentifie
investigation of nebture. In other words, he must use the concepts of existen-

,,,,,,,,,,,,,, —tiality. "The lessons of history. . . may be understocd as simply the under-



stending of authentic possibilities (whether realized or not) which were once

agtually cpen In an exlistentiell situablon and which ave still repeateble and
wl5

80 presenb.
EXISTENTIALISM AND THEOLOGY. Having noted the fundaementsl concepts of existen-
tialism end specifically exemined: the terminology of one of the most influentiel
existentisliste; we are reedy to discuss more fullj existentielism’s imporicance
for theology, espeelally for that of Bultmann. In general, the exlstentialist
gpproach is valid for theology in ﬁhe‘follcwing ﬁayss

First, in its assertion that knowledge of existence is superior to scien-
tific knowledge, existentialism glves définite apologetic possibilities to
Christianity. Christian and atheistiec existentialists alike are aware of the
dehumanization that results from the idolatry of science. Further, both distrust
arguments or proofs for the existence of God. The religicus person should
develop hls own subjeetive experience and concept of subjectivity and not rely
on objective arguments.

Second, existentialism deals with the real stuff of human existence--guilt,
anxiety, despair, and nothingness. Many good church members are repelled by
this philosophy and consider its scber themes to be morbid and haxmful. Yel
existentialism reminds us that these morbid themes are a real part of human life
and that we must be willing to face up to them5 Christianity itself is no fair-
weather religion. A real study of New Testament thought will reveal that its
enalysis of human existence can be as pénetrating and’as disturbing as anything
existentialism can offer. The healing powers of Christianity cannot come to
grips with the derk forees of sin, despalr, and death until these forces are

brought radieally into the open by our sesrehing thought. Existentlalism also
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reminds us that we must not be satisfied with easy answers to man’s situation.
Ansvers come enly from real wrestling with the problems of exist@nce.lé

Third, existentiel thinking, as we have mentioned, is pert of biblical
thought._ This is Bultmenn'®s fundemental position. He has taken up the challenge
from Luther's insight that theology's "system of dogma rests on a foundation
which is not itself a matter of faithghand the eoncepts of whieh are not only
insdequate for theclogical problems but obscure and distort them."™+7  Bultmamnn
has examined the presuppositions of theological thinking end believes these
presuppositions ere clarified and secured by an existentialist theology. Tillich
has sumnarized Bultmenn's position in these words.

"Theology, when dealing with our ultimate coneern, presupposes in

every sentence the strueture of being, its categories, laws, and

coneepts. Theology, therefore, cannot escape the question of being

any more easily than can philosophy.” He adds that neither biblicism

nor philosophy can ignore nen-biblical, ontological concepts. "The

Bible itself slways uses the categories and concepbts which describe

‘the structure of experience.” Certain conecepts, for example, time,

space, subject, nature, freedom, knowledge, end cause, appear fon

every page of every religious or theologiecal text. . o " If.

biblicism tries to preserve their popular meaning, it will cease to

be theology. It cannot "peglect the faet that & philosophical

understanding of theig categories has influeneced ordinary language

for meny ecenturies.®

As would be expected, man end his belng are central in the existentialist
approach to theology. "Bultmamn tells us that when he goes to the Bible, the
guestion to which he is‘seeking the answer is the question of human existence.
No doubt he is also asking gbout God, but ebout God only in so far as he is
significant to men as existing., There may be depths of being in God beyond

his significance to us, bubt, if gé, they are inaccessible and not the concern

of theol@gye“19 The statements of the New Testement are interpreted as
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statements which are significent for my existence. (This point is fundemental
for Bultmenn's demythologizing.) Bultmenn believes that in this spproach he

iz simply Pollowing the precedent of the New Testament. Let us now examine the
biblical presuppositions aund see their relation to existentialist thought .

There is a great gulf bétween biblieal thought and Greek thought (and there-
fore the western thought thet grew out of the Greek.) The latter has assumed
that knovledge is capeble of belng expressed in genefal‘statements, and its
typleal form is thus the systemgltic scientifie or philosophiesl treatise. There
is little of this in the Bible. The biblical knowledge defies classiflcation,
for it iz the knowledge of bhuwmen existence before God. The Bible does not malke

genersl statements but confronts its readers with existentiell situations.

It uses poeiry, narrative, prophecy, history, myth, et celera, to convey its
knovledge. Many modern existentielists heve used similar methads.go

Whet is the biblical understa

nding of man? Man is not simply a pert of
nature; he is an individual who has been givenja personal “I" by his Creator.
Some of the main themes of biblicsl thought are remarksbly similar to those of
existentialism. Examples are individual responsibllity before God, the fall of
man from his true destiny into concern for the ereature, the consiiousness of
gullt, the ecall for decision, the fleeting neture of men's temporal existence,
and death. Further, neither biblicel nor existentisl thought gives a direct
acegount of the being of God. This being must be understood ag abalogous to
our own if we are to speak of Him at all. The Bible understands God's being
under the categories of existence--i.e. He iz the living God Who is personal
and historigcsl~--rather than under the categeries of substance--i.e. the

Unmoved Mover, First Csuse, the Absolute, and other titles used by certain
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We must not be misunderstood at this peint. We are not saying that biblieal
and existentialist thought are the same or that they heve the same basis. Thers
are, as we shall note, differences between them and certaln dangers in an exis-
tentialist approach to theology. What we are saying is that this existentialist
approach is not alien to biblical thought. Therefore, we are justified in using
existentialist terminology in theology. The extent to which we can use this
terminology without ecausing a distortion of the biblical proclangtion is sncther
guestion (in itself) which we will discuss later.
LIMITATIONS TO AN EXISTENTTALIST THEOLOGY. As we have suggested, there are
certain limitations and dgngefs‘iﬁVan existentialist theclogy. These limi-
tations will be further noted in our criticisms of Bultmann. One very real
denger is that theology could begome philosophy.

"If the business of Christisn theology ie to analyse an existentiell

pogsibllity of existence, then it is 4ifficult to see how it can avold

belng swallowved up in existentialist philosophy slbogether. « «

The eoncepts of Christian existence could be taken over by existentialietb

philosophy without any reference to their origin in the eross and
resurrection of Christ, and Christian theology would disappesr as sach.“gg

If the existentialist understanding of existence ls proclaimed in the New
Testament, philosephy cen show the nature of humen existence without theelcgy°23
Second, there is a danger of overemphasizing those elements in Christian
teaching that ere espeeially congenieal to existentialist philosophy. The theo-
logian mey neglect any passage uncongenial to existentialism with distortion of
the Chrigtian proclamabion as & vesult. This iz one of the major ecriticisms of

Bultmann. Since he epproeches the Bible with the guestion of what 1t mesns for
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his existence, he tends to gloss over or reject those passages for which he can
find no existential meaningee}* Third, ideas allen to Christianity may be
incorporated into it while &isguiéing themselves in traditlonal Christian ter-
m:inolog%% Finally, Chrigtien theology may be merely made pert of or adjusted

to exis‘tentialism.gé

THE DEMYTHOLOGIZING CONTROVERSY IN THEOLOGY

With both the values and dengers of existentieliem in mind, we turn now to
an important controversy in theology today, a controversy whiech has been one of
the results of the existentialist appreoach to theology and which has led theologians
and philosophers to ask vhether there can be a rapproachment between existentialism
and theology. We refer to the demythologizing controversy in which Rudolph
Bultmann is the lesding figure., We will attempt to make a fair presentation of
his thought, its natural outgrowth from existentialism, and i1ts expression in the
Christian proclamation.
MYTH. To understand the meaning of demythologizing, we must first define myth.
Bultmenn's basie definition is that it is a way of thinking in which the divine
and otherworldly is represented as this-worldly snd humem, in whieh the trans-
cendent eérs as immanent. "The real purpose of myth is not to present an
objective picture of the world as it is, but to express man's understanding of

himeelf in the world in which he lives. Myth should be interpreted not cosmo-

logically, bubt anthropologically, or better still, existentiallye‘??
Mythical men belleves he is limited by a mysterious power or powers outside

himself, and "he describes these powers in terms derived from the visible

_u28

worlde. o o He believes the origin and purpese of his world are to be
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fourd in & realwm bevond himself. Myth is next an effirmestbion of man’s sense of
dependence, not only upon his visible world but upon the forces beyond it.
Finally, myth statés men's belief that he "can be delivered from the forces within
the visible world."29 h

The problem of myth, according to Bulitmenn, is that it uses imagery with an
"apparent elaim to objective valiéity.“39 The real purpese of myth is to spesk
of a transeendent power which contrelshthe world and men, but that purpose is
impeded and cbscured by the terms in which it is set forth. This is the problem
of New Testament mythology. Bultmenn has elaimed that faith is tied down to the
imagery of New Testament mythology, yet the importanece of this mythology is not
its imagery but the understanding of existence which it enshrines.

What, specifically, is the New Testament mythology? It includes several
elements. One is cosmelogy and seieﬁgs, which ineludes’mifacles, engels, demons,
heaven, hell, end a supernatural Spirit. Bultmann belleves that this mytho-
logieal view of the world is ineredible to modern man. Men cannot at the same
time use modern electrigal spplisnces and teke advantege of modern medical
science end still believe in miracles and demons and remain consistent. Further,
men thinks of himself as a unity who is responsible for his own thinking, feeling,
gnd willing., Neither divine nor demonic powers from outside harmonize or disrupt
his unity. The saecraments likewise are incomprehenslible. For example, man
cennot eonceive of physieal food (as in the Holy Communion) conveying spiritual
atrength.3l \

Markus Barih suggests certein elassiflications of Christien myths. The first
contains all first cenbtury cosmology, including those statements that grésappose

the belief in a three-sbory universe. The latter refers to the early belief
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in & flat earth with & physieal hesven sbove the earth and @ physical hkell
beneath it. The cesmologicel statements include deseripbtions of God or the
Son going here and there and of & begimning or end of the world in space and
time. The second group is more personal and contains mainly pronouncements
about Christ's life (his pre-existence ard incarnation), death, resurrectiong
ascension, pafcasia, and Judgment. The bthird group conteins all New Testament
statements that give a saerificisl view of Christ's death end explain'the God
to man relationship in juridical terms. The final category is the miracle
gtories in which evidence and proof of the divine presence and power are given
in support of faith by supernatural performence. (Bultmann does not believe
the early Church or New Testament writers arbitreriiy created & myth sbout
Christ. Rether, myth@logy was so strong in the enviromment of the esrly Chureh
that it influenced the testimony given by the Chureh.)32

It can be seen that Bulbtmann groups bvogebther many different elementz in
his eonception of the mythological. Why does bhe objeet to these myths? He
objects to some because they confuse the categories of things end man énd thus
treat spirituel fectors as though they were nsiural enbities. This is his
objection to the traditional doctrines of the sacraments and of the Holy Spirit.
That is, the traditioral expression treats the Spirit as though it were a
neburel forge working in man to influenee him.

Bultman objects to other myths, e.g. miracles; because they do not harmonize
with modern science. The cosmological myths are inadequate because they ggg
myths. That is, they treat the divine and otherworldly as though it were this-
worldly and human. For example, the transcendent God is thought of as being in

a spatial heaven sbove the earth. Next, as we have mentioned, the myths of
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demonic possession invelidabe the freedom of man. Mybhs aslso tend to present
an account of Christianity is ecsmologicel terms, that is, in strange and unique
but objective terms of certain faets ebout the universe. This isnot the right
attitude to teke towerd Christianity, for Christienity is not a presentation
of cosmological statements but a cell to deeision.3d

Finally, myth does not achieve its intention, which is to meke credible the
fact that the historieal event of Christ's life end death iz eschatological.
(In Bultmenn's definition, the eschatologicel is that which has meaning beyond ic
history, an “authentic repeatable possibility.”) Bultmann agrees that Christ
has a unique'significaace, but the mythologicaiﬁexpressions do not prove the
esehatological nsbure of the historieal evente3h |

The sources of the New Testament myths, acccrding o Bultmann, are three.
1) Mshy forms of the Jewish spoealyptic were imposed on Christ. Exemples are
the "Son of Mem,” the “second Adam,” the “Redeemer," and the "Messigh."
2) The myths of the Gnostics gpeak of a pfe~existen£ redeemer who descends
from heaven, suffers in an earthly form, ascends into heaven, and therehy
guerantees man's redemption from fleshly bondage. This myth can be seen in
many christologicel statemente, including the ascribing of the title “"Lord"
(Kyrios) to Christ and the belief in the presence of the deity (Christ) and
the participa%icn in his life and death through the Holy ngper; 3) Sacrifisial
ideas about Christ’s death are also ealled mythologicel, although their source
is in Jewish sacrifieisal practiece.

Why were these myths used? The myth was a vehicle used by the Chureh in
its attempt to overcome the diffiéulties of communication. The New Testement

itgself bears witness to the fact that the mythologieal is oniy the férm and not
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the content of the Gospel in these ways. First, the mybhs exclude and contradiet
each other. The belief in the pre-existence of Christ ecomtradicts the myth of
the Virgin Birth. Also, Christ cemnot be both & hidden servent and one who proves
his divinlty through miracle.

Second, the New Testament asks for exlistential interpretation. To teke the
mythological statements at their face value (for example, Christ's sitting at the
right hand of Cod) means to miss the point of the statements. The New Testament
writers cell not for "belief that" but for "faith in" Christ and obedience to him.

Finelly, the puréose of thesé mythologieal fermé was to show that Christ was
more than a great figure of history, that the Redeemer was more than an inspiring
individual, and thét man cannot achieve salvation on his own. Myth is not an
end in itself but a teol to show Christ's eschatological importance and to lead
man to & true decision of faith.3d

Bultmenn has been erilticized by MacGuarrle end others for inecluding primitive
science in his definition of myth. Schubert Ogden, answering thie eriticism,
replies that the ehsracteristic of any scientific world-picture is not ite
content bubt the method of arriving at this content. The distinguishing merk of
our modern understanding of the world is not the view of it we hgppen to hold
but the inslstence upon experimental verificetien of every propesition. In
contrast, mythicel men makes and accepts Jjudgments sbout the world in an aneritieal
way. The limits between the pcesible and the lmpossible, the real and the
faneiful, are only very hazily defined. Mythical man therefore can make a whole
body of statements which, because they cannot be selentifieally verified, are

not aceeptable todey. This is one of the reasons modern men has diffieulty
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accepbing the Christian pr@@lamatioa,36

Another answer to this eriticism is that the Babylonlan cosmology was
originally not primitive sclence. Heaven and hell were the spheres of the
divine and the demonie respectively; Since the myth represents these spheres
in worldly form, the myth sppears to deal with primitive science. True, such
ideas can lose their mythological charscter and become scientifie ldeas. But
this is not, Bultmenn believes, the case in the New Testament.

Further,‘ we moderns must recognize that myths are not intended to "explain®
phenomena, beliefs, customs, and so forth but to express the way those who told
the myth understeoé. their existence in the world. For example, demon-possession
has been represented as the way primitive man understood disease. Today, however,
this belief "would be understood as representing a primitive awaereness thab the

«37 We must be careful

world in which men live can be alien to their existence.
here and exaggerabe neither the cosmoldgical nor the exiétem’ci&l content of
myth. Various meanings were latent in myth; only later were these meanings
sorted out. The "Babylonien cosmology. . . included primitive science fused with
other elements in the as yet wndifferentiated matrix of mytbo‘*sa

It is evident from this discussion that Bultmenn believeé that mythological
thought forms are unintelligible to modern man snd therefore must be changed
into meapingful forms before the Christian proelamation ean be a possibility of
deelgion. Thig process is known as demythologizing. This term must not be
misunderstood. Demythologizing does not mean "the elimination of myth.” It
means “the elimination of mythology," and a distinction must be made between
the two. 5

Mythology bes several meanings, but the peaning to be understood for our



23

purpose is "discourse in myths." But this does not mean getting rid of myth,

for the content of the myth is to be restated in existential terms. “Demy-
thologizing implies getting rid of mythology (@s an outmoded and undifferentiated
form of discourse) but it also implies the re@bgnition of myth as the vehicle

for meanings which we must now try to express in obher ways;“39

DEMYTHOLOGIZING. Having seen the general nature of myth and demythologizing,

we are ready to discuss the "scope of demythologlizing.” Markus Bartnt0 believes
that form eritielsm is the root of demythmlégizing, Fbrm eritieisnm ls the theory
that the New Testement writings ere not merely products of individuals® compil-
abtions, creations, or revisions of religious documents. Rather, there are
certaln constitutive elements in the New Testament--miracle stories, hymns,
prayers, preesching, discussion, el cetera--that grew out of the needs of the lives
of several churches and were preserved by them.

The form critics considered the New Testament to be a testimony of faith
which is eenbered in the proeclamebion of Goé's act in Christ and in His Spirit
(Kerygma).:They stressed the message of Christ and the relatedness of the New
Tegbament books to the faith gnd 1life of Cbristianso |

Form criticism distinguishes between the content of the kerygme and the
forms into which it was pubt. In the various statements in Bultmann's christ-
ology, for example, we deal not with references teo historicel facts but with
expressions of faith, with humen forms of teaching and with challenges to
decision., The New Tesbeament christology is not historiecally interested; it
is kerygmaticy it expresses in different forms the faith of different stages
of development. "All its statements about Christ are only *forms'® of the

kerygma--they are not the kerygma itself. . . a“gl Bultmenn's emphasis
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throughout is upon the Christ of feith, the relation of what is written sbout
Christ to this Christ of faith. This emphesis will be seen later in our dis-
eusslon of the Atonement.

In our discuseion of myth, we suggested a few reasons why demythologizing
is @onsidered by Bultmenn. Let us now review and expand a few of these points.
Firet, the ﬂeﬁ Testament cosmology, in which the kerygma is conteined, is
ineredible to modern man, for it does not harmonize with his conception of the
wordd and of himself. Therefore, the kerygme is meaningless. Believing in the
mythology can cause a disconnection between man's religion and his everydsy life.
For example, man cannot believe in demons and use the radio at the same time.

A relgsted difficuliy is that of communicetieon. A distinction must be made
between the scandelon of the Cross and the pseudo-scandela, which are the
offenses of the improbable stor:ies.l"2

| Second, the fundemental purpose of myth is not to present a certain world-
picture but to show man'’s understanding of himself. Myth demands an existential

and not an objective lunterpretation; that is, an interpretetion of the existentiell

self-understanding to which the mybths give expression.

Third, the New Testement itself invites an existential interpretation
because of the in@onéisteneies of its myth. These ineconsistencles suggest a
reletion to which these differences are ultimstely irrelevant. The New Testemend
authors themselves have suggested or used the bechnigue of demytheologlizing.

An example of this iz Paul's treatment of the Spirit. Although he spegks of the
Spirit as an agency that operates like any natural foree, he transcends this
popular view in his belief in the Spirit as "the possibility of a new life which

wlt3

is opened up by faith. This life "must be appropriated by a deliberate
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resolve. Paul urges thet the Christians 'be led by the Spizit' (Rom. 8:14)
go they will "live after the Splrit, not after the flesh." (Gal. 5:16)
Here Paul is giving an imperabive, a possibility of decision.

Further, the New Testement®’s underlying view that man is a free and respons-
ible person cannot be éxpresss& edeguately in a mythologieal mode of thought,
since the mythologieal view of man is that of a2 neturasl men eomposed of eertain
substances and not of a hisitorieal being who has sliernstive possibilities of
existenee.hs

Fourth, myth is not the only vehicle by whieh humen existence may be expressed.

In the econcepts of Heidegger, Bultmenn hss found & non-mythologieal coneepbuality

in which men end his existentiell possibilities may be deseribed. Bultmann
sees Heldegger's philosophby as a “eamprehensiﬁe phenomenclogy of man's personal
and interpersonal life--a seientifie verminolegy in which the verious phenomens
that go to meke up this life may be relévantly expressed and eommuni@axedo“aé
The New Testament inbterpreter therefore has at his disposal a preeise concégtw
wallty with whieh to translate the myth. . (Bultmann'’s use of Heldegger's
terminology will be more fully discussed later.)

Fifth, demythologizing is necessery whenever and wherever Christians sre
searching for truth. Selentifie interpretetions are inadequate, for God cannot
be objeetivized. That ls, we cannot meke statements sbout God's Dbelng in
Himself; we ean only say what He means or is to us. We can only speek of Him
in faith, in deeision, and in obedience. A statement about God will always be
a statement about the new understending of ourselves that is given, produced,

and sustained by Him. Theology therefere is anbtbhropology.
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Yet in myth this is not the case. God is spoken of in His nature and aetlons,

and man is mention

d only as the objeect of ecreation, atonement, and redemption.
All statements about God epart from His being for us are neot, ageording to
Bultmarn, statements of faith. Faith demands decision and obedienee, and if our
self-understending is not influenced by asnything we say @bout God, then faith is
not a éecision.hT

One guestion might be raised at this point. Granted that there are mytho-
logieal and therfore unintelligible pearts of the New Testament, must all of these
elements, must the entire New Testament be demythslogized? Can we not reduce the
amount of myth in the kerygma,’selaeting certain myths toqbe interpreted existen-
tially and rejeeting others?

Ho, Bultmann replies. §lf we, for example, belleve that physieel eating
and drinking have & spiritual effect (in the Holy Communion), we must also aceept
evaryﬁhing the New Testament has to say abautAunmorthy re@e@tion of the Communion
(I Cor. 11:27 £f.) and about baptism for the dead (I Cor. 15:29). If we start
subtracting myths, where do we draw the line? Demythologizing is an "all or
nothing” procedure; one either acecepts all méﬁh‘or demythologizeés alltef iteég

We have mentioned that the task of demythologizing is to put the kerygma
into existential stetements. We have also referred to the faet thet Bulitmepn uses
Heldegger's coneepts of existentielist philosophy in his interpret&tién of New
Testament myth. How does Bulbtmann use this termincleogy® How does 1t affect the
keryegna? The following is a summexy of Bultmenn's éemy%hclegised kerygma from

An Existentialist Theology by Johh MaeQuarrie.

BULTMANR'S DE%YTEOL@GIZED KERYGMA., Bultmeann bellieves there is no one New

'Tésﬁament th%@légy; the New T@stamsnt is made up of several theologies, each
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with its own terminology and emphasis. He gives primery importanee to Pauline
theology, whileh he expounds as a doetrine of man. Hie expesition lg in two
parts; man without Christ and men in the Christisn faith. These correspond to
Heidegger's inaunthentic existence and authentic existence rés@eetivelys

Man Without Christ. A4 major concept of Pauline theology is that of soma (body).

Bultmenn interprets this existentially to mean that 1) man's existence isValways
gomatic, l.e. man is alweays in e world where §ossibilities confront him. §Q§§
is a way of being. 2) Man has a reletion to himself; he can be the object of
his own action. 3) Man has two fundemental possibilities. He can be at one
with himself or estranged from himself. When man sins, he falle into Barx
(flesh) which here refers to the evil possibilities of somatic existence.

(These three propositions immediabely remind us of Hgideggero)

Paul speaks of a "spiritual bedy" and of a "physical b@éyg“ (IcCor. 15:44)
Both are ways of baing; the former in’the world to come, the latter in this
~world. Ontolegleally they are the same, for there is eontinuity between this
life and the next. Onticelly they are different, for in this life men is always
somevwhat estranged from himeelf, while in the next life he will be at one with
himself. Likewise, the dualistic Johannine doctrines of light and derkness,
truth and falsehood, life and éeatﬁﬁ and freedom and enslavement o not rest
ultimately upon metephysical duslism; they too are possibilities of declsion
and "express the double possibility in men's exisﬁenee.“k9

Bultmenn's interpretsiticon of the New Testament eonéepﬁ of the world of
things (ktisis, creation) is similar to Heidegger's. The creation is the work
of God, made by Him for men's use and eajeyment, As such, it is good. Creation

can alsoc be coneelved of as evil because man, by worshipping the ereature rather
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than the Creator, hes given it the possibility of evil. Instead of being a
thing of use, the ereation has become a threat to man's being. In existential
terms, men can decide to bulld his life on the world. The world can become en
alien being in whieh men loses himself. (inauthentic existence)

Bultmann repeatedly uses the termA“éelf-understanding“ in his interpretation
of Christian btheology. He says that théelcgy is anthrapblégya that the Christien
life is a new s@lf~understandinge Before we reject these statements, let us see
what Bultmenn means by “understan&iﬁg."

Understanding as concelved by the existentlalist does not refer to intel-
lectual activity which leads to theoreticel knowledge. Man is primerily
concerned prechbically, not contemplatively, with his world. The fundamental
understanding of the world is "know-how" or knowledge of existence. Theology
is primerily concerned with this kind of knowledge. The knowledge of‘Goé is
existential; Bthat is, it is not a set of propesitions ebout God, but the know-
ledige that is implieit in our faith in God. Theological knowledge, then, comes
from the ingide. We cannot speak intelligently shout God without an experience
of faith.

Further, existentlial knowledge has its own certainty. The understanding of
existence vhich is given with existence is the basic form of knowledge whieh
yields resulbs more fundementsl and certain than any seientific understanding
of nature. The possible ways of being are disclesed to man in the analysis
of his own existence. Therefore, theology can lay claim to the seme truth that
belongs to all phenomsnonologicel snalysis. ‘Theelogiaal statements, then, are
not mere expressions of feeling but are statements that communicate the exis-

tential knowledge to which the most original truth belongs.
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Creatlion is to%gndersteod existentially. The world, as created by God, is
of use to man. It alsc has the possibility of being hostile to man when men
prizes creation ghove the (restor. We do not réason from the world end its use-
fulness to a Creator, for this ﬁould give us the God of metaphysies, an objeet of
theoretical knowledge, not the God of religlous faith. Only through an existential
knowledge of God does He diselese Himself to man and only through faith is the
world understood as creation.

We have seen that understanding refers to praectical concerns. The biblical
accounts of ecreation do not teach a philosophy of cosmic origins or a theigtie
world-view but confront men with the problems of existence., They teach that man
is a creature who has fallen into sin and show man how to understand the world
as a factor in his existence. A New Testament illustrabtion of the practieal
concerns of understanding cen be found in Romens 12:2; "Be transformed by the
renewal of your mind."” Mind (nous) refers not to theoretical but to practical
understanding. Christien salf—undérstanding is not a theoretical aetivity but
& complete reorientation of the entire personslity. It is eguivalent to & new life.

We have mentioned that Heldegger's anslyeis speaks of man as having possi-
bility and facticity. The latter refers to man's stark individuality of existence
and his "thrownness," which is thet outside man's control which enters into his
existencé to circumséribe and narrow down his possibilities. The New Testament
hes a similar concept of man. Paul speaks of the law that wars against the law
of his mind, meking him captive to the law of sin. The temptation to sin comes
from men's being in the world, because his being is made up of both the inward
man and his “mewbers" (flesh). (Rom. T:22-23)

Eeiéeggér’s eonéept of aaaiﬁan or man‘sNgossibility for inauthentic
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way of being in which man, in his flight from individual responsibllity, loses
his true self. The New Testament speaks of the cosmos as being under the rule
of hostlile powsrs. Peul stieibutes the enbtrence of sin into the world nét to
the yawérs of darkness bub to Adsm. Bultmson congludes that it is man bhimself
who has given to the cosmos its hostile character, Just as he 4id to the crestion.
Inauthentic exlstence, acecording to Heldegger, is basieally falleuness. His
eoneept of fallenness must be &istinguished from the traditional Christian
doetrine of original sin. Faelleoness ls not a genersl property of man; it is
a purekexistential pessibility.

Bvil, aeccording to Bultmann, is a falling away of man from himself, a
misteken orientation of himself awey from his suthentic being. Bubt this is at
-the same time sin. To atbaln or to lose his authentiec belng is équivalent to
recognizing or denying God as Creator. The essence of sin is that man has
fallen away from the authentlic being God has given him, with the result that
he tries to live on his own power.

Bultmenn justifies this interpretation of the New Tesbement through a
clarification of certain Pauline terms. Bulitmann uses égg% to ecmpars two
possibilities of existence. One refers to life "in the flesh,” (en sarkl)
which simply meens existing in the earthly envirénment, In ceﬁtfast, "after
the flesh" (kete sarks) refers to men's rejection of God and his choice of the
earthly and natural. §§£§ is not asseciated primarily with the “sins of the
flesh,” The "wisdom of thi# world" is a menifestation of life gégg‘égggg

because it represents a bturning away from CGod and turning to the man-made.,
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The distinetion, then, between sarx as the nabural and sarx as the sinful lies

in man's exlstentiell decision for the creature rather than the (restor. This

decision makes the nabural evil.

Alienatisn, as we have seen, is part of Heldegger's concept of fallemness.
This leads us to the Christian doctrine of sin, which implies not only moral evil
but alienation from God. No genulne concept of sin is possible for Heldegger
since God is absent from his philoscphy. The alienstion of a fallen existence
is alienation from the authentic self, not from God. Yet the Christian idea
of sin can still be connected to the concept of existence. Paul alsc understands
sin as alienstion from the suthentic self. "It is no more I that do it bub the
sin that dwells in me." (Rom. T:17) The autﬁénﬁic self is lost and sin has teaken
gontrol. 4

But what becomes of the traditional Christien belief that sin is alienation
from God? Since man has fallen away from his true self, he has also fallen away
from the\beiﬂg which God gave him, the authentic existence for which he was
created. Sin in the New Testament describes an ontical conception--it is not
only man's possibilivy but his true situation. Bultmann cemmct acecept this
doctrine of original sin, since it seems to deny complete freedom and respon-
sibility.

His argument is that Paul may mean (in Rom. 5:12-19) that since Christ
opens to man the possibility of life, Adem opens the poséibility of sin and
death. Another srgument, which he derives from his concept of the cosmos is
that everyone is born into a falsely oriented humanity. Man understands himself
in the lighb of this and becomes pertly responsible for it. Sarx and sin in

the Johennine writings are similarly interpreted.
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The final stage of the life of the natural man is death. Briefly,
Heidegger's understanding of desth is that it is a loss of being, the end of
man as "being there.” We cannot atbtain a real existential knowledge of death,
since all we know abéut death must be learned by observation of others' deaths.

Death is elways my own; it cannot be experienced viceriously. Death is
my own untrensfersble possibility of being no longer in the world. The possi-
bility of death belongs to man's facticiby, for it is elways present. Fallenness
is related to the flight from death. Fallen man, in his concern for the world,
does not wish to think of the possibility of death, for it means for him the
shattering of his existence.

The Bible is also most concerned with the existential and not the natursl
phenomenon of death. Man is called to face death, not to flee from it. Paul’s
theology shows the relationship between sin and death. “The wages of sin is
death.” (Rom. 6:23) Death is both the punishment for ané'the consequence of
sin. Death is the fruit of life after the flesh, and because of this it is
already present. In Bultmenn's analysis, this close connection between death
and sin is seen. The fallen life, the life of sin, is the fall away from men's
true being and is therefore the loss of his being. When man is in sin, then,
he is alresdy dead, insofar as he has suétained a logs of being.

This discussion of death concludes our anelysis of ipsuthenbtie existence.
Both Christianity and existentialism agree that such an existence is meaningless
and a denial of men's real posgibilities. But the new direction demsnded of
men, the authentic existence, differs.

According to Heidegger, man should not flee from death. Rsather, he should

“aecept and choose it as his own pre-eminent possibility. He is to live in the
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anticipation (Vorlaufen) of his own death."”C Death is to be made the unifying
factor in men's existence. He is to recogﬁize éné accept the nothingness of
existence. This acceptanee,‘althnugh it delivers man from concern for the
transient, also leads to a devaluation of all existence, to a despair. What
can "authentie existence” mean if all existence is really nothing?

The Christlsn alterﬁative is charscterized by hope instesd Qé despair.
For the Christian, anxiety, besides dlsclosing man as thrown into a world in
whieh he is not at home, also sets man in guest of his ground of existence.
God meets man in this quest and through Christ directs him to new possiblilities
of existence in which "deeth iz swallowed up in victory.” (I Cor. 15:54)

cEteice. ‘We have seen Bultmenn's use of phileséphieal concépts

in his analysis of men without faith. It is, we believe, basically true to
. the New Testament teaching. The questién before us now is whether we can take
the concepts of existentialism and epply them to the 1life in feith. This lLife
(awthentic existence) is the fulfilling of man's original possibilitiés whieh
belong to his belng as m.a.n°

In the Christian sense of the term, man was created in the image of God.
His authentic existence is to be a child of Cod. When he loses this possibility
by serving the creature rather than the Creaﬁor, he lives insuthentically.
The New Testement phrase for authentle existence is kata pneuma (after the
spirit)e‘ It is not a substance but a way of belng irn which men is oriented
to God.

Conversion is the term used to describe this change “from deeth into life,”

It is not an ontologicel but an onbical change. Man's eﬂi@l@gi@&l structure

remaing the seme, but ontically he ils reoriented. The direction of his life
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is chenged. This "new man" is a possibility of existence given by Christ.

The Christian consegtkof grace is important for an understanding of
Bultmann®s christology. Grace camnot be understood simply es a quality of
God, for this would not explain the experience of it in Christian living.

Grace is the event in which God restores the possibllity of suthentic existence.
It is His act of forgiveness whieh delivers men from past guilt and breaks the
power of sin. Grace thus gives a new possibllity for the future. Man has been
delivered from the wrath (judgment) of God. Authentic existence, then, is
given by God; it is His work, not man’s.

Justificatlon, the meking righteous of one who is not, is cilkosely connected
to this concept of grace. For the Christian, righteousness is not something
‘that can be echieved by the‘reﬁolve of man. It iz man's new relation te God
‘that is a result of his recognition that his true life is God's gift, He
surrenders himself to God and lives not by his own power but by God'’s. Grace
is an event--the event of God's saving act in Christ. It is God's intervention
into men's situation. This work of God in Christ is, for Bultmann, the only
way bo men's salvabion.

Although this event is an event of the past, it is more than a past event.
In or&er for amything to be significant for my existencs, 1t must present me
with e possibility of existence. This is what the Christ-event does. "It
presents to men the possibility ofkattainiﬂg his true being."sl Grace'

(the saving event) is present whenever the word is preached énd authentieally
heard. The past event touthes man's existence now. The past event becomes a
present event in the preaching of the Word. God did not simply aect then, two

thousand years ago; He acte now. (More will be said about this "esehatological
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event” in our discussion of christology.) How ean an event be past, present,
and praumebly future also? Lebt us examine Bulimenu's ides of history.

We have referred to éeidegger's view of history as both Geschichbe and
Historie. This basic understanding underlies Bultmann®s thought. The myths
which are a part of the stories of the saving events are not essential to the
understanding of existence given in the stories; they are merely background.

This background is the “seecondary historicsl.” The "primery historieal” consists
of repéa&able possibiliﬁies df existence, preéent to‘me todey as they were to
those in the past. The éentral theme of the New Testament is such a posgibility--
the possibility of férgiveness and new life in Christ. Demythologizing, then,
would be the vasgk of separating the primery from the secondsry bhistorical.

The event that mekes aubhenbic sxistence possible iz known as the escha-
‘tologleal event. It differs from Heidegger's “repeatsble authentic possibility”
in that it is unique. It comes from God; it is God'e act of grace. For
Heidegger, however, there have been many authentic repeatable possibilities dn
hisbory.o®

Twooterms commenly used by Bultmenn are the objective-historicel and the
existential-historicel elements of an event. These terms correspond respectively

to Heldegger's Historie end Geschighbe. Histofie,{er the historisch), it will

be remembered, refers to that part of an event which can be studied sclentifiecally,
which can be sclentifically verified. The latter gives the existential character
of an evenbt; that is, 1t explains vhat mﬁaning the event has for my existence.

The concern of faith is not with the historisch but with the geschichtlich.

Since Christisnity 1s & historiesl religion, that is, it finds its source

in a man who existed in history and not in mythology, historiesl research is not




irrelevent to the Christian faith. If Christ did not live on earth, the roots
of Christianity sre destroyed. There cen be no saving events without cbjective
events. Faith is not, however, &ependent upon historieal research. One's
relation to his faith cannot be cbjective and detached; it must be eiis%enzial.
As we have seen, the only one who knows the real meening of faith is the one
whe has faith.

There is & close connection here between the saving event and the objeetive

event. We begin with saving events that ilmply objective events, not with

objeetive events that are transformed into saving events. The geschichtlich
and not the historisch is of primery importence for theology. These ﬁhemeS”
will be more eclearly seen in our discussion of Bultmann's christology.
Questions that we must consider throughout our ﬁheolcgical study are: What
consbitubes the objective-historieal of & partieular event? How necessary is
the objective-historical? Does Bultmenn's existential bgcﬁgrbuné tend to make
him deny the importance 5f the historisch?

We heve seen that God in Christ has interveneé in Euman 1ife to restore
to men the possibility of authentie existence. Man receives the possibility
of forgiveness and a new life. How cam this new life be described existentially?
Man begins this life with an attitude of faith. Faith, declares Bultmann3 “is |
the decision in face of the grace which confromts us in the proclemation of the
Word.%EB Faith is nearly equsted with decision. ; Bultmemn, like all existen-
tialiéts, places a grealb emphasis on decision. Yet his definytion differs
significantly from Heidegger's.

For Heidegger,'man‘s resolve is derived entirely from himself, while for
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Bultmern the authenitie possibility for which man is summoned to deegide is
éntirely derived from God; it is presented to man by God's actoof grace in
Christ. Decision, then, is a gift of God, sinece grace mekes the decision
possible. Yet there is still genuine decision, for although God mekes decision
possible, He cannot force it on man without redueing man to the level of an
object. God's act of salvation must be a possibility for which man ean decide.
Other aspeects of falth follow.

Falth is always related to a definite ground--faith in the saving work of
Christ. It is not piety or gemeral trust but the suthentie hesring of the
Word, which includes understanding and the making of one's own the knowledge
which God has presented to man through Christ. This knowledge is a new gelf-
understanding whieh we have alreedy referred to és meaning a real understending
of one's exisﬁenee, as a complete reorientation of the self, not the adoption
of & new philosophy of life.

This self-understanding is closely related to obedience, for in the surrender
of his self-sufficiency, men commlts himself to God for the direction of his life.
Man enters authentic existence in this act of obedience. Genuine knoirledge of
the self comes with this new understanding. Faith is not only & relabion of
men to God; it is a relation of mem to himself. His new relation to God glves
him a right relabtion to himself; it msekes him ab one with himself. The life of
faith gives man true freedom, for man stands before genuine pessibilities of
decision. Man finds his true freedom in obedience to God, for he becomes free
from the tyranny of the mass, the world of things, end the fear of death.

We heve now exemined Bultmenn'’e demythologizing of fundemental New Testament

concepts and we have suggested the relation of these to the Christian kerygma.



38

We have noted that the Christ-event, the eschatological event, mekes authentic
existence possible. ILet us nowv turn o that event and examine more g¢losely how
Bultmann demythologizes the incarnation, desth, and resurrection of Christ.

The Christ-Event. For Bultmann, the Incsrnation, Cross, and Resurrection are

not separate (exeepﬁ as”points in‘hisﬁorie&l time) but comprise one single event
known as the%schatol@gical event. This event is gentered in the Cross.
The Incarnabtion has been traditionally expressed as the pre-existent Son
of God becoming humen flesh. Christ, while he was on earth, was both fully divine
and fully humen. This event happened once, and in no sense can it be repeated.
Bultmann's thécry differs from the traditional at several points. Heccan
gttach no historiseh reality to the traditiocnal doetrine of the Incarnation.
As we will note more fully later, the historisch foundation of the Incarmation

is the erucifixion. Further, the geschichilich meaning of the Cross glves

meaning to the Incernation. Thet is, we do not "begin with the idea of a pre-
existent Son whb beconmes ineafnaxs and atones byghis blecd for the sins of nmen,”
*Rather we recognize Christ as the Son of God when we experience Atonement
%hrough hearing and wpdersbanding the ﬁbrd?35& The meening of the Incarnation
is that God was acting in Christ's person and fate, not that Christ was God.
Bultmenn does not speak of Christ as God in the sense of Christ's being
of the seme metaphysicel neture as God. The expression “Christ is God" is
ambiguous, for we must ask whether it refers to the significance of Christ or
to his nature. The references to Christ's divinity, Bultmaun believes, are
ambiguous end are & result of Hellenistic and Gnostic influences. In the New
Testement, Christ is spoken of as subordinate to, not egual with, God. The

purpose of Christ's titles--Son of God, Messleh, Lord--is to give Christ's
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significance for man. A pronouncement sbout Chrigt is also a pronouncement
about myself.

Does Christ help me becsuse he is the Son of God or is he the Son of God
because he helps me? Can I know Christ as God apart from my beiﬁg saved?d?
MecQuarrie asks thié pertiﬁenﬁ guestion: "Must we have an understanding éf
Christ as the Son of God, that is to say, must we believe in the incernation,
before we can perceive the Cross as saving evant?“56 Bultmenw would answer
no to the last two questions. It is because Goééépeaks’to us in the Cross and
offers us there the possibility of a new life that we recognize Christ as the
Son of God. "Son of God" as used by Bultmann meens that Christ ealls #man into
a new situaiién in which“he must make & decision for or ageinst God. AllL his
titles designete Christ as the Eschatological Event, the one who brings the new
age in vhich all who belong to him become new creatures.o(

This interpretaticn has been critieized because 1t omits the numinous
eharacter of Christ's life, death, and ministry. Insuffiecient econtinulty is
mede between the Jesus of history and the Christ of faith. The supreme revelation
of Christ in the Cross must have been the climex of a revelation already going @n.58

Although the Incernation happened once-for-all, it is also continually
re-enacted. The Word of God is a paradox, for this Word is identical with the
Word that originated in aspostolie preaching and has been handed on by the Church.
ThésWord of God becomes incernate in anyone who speaks the Word. The gbstract
propogitions of the Word of Christ become an event in the spoken word .79

Our earlier references to the Cross geve en indlcation of its importance
in Bultmenn's theclogy. We will now examine its meaning in more detail.

The Cross mey be understood as an objective-historical event, but this by
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itselfl is inadequate. As long as one directs his attention only to the belief
that "Christ suffered under Pontius Pilate," <the Cross has no existential

meaning for him. The New Testament slso spéaks of the Cross in mythical terms
drawn from the Jewish eult)and Gnostie redeemer mybths, Therformer are evident

in the sacrifieial theory of the Atonement, where Christ is the sacrifice whose
blood atones for sin. Bultmenn believes the sacrifieial and juridical theories

are neither tenable for man bodsy ner true to New Testament thought. He seéks

to translate these myths into the existential-historical. For egamgle; the
segrificial theory is translsted into the undersiending of Christ's death as

"the means of liéberation from the powers of this world, the law, sin, and death, "60

The New Testement means more in its proclemstion of the Cross than that the‘
deserved puniszhment of sinners has been remitied. The Cress relesses man Trom
the power of sin. The Cross is a cosmic event, that is, it has significance for
the world. Its m&aﬁing transecends the historical. The Cross is the judgment of
the world and therefore the Judgment of ourselves as Tallen creatures enslaved
to the powers of the world. The significance of the Cross comes from its being
the judgment of the world and the Jufigment and deliverance of man.

The meaning of the Cross is its existential meaning, which is making the
cross of Christ our own, béing erucified with Christ (Gal. 2:20), and being
raise& with him into & new self-understanding. The Cross is not merely historicalj
it iz an event in our livesg. Being crucified with Christ means erueifying our
flesh (flesh here Fefers to man's evil), our affections, and our lusts. This
ineludes the overeoming of our astural dread of suffering and the perfection of
our detachment from the world. The latter is no mystieal flight from the world,

but is used in the sense of authentic exﬁsteﬁeegyb@ing free from the world, not
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being lost in it.

Must we first believe in Christ and be convineed of his significance before
we ean dlscern the resl mesning of the Cross? Must we go bagk to the Jesus of
history? The answer is yes for those who kmew Christ and‘ﬁho experienced the
historisch event of the Cross. For us, however, the Cross is an event of the
past. It cennot disclese its own meaning to us. This meaning can be discoversd
only in the proclamation,Ol

By what sign, Bultmann asks, is the Cross of Christ recognized as the -
selvation-event? It iz not so reecognized by preparatory instruction or by the
recognition of fhs divine quality in Christ. Such recogrition would rob the
Cross of its character as scandal. The Cross is recognizeble as a salvation
event only in the proclamation of it as such. The word of the Cross thrusts a
Ydecision-guestion™ upon its hearer., It asks whether he will be willing to make
the Cross his own Ey surrendering his ?revious self-understending and by meking
the Cross the debermining power in his lifee62

The only meaning the Cross has for Bulbtmenn is the above existential meaning.
There i little or no mention of the wrath of God, Christ's self-offering,
viearious suffering, and love of God as seen in His entrance into humen form
and in His sagrifice, Since these and other familisr expressions of the Cross
cennot be demythologized, Bulbtmenn can sey nothing about them.

The Cross and the Resurrection are a single, indivieible cosmic event.

The Résurrectien expresses the significance of the Cross. What is this sig-
nificance and how is it expressed?

The cosmic event of the Gresé-Resurrectien brings Jjudgment to the world and

opens for men the possibility of authentic life. If this is true, the Resurrection



cannot be a miraculous proof by whieh to copvince a skepbie to believe in Christ.
The Resurrection is an event of faith, and one artiele of falth cammot be used to
prove eanother. That is, one eamnot prove the Cross through the Resurrection.

The Repurreection is more than the resuscitabion of & corpse--it is the escha-
tologlcal event. Apsrt from ilts eredibility, a miracle ean tell us nothing about
the esechatological fact of the destruction of death. The eschatological (in
’Bultmaﬁn's sense of the word) nature of the Resurrection is that bthrough it Christ
abolished death and brought life and lmmortallty. As in Christ's death, says
Paul, all dlied, so in his Resurrection ell have been raised from the dead.

Thig Resurrection is also spoken of in the present tense. Through the
sagrament of baptism, Christlans participate in the death and resurrection of
Christ. It is not that we shaell walk in newness of life; we are alreedy doing
so. The Resurrection gives & struggling freedom from sin; it enables the
Christien to "cast off the works of darkness” (Rom. 13:12). The Resurrection
gives us the “nower of God" (IT Cor. 13:#)963

Thus, juét as beliefl iﬁ'the Cross is not simply the belief that Christ was
crucified, but rather that Cod offers me & possibility of existence now, so
belief in the Resurreetion is not simply beliefl that a mirsculous event hsppened
but belief in the mirscle of new life in Christ ns%aéh A key statement in
Bultmann's understanding of the Resurrection is thalt "the resurrection is not
a mythologleal event adduced to prove the saving effiéacy of the Crese bub an
article of faibh. . . Taith in the resurrection is reslly the seame thing as falth
in the saving efficacy of the eross, faith in the cross as the cross of Christ."65

We have mentioned thet we come to believe in the Cross through the word of

preaching, or rether, through the wey in which the Cross is preached. Christ
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meets us in the word of preaching end nowhere else. The falth of Easter is
falth in the word of preaching which brings illumination. The Resurrection
itself is not an event of past history. The only historisch event of the
Resurrection is the rise of faith in the risen Lord. This is all that historieal
eriticlem can establish--That the dlsciples came to believe in the Resurrection.
The histeorical problem of the Resurrection is not of interest to Christian bellef
in the Resurrection. The historisch event of the Resurrection (the rise of the
Baster-faith) means the same for us as it did for the first diseciples--the self-
attestation of the risen ILord, the act of God in which the redemgti?e act of the
Cross is completedoéé To believe in the Resurrection is to believe that Christ
speaks to us in the groelamation of the WOrd.67

The apostollic preaching which origingted in the Easter-event is part of the
eschatolegieal event of redemption. The death of Christ inaugurates the “word
of reconciliation™ (II Cor. 5:18). This word supplements the Cross and makes its
seving efficacy iﬁtelligible by demending falth end confronting men with a demand
for decision; Are they willing to undersband themselies a5 wmen who have died
end have risen with Christ?

Throughtthe word of pfeachiﬁg the Cross and Resurrection are made present.
Thie is the eschatological now. "Now is the day of salvation” (II Cor. 632).
Thet is why the spostolie greachiﬁg brings judgment°68 (E&ré we see an iudieatiog
of Bultmann'®s meaning of eschatology. Although eschstology has traditionally
referred to the "last things," i.e. the final day of Jjudgment and the fulfillment
of history, these concepbs in themselves have no meening for Bulbmann since he
cannot demythologlze them. The Judgment is pow;the fulfillwent hes already

come in Chrigto)ég In the word of preaching and there slone we meet the rigen



Christ: "o . « Talth comes from what is heard, and what is heard comes by the
preaching of Christ.”

A major eriticism of Bultmann's theology of the Resurrection (and one that
we would meke) is thab he‘&eatrgys the historisch element in the Resurrection.

That is, he agrees that s geschichilich event must have a higterisch event as

its basis. The historlisch event used to support the Resurrection is not the
actual resurrection of Christ and his gppearances to the believers; rather it is
the Cross., Can one historisch event, the crueifixion, adequately support the
Resurrection (besides, as we have seen, the Incarnation)?/C  Can the radicel
change in the disciples on Baster--from fear o faith, aﬁﬁ from cowardiece to
courage--be explained by a "rise in the belief in the Resurrection”? What does
Bultmann mean by the "rigen Lord"? ’

Bultmenn's &ismiésal of theéﬁesurrection seems to be a little too arbitrary.
We agree that the primery meaning of the Resurrection does not come from a
historiseh event. Falth camnot be established or verified by historical eritielsm.
But we cannot agree'that "the historical problem of the Resurrection is not of
interest to Christien belief in the Resurrection."Td+ The "historieal problem"
of the empty tomb, the nature of Christ's a@gearaéces; the inconmsistencies in

the resurrection narratives, and so forth, is not of interest to the Christian,

sch faet of the Resurrection is of importance tc the believer.
e camnot be 'raised with Christ' if Christ was not raised."l2 Or, in the
words of Paul, “If Christ is not raised, your faith is in vain.® (I Core 15:13).
LIMITS TO DEEXT&GL@GIZIH@e At thisz point we are in a position ﬁo see more
@1eafly‘seme of the limitations of demythologizing which we hed wenbicned earlier.

(We will now review these points and add a few more significant eriticisms,)
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kind of gnosis. The CGnogties of the early Christisn era had no need for a
higtorical Jesus who lived, suffered, and died. A mythological redeemer was put
in his plase. We have noted a few of Bultmsnn's ﬁany negations which include
miracle stories, Christ's pre«existencé, the parousia, Christ's eschatological
teaching, and the objective references to the Resurreetion. Bulimenn's skeptielsm
ineludes meny espects of New Testement christology which haveﬁnothing miraculous
or mythologiegl about them. For example, he denles that Christ thbught of

himself as the Messiah. His denials meke Christ into a somewhat veague figu£8073
Demythologizing and an existential interpretaticn, states MazecQuarrie, are a

great gain, for they help us understand the present significence of past events.
Yet in their concern for the "inside"™ of events, they tend to make us forget there
is an "outside." (Cnosticiem is an attraective soluﬁion here, for once we grasp
the gnosis (existential significance) we can be indifferent to the story embodying
it. But the Church has rightly rejected Gnosticism. "How can we know that it
is a genuine possibility that is being set before us uniess it can be pointed out
in history? How can we know whet can be done except on the basis of what has
been done?) Bultmenn himself recognizes this when he sharply differentlates the
Christian story from Hellenistic myths,"T®

Second, can we eécape myth? Can tﬁe kerygme be completely demythologized
without dekerygmetizing as the fesult? MaecQuarrie and Ian Henderson, esmong others,
would ssy no. Myth is a basic and eséential form of human thought of all times;
it is not merely cheracteristic of the first century cosmology. It is the only
form of thought in whieh the transcendent can be graspeé.75

MacQuerrie asks whether demythologizing does what 1t is supposed to do, i.e.
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translate mythologiecal statements into existentisl statements. Bultmenn actually
does not completely demythologize (as we shall note later). He still uses ans-
logieal statements. MaeQaarrie makes a distinetion between sﬁazemants aboutb
human existence end statements in terms of human existence. The latter refer
enalogously to God, (as in talk of an “"act of God"). Some syﬁbol and snalogy
migt remain, for they are the only way‘in which wé can speak of agts of Godo76

Third ig a denger mentioned in our discussion of the limitations of exis-
tentialism, that of theology besoming philosophy. This would result if one
were to make a radicel demythologlzing of the New Testament. As we will note,
Bultmenn does not seem to follow his demythologizing to the "bitter end.”

Fourth, is myth, as Bultmenn eleims, the chief sﬁumbling block or at least
a major sbtumbling bloek to the aceeptance of the kerygme today? MacGQuerrie
suggests that the real skendalon is not myth but the surrenderkof man's self-
sufficlency and the asceeptanee of the Cross.!! Berth disasgrees with MacQuarrie
and states that Bulimenn®s positionAiﬁuthai the Cross is the real skandalon of
Christianity, and he does not try o remove this secandal. The myths put an
additional stumbling block before modern men. When we present the kerygma in
its mythologicel wrapplngs, we are-not presenting the true kerygma.TB

Henderson feels that it is not the mythological but the transeendent that
modern man objects to. Todsy there is not so much quarrel with those who treat
the otherworldly as this-worldly but with anyone who maintains there is an
othervorldly at all. (9 Why does modern men reject the transcendent? Although
demythologizing within limits and en existentislist theology may.hﬁl§ make the
kerygma intelligible, are they the sole solution to this rejection?

Thus far it hes gppeared that the fundsmental issue in demyﬁhslegizing is
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that of meking the Gospel relevant. This, we sgree, is an importent aspeet of
the controversy. But the basic issue, aceording to Henderson and Ogden, is one
whieh we have been’suggesting throughoub--the @stibilitys the limits, and the
desirability of a rapproachment bebween Christianity and existentialism,o0
Although it is not part of our purpose to discuss ell the implications of the
"dialogue"” between Ogden end Bultmann, a few of his eriticisms will help us
understend some of the ﬁﬁificulties,of Bultmann's pcsitiono81 Ogden's main
thesis is that Bulthenn is besiecally ingonsistent. Although Bultmsun imbends to
dietinguish bebween theélogy end philosophy, Ogdon questions whether he asctually
does 8o, et least whether he does so consistently. Bultmann's contradiction lies
in the fact that he, contrary to his expressed purpose, does not completely
demythologize the kerygma. If herwere to demythologlze radically, the difference
between theology and philos@?hy would dlseppear. Iet ues explain these statements.

We have already discussed Bulitmann's existential spproech tothe Wew Testament
and his demythologizing. Bultmenn is convinced not énly that the New Testament
can be demythologized but also that it "ean be done in such a way as to disclose
the truth of the kerygms for the man who no longer thinks mythglsgi@allyaﬁag
But is the truth of the kerygms as kerygme really diseclosed vwhen it iz inﬁeryreted
in ebstraetion, when it is presented as an understending of humen existence?
Further, is not the sppeal to a unique salvabion occurrence an important quaiiw
fication of Bultmenn'®z original demand for e redical demytholeoglzation? Although
Bultmenn does not think s0; Ogden finds evidence to the contrary. |

The demythologizing of the Christ-event leads to its dehistorization. The
New Testament statements become not statements ebout a unigue historical oceurrence

but mythelogieal gynbols of a speecifie understanding of humen existence.
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The unigue Christ-event eollspses into self-understanding. "The proeclemation of
God's deeisive eschatological act in Christ becomes inﬁigtinéuishable from the
original demand to understend one's self as a geénuinely historical being and is
therefore deprived of a strietly independent validitye“83 If demythologlzing is
possible without gualification, then the kerygma can be no more than a specifie
understanding of humen existence logieally independernt of any perticular historicsl
occurrence. If the kerygms has a logiéal comnection to a particular historical
event, ungualified demythologizing is impossible.

Bultmenn's definition and understending of theology and philosophy are very
similar. Philoscphy gives both the is--"the understending of existence that is
given with existence"--and the ought of men. It is a eall to decision for
authentic existengee' This understending of human existence proclaimed by phiz
losophy ls also found in the New Testement. The exisbentlal enalysis of mants
belng which has been discovered b& pbilose%@y‘is nothing more than a restatement
of the New Testament understanding of human existence. Philosophy can discover
the nature of man's existence with no esslstance from theology.

What, then, is the difference belween theology and philoscphy? Bultmann
appeals to the unigue eect of God in Christ. This appeal is Ogden‘§ main objection
to Bultmenn's demythologizing, for he elaims that the act of God in Christ is a
purely mythological evenb. This event is the very thing that makes it necessary
for Bultmenn to set Llimits to his demythologlzing. The unigue event, according
to Bultmenn, "!'Pfirst makes pessible® the authentie mumen existence thab philosophy
also knows sbout and proelaime as men's originsl '_eass:ﬂ:::i.f!,,i‘i:y@”Bi‘L Does this
answer bear examinabion? aske Ogden. "Cen one really say that Christian existence

is a possibility whiah’belcngs £o man es such and &l the same time go on to say
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thet 1t first becomes a possiblility es the result of a eontingent historieal
occurrence? "85

Ogdengaads thet even though the kerygms is an event thebt occwrs: de-uww-bere
and now, it is either an ebjective statement concerning more or less extra-
ordinary historical events (in which case it must be rejected as myth) or it

is an imperative call to exlstentiell deeision, in whiech it is demounstratively

independent of any particuler event.
We feel that Bultmann would dissgree with Ogden at certain points. Bultmann

does not deny the historisch nabure of the Christ-event, although he subordinasted

it to the geschichtlich. Ogden and Bultmenn seem to define “"mythological"
differently. For Ogden, any expression of a unigue actuefl Géd is ipso facto myth.
For him the Christ-event is "obviouvgly o mytholeogieal occurrence.“86 Bulbtmann
would say that the Christ-event, although it is expressed in mythological
langnaege in the New Testament, is rocted in a historiseh event. The act of Ged
is neither myth in the “traditionsl sense nor is it the myth of the ancient
cosmology .

"Redemption. 4.. 18 not a miraculous supernatural event, but an historieal
Eﬁistoriséﬁ? event wrought out in time and space.” God's emissary is e historical
Pigure.87 é@hrist’é} "eschatological activity was wrought out in human fate. o o .
Similarly, the word of Cod i8. « - & sober, factual account of a human life, of
Jesus of Nazareth, poesessing seving effiecacy for maneﬁag The lenguege describing
an set of God is analogiesl, "for it assumes an anal@g& between the fellowship
of God and that of men with men."0?

FPurther, "mythologieal thought regards the divine activity, whether in nature

or in history, as en interference with the course of nature, history, or the life
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of the soul, a tearing of it asunder--a miraecle, in fact."?%  Thus the divine
activity is objeetified. *The only way to preserve the transcendental character
of the divine sebivity is %é regard 1t not as a miraele but as something accom-
plisbed in the worldly happenings. In the visible event of the natural order
is accomplished the invisible act of God.'ot

Despite our ocbjections, we think Ogden has raised some important issues in
the demythologizing eontroversy. His eritieisms of Bullmenn seem for the most

part valid and thought-provoking and cannot be ignoréé.

THE THEOLOGY OF EMIL ERUNWER
Having diseussed the'éxistenﬁialist théélegy of Bultmeann, we turn now-tc a
more orthedox theology as exemplified by Emil Brunner. Oyr discussion will cover
Brunner's wiew of myth, history, and the Christ-event. This discussion is taken

from The Medistor.

WMYTHE. FoxvBrumner, myth can refer to either pagan (nan~0hristiaa) or Christian
mythology. The two types of myth &iffer not in degree but iv kind. Pagen myth
is & "symbol clothed in the form of an event. o o o"9% The Divine is expressed
in temporel form. The myth is gyelie and is thusangé absoiuﬁely concerned with
a fact of history. Time, the moment, is a mythologiecal and not a real happening;
therefore, it does not chellenge man to deecision. In pegan myth, God is the unmoved
Absolute Who is an object of sontemplation. Pagan myﬁh is iafinite in veriety and
exbent: there are no limitations to fresh inventions.

In sherp eontrast eppears the Christian myth. It is the plctorial language’
in which the Christisn proclamation muslt be expressed and preserved because of
the dangers and inadegquacies of translating the proeclemstion into scientific

formulas. This pictorisl language is inadequate but it is the only means of
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expressing the kerygma. In the Christisn mythology, God is not the unmoved
Absolute; He ls the God Who reveals Himself in history. Christien myth, then,
stakes everyﬁhing upen unigue, unrepeatable (in contrsst to eyelie), historiesl
events. The event of "the Word mede flesh" setually happened and didimot just
appear to'happen as in‘pagan mythe Redempiian is not merely an idea; it is a
fact. The Christlan mith originsbes not in thought or speculation but in history.
He‘believe this differentiabion between myths is necessary. There is a vast
difference between the language of the kerygma and that of pagen mythology.
Brumer mekes this lmportant dlstineblon. It ils difficult to make an adeguate
comparison of Bulimenn and Brunner in their‘respective discussions of myth
because of the different meanings they attaeh to it. As will be seen later,
Brunner uses many of the traditional, "mythologicael™ expressions in his theology.
Perh&ps he should have chosen another ferm than mytﬁ for his Christian myth, as
it is confusing té gpeak of myth when it can have two radically different meanings.
Does Brummer demythologize? Markus Barth states that everyene demytholo-
gizes in one sense or amothery, that is, everyone from the Sunday Sechool teacher
to the theologlan tries to explain the meaning of Seripture.?3  In this gense,
Brumner demythologlizes. He does try to explein the Christian proelemabtion in the
light of scholarship. He ghares some of the traditional concerns of the Christian
existentialists~~decisiéns the leap of faith, man's responsibility, guilt--but,
unlike Bultmenn, he does not borrow existentlalist eoncepts for his exposition of

seripture.

Brumner's theology remeins theology; he does not translate it into anthro-
pology. The Bible's first concern is the glory of Ged,cend the selvabtion of man

comes second. God 1s at the center of salvation, for God is the salvution of man.



it
e

The Mediator

paas

spesks primarily of God snd His act in Christ. Brunner does not

ask the meaning of scripture for my existence. From the above discussion we

have concluded that there is no Christian demythologizing for Brunner,

HISTORY. The two theologians have similar concepts of history. Both hold

that Christianity could not exist withoub ite higtorigch connection, although,

ag we shall see, Brunner places more emphssis on the historisch., Higtory, shates
Brunner,. is the union between the unique event and the common mniversal element,
the blending of Ides and personality. History excludes the idea of an abgolulely
unique event becsuse of the universal human element that comnects all and is common
torall. The Incarmation, the coming of God, camnot be historical or it would

be merely the culmination of a process, The Incarnation intersects history

and eternitys Phistory--fthe Son of David according to the flesh! in its visible

fplfilliment before our eyes; eternity--'the Son of God according to the Spiritl--

in the reality of faith. %% If the Christ-event were merely an event of history,

it is in a caltegory by itself. The unique is not a part of éés*&zg; it is the
Judgment on the fulfillment of history. The unigue isg a matiter of faith
while a "historical event" which can be perceived like any other higtorical event
never is.

Both men agree that faith and a lnowvledge of Christ cannot result from
historiecal research but only from the Church's witness to the resurrected Christ

(although, as we shall see, they would differ on both the nature of this witness

and the nature of the Resurrection.) The assertions of faith come from faith,

"Faith is not afraid of the light of historieal criticism; bub what it sees, it
3 3 12 - ﬁ%i T + 3 Trrmirvier |
does not see in this light, e now wurn o a discuss f Brumner's




ehrigtology end will meke a few compsrisons with Bultmsunn.

THE CHRIST-EVENT. An understanding of the person of Christ is essentlal, for
without knowing who Christ was, we cannot properly lanterpret the meaning and
gignificance of the Cross and the Resurrection. Christ is the pre-existent Son
of God. The central idea sbout Christ is "that the eternal Son of God took upon
Himself our humanity, not thet the man Jesus acquired éivinity.”gé Christ was
divine in the sense of being fully God. Christ wes of the natuie of God. “Nabure"
in this discussion should be understood as referring to a guality of being,‘not
gomething material. "The Divine nature means the divine quality of being, being
in distinction from mere sppearance. . . the Who (subject) in combtrast to the
ggg.“97 Brunner's fundemental epproach to Christ is that of asking "Who is he?™
and "Whet can we discover sbout him through falth?” not "How did he come to be |
the God-mant” (Brunner believes that today the qﬁéstion‘éf the Who is neglected
and the am@§$sisyis placed on the How.)

Unlike Bultmann, Brunner does not speak of Christ's divinity as referring to
the significance Christ hes for man with no basis in Christ®s "nature.® For
Brumner, Christ was both fully divine end fully human. He agrées wiﬁhxiuther
that this belief is essential, for conguering sin, death; and the wrath of God
is not the work of & creature but of the Almighty. Sinee the Seripbture ascribes
this to Christ, he is therfore of the neture eand substance of ﬁeae§8 Christ's
divinity does not refer to his eihieal or religious dispesitioﬁ, for this is part
of hig humenibty. Raether it refers to the divine suthority in kim. God Himself
is aeting fully in Christ; Christ's granting of divine forgiveness shows this
autherity. Christ did mot simply teach that God forgives; He forgave with God's

forgiveness. This forgiveness is a stumbling block to Christ. He is God's final
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divine revelation. He does not possess the Word; he is the Word. The Word is the
Tinel personel revelation of God, not an intellectual concept .99

Throughout hig discussion, Brunner emphasizes the mystery of Christ, the
Revelation who is both revealed to and concesled from menm. Christ, as we have
geen, is the God-man, the Medistor sent by God to bridge the gulf bebtween CGod and
wen Which was eaused by men's sin. We must remember that Christ already is the
Bon, the Mediator when he comes; he does not become the Son-Medletor through his
work. He is ealled the Mediator becsusge of what he is in himself,

Christ's neture was two-fold. The divine Son of CGod assumed human nabure.
He did not have a human personality. This statement may be somewhat confusing,
sinee Brunner defines nature and personality differently than do most theologlars.
"Humen nature” usuwally refers to the sinful nature of man. This condition is
termed “humen personality” by Brumner. All human personalities have a mystery,
an eeceﬁtriei%y thatb cens%itutés thelr present historical reality. This mysbery
is men's felling awey from God's Word, from the Divine Image God ereated in him.

Christ's mystery was not sin but divine authority. We do not have a perscn-
ality: we sre a personality. Christ assumed the whole of humen nature. He
assumed the possibility of being tempted but not the corrupted persenality spoiled
by original sin. He descended into the depths of man's life; he let evil Tforces
work upon him that he might build a bridge to fod.

fur beliefs about the (ross are supremely imporbant, for they determine both
how Christian our theology is and what our beliefs about revelation esre, The
Cross, more then any other Christian bellef, differentistes the "special” revelation
of Christianity from the "general" revelation in other religi@ns'ané Fhiicscphiese

Brumner believes ea@ﬁ %hecry’@f the Atonement iz necessary for an edequsate



understanding of it. No theory by itself is sufficient. Further, the Atonement
cannot be adegustely expressed by doctrines; persbles and snalogles must be used.

There are two major kinds of Abonement theoriesz. They cennoblalways be
thought of as mutbuelly swexclusive, for a theologiean (Bruﬁnar ie an example)imay
use both approaches in his eoncept of the Atonement . Also, the theories within
a category may differ radleally.

The objective theory treats the Atonement &s an act of God, an objective
transaction in which God sctuslly does something that is absolubely necessary.
This act creates a new situabion; it does for men what he cannot do for himself.

Generally speeking, the subjective theories deal with an act of man. We
have noted in our study three types of subjeetive theories. The first states
thet the change wrought by the Atonement is a change in men's understanding of
God., Its foundation is the view of Christ's life, passion, and death as a proof
of his perfect morel and religious union with God. The Cross is the proef of
Christ's fidelity to end love of God. Christ's death is different from that of
Soerates only in degree, not in kind. (This is the moral influence theory.)

When wan sees this plobture of the Man who gave himself up so completely to God,
the divine love and faithfulness is manifested to him. Man hed wrongly regarded
God as & Judge who wished bto punish him. AT the Cross man sees his error and
realizes that God is really & God of love. The gulf between man and God, then,

is religious error, not sin. The seeond thséry (Brumnerts) is that reconciliation
effects a change in man's life, not in his religious ideas. Third is Bultmenn's
theory of self-understending which we have already discussed and which we will
refer to agalin.

Brunner®s objective theory deelares the necessity of an act of Géd.



Why is this act necessary? It ls not enoughito say that we are far from God, that
our life is not like the éivine Llife. There ils an actual obstacle between man and
God. That is sin, or rather, guilt. Guilt is the element in sin by which it
belongs inaltershbly to the past. Our p&st, whieh can never bg@ made good, always
congbibutes an elewent in our present sitﬁatien‘ "Sin is the perversion of human
nature through the perversion of the human attitude towards God."100 In guilt we
see this perversion as something that has actually taken plece, and we realize
that it can never be undone., No act of ours or asking for forgiveness can remeove
the guilt. Sinee our abtitude towerd God has been perverted, Cod's attitude to
us has chenged. The seriousness of our guilt is seen in that the guilt is not
merely from our pbinﬁ of view but from God's. Man needs to be reeonciled to God.

Brunner uses the eouncepts of guilt, fcrgiveness, and sin in a penal theory
of the Atonement, belleving as he does that Jjuridical expressions are ecentral in
biblical thought. The personal nature of God makes guilt all the more serious.
God is supremely holy. His holiness requires the destruction of ell whieh resists
Him. This is the meaning of wrath, which corresponds %o our giilt and sin.
The more serious we are, the more we recognize the divine wreth. Man does not
have the power to bridge the gap between himself and God. Only en intervention
of CGod can remove the obstacle~--this means forgliveness. Forglveness takes plase
in a real divine act of revelation--the Cross. This event shows God's holiness
and love simuliasnecuidly.

"The more serious our view of gullt, the more clearly we perceive the

naeeséity for an objective--and not merely subjeetive~~A£eaemente“lﬁl In the

Cress we see what separates us from God and slso see that we are ne longer

separated from Him. The more we recognize our gullt and sin, the more we recognize o
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thet forgiveness cost God something; 1t camnoet be taken for granted by either
men or God. That is, in the first place, God does not have to forgive; He is
gbgolutely holy and men can never repent in proportion to his gin. His preseﬁt
repentance hes nothing to do with his previeus guilt. Usder no human conditions
can we expect God to forgive us. Second, as we have mentioned, forgiveness can
only be achieved by Cod as a particvular event. This event is the Cross, whieh
is the bridge of the gulf between man and God. A

It is the true revelation of God, for it shows both His holiness (wrath)
and love., His holiness is seen in that men deserves punishment and God does not
ignore guilt. His love is shown by the fact that (fod transcends the law to show
that He has a word beyond the Law which is His real will.. Further, the very
fact that God revealed Himself and gave Himself for man is en expression of
His love.

Cod's abtoning act cannot be separated from Christ. Christ's Person and Work
are the same; Christ is the Revelatiocn and the Atonement. We caunot know Christ
without the Cross, and we camnct know the Cross without Christ. The passion of
Christ was not something that begen on Palwm Sundsy; the passion was Hls whole
life, for he came to die. Terms used freguently by Brunner in his &escriptisn
of the Atonement are exgiatién, aagrifice, substitution, and vicarious. Both
atonement and expiation refer Lo substitution for eanother, the removal of’gailt
through suffering or penalty. Through his suffering, Christ pald the eost of
zullt. His was a vicerious sacrifices a giving of himself for man.

The Cross is & decisive, unique, unrepestsble event. Althoggh it has its
foundetion in e historisch event, the final slgnificance of the (ross can never

appear historically in its effeets. That is, man is never entirely converted.



Ho one possesses a@bsolute falth. One cannot argue back to an @bsolute eause for
anyone's faith. Only faith really knows the Cross. Historical resesrch tells us
of an event in AD 30; faith tells us this event was the Atonement.

Although an cbjective Atonement is ebsolutely essentiel, it does not rule
out the necessity for a subjective process. Indeed, "this subjective process is
really the alm of the Atonement."%?  Man must be inﬁarély re-created and his
gullt mmet be removed. CGuilts is'botb subjective and objective. Subjective guilt
is men's sense of guilt. This is not the gullt removed by the Atomement, for
most men have little sense of gullt. BSubjeetive gullt is not sroused wnbil man
comes in contaet with Christ. The first aet of reconciliation, then, is the
removal of objeetive gullt, the guilt man actually possesses.

This covering of guilt is Justification, which is God's deelaration of
righteouspzess. Cod cancels sin. The word of justificabtion is declared through
Christ. In this word of justificaﬁien, the subjeetive and objective aspects of
the Atonement meet. The objective transaction beccomes a werd to man, God's word.

When man reslizes it is God speaking to him, he believes. This is faith. The
' Atonement becomes real in this subjective experience of faith. Bub this subjective
experience is objective in character. My "self" has beeun replaced by Christ.

This subjective-objective experience may bé axpiessed by Irenseus® phrase (shich

is also the motte of The Medigtor) "for the sake of His infinite love He has

become what we are invorder that He‘m&y make us enﬁifely what He is."L03

The Atonement is closely comnected to the Chrxistian hgye.‘ T%isihﬁpe ig the
removal of death from life, the vietery of divine life over death. The Atonement,
as we have indicated, is essentially inward. It does give man new mbrélypew%r and

breaks through individualism by forming the new community, the Church. Yet the
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changes in man ogeur ouly withlin historicel limits. Despite our new birth and
new community, we remain simners. The Christian hopes for a divine fulfillment,
a restoration that removes the disturbance of ereation, which is death. Thus
our new life now is cnly a foretaste of the fubure.

Like Bultmann, Brumner believes the Resurreetion is both a historiseh and

and o geschiehtlich event., For Brumner, however, the ground of the gesehichtlich

event is found not in the Cross but in en actual Resurrection. Although the
Resurreection can be known only in faith, it was an actual occurrence to which
the Apostles are witnesses. "The diseiples believed in the reality of the
Resurrection because 1t had aétually happeneé.“lgh Historiecal reszeaxeh:cannot
know of this Resurrection. The difference between a historical plobure of Chrigt
and the apostolie witness to the resurrected Christ is that the historian tells
of Christ seeording to the flesh (the “historical Jesus") while the Apostles
tell the story of the Christ come in the flesh, The faith of the Church, then,
gannot be based on hisborieal researeh but on all‘revelation——from the prophets
to the epostles.

Both Bulbtmenn and Brunner state that the Resurreetlion is the meaning of
Christ's desth, but each means something different by that statement. Bultmann
bolds that the Resurreetion is a mythologieal event which conveys the méaning of
the Cross; bthe only historiseh event comnected with it was the rise of the diseiplest
faith in the Resurrection. It is the belief that Christ®s cross had a saving
efficacy and the aceeptanece of the demand for deelslion and faith.

Brunuer states that the Resurrection iz the foundation of both the Christian
faith and of the Chureh. Thére was no Church until after the Resurreetion.

The Resurrection made a full bellef in Christ possible. It is more then a



gesghichtlich event. The objective event gives the meening of the Cross, which

is that Christ bas achieved vietory over death and that we have been acecepted
by God for eternsl life. We see the Resurrection breeking through our own death.
The Resurrection amd eternal life are both present and fubture. They refer to the
new life now, the removal of death (weening the humen death, the experience of
God's wrath), end the life to come.

The R@Surreetien is essentially a mystery, mystery in the deepest sense of
the word. That is, attempte al explanation do not remove the mystery but only’
enhance it. Brunner emphasizes the lmporbance of faith in understanding the
Resurrectlion. BSinece we are not witnesses of the Resurrection, our faith is
based on the Apostles® testimony. Yet our faith in the Resurreetion goes beyond
this. The "Word about Christ, in the perception of faith becomes to us the
very Word of God, and the presence of the Exalbed Lord."95  ye believe in the
risen Christ not becsuse the Apostles witness o him as such But because Christ
gives himself to us in thelr testimony.

Admittedly, there ave difficultlies in the Resurrection narratives. Bub
these inconsisteneies do not alter the truth of the Resurrection. The Resurrection
is not a historiseh event which can be reported by objective observers.

"Faaber. « o is itself revelation, the divine self-testimony, which, as such,
allows of no objeetivity because it is addressed wholly to £aith, 00 mme
witnesses of the Resurrection are witnesses of faith; only the diéciples‘were
given the revelation of failth. With these difficulties, it is easy for Tnonk.-
believers” to postuldte historieel or psychological hypotheses to “exylain” the
Resurrection. A nabtural explenation is embarrassing, however, since “in order

to do this one has to make everything which the witness of the New Testament puts
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down as the effect of the Resurrectlon into its geuse: #Rith in the fact of the
Divine Somship of Jesus . "107

The Resurrection is the goal and meaning of Christ's difie. This meaning,
as we have mentioned, is the destruetion of death, the "proof of the superior
reality of redempbion. . . over wrath, 108  mig "mythblogieal“ expression means
that the Resurrection creates a new situation between man and Géd; "through the
Easter faet something aectuslly heppened; it was not that something was merely said
which ulbimately might have been said o%herwisea“log In summary, the Resurrection
is not only the meaning of the Cross but also the meaning of the vhole Gospel.
The Cross would not be the Cross of Christ without the Resurrection. That is,
if the actual event of the Resurrection were to be taken awey, there would be

nothing left of the CGospel.

A COMPARISON OF BULIMANWN AND BRUNNER

We now come to the final Qurgosé of our paper, that of making further
comparisons and contrasts of the two Atonement theories. There are four issues
which we Teel are of major importence.

First, the men dlffer in their understanding of Christ as the Son of God.
We have noted Brumner's understanding of Christ as God in the flesh, the
revelation of God, and the necessity of this understending for knowing the real
meaning of the Cross. Bulbmarn states that we reeognize Christ as the Son of
God because he speaks to us in the Cross and offers us the poesibility of & new
life, Sen of God, in other words, is a title which gives Christ's significence
for men. Brunner emphesizes God and not man in his theoclogy. Not because
Christ brings us beneficia is he the Son of CGod bubt because he reveals CGod to us

do we know ourselves as shelbtered and healed in him.lle



The two men are eloser in their concepts of the Cross than would appear st
first glance. Both recognize the gullt in man's life, guilt meaning a revolt o
ageinst God; or sin. Both reslize that men cannot remove his guilt by his own

fforts, but hhat he ecan be restored only by the act of God which bestows
forgiveness on him L Bultmemn goes much farther than Brunmer in his emphaéis
on personal deeision andVa@proyri&tien of the Cross. Buitmaan‘s fundemental
teaching about the Cross is that it is the gaining of a new self-understanding.
If we remember the meaning of self-understending, we will note that it is gulbe
gimilar to Brunner's teachings. It is the life of faith, the reorientation of
the self.

The importance of the Son of CGod discussion is more than Jjust the inter-
pretation of the "nsture" of Christ. It is related to the Atonement, for it asks
whether I know Chfist as’the Son of Goé gpart from my being“save&e The
differences in Bulbmenn®s and Brunner's Atonement theories stem from their
respeetive interpretations of the Son of CGod. Bultmann holds that the Cross is
the Cross of Christ because it is the seving event. Believing in Christ means
believing in the Cross as the Cross of Christ. Chriet is regognized as the
Son of God end the Cross is recognized as the Cross of Christ (or the cross of
the Son of God) only because the Cross is the saving event A2

Brumner, however, would say the cpposlte. The Cross must be the cross of
the Sen of God in order for recanéiliation,to take plage. Who Christ is
eonstitutes the Atonement. If the Cross is to be thought of as a speeial act
of God, the revelation of saivaiicng then the statement of a divine act in the
Passion of Christ has meaning only on the presupposition that Christ is the

God-man and thelt his desth ls en expisbory end substitubtlonary saecrifliecial
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oblation. 3

Third, how shall we elassify their theorles? Brunnerfs, as we have seen,
is both objective and subjective, and he c¢laims %o emphasgize both equally.
The objective actsof God causes the subjective experience of the new man.
Bultmann's theory, although it does not deny the importense of the historisch
event (and this part of his theory is often ignored), is primarily subjective.
There is a change in men's self-understending. The”only meening of the Cross
is that of giving up my previous self«understanﬁing andl meking the Cross the
determining power in my life.

Finally, there is a difference in their idea of how men comes to believe
in the saving efficagy of the Cross. Bultmenn stresses that the saving efémt
is believed in because it is preached as such. "He (Christ) meets us in the
word of preaching and nowhere elze, "M qme faith of Faster (and therefore
faith in the Cross) is faith in the word of preaching. The Incarnation is
repeated in the preaching of the Word.

Certainly there is an element, and not a small element, of truth in this
gbabement. We do not experience the saving events in thesame way as 4id the
early Apostles; we are dependent upon thelr witness and upon the preached
Word., Our disagreement is that Bultmann ssys preeching is the ouly place
where Goé is met; we believe gg;i‘because it iB preaghed to us as such. Is
that not too much emphesis on the preacher and not enough on Christ's own
witness to himself in the Word? Further, Brumner would add that there should

be more emphasis on the act that is witnessed to.

CONCLUSIONS

We bave now coneluded our study of the Abonement, and we have seen the



problems involved in two abtempts to meke the Atonement relevant. What is the
value of a study of this kind? Are suech studies only mental gymnasties for
theologlans? A few values suégested earlier in thisz paper were the importance
of exietenﬁialisﬁ thought today, the influence of existentialism on theology,
and the problem of demythologizing, which is becoming more of a live issue in
Americai We would like to add that s yreal study of the presuppesitions of
theology and the various gpproaches to Christian doctrine and of theologlcal
and philoscphical issues are wore then hair-splitting: they are essential o
anyone who is concerned gbout what the Christien proclamation is, what it says
to maen today, and how it cen best be said. A study of the Atonement is .
egpecilally importent, for our understanding of this, a central doetrine of the
Christian falth, depends upon and is dependent upon our understanding of
revelatlor, the nature of Christ, the nature of man, the Trinity, and the
Chureh., In our limited discussion, only a few of these could be indicated,
but it is hoped that thiz discussion will lead to the resder’s deeper under-
stending of the issues involved in the dgctrine of the Atonement and o his
guest for more knovledge. Thus mey he realize that the (ross is & mysbery

vhiech defies all knowledge.‘
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Dagelin, 9

Das Man, 11
esehatologiesl event, 35
existentiell, 9
existenzial, 9
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Gegehichbe, 12
Historie, 12
ontieal, 8
ontologieal, 8
serx, 27

soma, 27

Sorge, 11
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n states that the sole purpcse of most of Bultmann's work is to clarify
the significance of the Chrigt-event and all that it implies.

His major works are as follows: Kervema and Myth (five volumes), Das Evangelium

des Johannes, Das Urchristentun in Rahmen der Antiken Beligionen {which has been

7

translated as Primitive Christisnity in its Contemporary Setting), Glauben und Verstehen,

(:2.!

and Theologie deg Weuen Testements (two volumes). The latter two works have 2lzo

been translated into English. Other works in English are The Iresence of Ebernitye-

History and Bachalology and Jesus Christ end Myth,

Fmil Brumner (b, 1889). Also a German theologisn, he has been a professor and a
lecturer. He is known ag a Crisis theologian, Like Karl Barth, he believes that

true theology must not be sysbemabtic but activistie; it must deal with the freely-

His major works are: Man in Revolt, The Medistor, Mysticlsm and the Word,

o

Experience, Knowledge, and Faith, and The Philosophy of Religion.
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