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SUMMARY: A SYNOPSIS OF THE AIM AND METHOD OF THE THESIS

The aim of this thesis is to undertake an analysis of the expression and
the concept of 'missionary theology' based on the writings of Emil
Brunner. Through its analysis there are two main objectives: the first
is an understanding of Brunner's missionary theology. The second
objective is a critical evaluation of it. For more than two centuries,
the issue of apologetics has been a dominating theme.in the works of
theologians and of those who have contributed to the development of the
study of Christian religion. In fact, it is one of the perennial
questions in Christian theology whethgr the Christian message can be
adapted to be acceptable to modern man without losing its essential and
- unique character. In the history of Christian theology it is in
reference to argued defences, against the various chafgéé that
Christianity is untenable, and against the expressions of
misunderstanding of Christian faith, that the terms 'apology' or
'apologetics' originated. There is necessarily a defensive element in
all Christian preaching and teaching. In consegquence the term

'apologetics' implies the defence of Christian truth-claims.

Christian apologists, therefore, attempt to demonstrate that
Christianity is more reasonable than, 6r at least as reasonable as, any
other competing view of life. They may argue philosophically in defence
of the greater reasonableness of belief in the existence of God; they
may argue morally in defence of the greater moral force of incarnational
belief; or they may argue historically in defence of the historicity of
the gospel narratives; and some apologists attempt to argue for the
compatibility of Christianity and modern science. Emil Brunner has also

tackled this apologetic problem in his whole theological enterprise. He
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attempts neither to return to orthodoxy nor to seek company with the
liberals, but he suggests apologetic theology, or 'missionary theology'
in his terms, in accordance with his theological proposal of truth as
encounter. As a result, Brunner develops a theological epistemology
which seems to be both biblical and existentialist or, precisely,
dialogical-personalist and somewhat adequate to the subject matter with
which theology has to deal. It seems to overcome the enslavement to the
object-subject structure of knowing that dominates most of our ordinary
and scientific thought. So his biblical personalism contributes to the

discussion of the concept of faith.

Today, however, the apologetic problem and theology in general are
faced with, in particular, the fundamental question of whether in
speaking about God the man of faith is makiné assertions about 'what
there is' and 'how things are'. This issue presents itself to the
apologist as a problem concerning religious language. So many
philosophers of religion wrote a Qreat deal about whether religious
utterances can be regarded as stafing truths or falsehood, or whether
such utterances should perhaps be thought of as expressing the speaker's
feelings or directing commands and requests. To put it briefly, Ludwig
Wittgenstein can remark: These are, of course, not empirical problems;
they are solved, rather, by looking into the workings of our language,
and that in such a way as to make us recognize those workings: in
despite of an urge to misunderstand them. The problems are solved, not
by giving new information, but by arranging what we have always known.
Philosophy is a battle against the bewitchment of our intelligence by

means of language.

Since I am convinced that the task of Christian apologetics in

iii



relation to philosophy is the elucidation of the nature of biblical
truth-claims by which our experience is to be interpreted as a whole,
this philosophical analysis of language may provide us with a useful
tool for working on the contemporary problem of theology. In this
regard, theology as grammar in Wittgenstein's terms tells us how to take
the language of faith.‘ It is an aid to those who would speak and
understand that language, helping them to avoid mistakes and
misapprehensions so that they can get along with the language. Theology
as grammar, in this context, determines what can and cannot be said of
God. Thus apologetic theology, 1like philosophy, is an activity of
elucidation, thét is, the activity of clarifying énd analysing the
content of our talk about God and the reflection on the fundamental

concepts exercised in the church's talk about God.

From the methodological point of view of linguistic analysis our
provisional conclusion which will clearly emerge from our study is that
although Emil Brunner affirms its significance, he seems to be reluctant
to discuss the theological semantics fully. For this semantic problem
does not play a significant role in his thought. As a result, Brunner's
use of the term 'truth as encounter' seems to be ambigubus in asking
what the real measure of appropriateness of a symbol to the experience
can‘be. If the one'fundamental task of the apologist is to understand
the gospel which is an answer to the questions of men of every present
age, or precisely if the aim of the process of 'missionary théology' in
his terms is to bring every thought into captivity to the obedience of
Christ, then missionary theology is no more than an intellectual
presentation of the gospel of Jesus Christ, which starts from the
situation of the hearer and is addressed to it. One of the reasons for

the omission of semantics is that this would bring him dangerously close

.
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to natural theology if theological semantics necessarily had this
consequence. In other words, although he recognises that philosophy is
both possible and necessary, Brunner does not essentially appreciate the

philosophical guestion enough.

Consequently, faith aﬁd the meaningful character of theological
discourse will not be open to the kinds of analysis to which it is often
put; and then the language of theology will always remain mysterious,
or as those lacking the power to be truly critical may put it, it must
be invalid and nonsensical. For we might take these human words of ours
in full recognition of the fact that they were in themselves quite
inadequate to God's own revelation of Himself, and allow that revelation
to give them a meaning of its own. However, we are convinced that the
meaning of any language is to be sought in a social context where it has
a genuine use. Moreover, the language of faith is also a language
within the community of faith. As this community develops, it affects
the language because the concepts of this language are related to the
community. In this respect Christian language is the speech of the
believer who is rooted in the gospel, who speaks to the present, and who
waits forlthe end. Therefore, if Brunner claims that the missionary
theology aims at interpreting the gospel in such a way that men of today
can feel themselves addressed thereby in their particular conditions,
then one is tempted to suggest that the problem of religious language
should not be neglected completely; perhaps a necessary way of dealing
with thé missionary problem is to tryvto undertake such an activity of

elucidation or a linguistic analysis of religious assertions.

To begin with, chapter I deals with Brunner's basic notion of the

term 'missionary theology', and precisely sketches to indicate our aim



of investigation. Chapter Ii examines a theological context for
Brunner's missionary théology to show the origin and development of it.
His whole theological thought and work, consequently the term
'missionary theology', was largely determined by the debate and response
to his contemporary theological opponents, Karl Barth and Rudolf
Bultmann. Brunner's insistence that faith is 'the point of contact' for
divine revelation suggesté a relational and Christological understanding
of man's essential being. - But his conceding to the 'formal image' a
legitimate role in presenting the continuity of personal identity in sin
and faith leaves open the possibility of an iﬁmanent structural concept
of human being as subjectivity, personality and responsibility. Whereas
Barth, especially in his early period, emphatically denies that the
possibility of sin (is) one of the possibilities given in human
creatureliness, as is implied in Brunner's assertién of neutral
spiritual capacities. In Brunner's view, Barth identifies, however, the

object of faith with the Word of God.

Rudolf Bultman proposes demythologisation which revolves around two
poles: interpretation, that is, the articulation of an ancient message
in modern terminology, and the question about human existence, its
potentiality and its meaning. Precisely demythologisation is then the
interpretation of the New festament faith in terms of the understanding
of human existence. However, even though Brunner is in sympathy with
Bultmann's theological proposal of demythologisation, he raises a
question of whether this is not to reduce the reality of the historical

revelation to simply subjective experience.

Chapter III investigates Brunner's alternative proposal of truth as

encounter, which indicates the paradigm of his missionary theology. 1In
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this theological programme he heavily depends upon the I-Thou philosophy
6f Martin Buber. His dialogical personalism gives Brunner a new insight
into the unique character of the fundamental phenomenon of the biblical
message, the unity of truth and fellowship. So Brunner's fundamental
thesis is that the biblical understanding of truth cannot be grasped by
means of the object-subject antithesis, on the contrary, it is rather
falsified thereby. Therefore, he substitutes the category of personal
correspondence or encounter in its place. Chapter IV analyses the
truth-claims of Brunner's missionary theclogy, in which he is primarily
concerned with the revelation of God in Jesus Christ. This notion
involves his methodological terminology 'truth as encounter':
revelation as an objective event in history and the reception of this
re?elation by man through faith. However, through our undertaking an
analysis of the term 'missionary theology' the argument about the
conéept of truth is that it is ambiguous with respect to its use in

terms 'history', 'bible', 'faith' and 'philosophy'.

Since Emil Brunner draws knowledge and fellowship into a unity,
that is, to know God means to be one with him, chapter V discusses these
theological epistemological concepts derived from the experience of
actual faith, of faith as a living reality and sees how they functién in
a missionary context. For him,‘the reality of God is a fundamental
presupposition of the Christian faith and the church. To some extent
Brunner's theological thought has always been concerned with the
question of what the truth is. Furthermore, since faith for him is
understood in such a personal way, certain conclusions necessarily
follow for the concept of the church. He is convinced that the ecclesia
of the New Testament, the community of Jesus Christ, is a pure community

of persons and has nothing in it of the character of an institution. So
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he challenges the institutional church to the much vaunted rediscovery

of the church and its missionary task.

Chapter VI discusses the basic issues of a missionary theology
which is to be discovered in the underlying conceptions and principles
of Brunnef's theological enterpriée. Here, at vital points, is rooted
the necessity of thg missionary task of Christian faith as historic
revelation and in the nature of man. In this regard, although we
recognize the importance, for practice, of Brunner's account of the term
‘ecclesia', it is necessary also to discuss the language used within
those forms of life which are found within the church. Further, it is
desirable to consider expressions which we used within churchly forms of
life but which can also come to be understood by those outside, even
from differing cultures. This would add content to the notion of a
‘point of contact'. With these related issues of the communication of
the Christian message, I want to bring Ehe language of encounter with
some of the issues which are beset with difficulties in testing symbols.
Thus I shall invoke Wittgenstein's notion of 'forms of 1life' and
'language-games' in my attempt to tackle our doing missionary theology.
Finally, Chapter VII deals with a critical evaluation of Brunner's

theological proposal of truth as encounter.
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I INTRODUCTION

The aim of this thesis is to investigate the term 'missionary theology'
based on the writings of Emil Brunner. Through this investigation I
want, firstly, to attain an understanding of Brunner's missionary
theology and then attempt to show a critical evaluation of it. His
éntire theology has an missionary character.! This is expressed even in
the peculiar thrust of his thinking and speaking. His theology always
tends to dialogue , encounter, criticism, dynamic decision and
missionary outreach. Throughout his 1life Brunner has tackled the
problem of missionary theology, or apologetics. However, he attempts
neither to return to orthodoxy nor to seek company with the liberals,
but to develop a missionary theology in a way of his own theological
proposal, truth as encounter. Brunner is convinced that thi§ proposal
reveals errors, misunderstandings, and hiding places in which the modern
man usually entrenches himself against £faith. It is in its whole
fendenéy and aim a continuous encounter with the way in which the modern
man fhinks and understands himself. Thus it affects man in his
reasoning, his responsibility, his personality. ' For hinm, thisr
missionary encounter with disbelief is a goal of evangelical theology

which is directly and necessarily connected with the preaching of the

word.

In Brunner's view, it is not just enough to prove and to
substantiate Christian faith byAmeans of logical argument, a defence of
Christianity against its modern enemies and despisers, an apology for
faith before the forum of human reason, or an annexation of faith to a
scientific system of thinking by harmonizing oppositions and rational

contradictions. Rather, Brunner attempts to define the meaning and the



task of a missionary theology in a new way. Missionary theology or
apologetics, according to him, is eristics. The word ‘'eristics' derives
from the Greek word ép c E ey meaning to dispute; or ’epco*-ry)m7 T'E)Q‘]
meaning the art of disputation. Or it means Auseinandersetzung,
arqument.2 The reason for this is that the word ‘'apologetics' is too
heavily burdened with onerous connotations; it calls to mind a faith
that weakly and fearfully seeks to defend itself before the tribunal of
reason. The history of theology through the centuries has shown that
this picture corresponds to reality. Furthermore, the term
'apologetics' connotes a theology in which the.church seeks to defend
Christianity before a world that has lost confidence in the church.‘ He

puts it as follows:

Apologetic, or (as I have proposed owing to the unfortunate
suggestions attached to this word) "eristic" theology, is
the intellectual discussion of the Christian Faith in the
light of the ideclogies of the present day which are opposed
to the Christian Message. The name "apologetic" is hampered
by the suggestion of a defence of Christian at the bar of
Reason, even if it does not go so far as to claim rational
proof. Actually, however, what matters is not "defence" but
"attack" - the attack, namely, of the Church on the opposing
positions of unbelief, superstition, or misleading
ideologies. It is true that part of this attack consists in
proving that the hostile attacks - not on empirical
Christianity, for these are as a rule only too fully
justified, but - on the Biblical Message, as being contrary
to reason, opposed to culture, scientifically untenable,
etc., are based upon errors, due either to the confusion of
rationalism with reason, of positivism with science, of a
critical with a sceptical attitude, or out of ignorance of
the real truth which the Bible contains.3

Thus Brunner prefers to substitute for it the term 'eristics'
although he retains the term 'apologetics' for traditional reasons.
This, he believes, is'more appropriate to the proper task of missionary
theology because it indicates emphasis on the dialogical rather than the
mere defensive attitude in his service of the church. For real

apologetics means the attack of faith on the strongholds of disbelief;



the attack on human reason insofar as reason obstructs faith; and this
latter involves an attack on the idols of modern thinking as these are
expressed in contemporary '-isms'. For the opposition to faith does not
stem from reason as such, but from the abuse of reason, from the
authoritarianism of the reason which regards itself and its creations as
absolute.? Moreover, he regards the task of missionary theology as one
contained in the gospel and necéssarily connected with it. In Brunner's
opinion; revelation is divine self-disclosure, the coming of God to man.
Thus it becomes human and seeks out man where he is. The word of the
church is an instrument of the divine message and tnuS‘it has to subject
itself to God's coming to man where he hides from God. This, therefore,

is the passion of the divine agape itself that forces us to missionary

concern.

In this regard, every attempt at preaching and theology which is
not concerned with this missionary task, which does not take man
seriously, is wrong from the very beginning. For Brunner, the proper
task of missionary theology is, therefore, inseparable from what he
calls 'Biblical theology' that reflects upon the Word of God, in as much
as the Bible is the foremost witness of the revelation of God, and in
every age the Scriptures must be exegeted anew.” For this reflection
does not occur in an empty, but in a historically filled space. The
Word of God encounters men who have already taken a position prior to
the confrontation, and have sought to explain the meaning of their
existence in one way or other. Consequently, the proclamation of the
Word is a call to rethink; it is a call to repentance Me'r'g'\ VO L &
Indeed it is polemical. However, eristics does more than just show the
unbeliever that he is wroné. If that were all, it would be merely

negative. Rather, it has assignment to show that man can understand



himself rightly only in faith; that alone through the Word can man
become what he natively seeks; that solely in the Christian faith can

he attain his true goal which he now seeks in a false way.6

Thus it becomes apparent that the problem with which missionary
theology deals, is that of the relationship of the Christian faith to
the thought of the unbeliever, with the hope of winning him to the
Christ. How can the natural man be reached with the gospel? Can the
natural man be prepared to accept faith? Missionary theology would
elicit the confession of untruth from the unbeliever, but does this mean
that he who turns believer must make a complete renunciation of his
previous life and thought? If every thought must be brought into
captivity to the obedience of Christ, must every thought also be purged
of its rational content in order to give the proper primacy to Christ?
What is the relationship between rational philosophy and revealed truth,
or between gene:ai and special revelation? If a theologian ignores the
questions of the man of today, then he is ignoring the 1living man

himself and failing to capture his attention.

In fact, Brunner is convinced that the mere act of bearing witness
remains sterile unless it can be integrated with the truth which the
listener already possesses. To deny this is to deny an obvious fact;
it really means shutting one's eyes to the truth for the sake of a
mistaken theory.7 The one fundamental task of the theologian is so to
understand the gospel that it answers the questions of men of every
'present age'. Indeed he cannot ignore the questions of the modern man
who is formed by the Zeitgeist, the spirit of the times. So a true
theology must be a struggle by that Zeitgeist. 1In this regard, eristic

theology is really missionary theology. "The aim of this process (of



eristics) is to bring 'every thought into captivity to the obedience of
Christ' - that is the programme of what we may call 'missionary
theology'".8 For Brunner, this theology is, then, no more than an
intellectual presentation of the gospel of Jesus Christ, which starts
from the spiritual situation of the hearer, and is addressed to it.9 He
puts it as follows:

It is the task of "missionary theology" to accomplish in the

sphere of intellectual reflection what every missionary

does, as it were, by instinct. In so doing something is

achieved which the dogmatic theologian, as such, ought not

to do, and cannot do. His task is strictly confined to the

subject with which he is dealing; the person who is

listening to what he has to say does not directly concern

him. He has enough to do to make clear the content of the

message in its own proper context. The spiritual situation

of the non-Christian hearer does not come directly within

his line of vision. This spiritual situation, however, is

also a concrete problem. The non-believing hearer - above

all the presumptive hearer - 1is already affected by a

definite "spirit of the age"; that is to say, his views of

life and 1its problems, and of his own nature, are all

coloured by a definite outlook which claims to rival the

Christian view of life.10

It is not enough, however, simply to define Christian faith or to
show what does, or what does not, make sense within it. If Brunner
suggests that missionary theology is the intellectual discussion of the
Christian faith in the light of the ideologies of the present day which
are opposed to the Christian message, then the second main question
arises: does Brunner's missionary theology make sense in that its basic
concepts and process of its thought are intelligible to man of the
Zeitgeist? In other words, he is also concerned with the question of
how the gospel can be communicated in any way. With this question I
shall try to deal a perspective of personal encounter informed by
Brunner's work in order to confront the problems by taking a proper form
of a conversation between a Christian believer and an unbeliever. The

main difficulty of the dialogue between them, Brunner assumes, lies in

the question of whether the communication of the gospel is to employ two



dichotomies which are between the personal I-Thou relation and the
objective I-It relation to heet those who reject the gospel on the
ground of reason. Instead I will suggest that the difficulty lies in
the character of the language of faith which is today a matter of debate
and controversy among philosophers and theologians. Thus I am
convinced, in accordance with my Wittgensteinian views, that linguistic
analysis may provide us with a useful tool for working on this sort of

problem of missionary theology.

I begin, in chapter 1, with Emil Brunner's basic notion of the term
'missionary theology' to undertake an analysis in this study. Then I
examine, in chapter II, a theological context to show the origin and
development of his missionary theology. Brunner's whole theological
thought and work, consequently the term, was in the main determined by
the debate and respohse to ﬁis contemporary theological opponents, Karl
Barth and Rudolf Bultmann. The former identifies the objectum fidei
(the object of faith) with the term 'the word of God' whereas the latter
proposes demythologisation in which he attempts to interpret this faith

in Christ as the self-understanding.-

I will investigate, in chapter III, Emil Brunner's theological
proposal of truth as encounter. In this theological programme he
heavily depends upon the I-Thou philosophy of Martin Buber and develops
his methodological discussions. Then I try, in chapter IV, to analyse:
the truth-claims of Brunner's missionary theology, in which he is
primarily concerned with the revelation of God in Jesus Christ. This
notion revolves about his methodological terminology truth as encounter:
revelation as an objective event in history and the reception of this

revelation by the man through faith. This will be thus treated in terms



'history', 'bible', 'faith' and 'philosophy'. For him, as the
revelation in Christ is made possible by the fact of an original divine
self-communication,b so also it is given meaning because it has a
reference to that ultimate goal of history, which exists beyond history.
This eschatological revelation is, as it were, the nail on which

everything hangs.11

Since Emil Brunner draws knowledge and fellowship into a unity,
namely that to know God means to be one with him, we will examine, in
chapter V, these theological epistemological concepts derived from the
experience of actual faith, of faith aé a living reality, and see how
they function in a Christian life. For Brunner, the reality of God is a
fundamental presupposition of the Christian faith and the church.
Moreover, since faith for Brunner is understood in such a personal way;
certain conclusions necessarily follow for the concept of the church.
He is convinced that the ecclesia of the New Testament, the community of
Jesus Christ, is a pure community of persons and has nothing in it of
the character of an institution. So he challenges the institutional
church to the much-vaunted rediscovery of the chu;ph and its missionary
task. In Chapter VI, I want to bring the language of encounter with
some of the issues which are beset with difficulties in testing symbols.
With regard to the problem of language I shall invoke Wittgenstein's
notion of 'forms of life' and 'language-games' in my attempt to tackle
our doing missionary theology. Finally, in Chapter VII, I shall try ﬁo
enter critically into the problem as to whether Brunner has
successfully achieved his missionary task in the theological proposal qf

truth as encounter.
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II A THEOLOGICAL CONTEXT FOR BRUNNER'S MISSIONARY THEOLOGY
1 The debate about natural theology with Karl Barth

1.1 The new task of theology: the Word of God

The great turning point in the Protestant theology of the twentieth
‘century has often been noted in relation to‘ the age of crisis and
catastrophe because of two World Wars and their consequences.1 It
seemed that the German theological establishment, 1liberal and
conservative alike, was committed to the war effort with all that this
eﬁtailed. For many, the 'manifesto of the intellectuals' represented
the simultaneous collapse and discrediting of the bourgeois idealism of
the nineteenth century and the theological programme it had engendered.2
Since then theology could no longer go on speaking of God as it had done
in the past. The attempt had to be made to do so in a new and different
way, if what theology said about God was to remain, or was once again to
become, responsible and worthy of acceptance. The question in fact
arose whether and to what extent it was still permissible at all for
theologians to speak of God. So confrontéd with this question Barth and
his colleagues such as Emil Brunner, Friedrich Gogarten, Rudolf
Bultmann and Edward Thurneysen were convinced that nineteenth-century
anthropological, immanentist, optimistic theology had shown itself to be

dangerously unhealthy.3

Although there was no unanimity among them, there were large common
themes with which these theologians have been preoccupied:4 (1) There is
the emphasis upon the word of God, the interpretation of the Christian
faith in the sense of what God says to man rather than on what from his

own 'religious resources' man finds himself able to say to himself about



God. This emphasis has brought about a theology of revelation, that is,

an interest in the knowledge of God, which is guided by the
acknowledgement of God's disclosure of himself in Christ and not by a
préoccupation with the epistemological resources of the human mind - all.
this is in radical opposition to the 1line of thought of modern
Protestant theology since Schleiermacher. (2) In contrast to the
traditionalist and the modernist view.of the Bible, a 'new' biblicism
was emphasised. It is a view of the Bible which is different from that
which can be obtained by the use of the historical method for the
interpretation of historical text and documents, because it takes the
books of the Bible as the bearers of a kerygma, a message of salvation
that must be believed. On the other hand, it has nothing in common with

the view of the fundamentalists, who stress the literal inerrancy of the
Bible as if this were the foremost article of the Christian faith. The
new biblicism is oriented to the message of the Bible, the gospel of
Christ, insofar as it is to be conveyed to the men of today. (3) The
research into the Reformation was revived, under the sway of Luther and
Calvin. But the remarkably influential revival of the teaching of the
Reformers has been brought about chiefly not by their denominational
followers, that ié, those who wou}d cultivate a study of their thought
because of denominational loyalties and interests, but by a historical-
scientific investigation and interpretation of the teachings of the
Reformers undertaken in connection with work on the critical edition of

their writings.

The result appeared firstly in Karl Barth's The Epistle to the
Romans which was published in 1919. In this work Barth was primarily
concerned with what Paul veritably speaks to all men of every age though

he, as a child of his age, addressed his contemporaries. Accordingly,
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he seeks to know 'the Word in the words'. He desires to advance his
understanding to the point where thevenigma of the historical documents
virtually disappears, and only the enigma of the theological matter
remains: "My whole energy of interpreting has been expended in an
endeavour to see through and beyond history into the spirit of the
Bible, which is the Eternal Spirit."® As a result, what he knows in
this investigation is the fact that 'Paul knows of God what most of us
do not know; and his Epistles enable us to know what he knew', or more
precisely 'God is God'® And the Word which God speaks to us through
Paul can be appropriated by us as judgement upon ourselves, culture and
religion. Thus we must take it seriously as the self-disclosure of God

in Jesus Christ.

In this investigation he does not however disregard the historical-
critical method of biblical study that has its legitimacy so far as it
is concerned with the preparation of the intelligence, because there is
a human element in Scripture like any other book.? So what he wants to
say in it is that the Bible is the Word of God in that God addresses His
own Word of judgement, promise and grace, so there is no way from man to‘
God, but, God has come to man and has spoken his word simply because He
is 'God': "If I have a system, it is limited to a recognition of what
Kierkegaard called the 'infinite qualitative distinction' between time
and eternity, and to my regarding this as possessing negative as well as
positive significance: 'God is in heaven, and‘thou art on earth.' The
relation between such a God and such a man, and the relation between
such a man and such a God, is for me the theme of the Bible and the
essence of philosophy. Philosophers name this CR;SIS of human
perception - the Prime Cause: the Bible beholds at the same cross-roads

- the figure of Jesus Christ".8
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Soon after Barth finished writiﬁg his The Epistle to the Romans,
Emil Brunner strongly supported Barth's main thesis of it and felt some
affinity to this emphasis on the Word of,God as the subject-matter of
Christian theology: "I hailed his Romerbrief (The Epistle to the Romans)
as a forceful confirmation of my own thoughts. If I am not mistaken, I
was the first one, who in reviewing this book, emphatically pointed to
its epoch-making character."® Brunner joined the group of the
dialectical theologians who had closer links with the periodical
Zwischen den Zeiten10, and then he became one of the most eminent
representatives of the 'new theology', especially to the English-
speaking world. 11 Since he analysed critically the theology of
Friedrich Schleiermacher in his Die Mystik und das W’ort,12 Brunner
attempted to contribute by approaching first the doctrine of Christ in
terms of the dialectical theology in his Der Mittler which was published
in 1927.13 In the latter he claims that Christian revelation differs
from what the philosophy of religion, religious speculation, or

mysticism claims. For it is historical and personal revelation of Jesus

Christ: "It is based wholly upon something which has actually happened,

within this world of time and space, and indeed, to put it still more
plainly, it is based upon something which has taken place once for
all."'4 Also Christian revelation differs from 'popular' religion such
as historical and social religion because it is not based upon a series
of events, but upon one single event and its wuniqueness

(Einmaligkeit) .13

So the Christian revelation, namely the Word of God comes,
according to Brunner, to us from beyond the borderline which separates
God and man; and it is God's own Word about Himself based on the fact

that He alone.is God. Thus, the Word of God as revelation means the

12

v



issuing forth of this hidden One from His concealment through God's
incomprehensible self-communication.® This Word which comes to us from
the realm which lies beyond all human and historical possibilities, is
here as a person; Jesus Christ is the Word from the other side; He
Himself is the One who has come 'down to us from above'; and this
Incarnation of the Word is in its very essence a unique event. 17 .Like
Barth, Brunner was also concerned with the Word of God as the subject;
matter of Christian theology;18 and at the same time he was led to his
dialectical method. For Brunner, this method aims at both defending the
paradoxical character of the Christian revelation which belongs to
faith-knowledge from the non-paradoxical speculation of reason, and

seeks to declare the Word of the Bible to the world.l1®

1.2 The point of contact

In the year of 1929 Emil Brunner wrote two important articles, "On the
Orders of God"20 and "The Other Task of Theology".21 In the former he
grounded Christian ethics in the orders of creation, i.e. the natural
orders, and then presented the problem of natural theology along with
the general consciousness of man; and in the latter he argued further
that the first task of theology is surely to make the message of the
Word known. . However, since the Word of God is not preached in a vacuum;
rather, it is preached to the self-conscious human being, it demands, -
"an entrance of house which is already occupied".Z22 For the
proclamation of the Word is a call to repentance M&T& YO0 (d4d and it
is a call to rethink and to be polemical.23 So Brunner claims that the
other task of theology is the 'eristic one' which has the assignment to
show that man can understand himself rightly only in faith, and that he

receives it only through the Word of God that he seeks inwardly.Z24
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Once again Brunner dealt with the question of the relation of the
Word of God to the mind of natural man in his article in 1932, 'Die
Frage nach dem 'Anknupfungspunkt' als Problem der Theologie".23 He
argues that theological ahthropology, as it is necessary for a complete
understanding of man, does not exclude man's natural knowledée of
himsel£ in a philosophical anthropology; and:similarly, the special
revelation that descends into the consciousness -of man, with his
language and culture, finds a point of confact (Anknupfungspunkt).26
For the Word of God is, Brunner argues, given to hs‘in no other way than
through human witness. For instance, this is often presented in the
popular Greek koiné. The New Testament, like effective preaching,
speaks the most easily understood language; and its content is a true
compendium not only of the natural experience of life and of the world,
but also the ethical and religious understanding of the self, of the
world, and of God. The apostle did not create the vocabulary of the New
Testament, but used everyday words and presupposed a knowledge of their

content .27 Accordingly, there must be the relation of the Gospel to

man.

However, if it is the case that the Word and man must be related,
one may raise a question of how it is possible. The answer to this
question may be given, according to Brunner, by distinguishing between
the formal imago dei and the material imago dei.28 In Brunner's
opinion, in the 01d Testament the term 'imago dei' is always used to
describe man as he now is, and never a mode of being lost through the
fall. This sense of the term is, however, not confined to the 01ld
Testament; it is also found in the New Testament. But there are some
passages of decisive significance which give to the concept of the image

an entirely new meaning. There it is brought into relation to the
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characterisfic New Testament ideas of sonship of God, and likeness to
Him, and particularly into relationship with the doctrine of Christ as
express image of God. Thus it is a necessary presupposition that the
formal imago. dei is the capacity for perception and the point of
contact. In other words, there is some content to the knowledge of God
before the revelation of God in Christ although this knowledge of God is

that of a God of wrath.29

In this claim, Barth perceived however the anthropological
underpinning of theology alongside the word of God, and then he argued
in his two articles, "Schicksal und Idee in der Theologie" and '"Die
Theologie und die Mission in der Gegenwart", that all polarity between
philosophy and theology must be rejected; all such contact is a
dialectical tension between giveness and non-giveness; thus any attempt
of the modern missionary to find a point of contact for the proclamation
of the Word of God should be abrogated.3o Instead, he confined theology
to be one task because the revelation itself will be its own proof,
otherwise it is permissible to speak of the 'point of contact' for the
saving action of God.3! So, he charged in his article of "Die erste
Gebot als theologisches Axiom" in 1933 that Brunner had lapsed into

Thomistic natural theology and neo—protestantism.32

In his essay, "Natur und Gnade: zum Gesprach mit Karl Barth", 33
Emil Brunner defended himself in arguing that God does speak to us
through nature but, through man's sin, the Word of God is not heard in
the orders of creation. He developed his conception of the point of
contact in thaf man is responsible to the Word of God. He was convinced
that in every man there is a will and a knowledge at the side of which

the proclaimer can place himself, where he can find his 'point of
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contact'.34 In this counter-thesis what Brunner claims first of all is
that the formal image of God in man, whiéh not even the sinner has lost,
signifiés his humanity and his special relation to God.35 So the formal
image of God in man is, according to Brunner, his humanity by which man
is not only distinguished from the other creatures but also as rational
creature he has an immeasurable advantage over them. And this humanity
is based on his special relation to God, for God has created him for a
special purpose - to bear his image; he is not only man in virtue of
the claim made on him by God but also by the fact that man is -one with
whom God can speak.36 In consequence, man retains capacity for words
(wortmachtigkeit) which is limited to his receptivity to be reached by
the revelation and to hear the Word when it is uttered.37 At the same
time he is responsible to the Word of God as well as to his fellow man
since man has existence as man through the Word of God which addresses

him and calls him into existence.38

Accordingly, since man is, in his view, humanity with aicapacity
for words and responsibility, Brunner claims that the formal image of
God in man is the 'point of contact' for the divine grace of
redemption;39 and yet it means only the 'receptivity of the Word of
God':  "But this 'receptivity' must not be understood in the material
sense. This'receptivity says nothing as to his acceptance or rejection
of God. It is the purely formal possibility of his being addressed."40
At the same time the formal image of God in man is, for Brunner,
identical with responsibility because the possibility of man's being
addressed is also the presupposition of man's responsibility.41 Without
knowlede of God there can be no sin: sin is always 'in the sight of
God'._ In sin there can be no knowledge of God, for the true knowledge

is the abolition of sin. This dialectic must be insisted upon. For
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only in this dialectic does the responsibility of faith become clear.
He who does not believe is himself guilty. He who believes knows that

it is pure grace.42

In contrast to the formal image of God, the material image of God
in man, in Brunner's view, is the concrete self that we have built upon
through the use of our freedom.43 It would reflect its Creator only if
man had used his freedom as he was meant to use it, and this use is
really made only when one can say with the apostle, 'not I, but Christ
who liveth in me'. And he puts it as follows:

Materially the imago is completely lost, man is a sinner
through and through and there is nothing in him which is not
defiled by sin. To formulate it differently: as before,
man is a person, i.e. he is in a derived sense that which
God is originally. Yet he is not a personal person but an
anti-personal person; for the truly personal is experience
in love, the submission of the self to the will of God and
therefore an entering into communion with one's fellow-
creature because one enjoys communion with God. This quid
of personality is negatived through sin, whereas the quod of
personality constitutes the humanum of every man, also that
of the sinner.4
Here man remains a responsible person, in spite of the fact that through
sin the true personality, the state of freedom in dependence, has been
destroyed, so that his freedom has become alienation and his connexion

bondage. He cannot help his wickedness, but he is none the less

responsible, guilty, and condemned because of it.45

As P.G. Schrotenboer points out, whether one looks at the image as
a material something or as merely formal, in either case it is
relational. Man is a responsible being, a relation, not a substance.
"It is difficult for us to unify structure and relation, but it is a
peculiarity of humanity that its structure is precisely a relation.46

The Bible knows no other man than the one who stands before God; even
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he who turns his back on God is still before God. Also the one who
misuses his freedom and denies his responsibility is nevertheless
reéponsible. The loss of the image in the material sense presupposes
the image in the formal sense. ‘The difference between the two does not
lie in the fact that the one does not and the other does involve
kno&ledge of God, but it lies rather in the kind of knowledge. Since
man is an echo of God, it is one and the same thing to know Him as the

holy loving God and to understand my true creaturely essence. 47

In shorE, Brunner's claim about the term 'the point of contact' is
that the capacity of man for understanding discourse is a necessary
presupposition for his belief in the Word of God, but it is not at all a
capacity for revelation, or for the Word, and no contribution is made by
man to his own salvation. It is a gift of de still left, even in sin,
from the gifts of creation with which God endowed man, and it is the
presupposition of his moral responsibility and his guilt before God. 48

So he claims as follows:

It is impossible to deny this point of contact of divine
grace, i.e. it is possible to do so only by a
misunderstanding. The misunderstanding always arises out of
the lack of a distinction between the formal and the
material definitions. We said above that materially there is
no more imago Dei, whereas formally it is intact. Similarly
we must say that materially there is no point of contact,
whereas formally it is a necessary presupposition. The Word
of God does not have to create man's capacity for words. He
has never lost it, it is the presupposition of his ability
to hear the Word of God. But the Word of God itself creates
man's ability to believe the Word of God, i.e. the ability
to hear it in such a way as is only possible in faith. It
is evident that the doctrine of sola gratia is not in the
least endangered by such a doctrine of the point of
contact.

1.3 Natural theology

Emil Brunner follows the Bible and the Reformers in teaching a

revelation of God in nature through creation, which precedes his
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revelation in Jesus Christ through atonement. As in every creation the
spirit of its creator is 'in some way' recognisable, so also in the
creation of God: '"Wherever God does anything, he leaves the imprint of
his nature upon what he does." Consequently, the creation of the wo:ld
is at the same time his revelation. Brunner explicitly affirﬁs that
this proposition is not pagan but fundamentally Christian.30 Though man
immediately proceeds to distort God's revelation in creation intec idols
of his own, he could not do this if God had not in some way revealed
himself in his creation. But precisely because God has revealed
himself, and enabled man to know about him, man's disobedience is
without excuse. Brunner puts it as follows:

The term "nature" can be applied to such permanent capacity

for revelation as God has bestowed upon his works, to the

traces of his own nature which he has expressed and shown in
them. _

But the term "nature" can also be applied to what sinful
man makes of this in his ignorant knowledge, just as it can
be applied to that which God has implanted in human nature

as an image of himself, indestructible, yet always obscured
by sin.>!

Furthermore, Emil Brunner attempts to distinguish between the
objective and the subjective sense of .a term 'natural theology'. By the
former he means such a knowledge of God in his creation as can come only
td those who are already enlightened by the Christian revelation of him;
whereas by the latter he means such a knowledge of God as might be
supposed to be accessible to the heathen or to independent rational
argumehtation.52 God reveals himself in an objective manner in the
order of creation, but "sin darkens the sight of man in such a manner
that in the place of God he knows and fancies gods".53 Thus the
revelation in creation is not sufficient for the sinful man in order to
know God in such a way that the revelation in Jesus Chrigt brings

salvation. Man as a sinner is unable to know God, who in Jesus Christ
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reveals Himself to man anew according to His true nature, which even in
creation is partially hidden.%4 But only in faith, that is,.taking our
stand upon the revelation in Jesus Christ, such a knowledge of God in
His cfeation can be recognised in all its magnitude by those whose eyes

have been opened by Christ.33

The problem of natural theology Brunner sees as fundamental for all
theology. One's position on natural theology determines the character
of one's ethics, and it is significant just as well for one's dogmatics.
Further, this matter is .important from a methodological point of view.56
He has in mind the Church's teaching mission, particularly the dialogue
with non-believers, with intellectuals and with modern youth. If this
is to be pursued intelligibly, there is need of a natural theology. In
this regard, Brunner appeals to the natural theology of the Reformers,
especially that of Calvin on his side by the same pattern of distinction
between the objective and the subjective sense of the word naturalis or
natura.®’ 1In the objective sense Calvin uses, according to Brunner, the
term, 'nature' to designate the original creation in so far as it is
still recognizable as such, i.e. the God-given form of all created
being; and thus he understands that nature presents no contrast to
spirit or culture, but rather to what is not in accordance with
creation:

Therefore nature is for Calvin both a concept of being and a
concept of a norm, and over and over again we meet with the
expression: natura docet, natura dictat, which for him
means almost the same as: God teaches - i.e. the will of
God, which has been implanted in the world, teaches. It is
therefore quite natural for Calvin to use the concept of the
lex naturae and also that of the order of creation in the
same sense. Both are used very frequently, but if I am not
mistaken lex naturae is used more frequently. The will of

God, imprinted upon all existence, implanted in it from
creation, can therefore be recognised as such>8
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On the other hand, Calvin understands, in Brunner's view, that the
divine order of nature is affected by sin not only subjectively but also
objectively. But it is not affected so much as to render the will of
God, the 'rule' of nature invisible. On the contrary, where Calvin
speaks 'of nature in the objective sense, he says but little of a
disturbance by sin. In this view, God can be thus known even though the
knowledge of God to be gained from nature is only partial. And this is
not a confused knowledge, which can hardly be of interest for the
Christian, who knows the Word of God. Rather, it is something highly
important and necessary for the Christian as well. For God demands of

us that we should know and honour him in his works.3°

In contrast to Brunner's claim about natural theology, Karl Barth
denounced it with his emphatic 'No'. With regard to 'natural theology'
Barth claims that he is 'ultimately unintereéted.' In his view, it is
not an independent theme and problem at all, but merely the great danger
to the evangelical Church and her theology which must emerge from the
present suffering and strife purer, more united and more determined than
when she entered it. BAnd he says: "My opinion concerning the task of
our theological generation has been this: we must learn again to
understand revelation as grace and grace as revelation and therefore
turn away.from all 'true' or ‘'false' theologia naturalis by ever making
new decisions and being ever controverted anew. When. .. Brunner
suddenly‘began to proclaim openly 'the other task of theology', the
'point of contact', etc., I made it known that whatever might happen I

could and would not agree with this".60

In Barth's opinion, what Brunner claims about natural theology

should be completely rejected, because the image of God in man is
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totally déstroyed by sin. There is for Barth neither any grace of
creation and of preservation, nor recognizable ordinanées of
preservation; and therefore there is no point of contact for the
redeeming action of God . 61 Moreover, if natural theology would be done,
it can be only becoming to the theology and Church of Antichrist.
Therefore, except in His Word, God is never for us in the world, i.e. in
our space and time. For the early Barth, there is no road from science
to faith because God is and must remain the unknowable 'wholly other’.
So Barth argues thaﬁ 'natural theology' does not exist as an entity
capable of becoming a separate subject within what he considers to be
real theology, because it cannot properly deal with the subject matter
of the real theology which concerns the revelation in Jesus Christ:62
"By ‘'natural theology' I mean every (positive or negative) formulation
of a system which claims to be theological, i.e. to interpret divine
revelation, whose subject, however, differs fundamentally from the
revelation in Jesus Christ and whose method therefore differs equally

from the exposition of Holy Scripture".63

In Barth's view, only through His revelation in Jesus Christ we may
come to know God; and enter into relationship and even communion with
God; and therefore Jesus Christ, the Word of God, is the revelation,
because in His existencevHe is the reconciliation. Only as he beholds
the reconciliation that has taken place between God and man, can man
know God.®4  Thus if Brunner accepts unconditionally the Reformer's
principle of sola scriptura and sola gratia by saying that '"we are
concerned with the message of the sovereign, freely electing grace of
God," then he has been, Barth argues, unable to adhere to the Reformer's
principle. For Brunner claims that man's undestroyed formal imago Dei

is the objective possibility of the revelation of God.®5 That is to
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say, if a point of contact is for the divine grace, the formal sense of
the original image of God in man, so Barth argues, is then
controvertible to sola fide-sola gratia; and it must be denied,
therefore, to recognize any attempt of natural theology by which Brunner
‘attempts to hold such a ‘'capacity for revelation', or 'capacity for
words' or 'receptivity for word', or 'possibility of being addressed' as

man possesses even apart from revelation.66

Furthermore, what Brunner argues about natural theology in his
counter-theses, in Barth's view, lies not only in contradiction to the
principle of Reformers, but also in his misunderstanding of Calvin's
doctrine of the knowledge of God. According to Barth, Brunnéf attempts
to prove his own doctrine of the formal side of tﬁe imago dei with the
teaching of Calvin; so he thinks that it adheres to the teaching of the
Reformation and that it is quite near Calvin's doctrine. However,
Brunner distorts what Calvin comprehends in it.87  Barth argues that
Calvin speaks of a Duplex cognitio Domini from creation and in Christ
and he also says about a natural knowledge of God through creation,
which is said in Romans (1 : 19f, 2 : 14f) and Acts (14 : 15f, 17
24f). But he does not regard it as a capacity which man has retained
and which has to be reconstituted by faith, as a point of contact for
revelation and for the new life in Christ.68 So, if there is any
possibility of a real knowledge of the true God as derived from creation
by natural man, it is the possibility, according to Calvin, to know and
worship the gods of his own heart. For what Calvin says is that the
knowledge of God which now remains to man is nothing other than the

terrible source of all idolatry and superstition.69

Therefore, Barth concludés that the knowledge of God in Christ
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includes, according to Calvin, a real knowledge of the true God in
creation; thus in order to understand Calvin's contention the word
'includes' must be emphasized,'becauSe it does not, as Brunner seems to
think, bfing forth a second relatively independent kind of knowledge.70
Calvin does not mean that room should bé made after all for a Christian
philosophy of nature and ﬁistory, or a Christian anthropology and
psychology, and he séys: "Christ is the imago in which God makes
manifest to us not only his heart but also his hands and his feet.
...As soon as we depart from Christ there is no matter great or small in
which we would not give way to our own imaginations." In Barth's view,
what Calvin says about God in nature and history is meant to be anything
but (materially) the proclamation of Christ and (formally) exegesis of

5cripture.71

However, Emil Brunner is not willing to limit our knowledge of God
to épecial revelation. The cleavage between Brunner and Barth goes even
deeper: as Dale Moody points out, where Barth rejects the idea of the
image as a formal potentially for God, Brunner retains it; where Barth
speaks of special revelation alone, Brunner affirms a general revelation
in nature and man; Barth knows of séving grace, but Brunner finds
sustaining grace (Erhaltungsgnade) also; Brunner finds natural
ordinances while Barth does not; Barth believes in faith alone, but
Brunner finds a point of contact between faith and reason; with Brunner
the new creation is a consummation of the old, but with Barth the new

creation is a miracle.’2
In fact, this controversy over natural theology between Brunner and

Barth leads us to the early stage of the new movement of the dialectical

theology against the liberal theology when it attempted to restore 'the
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subject-matter of Christian theology' as the Word of God. 1In contrast
to the immanence of God in liberal theology, they emphasized the
'otherness of God' in a Kierkegaardian term 'infinite qualitative
distinction'.73 At the same time they needed to face the relation of
the Word of God to man in a dialectical way. For theology involves
necessarily the correlation of the two factors: God and man.’4 But it
can be thrown off its balance by the exaggeration of either to the
depreciation of the other. Thus through the controversy Barth is
primarily concerned with the subject-matter of theology, namely the Word
of God and he expresses as follows:

There exists no difference between Brunner and myself in

that in our activity, both as a whole and in detail, we are

constantly faced with the double question: what has to be

done? and: how is it to be done? It is the question

concerning content and that concerning language, the

question concerning revelation and the question what I and

my audience and readers ought to '"make of it." But we are

not at one as soon as Brunner maintains that the two

questions are one level; that they are therefore

comparable; that they can therefore be raised and answered

while confortably separated; and when he wishes to treat

the question of method, of language, of form, separately.75
Here Barth claims that he rejects natural theology upon which Brunner

attempts to presuppose any possibility of a point of contact between the

Word of God and the natural man.

On the other hand, Emil Brunner éees a dilemma between his
acceptance of Barth's presupposition and his suggestion of the ‘énother
task of theology' by saying: "I agree with Barth in teaching that the
original image of God in man has been destroyed, that the justitia
originalis has been lost and with it the possibility of doing or even of
willing to do that which is good in the sight of God, and that therefore
the free will hés been lost".76 Nevertheless, he is convinced that
Barth himself does not deny that even sinful and unredeemed man is

capable of doing and thinking what is reasonable, and that inspite of
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their questionable nature humanity and culture are not simply to be
dismissed as of no value from the point of view of revelation.’’
Therefore, there is, in Brunner's view, another task of theology which
is at the same time a missionary task for providing the Christian
message to natural man and heathen religion. For Brunner theology
cannot ignore the fact that they are besides usf
The knowledge of this fact is of decisive importance for
this missionary to the heathen who has set the standard for
all ages; and it ought to be of decisive importance, now as
then, for all who proclaim the Gospel. - It concerns the
responsibility, which has a double grounding in the
revelation in creation, of the man who is to be reached by
the Gospel. This knowledge becomes practically effective in
the 'contact', indispensable for every missionary, between
his proclamation of Christ and the revelation of God (which
leaves men inexcusable) in the works of creation and in the
law written in the heart.’8
As Reinhold Niebuhr points out, in this debate Brunner seems to him
to be right and Barth wrong; but Barth seems to be insistent in the
debate because Brunner accepts too many of Barth's presuppositions in
his fundamental premises to be able to present his own position with
plausibility and consistency.79 Brunner's controversy with Barth may
perhaps be not unfairly extended to Brunner's thought as a whole. John
Macgquarrie, in respect to the language of theology, suggests that when
we are confronted with such questions, we are nowadays likely to react
~in a different way from that in which men reacted when the questions
were first debated. We are more likely to wonder whether there are any
correct answers at all, and our first step today would be to take a
harder look at the questions themselves.80 So, we note that for Barth
the primary datum for all theological discourse is the Word of God. To
this alone, he tells us, the theologian is responsible. This seems td

imply that any genuine discourse about God must come from the side of

God himself. Thus, there is no 'natural theology', no path that leads
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from our everyday knowledge of things and persons in the world to the

knowledge of God. 81

However, there is also, according to Mécquarrie, another question -
how does our human language ever come to express a truth about God?
Barth's anSWer td this question is quite simple, and cuts straight
through the knot. God graciously. confers upon our human language the
capacity fo‘speak about himselfi Just as God has éondescended to become
flesh in Jesus Christ, so. he permits his divine speech to be expressed
in human speech. This analogy is an analogia gratiae; and it depends
not on the characteristics of our human language but rather on what God
does with that language.82 In Barth's view, God.makes our language
about him veridical. However, we are still inquiring about what meaning
can be given to such sentences as 'God gives us his revelation' or 'God
makes this language veridical,v'although the very expressions which
trouble us are of the type 'God gives....' and 'God makes....' It may
indeed be true that God is ontologically prior to everything else, that
everythingvgets its meaning from him, that language too is his creation.
According to Macquarrie, these points are not to be ignored, but they do
nof answer the kind of question that has been engaging our attention.
Barth's proffered solution of the problem of how we talk about God has
been described by Frederick Ferre as the 'logic of obedience’,83 and
perhaps it is the only sclution open to Barth, once his presuppositions
have been accepted. But Barth;s solution is.only one of several that

are offered by contemporary theologians.84
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2 The critical response to Rudolf Bultmann's demythologisation

2.1 The theological proposal of demythologisation

Perhaps no work which appeared in the field of the New Testament during
the years of the War has caused so much lively discussion as Bultmann's
book, Neues Testament und Mythologie;85 and since then his theological
programme of 'demythologisation' has been problematic among the
exponents of both New Testament exgesis and systematic (or dogmatic)
theology. Schubert M. Ogden who is one of the post-Bultmannians
expressively says: "The 'demythologising debate's' most striking
characteristic is the substantial agreement among its various
participants that Bultmann's proposal is intrinsically problematic".86
What Ogden himself concludes about Bultmann's demythologisation and
existential interpretation is that his solution is inherently
inadequate. The claim has come from responsible voices on practically
every side that Bultmann's theology is structurally inconsistent and

therefore open to the most Serious criticism.87

In this 'demythologising debate' Emil Brunner (who belongs to the
same generation as Bultmann) shares Bultmann's suggestion that "in the
New Testament there are present conceptions which are determined not by
the kerygma of Jesus Christ but by the world-picture of antiquity and
which on accouﬁt of their mythical character are no longer intelligible
to men of the twentieth century"”. Also he recognises Bultmann's
theological. proposal as 'the counter-attack on Barth's objectivism'.
However, on his own part Brunner criticises Bultmann's proposal as
"subjectivism which dissolved the work and Person of Jesus into a
kerygma about Christ and a subjective faith", if his 'demythologisation'

and 'existential interpretation' is that which seeks to explain
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statements of faith as being primarily expression of man's self-

understanding.88

As Brunﬁer's own expression, ‘theology beyond Barth and Bultmann',
has shown to ﬁs, he does not try to identify himself 'with one or the
other of these extreme systems';89 and this is precisely because the
~use of the objective-subjective antithesis in understanding the truth of
faith and furthermore in the Church is, so Brunner argues, "a disastrous
misunderstanding which affects the entire content of Christian doctrine
and also operates fatally in the practice of the Church, most severely
impairing the proclamation of the Wword and faith among the
fellowship".90 Brunner then develops his own way (see chapter III) and
he stands in the middle between them, which makes it appear that his
theology is an attempt at mediation.9? In this regard, he confronts
what Bultmann suggests in his proposal of demythologisation for his
counterpart of the theological dialogue and so we must take the question

of what Bultmann claims in his theology.

(a) Modern man and the mythological world-picturef What Bultmann
means by demythologisation of the New Testament message is the
interpretation of the New Testament in terms that contemporary man can
comprehend. And precisely the term, 'demythologisation', indicates a
method of interpreting the mythological understanding of man held by the
New Testament so that it becomes understandable to its contemporary
hearer and compels him to make a decision for himself with regard to
it.92 According to Bultmann, the New Testament is, in more than one
respéct, of a'mythological character; and so this mythical character
must be removed if the New Testament proclamation is to be made

intelligible for modern man.
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In particular this is true of the New Testament view of the world
‘and of the history of redemption. This mythological view of the world
includes not only everything that the New Testament presupposes as
consisting of three levels of world view: heaven, earth and hell, but
also that the earth is the work-place of supernatural powers:A God and
his angels, satan and his demons. All this is mythical language which
modern man cannot employ and cannot speak, since science has given him
another world picture. So, the basic problem of the understanding of
the New Testament for Bultmann is that modern man can no longer accept
the mythological world-picture in which the New Testament message is
clothed. Thus it is not a question of faith but of a legitimately
acquiredrinsight, and to require of the faithful that such be abandoned

would demand that the believer sacrifice his intellect.93

Acéording to Ogden's analysis of Bultmann's proposal of
demythologisation, as Paul van Buren sums up: "'A mythological world-
picture' is one in which (1) the nonobjective reality that man
experiences as the ground and 1limit of himself and his world is
'objectified' and thus presented as but another part of the objective
world; (2) the origin and goal of the world as a whole, és well as
certain happeninés within it, are referred to nonnatural, vyet
'objective' causes; (3) the resulting complex of ideas comprising the
picture takes the form of a double history".94 The New Testament
pictures the world as.having three storeys. This three-storied world-
picture is in fact only a bit of primitive sciénce. What makes this
primitive science mythological in the New Testament is the belief that
the upper and lower realms are transcendent. So, Bultmann intends,

according to Ogden, to project the idea of objectification of 'the non-
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objective reality that man experiences as the ground and limits of
himself and his world'.95 For Bultmann this is true because he sees
that the biblical myths did not arise in order to paint a certain
picture of the world, but to express “how man understands himself in his
world". Behind the mythology lay an understanding of man. Myth is
therefore not simply to be eliminéted; it must be interpreted as an
expression of man's existential self-understanding.96 Thus, he is
convincedA that the New Testament not only allows but demands this

interpretation.

Bultménn stands against both 'literalism' and 'liberalism'. In
response to the former he contends that the proclamation of the New
Testament does not involve the proclamation of the New Testament's
world-view; and thus faith must not be confused with a 'Weltanschauung'
that is, for Bultmann "a theory about the world and life, énd about the
unity of the world, its origin, purpose or worth - or again; its
worthlessness - about the meaning of it all - or again, about its
meaninglessness."97 To make faith understandable the mythical world-
view of the New Testament in which angels, demons, miracles, and so
forth play such a significant role in the mythical world-view of the New
Testament,.must not be interpreted in a fundamentalist way that
maintains the Bible, being from God, cannot be wrong; it cannot be in
error and cannot lead info error; and so its understanding cannot be
established by the means and methods of historical (or empirical)
science.%8 The myth of the New Testament must not be interpreted in a
way of 1liberalism that seeks to eliminate the mythology, thereby
‘throwing out the kerygma itself; and of liberalism he complains:

The liberal theologians of the last century were working on
the wrong lines. They threw away not only the mythology but

also the kerygma itself. ....The last twenty years have
witnessed a movement away from criticism and a return to a
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naive acceptance of the kerygma. The danger both for
theological scholarship and for the Church is that this
uncritical resuscitation of the New Testament mythology may
make the Gospel message unintelligible to the modern world.
We cannot dismiss the critical 1labours of earlier
generations without further ado. We must take them up and
put them to constructive use. Failure to do so will mean
that the old battles between orthodoxy and liberalism will
have to be fought out all over again, that is assuming that
there will be any Church or any 'theologians to fight them
at all.' ©Perhaps we may put it schematically 1like this:
whereas the older liberals used criticism to eliminate the
mythology of the New Testament, our task today is to use
criticism to interpret it.99

Finally, what Bultmann argues in his proposélvbf demythologisation
is that the New Testament itself invites this kind of criticism; not
only are there rough edges in its mythology, but some of its features
are actually contradictory. Then the principal demand for the criticism
of mythology comes from a curious contradiction which runs right through
the New Testament; and attempts at demythologisation are sometimes made
even within the New Testament itself.100 So, the New Testament for
Bultmann not only allows but demands this interpretation. He believes
there are basically two kinds of statements: those which give
information, and those which demand a decision of the 1listener or
reader. Those of the proclamation of the New Testament belongs to the
second type; and so they demand that the reader decide how he shall
understand himself.101 For Bultmann the very nature of the New
festament witness and of faith, therefore, demand an existential

interpretation.

(b) The demythologisation process. According to Edwin M. Good,
what demythologisation involves is that it revolves around two poles:
interpretation, that is the articulation of an ancient message in modern
terminology, and the question about human existence, its potentiality

and its meaning.m2 Demythologisation is the interpretation of the New
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Testament faith in terms of‘the understanding of human»existence. It
rests on exegesis, and therefore on the principles of hermeneutics that
drive Bultmann to the existential interpretation. For Bultmann the
gospels of the New Testament are fundamentally the message, "Tua res
agitur" (this concerns you). . So, precisely he approaches the New
Testament myths 'existentially', that is, not as objective reports of
extraordinary phenomena, but as vehicles of a world that speaks out of
existence and to existence, and then a tenable solution to the
theological problem begins to appear.103 At this point
demythologisation for Bultmann is a "demand of faith itself on the
historical foundation enshrined within the mythological imagery it
uses",104 because it requires to be freed from every world-picture
eketched by objectifying thinking, whether it be that of myth or that of
science. The conflict between science and myth indicates that faith has

not yet found its really adequate form of expression.

For Bultmann, in: - the New Testament as it has been interpreted
through the centuries, mythology has been used as if it were
descriptive; and so it has ceased to be existential; and then has
become dogma; and its originally fresh articulation of human existence
has degenerated into statements of it. Thus the Church has tended to
lose sight of the mythological dynamics of the New Testament and has
treated it as the source book of theological systematization. So, the
mythical thought objectifies the divine activity and projects it on to
the plane of worldly happenings.105 But that is trouble; and then the
miracle demands a rational explanation, for it must conform to history
in the positivistic sense; and he states:

"Mythological thought regarde the divine activity, whether

in nature or in history, as an interference with the course
of nature, history, or the life of the soul, a tearing of it
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asunder - a miracle, in fact. Thus it objectifies the

divine activity and projects it on to the plane of worldly

happenings. A miracle - i.e. an act of God - is not visible

or ascertainable like worldly events. The only way to

preserve the unworldly, transcendental character of the

divine activity is to regard it not as an interference in

worldly happenings, but something accomplished in them in

such a way that the closed weft of history as it presents

itself to objective observation is left undisturbed. To

every other eye than the eye of faith the action of God is

hidden. Only the "natural" happening is generally visible

and ascertainable. In it is accomplished the hidden act of

God. 106

So, according to Bultmann, if we are to avoid the mistakes of
liberal theology and yet as the same time deal with the problem
presented by the New Testament world-picture, we must, as Schubert M.
Ogden points out, devote ourselves to interpreting the biblical myths
critically in terms of the estistentiell understanding of existence they
basicaily seek to express.m'7 Therefore, what Bultmann projects (to
take away the 'myth' in the New Testament) is the demythologisation of
the existential interpretation, in which Christ is present to our
existence, for example, "I have been crucified with Christ" (Gal.
2:20).108 Here the 'eschatological' event of God's saving act in Christ
has become actualized in one's own life;109 and he is in the 'new age'.
The Christ event has been taken out of the purely historic realm, where
it can never be more than the tragic death of a great man; and at the
same time it has been taken out of the mythological realm, where we must
imagine a cosmic transaction between God and Christ or between God and
satan. It has become the encounter of the self with God himself, in
which one's own past and security give place to the past of the Christ

event and to faith. And this bring us to Bultmann's existential

understanding of God and of faith.

2.2 The Christ-event and self-understanding

On the way of realising the demythologisation, or rather the existential
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interpretation of the New Téstament, Bultmannn does not take his
starting-point from the Christ-event, describing it as an objectively
verifiable part of the story of redemption, and going on to draw from it
épecific consequences for the destiny of man and of the world. Instead,
he takes as his point of departure the understanding of existence in the
New Testament. Since the Bible is an historical document, he approaches
it, as he would any historical text, with the question of how man's
existence is understood in the Bible. And to this question the New
Testamenf requires, according to Bultmann, two modes of human existence,
that is, unbelieving (or unredeemed) existence, and believing (or
redeemed) existence.!'0 Both modes of existence are determined by the
fact that man is focussed upon the future, and that he seeks to attain

to what he really is.

(a) The understanding of existence in the New Testament. The
unbelieving man whose life is 'apart from faith' is based on what is
immediately at hand, visible and tangible. He seeks to attain to the
future and to his essentiality by his own means and therefore having it
under his own control. He is not prepared to understand himself as
God's creation; so he would like to secure his life himself, either by
acquisition of this world's goods or through great moral achievements.
But this brings him into a fatal error. For in truth man is not secure.
He clings to what is transitory, and so his lifé is subject to
transitoriness and to death. It is, therefore, this attempt at self-
sufficiency on the part of man which the Bible calls sin. In this
regard, Bultmann follows St. Paul in characterising it as the 'glorying'
of him; and‘it is man seeking to assert himself as'man, and thereby

making himself Gog. 111
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But the believing man whose life is that of faith (or authentic
life) abandons all security created by himself, and bases his life on
what is 'unseen and intangible'. He understands himself as God's
creéture, and receives his life as a gift in this "radical self-
commitment to God, which looks for everything from God, and nqthing from
oneself," man is set free from himself. An authentic (or genuine) life
in freedom only becomes possible through faith in God's grace, that is,
by trusting that what is invisible, unknown and intangible will
encounter man as love and open up to him a future which is not one of
death, but of life. Thus to exist means for Bultmann 'eschatological
existence', and it means being 'a new creature’. By 'eschatology'
Bultmann intends not the catastrophic destruction.of the world at the
end of time, but the end of thé world which in faith is an event taking
place even now: |

This (the life of faith) is eschatological existence; it
means being a "new creature" (2 Cor. 5:17). The eschatology
of Jewish apocalyptic and of Gnosticism has been emancipated
from its accompanying mythology, in so far as the age of
salvation has already dawned for the believer and the life
of the future has become a present reality. The fourth
gospel carries this process to a 1logical conclusion by
completely eliminating every trace of apocalyptic
eschatology. The last judgement is no longer an imminent
cosmic event, for it is already taking place in the coming
of Jesus and in his summons to believe (John 3:19; 9:39;
12:31). The believer has life here and now, and has passed
already from death into life (5:24,etc.). Outwardly
everything remains as before, but inwardly his relation to
the world has been radically changed. The world has no
further claim on him, for  faith is the victory which
overcometh the world (1 John 5:4).112

The believer stands, therefore, back from the world and looks at it
critically. Having committed himself to God, he is free and liberated

from all that is tangible ih the world.

But the question is that of how the transition, from one kind of

existence to the other, takes place. The message of the New Testament
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states, for Bultmann, that faith in God's grace is faith in Christ, and
that the new understanding of existence is only possible as the
consequence of a particular event in history, the Christ-event.!13
Indeed Bultmann recognizes that both theology and philosophy are
concerned with the true 'nature' of maﬁ, that is, that man neither can
nor ought ever to be anything but what he already is. 14 1In this regard
even Christian faith is not a 'mysterious supernatural quality' but 'the
disposition of genuine humanity', and Christian love is not a
'mysterious supernatural power', but  'the natural disposition of
man'.115 However, both theology and philosophy reply differently to the
question of how this natural and authentic existence of man is to be
realised. The latter believes that no divine revelation, but only human
reflection, is necessary to bring to light the 'natural' attitude of
man; and it holds the view that the awareness of his own essentiality
is sufficient to bring it into man's power, on the principle "You can,
therefore you ought". The former asserts, however, that man's true
nature is no longer at his own disposal, even if be is aware of it.
Every movement on the part of man is a movement made within his fallen
condition, because it 1is determined by his attempt at self-

sufficiency.116

(b) The Christ-event as the saving act of God. Thus the
understanding of the true situation of man 1leads directly to the
qqestion how man can be set free from himself. The message of the New
Testément says that there is no other practicable way for him to come to
true life. Such a liberation cannot take place through man's own power,
but only from outside himself. Only the love of God is able to free man
from himself and to bring him to a life in faith and love. But the love

of God must not be a human product of his own wishful thinking. Instead
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it must be revealedvas an act of God in Jesus Christ:

The event of Jesus Christ is therefore the revelation of the
love of God. It makes a man free from himself and free to
be himself, free to live a life of self-commitment in faith
and love. But faith in this sense of the word is possible
only where it takes the form of faith in the love of God.
Yet such a faith is still a subtle form of self-assertion so
long as the 1love of God is merely a piece of wishful
thinking. It is only an abstract idea so long as God has
not revealed his love. That is why faith for the Christian
means faith in Christ, for it is faith in the love of God
revealed in Christ. Only those who are loved are capable of
loving.117

The saving event of God in Jesus Christ is, aCcording to Bultmann,
wholly and completely concentrated upon the cross and resurrection of
Christ.''8 fThe cross of Christ is a past historical event which can be
dated like any other. But even this past historical event which took
place at a particular date 'acquires cosmic dimensions'119 through the
use of mythological language, and so its significance as a saving event
is revealed. It becomes an ‘'eschatological' event, which brings the old
world to an end, and transforms its destiny once for all. But as an
eschatological event it is no longer a past historical event, but is
constantly present for us. Bultmann puts it as follows:

To believe in the cross of Christ does not mean to concern
ourselves with a mythical process wrought outside of us and
our world, with an objective event turned by God to our
advantage, but rather to make the cross of Christ our own,
to undergo crucifixion with him. The cross in its
redemptive aspect is not an isolated incident which befell a
mythical personage, but an event whose meaning has "cosmic"
importance. Its decisive, revolutionary significance is
brought out by the eschatological framework in which it is
set. In other words, the cross is not just an event of the

past which can be contemplated, but is (understood in its
significance, that is for faith) an ever-present reality.120

In this regard, the resurrection of Christ for Bultmann is
inextricably bound up with the cross. What the New Testament says about

the resurrection of Christ is simply "an attempt to convey the meaning
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of the cross".121 1t signifies that the death of Jesus on the cross is
to be regarded as "not just an ordinary human death", but as "the
judgement and salvation of the world", through which he has brought the
world salvation and created the possibility of trﬁe life. But Bultmann
readily grants that the resurrection is not a historical event which,
like the crucifixion, is to be understood in its existential
significance.122 Therefore, what does seem to him to be so is that the
New Testament's statements about the resurrection are its attempt to
express the decisive meaning of the cross for human existence. Then,
the cross and the resurrection form a unity, and are the origin and
object of the same faith:

Cross and resurrection form a single, indivisible cosmic

event which brings judgement to the world and opens up for

men the possibility of authentic life. But if that be so,

the resurrection cannot be a miraculous proof capable of

demonstration and sufficient to convince the sceptic that

the cross really has the cosmic and eschatological

significance ascribed to it. ...The resurrection is not a

mythological event adduced in order to prove the saving

efficacy of the cross, but an article of faith just as much

as the meaning of the cross itself. 1Indeed, faith in the

resurrection is really the same thing as faith in the saving

efficacy of the cross, faith in the cross as the cross of
Christ.123

But Bultmann clearly distinguishes, as Schubert M. Ogden points
out, between (1) the reality of the resurrection itself, which still is
(while not an objective event at all) independently real as the gracious
action of God whereby we are presented with the factual possibility of
authentic existence, and (2) the first occurrence of faith in the
resurrection, which is an objective event open to the historian's
scrutiny.124 Thus he can allow for the affirmation by faith of the
independent reality of the resurrection as the ground of the Easter
message and also maintain that what the historian can see is simply that

this message in fact arose within the circle of Jesus' disciples and
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that the occasion (or occasions) for its arising probably took the form
of some kind of visionary experience in which Jesus was apprehended as

the exalted Messiah.125

However, a question still remains of how one comes to apprehend the
"significance' of the Christ-event, in other words, how it is 'made
present'. To that question Bultmann's constantly repeated answer is
that Christ crucified and risen encounters us 'in the word of
proclamation and nowhere else'. "There is only one answer. This is the
way in which the cross is proclaimed. It is always proclaimed together
with the resurrection. Christ meets us in the preaching as one
crucified and risen. He meets us in the word of preaching and nowhere
else. The faith of Easter is just this - faith in the word of
preaching". When the word of preaching confronts us as the word of God,
it is not for us to question its credential, but it is we who are
questioned whether we will believe the word or reject it. "But‘in
answering this question, in accepting the word of preaching as the word
of God and the death and resurrection of Christ as the eschatological

event, we are given an opportunity of understanding ourselves".126

(c) Kerygma and self-understanding. Bultmann considers therefore
Christ to be risen in the faith and preaching of his disciples, that is
in the Kerygma; and further he argues that Jesus is really present in
the Kerygma, that it is 'his' word which comes to the hearer in the
Kerygma. He is not exhausted to continuously say: "In the word of
preaching and there alone we meet the risen Lord. So belief cometh of
hearing, and hearing by the word of Christ (Rom.10:17)."127 In this
regard the concept, 'kerygma', becomes for Bultmann the essence of his

theological thoﬁght.128 The word, 'kerygma', means 'the cry of a
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herald', 'the message', 'proclamation', 'testimony', 'preaching; - the
word expresses the idea that through the preaching taking place today
the New Testament proclamation becomes a personal word of God addressed
to me. Consequently, the content and the carrying out of the kerygma
are identical, for the content of the Kerygma is the Christ-evént, and

it is this Christ-event which takes place here and now in preaching,129

Therefore, revelation for Bultmann occurs in an 'encounter' with
the Word of preaching; and then preaching, by mediating an encounter in
which God addresses man and man answers God, is itself revelation. "The
preaching is itself revelation and does not merely speak about it, so
that it mediates a content that one can understand or to which he can
relate himself through knowledge and thereby 'have' the revelation. If
preaching communicates a content, it at the same time addresses us; it
speaks to our conséiences, and whoever refuses to let himself be
addressed likewise does not understand what is communicated".'30 This
interpretation in terms of an encounter with the Word of preaching, i.e.
the kerygma, explains the precise meaning that Bultmgnn attaches to his
constantly repeated view that revelation, so far from being a System of
dogma, is 'an act'. But it is not ‘'any' kind of act; rather it is
specifically God acting here and now in addressing to man his decisive

eschatological Word of salvation. 13!

However, Bultmann claims that God's act of self-disclosure in the
proclamation of the gospel would not be complete, or could not indeed
occur, unless it met with self-understanding in the hearer. "Revelation
encounters man in the word - in the word that sounds forth in his
present; and it thereby actually happens to him whether he understands

that it does or not. Faithful and unfaithful alike are qualified by the
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revelatory occurrence; for them the decision has been made, either to
live or to die."132 1If a man is to receive and then to obey God's Word,
he must see it in relation to his own existence. Thus revelation does
not unveil the speaker only; it also unveils the hearer by showing what
he is and what he can become. So Bultmann states as follows:
What, then, has been revealed? Nothing at all, so far as
the question concerning revelation asks for doctrines -
doctrines, say, that no man could have discovered for
himself - or for mysteries that become known once and for
all as soon as they are communicated. On the other hand, -
however, everything has been revealed, insofar as man's eyes
are opened concerning his own existence and he is once again
able to understand himself. ...Man learns to understand
himself in the light of the revelation of redemption not a
bit differently than he always already should understand
himself in face of the revelation in creation and the law-
namely, as God's creature who is limited by God and stands
under God's claim, which opens up to him the way to death or
to life. If revelation in Jesus means salvation as an
understanding of oneself in him, then the revelation in
creation meant nothing over than this wunderstanding of

oneself in God in the knowledge of . one's own
creatureliness. 133

Here the concept of 'self-undefstanding' forms a parallel in
Bultmann to the concept of the 'kerygma'.134 God's act of revelation
which we encounter in the kerygma bestows upon us a new understanding of‘
ourselves. "If it is also not permitted to understand God's act as a
phenomenon in the world that can be perceived apart from an existentiell
encounter with it, then his act can be spoken of only ifbat the same
time I myself as the one who is encountered by it am alsc spoken of. To
speak of God's act means to speak at the same time of my own existence.
Since human life is a life in space and time, man's encounter with God
must be an event that takes place concretely here and now. Accordingly,
what is meant by speaking of God's act is this event of being addressed,
questioned, judged, and blessed here and now by God."135  For Bultmann

this does not mean that preaching effects a marginal transformation of
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our life, or that our relationship to God is added on to our existence
in other spheres of life, as an extension. It means that preaching as
such opens our eyes to ourselves, and that we understand ourselves anew
in the concrete existential circumstances of our lives, in the light of
the divine act of revelation. Therefore Bultmann speaks of faith as a

new 'understanding of existence' or 'understanding of oneself'.136

2.3 Some criticism of demythologisation

(a) The problem of 'demythologisation'. Bultmann's position that is
his proposal of 'demythologisation' and ‘'existential interpretation'
maintains, Brunner aréues,»'the confusion of the world-view with the
guestion of myth' in saying that "the presentation of God's saving act
corresponds to the mythical world-view"; and therefore "all the related
ideas of God's saving act such as the sending of the Son of God in the
fullness of time, the pre-existencé of the Son of God, His atoning death
on the Cross, the despoiling of the 'powers', the exaltation of Jesus,
the coming Judgment, the Holy Spirit who works in the hearts of the
faithful and guarantee their resurrection, etc., are reckoned as part of
the mythical world-view".137 He criticizeé that Bultmann eliminated the
myth from which "the Christian kerygma cannot be separated" and which
"is related to the historicity of the divine revelation and to the
history of salvation".138 For Brunner the two terms, 'the world-view'
and 'myth' signifies two different spheres: the former is "the question
of natural science'", and the latter is that of "the interpretétion of

history, the idea of the nature and the action of God."13%
As the previous discussion has shown to us, what Bultmann intends

to eliminate is the fact that "myth talks about the unworldly as

worldly, the gods as human", '40 and he claims as follows:
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What is expressed in myth is the faith that the familiar and

disposable world in which we live does not have its ground

and aim in itself but that its ground and limit lie beyond

all that is familiar and disposable and that this is all

constantly threatened and controlled by the uncanny powers

that are its ground and limit. 1In unity with this myth also

gives expression to the knowledge that we are not lords of

ourselves, that we are not only dependent within the

familiar world but that we are especially dependent on the

powers that hold sway beyond all that is familiar, and that

it is precisely in dependence on them that we can become

free from the familiar powers.141 |
Here the term, 'myth', for Bultmann deals with the life of man sub
specie Dei; and understands man's existence in terms of his
relationship with the divine, and presents the aivine power in action
within the human sphere. It is, therefore, a mode of expression for
man's understanding of himself in the world in which he lives. The
problem is to penetrate the myth in order to discover the understanding
of human existence enshrined there, and then to discover the
contemporary terms in which that understanding may be interpreted. And
thus myth must not be critically eliminated (as the liberal theology
does), but interpreted existentially. However, Bultmann's use of the
term 'myth' is ambiguous when he says "there certainly are for those who
regard all language about an act of God or of a decisive, eschatological
event as mythological. But this is not mythology in the traditional
sense, not the kind of mythology which has become antiquated with the
decay of the mythical world-view".142 That is to say, Bultmann does
not, as Heinz Zahrnt points out, seek to eliminate the mythological
conception of the New Testament out of hand, in order to retain a

'Christian residue'. Instead, he seeks in those conceptions the

understanding of existence which is expressed within them. 143
(b) The charge of subjectivism. Bultmann's identification of
kerygma with the self-understanding of man raises another problem.

According to Brunner, it is noticeable that Bultmann's two postulates,
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fdemythologisation' and 'existential interpretation', often pass over
the one into the other, and that they are identified with each other.
The former is then made repeatedly to serve the purpose of confronting
the self-understanding of 'modern' man, for which Bultmann projects
demythologisation by the existential philosophy of Martin Heidegger.144
In Bultmann's view, what the philosophy of Heidegger does is to provide
him with the conceptual framework that is necessary to wunderstand
kerygma. When we seek to understand énything, no mattér what it may be,
there is a general rule that we can only approach it on the assumption
that we already have some understanding of what it is about. "In order
to understand anything,_ we must already have some pre-understanding
(Vorverstindnis) of the subject matter".'45 1In this regard, we have the
concept of pre-understanding which is fundamental to Bultmann's
theology: "Basically pre-understanding is the understanding of one's own
~existence which can be clarified conceptually through philosophy. To
this end, I use the concept of authentic and inauthentic existence and
of history and historicity developed by Heidegger in his Being and
Time" . 146 This explains why Bultmann has committed himself to the

existentialist philosophy.

Bultmann is anxious to insist that this in no way determines the
content of kerygma. "The philosophical analysis of existence has for me
only propaedeutic significance, and prejudges nothing concerning the
existential life of the individual. Philosophy for Bultmann only
providesAus with the concepts of authentic and inauthentic existence,
only furnishes the formal scheme into which kerygma must be introduced
if its specific character is to be understood. Philosophy "offers the
possibility of speaking of Christian existence in a language which is

‘comprehensible today".147 Hence even theology cannot put forth any
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statement it pleases, but must show that their truth would be
meaningful. But it cannot do this like the natural sciences, by
subjecting its truth to objective experiment, but only by demonstrating
their relevance to reality and their significance for external life.
So, theology must show, for Bultmann, how far man in reality obtains

through faith a new understanding of his own self in the world.

But this has important conSequences for theological language. The
object of theology is God. So, we cannot speak 'directly' of God, that
is, in general propositions and verities, which do not take into account
the concrete existential situation of the speaker or the person
addressed. We can only speak of God 'indirectly', that is, in
propositions and verities which have a relevance to the concrete
existential situation of the person addressed. 1In this regard, Bultmann
argues that all theological propositions are true and valid only as
existential statement and all pronouncements concerning God and his
revelation require to be 'expressed in terms of existential life' when
he says as follows:

If the action of God is not to be conceived as a worldly
phenomenon capable of being apprehended apart from its
existential reference, it can only be spoken of by speaking
simultaneously of myself as the person who is existentially
concerned. To speak of the act of God means to speak at the
same time of my existence. Since human life is lived out in
time and space, man's encounter with God can only be a
specific event here and now. This event, our being
addressed by God here and now, our being questioned, judged,

and blessed by him, is what we mean when we speak of an act
of God.148

Consequently, Bultmann is never exhausted to emphasise that we can
only speak of God and his action if we speak at the same time of man and
his existential life. He is ready to accept the assertion of a critics

that he is transforming theology into anthropology; and indeed his
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proposal of demythologisation is, as Anders Nygren points out, an
analysis of existence that "intended to provide the anthropological pre-
understanding which is supposed to open the way for the gospel to modern
man".149 Bultmann heartily agrees: "I am trying to substitute
anthropology for theology, for I am interpreting theological
affirmations as assertions about human life. What I mean is that the
God of the Christian revelation is the ansher to the vital questions,

the existential questions".150

So at this point a question arises whether this is not to deprive
the action of God of all objective reality and reduce it to subjective
experience, or God and faith in him are not made simply an inward
experience, a psychological process.151 This is the usual theological
objection raised against Bultmann's existential interpretation. Helmut
Thielicke expresses the view thus: "the event in the process of
revelation is not an objective reality, it is simply a change in the
subjective consciousness of man. ...The historical narratives of the
New Testament are, to put it bluntly, not events in their own right, but
only the prelude to an event. The real event is the change which takes
‘place in human self-consciousness."152 Or Anders Nygren criticises that
Bultmann's existential interpretation of the last resort 'replaces the
religious message of kerygma. Anthropology takes the place of
theology".193 Therefore, this threat that the kerygma may be made
completely unhistorical leads to a further consegence. Because all the
- historical and concrete, living and bodily, visible and tangible
elements are taken away from the Christ-event in Bultmann's theology,
there is a danger of its losing its character as a gift and as gospel.
All that remains is, as Heniz Zahrnt points out, "a single and naked

saving act, characterised only by its mere existence as a fact. It is
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the empty paradox, that God acted in this man Jesus. What he actually

did, and how he did it, is not stated."154

In this regard, even though Brunner shares partly Bultmann's
'theological' proposal of 'demythologisation', he believes that
Bultmann's 'subjectivism' fails to do justice to the reality of the
historical revelation, as the Jesus of history disappears behind the
believer's witness to Christ and the 0ld Testament sacred history has no
longer any part to play. The reason for this is that Bultmann'"rejects
the question whether a historical event, a personality called Jesus,
stands behind the Christian witness of the believing community, and
whether the picture of this Jesué drawn by the gospels corresponds to
historical reality as irrelevant and theologically unjustified".155 But
the kerygma itself permits an inquiry concerning the historical Jesus.
Indeed, nbt only does it pefmit such a inquiry, it demands it as an
obligation. The kerygma explicitly states that its criterion is Jesus
himself, and speaks of this criterion as of an historical phenomenon.
This requires that the name of Jesus of which the kerygma speaks should
not remain a mere word[ a fortuitous and meaningless symbol, but should
appear as that of an historical person.!56 Therefore, instead of the
term 'demythologisation', Brunner suggests the term 'truth as encounter'
that points to the God who speaks to us in the Bible, abbve all, in the
history of Jesus Christ.157 For him, this alternative proposal may
indicate an appropriate meaning of the term 'missionary theology'. This

we will discuss in the next chapter.
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