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RUDOLF BULTMANN(S VIEW OF THE RESURRECTICN
(The Hale of the Cross)

Rudolf bultmann's view of the resurrection hes te be seen in
the context of his whole theological eutleok. His theologicel
effort is an ettempt to discover the mesning of the New Testament
for the men of teday. To establish this mesning Bultmenn meves in
two directions et the seme time. On the one hand, through the use
of modern criticesl methods of historical research, he endeevours
to esteblish whet the New Testament mesnt to its first recipients
(the purely historicel question). On the other hand, he is concerned
about what the New Testsment hes to say to us tedey (the historic
or existential question). Bultmenn sterts with the assumption
thet the answers to these two questions differ widely.

It is Bultmenn's contention that the New Testement contains
elements that are completely meaningless for the man of teday.
Meaningless is net used in the sense thst thea; elements are un-
intelligible but in the sense that they are without contemporsry
significence due to the nature of past events, the modern scien-
tific world view and the nature of revelation. The mesningless
elements of the New Testesment he calls myths, snd the task ef re-
interpreting them, demytholegizing. He is not, however, interested
in elimineting the meeningless features of the New Testement, like
the old liberals, but in reinterpreting them, so thet its messsage
mey ring into modern ears in ell its purity and scendel.

In other words, Bultmenn's problem, like thet of sny Biblical
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theologian or prescher, is one of communicetion: How to trans-
late the New Testsment categories of thought into present day
terminelogy. This is the problem of language. 4s & vehicle feor
trenslating the New Testsment message, he has chosen the existen-
tiafécategcries develeped by Martin Heidegger. He thinks thet these
convey most clearly te modern man the message of the New Testement.
In fairness to him it must be said thet he does not merely reproduce
Heidegger's categories but infuses them with Christien meaning and
indeed he transforms them for Christian pRyposes. This is possible,
for as Bultmenn maintadns, the existentiafécategoriea are 8 secular-
ized version of the New Testament view of existence.

Bultmann's definition of myth is very comprehensive and
toucbea the major doctrines of the New Testament in one way or
enother. "My thTology," he ssys, "is the use of imesgery to express
the ether-worldly in terms of this werld and the divine in terms
of human life, the other side in terms of this side." * This
meens thet myth objectifies the unobjectifisble. It is for this
very reason thet the mythologicsl stetemen® of the New Testament
are meaningless to the modern mind. By conceiving God as an object,
these statements feil to show hew God is relsted to man's existence.
However, myth is only a way of speaking. The real purpose of myth
"is not to present sn objective picture of the world as it is, but
to express man's understanding of himself in the world in which he
lives. Myth speaks of the power or the powers which man supposes
he experiences as the ground and limit of his world and of his

ewn ectivity and suffering.“2

The above ststeuents &s to the nature snd purvose of myth
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reveal Bultmenn's bssic principle. 4ccording to him, it is meening-
less--i.e. it hes no bearing on my existence--to speak &bout God
iﬁw;bjective lenguage of the New Testament, namely, pre-existence,
incarnetion, atonement, resurrecticn, exaltation, Holy Spirit, mira-
cles, etc. God's action can only be meaningful when it éccurs in
a relationship in which both God and men are subjects. God is per-
sonal and his action is only significent for my existence when co_ n-
ceived intersubjectively. Bultmenn's theology can thus be conceived
as an attempt to cvereome the subject-ebject dichotomy that has
plagued Western thought for centuries. Here, therefore, as said
before, he aligns himself philosephically with the modern existen-
tialist movement which traces its psrentsge to Kierkegeard. The
latter's dictum, "Truth is subjectivity," becomes Bultmann's all-
embracing principle. He ik consequently concerned more about onte-
logy than sbout epistemology. Mythological stetements esre objec-
tionable because they contradict the view of divine being that he
holds. Any image that violates his canon of subjectivity is there-
fore unacceptable and hes to be demytheolegized. It is important
to keep this bsasic principle in mind, for it is the contrelling
center of Bultmann's theology. Demytholegizing is, therefore, the
attempf to reclothe the mytholegicsl statements and imeges into a
preoperly subjective form, i.e. it involves de-ebjectificetion of
the New Testament myths. The whole Gospel must new be recsst ac-
cording to the principle of subjectivity.

In order to meintain his canon of intersubjectivity, Bultmenn
draws some corollaries thst must alec be brought into the picture.
Firstly, Ged's action is at the same time transcendent and hidden.

" The theught of the action of God," he says, "as unwoerldly and


Jesus Rodriguez
Pencil


treanscendent action can be protected from misunderstending enly if
it is thought of as an action which heappens not between worldly
actions and events but &s mpppening within them. The close con-
nection between natural end historical events remeins intact as it
presents itself to the observer, The action of God is hidden from
every eye except the eye of faith. Only the so-called natural, se-
cular (werldly) events are visible to every men end cspable of
preof. It is within them thet Géd's hidden action is taking place."5
It follews quite clearly that no men cen ever isolate Ged's act and
present it as an object ef observstion. Ged's act must net be de-
monstrabls or even supported by ohjective evidence. God's act is
only perceptible tc the sye of faith. Mirecles, since they pre-
sent God's. act es an object of cbservation, offend against the
thought of Ged as acting in concealed ways.4 It is also evident
that Bultmenn: is taking for granted that both the realm of nature
and the realm of history can enly be explained in their ebjectivity
from the scientific peint of view, i.e. according to the laws of
nature.

Secondly, the revelastion of God always takes the form of per-
sonal encounter. "I cannot speek of Ged's action in general state-
ments; I can speek only of what He dees here mnd new with me, of
what He speskes here and now to me."” The encounter is always in=-
direct and is concealed by the evente that mediste it, neamely, the
Word of preaching and the existential situstion of men.

Thirdly, God's action must give a men a new understending of

himself, which is not & timeless truth but something thet haes to be
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continually apprepristed. This self-understending is the life
of faith. Faith is freedom from the pest end from the world &nd
openness to God's future.

The problem thet now arises in the context of the second
corcllery is how an event in the past cen be made present. at
this point Bultmann solves the problem by his distinction between

Historie and Geschichte. An event is historisch in so far as it

lies wholly within the past. An event is geschichtlich in so far

as it is in the pest and has an existential significence for the

present. This distinction between Historie and Geschichte in-

volves & corresponding distinction between two types of approach.
Historie is apnrehended "objectively" through historicel research.
Geschichte is known "subjectively" through personal encounter.

The historien qua historian approaches the past in an objective
way. But he can also have encounter with the past. When this
happens, the historisn ceeses to regard Historie as an objsct end
refers it to his own existence. He encounters those evenis cof the
paet as his own history (Geschichte).

The past events upon which {he Gospel rests cennot be regarded
es events of either kind. Interpreting Bultmenn's thought, Owen
puts it this way: "It is nct enough tb regard them as objects
in the past thet the historian recollects in his memory, since
then they would have no contemporary significance. But they cen=-
not obtein this significence by becoming elements in 'my' past
histcery since then they would lose their historiczl unigqueness.

It is necessery both to correlate God's act with & unique event

of Historie and, at the seme time, to show how this act is a per-


Jesus Rodriguez
Pencil


msnent possibility for gggggiggig-"é Bultmenn thinks that he hes
achieved both aims through the dialectisv of encounter medisted through
the kerygma. He says: "This Z?he kerygm§7 does not present us

with fects of the past in their bare actuality, nor does it lead

to an encounter with human existence and its interpretation, but

as @& sacramental event, it re-presents the events of the past in

such & way that it renews thef* and thus becomes & personal encounter
for me."7 |

According to Bultmenn then, the Gospel cannot be based either

on Historie or Geschichte in the way these are deacribed above.

This means on the one hand thet the Christ described by the "Jesus
of History School" ;ﬂ not the Christ of faith, and cn the other,
thet he cennot be made our contemporary by & self-promoted encoun-
ter, i.e. by an assimilation of him to our own existence es did
the Gnosticse, who equated Christ with the ivine element latent
in the human soul. So Bultwenn advances the event of the kerygme
which is not & self-genersted event and sets it up as the encounter-
creating event. Through the proclamation God challenges the indi-
vidual man to accept his call for e true and authentic existence
in the here and now. The Word of God now becomes incernete in
the kerygme snd addresses me personally. This Word of God is
paradoxically related to the once-for-all egchatological event
of God in Chreit. It was in thet event thet the Word became flesh
and continues tc become flesh.

By the Christ-event Bultmann does not meen the Jesus of

history but rether the significance thet his figure ceme to have
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for the first Christiens. In other words, he mesns the Christ of
feith, the Christ of the kerygma. The historicel figure is presup-
posed in the kerygma, but nothing else. In & recent monograph on
the relastion of the kerygme to the historical Jesus, he mainteins
his former position thet the continuity between the kerygma eand
the historical Jesus can only be advanced in terms of the Dass and
not in terms of the Was and Wie.®

Jesus Christ was then for the early Christians the wschatologi-
cal event and it is as such thast He is the "once-for-asll", and not
a8 the historicsel Jesus. This becomes clear when Bultmann affirms:
"This 'once-for-all' is not the uniqueness of & historicel event
but meens thet & particuler historical event, that is, Jesus Christ,
is to be understood &as the eschatological 'once-for-all'. As an
eschatologicel evfiet, this 'once-for-gll' is present in the pro-
claimed word, not &s timeless trutl:, but as heppening here and now....
The persdox is thet the word which is always happening here and now
is one and the seme with the first word of spostoélic preeching crys-
tallized in the Scriptures of the New Testament and delivered by
men agein and agein, the word whose content may be formulated in
general statements. This is the sense of the 'once-for-sll'. It
is the eschstologicel once-for-all because the werd becomes event
here and now in the living voice of the preacher."9 Every time
the kerygme is proclaimed, eternity touches time in grace end
judgment.

The separetion between Historie end Geschichte in Bultmann is

complete. BStrictly speaking, the once-for-allness and repeatebility
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of the Christ event is not & question of Historie and Geschichte,
but of Geschichte which has becowe Historie and of present Geschieh-
te, i.e. of past kerygme and present kerygma.//&n final instance
they are the same with the Dess of Jesus presupposed?fjlt is the
proclamation of the end of 2ll humen understandings of existence
end the bringing in of & new understanding. This new understanding,
however, is tied up with the crucifixion and resurrection of Jesus
Christ. Bultmann eliminstes all the ccsmologicsl aspects of the
eschetologicel event of Jesus Christ and keeps only the historized
eschatology of John, which to a lesser degree was present also in
Paul. The event of Jesus Christ is the kerygme and the kerygmea has
two aspecte: the crucifixion &nd the resurrection of Christ. The
measage of the kerygma comes to me as e word of grace and judgment;
It demande thet I crucify my old self and be open to God's future.
To mnderstand myself as crucified and resurrected in Christ, this
is the kerygma, this is the new self-understanding. But alresdy

we are dealing directly with the resurrection end it is about time
that we turn cur minds tc our main subject. Really we have been
dealing with it ellslong, for Bultmenn's theology determines his
view of the resurrection.

According te Bultmann, the crucifixion-resurrection complex
forms an inseparable unlljy. We shell therefore consider briefly
hie view of the cross and proceed to treet more extensively the
resurrection. The cross is seen by Bultmann fame the double per-

spective of Historie and Geschichte. Jesus indeed wes crucified;

this is the bare historical fect. But as a historical fact the
cross of Jesus has no mesning for us, although it had for the dis-

ciples. The cross of Jesus presented to them a question and alse
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disclesed to them its own mesning. However, "for us the cross can-
not disclose its own meening; it is en event of the past. We can
never recover it as an event in our livee-"lo But the historicsl
cross is only the launching pad for the cross of Christ, the ge-
schichtlich occurrence. Stripped of all mythologicasl elements that
present the cross of Christ as an ection of God thet takes place
outside of us and of our world--Sen of God who dies, stonement,
vicarious suffering--Bultmann sees the cross of Christ as the word
of judgment that God addresses to us. The cross is the judgment
of ourselves as fallen crestures anslaved tc the powers of the
world. '"To believe in the cress of Christ," he says,‘hoes not
meen to concern ourselves with e mythical process wrought outside
of us and of our werld, with an objective event turned by God to
our adventage, but rether tc meke the crcss of Christ our own, te
undergo crucifixion with him...+ The cross is noet &n event of the
past which can be contemplated, but it is the eschatological event
in and beyond time, in so fer as it (understcod in its eﬁfgificance,
thet is, for faith) is an ever-present reality."11

The present reality of the cross is seen in the secrements and
it is aldo an ever-present reality in the everyday life of the
Christien, that is, it is the constant challenge to crucify our-
selves . The histerical (historisch) event hes created & new histo-

ric (geschichtlich) situastion. "The preaching of the cross as the

event of redemption challenges all who hear it to appropriaste this

significance for themselves, to be willing to be crucified with

Christ." 12

It is obvious thet Bultmann proceeds relentlessly to inter-
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pret the event of the cress in complete agreement with the princi-
ple and corollaries presented eabove. The objective fact as such
is meeningless; it only elicits questioning on the part of the
disciples. The revelation occurs in the understending of the
event. They see through the eye of faith that this is the es-
chatological event; it is the challenge of God to the person to
let go of all werldly security, that is, to die to himself and the
world completely and to trust completely in Him. All objective
imagery is abandoned; there is only the de-objectified langusge

of perscnal encounter, the word of address of the kerygma. Escha~
telogy is completely historicized and individualized. BEternity
meets us every time we encounter the chellenge of God in his werd.
At thet point eternity crosses time.

According to Bultmann the resurrection narrstives eand every
cther mention of the resurrection in the New Testament &re to be
understood as en attempt to convey the meaning of the cross. 12
As such the resurrection simply cannoet be & visible fact in the -
realm of human history.lk Paul's attempt to prove the miracle of
the resurrection by adducing & list of sye-witnesses is entirely
unconv'mcing,15 "for a historicel fact which involves a reaurr;c-

tion from the dead is utterly inconceivable."16

Both the legend
of the empty tomb end the narratives of the eppearances insist

on the physical reality of the body of the risen Lord, but these
are most certainly embellishments of the primitive tradition. In

short, Christ did not rise from the dead on the third dsy; there

was ne empty tomb. HoweverJ ene may explain the resurrection
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appearances, the only thing thet we have to go by is the Easter
faith. Hew this faith arose has been completely ebscured by tra-
dition and ies basically ef no importance!l7

The resurrection con{eived es & miracle csnnet be a proof
of the redemptive signifi;ance of the cress because the resurrection
is en article of faith and cne csnnet invoke an article of faith
to prove enother. Besides, the resurrection of & corpse tells us
nothing ebeut the significaence of the event, namely, the eschate-
logical fact of the destruction of death.le The resurrection is
in fact a way of spesking about the eschatclegical event.

It is as the eschatologicel event par excellence that the New

Testament is interested in the resurrection. It was through the
reﬁ;iregtion that Christ ebolished death end brought life and immer-
talité?qsghe Christien participates in Christ's death and resurrec-
tion through baptism and also in everyday life. The resurrection
is the hale of the cress, for actually to die means to live. Put
in Bultmenn's own werda: "Faith in the resurrection is really the
same thing as faith in the saving efficacy of the cross."19 Simply
stated, the cross-resurrection complex is the two-sided kerygmetic
word that is addressed to men. Through the kerygma man is judged
and saved at the same time; through it men is challenged to aban-
don his unauthentic life--the life of the fleeh--end in the deci-
8ion ef faith to lsy held of authentic life--the life of the Spirit.
This is the existential meaning of the death end resurrection of
Christ. The event is eschetolegical, for when I respond to the
kerygme, old things pess away end behold they are made new. At

this point eterntiy crosses time. The @oes-resurrection complex
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is the new possibility of self-understending that comes to man
in the kerygma &s a gift of God.

Again it is evident that Bultmenn hes applied relentlesely his
basic presuppesitions to the resurrection as he did to the cross.
Gone is any trace of objectivity. The resurrection as an event
in time is an impessibility end cennot be conceived. The resurrec-
tion appeerances cannot explain anything apart from the fact that
the disciples came to believe in the risen Christ. Everything
agein falls in grend fashion into the twe-pronged concept of self-
understending through encounter. The crucified and the risen one
exists only in the kerygma. "If he /the hearer/ heeds it as the
word spoken to him, adjudicating te him desth and thereby life, then
he believes in the risen Christ."20

Noew that we heve before us a fairly clear picture of Bultmann's
conception of the cross-resurrection complex, let us attempt an
eveluation of the same. The cross will not detain us in this criti-
cism.

The besic question that we should iike to raise is the one
concerning the historicity of the resurrection. Bultmann seems to
be very sure that there is no historical kernel behind the empty
tomb and thet nothing can be said ebout the resurrection appear-
ances except thet the disciples ceme tec believe in the risen Christ.
But is this & tenable position? 1Is the event of the resurrection
to be reduced just to an article of faith as Bultmann would have

us believe? Can it be mainteined that Paul is destroying the

genuine presentstion of the kerygma when he adduces the list of
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. 21
witnesses ss an assurance of the resurrection?

This is not the plece to make 2 detailed form-critical study
of the course of the Baster appearances and the empty tomb story
in the tradition. However, von Campenhausen hss made such a
study and has come to the féllowing conclusion: "From the con-
fused quantity of traditional materials two fscte stand out as
essential: & series of indubitsable eppeerances of Christ, which
take place in Galilee, end the discovery of the emptxﬂ}n Jerusa-
lem. ... Both these facts...are to be retasined and constitute the
firm point of departure which must guide us if a connected recon-
struction of the Baster story is to be outlined."22 In respect to
the empty tomb von Camperhsusen reached his conclusion after eli-
minsting all the legendary and polemicel traces in the Marzen
pericope (Mk. 16:1-7, the oldest accoint of the empty toub).
St1ill he does not srgue thest the resurrecticn ccnstitutes a
mirsculous proof for the unbeliever nor does he pretend to solve
the question of the whereabouts of the body of Jesus. In connec-
tion with this last point, 211 kinde of fantastic solutions may
be propesed; the field is as wide ass unfruitful. But, "whoever
instesd of these would like to accept the bodily resurrection,"
ssserts von Campenhausen, "leeves the reslm of analogical under-
stending end with thet the realm of every discussion fessible
with nistoricel means. However, the one who believes in the bodily
resurrection of Jesus is not efraid of this. Since the question
here is supposed tc be in every sense ene of a peculiar event
with which the new 'deon' begins and in which therefére the old

world with its laws really ends, the naturel impossibility to accept
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something of this kind &s probsble seems rather quite necessary

and theologicnlly speaking 'neturel'. The situation is difficult
only for the cne who would like to teke the resurrection faith
seriously and holds, however, thet the bodily resurrectiocon is
superfluous or entirely vexatious. There remesins to him the pecu-
liarly painful solution to follow on the cne hend the early Chriset-
iens in the confessicn of the resurrecticn but, on the other, the

" j.e. thet it was &ll

Jews s to what czlled forth thst confession,’
& shem o¥ a swindle.25

To our way of thinking, von Campenhausen hss brought to our
sttention a factor in the resurrection witness of the New Testeament
that cannot simply be thrown overbeocsrd, nemely, the historical basis
of the resurrection narratives. He also hes been csereful not to
go beyond the realw of historicel probebility. This, of courss,
deces mesn thet the objective historical fret is not unimportsnt end
meaningless. Is this too much for Bultmsun? Cbviously, yes. He
cennot accept this approach to the problem, et lemst for three
reasons: (1) his historical skepticism; (2) his abendonment of his-
tory to netural law; (3) becsuse an event like en chbjective resur-
rection would violate his basic prindiple of intersubjectivity.

In respect to Bultmann's historical skepticism we cean only
say that it seems to us thest he goes beyond the canons of sound
historicsal procedure by exaggereting end emphesizing the inextrica-
bility end insufficiency of the avesilable reports and by exgain-
ing that the history of the resurrection is not to be ceught at
ell with the tools of historical criticism. What remains is the

kerygma which demends faith. In reality this solution is too
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simple for it only serves to withdrew feith from the challenge
which comes from history and historicel resson. Actueslly, one

of the reaesons why Bultmann can be sc skeptical about historical
research is due to the fact that his existential kerygme is not at
sll affected by historical criticism. This untouchability of the
faith in turn produces recklessness in the eveluation of histori-
cal data.

The other cobjection thet Bultmenn would advance &geinst the
view of the resurrection that we are advoceating is that such =
thing is an impossibility send cennot even be conceived. It is in=-
deed amazing how Bultmamm throughout his works egain and again says
thet such and such & thing in the New Testament is meeningless to-
day because of our scientific world view. What does he mean by
scientific world view? In the writings of his thet we have been
able to read, nowehere does he give an account of whet he means
by scientific world view, except in the most general way. It seens
to us that he is propounding the view that miracles cannet happen
because they break the law of nature asnd the connection of histori-
cal eventse. But can we accept this view of nature without further
ado? And furthermore, are the canons of naturel science valid to
deal with the reelm of history? As & consequence, in order to
maintain freedom end spontsneity he sets up the realm of the in-
visible end trans-objective personal reslity where what happens is
all in the dimensicn of self-understanding through personal encoun-
ter and the reletion to the outside (objective) reality is only
tangential. This involves the reniing of reality into twe mutu-

ally exclusive reslms, one under the dominion of the law of nature


Jesus Rodriguez
Pencil


16

and the other the reeslm of decision and freedom. There is an
out and out duslism that seems to heve &s theme: "East is East
end West is West, and never the twein shall meet."

It might be helpful to bring in &t this point Niebuhr's
definition of nsture. "Broedly speaking," he sasys, "we may refer
by the use of the term to ouvy ideea of the whole system of categories
by which we comprehend the environment in which we perticipete
individually and sccially. Or, the term may refer to a particu-
lar wvent, or groups of such, which has its own neture or physis,
that is, way of acting apd existing... Let us call the system of
law by which we interpret and orgenizs the events of our emviron-
ment Nature; and let the term nature stend for the peculiar mode
of sctivity and existence which characterizea‘any individual as an:
individual. It is impertant, then, to reslize that every histeri-
cal event participates in Nature only if it has nature, but that
the system of Nature does not necessarily include all aspects
of the nature of any individual."24 It is further to be observed
that the primary characteristic of the ides of Nature is lawful-
ness and thet "the laws of Nature ere essentially generalized
descriptions ef classes of events.“25 Besides these lews of
Nature are highly abstract; they ere "merely highly refined pro-
positions of a very genersl charscter based on eordinasry humen
modes of knowledge-“26 4Also, these laws have a historical gene-
sis end are not therefore a priori lews of thought. They are not
formulatied on the basis of a self-evident regularity. Rather, it

is the confrontation with the contingent that "elicits our capacity
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to construct eperational hypotheses and to organize experience."27

However, the laws that we formulate "do not formulate the events
to which they eoply. The individual events to which laws are
applicable remain themselves in their givenness, inexplicable on
the grounds of the law iteelf.“28

If, then, this distinction between Nature and nature is velid,
and we think it is, it follows thet the assertion thet the resur-
rection is an impéseibility or cennot be conceived is & gratuitous
statement bassed on an idea of Neture which pretends to determine
the totality of the nature of &n event. It is this last concept
which is em impossibility, and really sheuld hot be conceived;
The resurrection e”s euch hazs its own neture defined by the indi-
viduality of Jesus, and as such transcends the apostolic teatimony.29
Bultmann refuses even to allew us to imasgine the resurrection, but
his prohibition is given by his confidence in the validity of the
idea of law g8 & psttern of history-io

And now let us turn our attention teo the third ebjection thst
Bultmenn weuld rsise ageinst the view of the resurrection thst we
are sponsoring. According to him, such a view contradicts his
basic distinction between eubject and object. God is personel and

his action csn only be significant for existence when conceived

intersubjectively. This is the issue of Historie and Geschichte.
To some extent it was touched on in the laet peint. Bultmenn's
theology is basically so simple thet anythipg said at one point
applies tc &2l1l points along the line.

Accerding to the New Testament, Christ belonged in & wholly

new way to Historie end Geschichte. But this transformation of
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the historical into the historic does not tske place &8 Bultmann
alleges, through the kerygma, but rather through the resurrection—-
the seme event that Bultmann robs of all factuelity. When Paul
preached the resurrection he wes procleiming & historical event
thet had objectively occurred and had been attested by many wit-
nesses. However, et the seme time he procleimed the reelity of the
historic person who was present subjectively to the believer threugh
the Holy Spirit. The event was thue simulteneocusly historical end
historic. There is an indissoluble union between the two that
cannot be rent asunder without felsifying the event. At this point
it mey be mentioned that one of the outstanding features of the
resurrection eppearances is the fact of the identity between the
Jesus thet the disciples had known and the one they wem now behold-
ing, although it wust be added immedietely thst the element of
strengeness wes elso present. On the issue of ident ity the empty
tomb story is importent, as Kéch hes shown. >l

But thie is not acceptable te Bultmann, for it violates his
canon of intersubjectivity. 4gain we have to ssy that it is
Bultmenn's principle thet determines his conclusion and accordingly
it must be rejected as insdequate. Owen also notices the inadequea-
cy of Bultmann's basic presupposition. "The difference between
the New Testament and Bulfmann," he seys, "is a difference in the
relstion thet they posit between time end eternity. The New Testa-
ment speaks of a uniqﬁe movement in peast history whereby Ged took
time into his being and eternalized it. Bultmenn knows only of a
Kierkegasrdien dialectic sccording to which eternity crosses time

whenever God meets men in an encounter. He would certainly claim
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that he is demythologizing (i-e. de-objectifying) the New Testa-
ment, but all he does in fact is to exclude from ccnsideration
any view of history thst dces not squere with his ewn subject-
object dichotomy. In trying to make the Goepel fit his own con-
ceptusl framework he deprives it of the very uniqueness thet so

32

sincerely he wishes to conserve." We do not see how Bultmann cen
escape this charge for the offense of the Gespel is not merely
that eternity crosses time every time God speeks to man through

an encounter, or that the present encounters the Christian enjoys
were made pessible by the past events of Christ's life and death.
"The offense is dmply that the eternal God himeelf entered time

and took time into his own nature--that He himself entered Historie
end made it Geschichte." 33 This involves teking the incarnetion
as something more then a symbel, and this Bultmann would not do.
Yot to our way of thinking, departure from this central poeint in-
volves such & radical tremnsformation of the New Testement message
that one wonders whether there has been any revelstion st all.

And this leeds us to ask the question whether Bultmann'se
kerygma has its locue in the New Testsment. How the disciples
received their insight into the meaning and import of the death of
Chriet, Bultmenn dees not explain. It cennot ebviously be ex-
plained on the basis of the kerygmes, for it is the kerygme itself
that is the insight. At eny rete, how can the cross of Jesus,
which is en objective event, produce an encounter with Ged, when

there is no kerygme to start with? The answer that the cross--

the bare fact--elicits the kerygma seems to us completely unwarrented
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if we are to follow Bultmenn's principle. To grant that the
cross @8 such produced the kerygma amounts to ssying that an ob-
jective event cen be taken as an action of God. This, according
to Bultmann, cennet happen except when seen thesugh the eye of
faith. All thet can be said, then, is thzst the‘disciples were
inwardly illuminested, notified by God that this was the meaning
of the cross. But is this what the New Testament means by the
Christ-event?

If this is so, the question might legitimetely be asxed of
Bultmenn whether his concept of the kerygme cennot be atteched to
such e passsge of the Old Testement as Isaiah 53, where the coneept
of death and the life-bringing character of such & death are so
strongly emphasized. Is not Iseiah 53 a kerygmatic pessage’ & la
Bultmenn? If this is so, then there is no need of Christ, for in
final eanalyeis, what can be said sbout Christ is that through hise
death men are challenged to die to themselves, and to die is to live.
Can we not legitimately infer this frem Isaish 53, especielly i} some
other passages of the Old Testament and even from the intertestemen-
tal literature are brought in? This is & very serious criticiem
of Bultmenn, for it shows thet his kerygma does not have its lecus
in the New Testament but cen be pegged to eny theory of existence
that takes Ged, history and death seriocusly, as they ere taken in
Iseieh 53 end other passages in the Old Testament. Then why hang
the kerygma cnto the bare cross of Jesus? It would be interesting
to see how a Jewish existentialist would handle Isaish 53 and the
Jewish concept of eschetology. We suspect thet his conclusiens

might be very similer to thoee of Bultmann.

We are aware of the fact thst Bultmann hes consistently affirmed

[
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that his kerygma presupposes the historicel Jesus in the sense that
the eschatologicsl event is predicated on the basis of the histori-
cal cross. However, his affirmstions seem to us quite uncenvincing
in view of the fact thst it might not take much effort to relate
Bultmenn's concept of the kerygma to the Old Testement, especieally
in view of the ceneept of the word present there and in the apo-
cryphal literature. 1In this connection Owen points out thst Bult-
mann's statement thet efternity crosses time every time we have an
encounter with Ged is rather the messege of the prophets than of
the New Testement. "Bultmenn," he says, "formulstes his dialecti-
cal principle in the language of existentialism, but the principle
itself is implicit in the 0ld Testament. Accerding to the prophets,
eternity enters time ﬁhenever God's Word comes to man through & his-
torical event."54 All this meens thst we must take more st fsece
value 8uch concepts &s pre-existence, incernation, resurrection,
and the Holy Spirit.

The weakness of Bultmann's theolegy seems to lie in the fact
thet the kerygme rests completely on the apestolic understanding
of the cross-event. The resurrection as a separate event is robbed
of all reality. It seems to us, however, thet it is the resurrec-
tion that qualifies the cross and not viceversa. In other words,
the resurrection is not just & way of speaking about what men are
called to do, but is the eschetological event thst makes any keryg-
ma possible. The order cennot be reversed.

The only reeson why the kerygme hes power to grip men's
minds today is because of the resurrected Christ, because of the

new dimension present within the reality of God on account of the
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jncarnstion, the cross, end the resurrection. Bultmann hes
transferred the creative power of the resurrectsd Christ to the
kerygms. If Bultwmann is right, we have to sey thest all Christien
trinitarien formulstions sre off base. The kerygma indéed chal-
lenges men to change his ways end to understend himself ss
crested by, in and for God, and to trust in Him completely. TYet
behind it stands the power of the Resurrected One, the one who
even now intercedes in and for us. Behind the crestive word
stends the creative person and this one is the Christ of God.
The priority pertsains to the person and not to the Word. The
mystery of God cannot be reduced to the mystery of the word; on
the contrary, the mystery of the word can only be grasped in the
light of the mystery of the triune God--Father, Son and Holy Spirit.
This view of revelation bresks existentialist categories. In
this case existentialist categories can be cheracterized as the old
wineskins that csnnot contsin the event of the reveletion of God
in Ohriét- Before trhe event cof the reveleticn, &8l1 humen ccn-
ceptualizations bresk down aad have to be surrendered, together
with the old self. There is no such thing &ss the perfect philo-
sophical approach tc an understending of the Gospel. Before the
revelation we sit and hear and respond in faith and obedience. The
formulztione are necessary but they cannot become absolute. Never-
theless, we should not feil to profit from such e theolcgical ef-
fort as Bultmanr hes underteken. His insights &s to the meening
cof Christien life are very much in line with the message cf the

New Testament. The only thing wrong is thst he dissolves the very
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basis of the message and stands,se to speak, in mid-air. But
thet is where he wants to stsnd and cen stand, grented his pre-
suppositione. But we are not inclined to follew in his footsteps.
It seems to us inconceivable thet the early Christians came
to conceive of the Christian faith ss & new understanding of exis-
$ence in the light of the cross, apert from the event of the resur-
rection, granting all along thet the marratives heve been embel-
lished by legendary elements and distorted by the apologetic motif.
Yet the kernel remsins: the empty tomb and the appesrances of the
Christ. It is within this complex of fact and experience theat the
Eester faith srises. It is not merely & new understanding of hu-
man existence in the light of the cross, but rather & new under-
stending of the humen situation in view of the mighty act of God
in raising Jesus from the dead. It is because of this deed th:ct
the cross is seen a&s &n instrument of his saving purposes. But
Bultmenn cennot allew the resurrection toc stend on its own legs
beceuse it is inconceivable from the scientific peint of view and
because it violates his canon of subjectivity. The fact remains,
however, thet the Christien feith is besed on historicsel events
that can be variously interpreted and are et the same time all-
important to the feith. The problem cannet be solved by abandon-
ing all the historicel basis of the faith and by creating e new
reslm of mesning thet protects the fsith against histerical un-
certainties. Would it not be more in harmony witn the faith
character of the messege to affirm on the one lend ite histori-
cal basis--which cannot be elimineted on any grounds--and on the

éther, the finality of the same? 4t any rate, it does not detract
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from faith to understend it within the realm of probability as to
its historical rootege, for efter all, this is the best thst his-

torical reason can do.
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FOOTNOTES

Rudolf Bultmann, "New Testament and Mytholegy," Kerygme
end Myth, ed. Hans Werner Bartsch. (Herper & Row, New
York, 1961), p. 10, note 2.

Ibid.

Rudelf Bultmenn, Jesus Christ end Mytholegy (New York:
Oherles Scribner's Sons, 1958), pp. 61-62.

Ibid-, po 65.

Ibido s P 66-

H. P. Owen, Revelation and Exjistence (Cardiff: University
of Wales Press, 1957), p. 1l1l4.

Rudolf Bultmann, "4 reply to the Theses of J. Schniewind,"
Kerygme snd Myth, p. 175.

Rudelf Bultmenn, Das Verh&ltnies der urchristljichen Chris-
tusbet schaft zum historischen Jesus (Oarl Winter: Universi-

tdtverlag, Heidelberg, 1961), pessim.
Here Bultmenn szlse denies the validity of the attemptes of men
like Puchs, Ebeling, Kédsewann, Bernkamm and Rebinson te see

- the kerygma already present in a nutshell in the message of

Jesus. He meintains thet at no peint can these scholare
overcome the discrepancy between the message of Jesus and
the message of the church, i.e. the preclaimer becemes the
procleimed.

s Jesus Christ and Mythelogy, pp. 81-82.

» "New Testement and Mytholegy," Kerygma snd Myth

pe 38.
Ibid., p. 36.
Ibid., p. 37.
Ibid., p- 38.

Rudelf Bultmann, Theolegy of the New Testsment, Vol. I,
(New York: Charles Scribtmer's Sens, 1951), p. 295.

Ibid.

» "New Testament and Mythelogy", Kerygme and Myth,
p. 39.
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17. , Theolegy of the New Testament, Vol, I, p. 45.
18. , New Testament and Mytholegy, p- 40.

19. Ibid., p. 39

20. , Theolegy of the New Testawent, Vol. I, p-. 306.

21. Perhaps I Cor. 15 is the grestest obstacle that Bultmenn finds
along the road of demythologizstion. Paul is our first and
mest relisble witness and yet he seems to have believed in
en objective resurrection event. Bultmenn hes no other choice
but to declare Peul's ergument uneenvincing.

22. Hans Freiher von Cempenhausen, "Der Ablauf der Osterereig-
~igse un dus leere Grsb," Tradition und Leben (Tiibingen:
J.C.B. Mohr, 1960), p. 96. See appendix for & summery of
von Campenhausen's reconstruction.

23. Ibid., pp- 111-112.

24. Richerd R. Niebuhr, Resurrection end Histericel Reeson (New
York: Charles Scribner's Sone, 1957), p. 164.

25. Ibid., p. 165.
26. Ibid., p. 164.
27. Ibid., p. 167.
28. 1Ibid.

29. Ibid., p. 164.
30. Ibid., p. 165.

31. Gerhard Koch, Die Auferstehung Jesu Christi (Tibingen: J.C.B.
Mohr, 1959), pp. 157-170. "The significance of the empty tomb,"
he says, "can be sscertained to the place wheve it points to
the esppearances and on its besis the appearence of the cruci-
fied one beccmes clesr. It is the sign of the identity of the
persen and the unity of the twoe world-functions of Jesus
Christ... It is not & symbel which cen be declered from the
world. It is the 'corresponding sign' to that which realizes
itself in the appearence of the resurrected ome." (pp. 170-171)

When accused thset he destroys the continuity between the
historical Jesus and the kerygma--since for the early disciples
the Risen One was identicel with the eerthly Jesus, Bultwmenn
enswers as follows: "From the fact that I emphesize the discre-
peancy between the historical Jesus end the Christ of the kerygme,
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it dees not follew thgt I destroy the continuity between

the historicel Jesus and the primitive proclamation. 1

say explicitly between the historical Jesus and the primitive
proclamation and not between the historical Jesus and Christ.
For the Christ of the kerygme is not a historical figure whic
can stend in continuity with the historical Jesus. However,
the kerygma which proclaims him is & historical phenomenon;

it is only a question of the relstion between the latter and
the historical Jesus." (Das Verhltnies der urchristlichen
Christusbetschaft zum histerischen Jesus, p. 8).

In thie statement Bulimenn cerefully avoids the identi-
fication of Jesus and Christ. This is what is to be expec-
ted from one who denies the reality of the resurrection. But
it is precisely his view of this event thet determines his
interpretation. Once the resurrection is denied. & separsate
existence as & historical event elongside of the other his-
toricel events, then the nest distinction between Jesus 2nd
the Christ holds true.

32. Owen, op. cit., pp. 116-117.
33. Ibid., pg. 118.

54. Ibid-’ po 1170
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APPENDIX

After enalyzing form-critically the course of the Eesster
events in the Pauline, gospel and apocryphal treditions, von
Campenhausen meges the following reconstruction ("Der Ableuf
der Osterereignisse und das leere Grab," Tredition wmd Leben,
ppe 107-108):

1. After the errest and desth of Jesus the disciples at
first remesined in Jerusalem (all the Gespels) but did net coume
into the open (Mg. and Mt.). Ooncerning their stete of mind
we are given no more precise information. They were perplexed
end defeated but were by no means finished with the event (Bk.).

2. Very soon, probably "on tne third day", women from
the circle of the disciples of Jesus discovered that hie place
of burisl was open and empty. (all the Gespels). Appearances
of Jesus did not take place here at first (Mk., Lk.).

3. The report ceused restlessness among the disciples.
Peter above all seems toc understand the empty tomb as & guaran-
tee of a successful resurrection end to hsve influenced the
others in this direction (Lk.).

4. Thereupon the disciples traveled under the direction
of Peter toward Gelilee (Mik., Mt., [aeepel of Petez7) in the
hope of meeting Jesus there (Mk., Mt.).

5. Then follewed first an appearence before Peter alone
(P. L, Lk.), then before "the twelve" (P. ls., all Gospels),
then before five hundred brethren (P. 1s.), then before James
(P.1s., Gospel to the Hebrews) snd then before all the apes-
tles (P.1ls.). The occurrences are most eesily thought of as
coming in quick succession. However it is possible theat the
last appearance or the last two toock place alreasdy in Jerusa-
lem. In any cese, here sre to be found lester Peter, Jsmes,
"the twelve" snd a larger circle of the Galilean disciples
(B' ls. » ﬂcts)-

6. Much later the last sppesrance befcre Paul followed,
falling in this respect outside the series (P.ls., Acts). It
is not excluded thet in thne first time additional resurrection
appeearances tock place. But all the reporte sre to & high de-
gree doubtful.
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