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PREFACE

The general problem in this work is to examine and
aésess the influence of existentialist philosophy on
contemporary theological thought, and this is illustrated
from the particular case of the influence Qf Heidegger
on Bultmann.

In the Introduction the problem is stated, and a
‘sketch is givén of the existential approach to theology.
This approach is defended on three grounds. These are:
| 1) the right of the apologist to make use of current
philosophical concepts; 2) a special relation bétween
existentialism and the work of theology; 3) an affinity
between the concepts of existentialism and those of
ﬁiblical thought.

The main body of the work falls into two parts;
reflecting a division found both in Heidegger's
"Sein und Zeit" and in Bultmann's "Theologie des Neuen
Testaments." The first part considers Heidegger's
analysis of inauthentic existence in relation to
Bultmann's exposition of the New Testament teaching on
man, showing the close connection beﬁween the two,
and makihg critical comment where necessary. The

subjects covered are man in the world, understanding,



anxiety, fallenness and sin, care, death. This céncludes
the analysis of inauthentic existence.

The second part is concerned with Heidegger's ides
of an authentic existence in relation to Bultmann's
exposition of the Christian life as a new understanding
of the self. DBeginning from the problem of the transition
from inauthentic to authentic existence, the argument
goes on to consider the historical element in Christianity
‘in relation t¢ Heidegger's philosophy of history and
Bultmann's views on demythologising, and ends with the
analysis of the life of faith and the problem of
authentic individual ekistence in the community.

The Conclusion attempts to summarise the results of
‘the inquiry. Bultmann's place in the development of
twentieth-century theology is indicated, and the‘value

- of his contribution assessed.
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GHAPTER I

- THE RELATION OF THE PHILOSOPHY
OF EXISTENCE TO THEOLOGY

1. vPhilOSOphical Influences upon Theological Thought.

Whether for good or 111, it is a fact that throughout
its history Christian theology has fallen at various
times under the influence of diffement secular philo-
sophies. Even in the New Testament there are passages
Which seem to betray Gnostic influence. From Justin
Martyr to Augustine, the early theologians drew freely
on Greek sources, especially Plato, for their theological
work. Thomas Aquinas made use of the philosophy of
Aristotle in his exposition of thé Christian faith.
Butler shows in his writings ihe influence of eighteenth
century rationalism. In the nineteenth century
_theology fell under the spell of Hegelian idealism,
and later it was influenced by ideas stemming from
the new scientific theories.

- In all these cases we see an apologetic motive at
‘éiOrk.erhe theologians were trying to find a point of

entry into the contemporary mind in order that they



might be able to present the Christian faith in terms
iitelligible to their own age. They therefore made use
~ of current philoSQpbicél concepts even when these were
drawn from systems of thought quite alien to Christianity.

The apologetic purpose of the theologians who
have.been mentioned was, in general, sucessfully accom-
plished. The early apologists were faced with the challenge
of pagan philosophy; Thomas Aquinas by that of the
Averroism of the mediseval universities; Butler by that
of deism. All of them by the skilful use of contemporary
‘ ﬁhilosoPhicél ideas restated the historic Christian faith
in such a way as to win a hearing for it in their own
time. But more than that, it may be said also that all
of them made contributions of permanent value to
theological thought, because they themselves won a
deeper understanding of Christian truth through their
work. |

}Clearly however.there are grave dangers inherent
in this way of theologising. The peril is threefold.
Pre-occupation with a secular phiiosophy and the employ-
ment of it in the interpretation of the Christian faith -
- may essily lesd to the distortion of Christian teaching

through the over-emphasis of those elements in it



whish happen to be specially congenial to the philossphy
concerned. Or again, ideas quite foreign to Christianity
may slip into its theology while masquerading under the
guise of traditional Christian terminology. At worst,
there may be. a plain accommodation of the Christian .
faith to the prevailing philosophical fashion of ths

age.

It can be argued that these dangerous possibilities
were in fact realised when Christian theology fell under
‘the influence of Hegeliaﬁ idealism, and it can be even
' “fiore forcibly contended that much in the movement known
‘as liberal modernism was motivated by the idea that at
all costs the Christian faith must be so interpreted
that it would not give offence to the popular scientifiec
outlook. It is understandable4therefore that in the
twentieth century there should have arisen among theo-
logians a sharp reaction against philosophical influences.
Of Barth it has been said that he ﬁis always the theo-
'1ogian criticising the philosophers, and the theologians
‘who allow their teaching to be determined by philosophical
‘notions."* It is maintained that the concern of theology :

’ﬁfﬁﬁSDlély with the revealed Word of God, and that human

% R. Birch Hoyle, "The Teaching of Karl Barth," p. 57.




philosophies can only obscure and distort the Ghristian'
faith when they are allowed to influence its interpretation.
The endeavour is to derivé theological teaching entirely
from the divine revelation of Biblical reliéion, and to
exclude from it all elements of human speculation.

Thus to say that the thought of such a theologian
as Bultmann shows the influence of existentialist philo-
sophy might seem sufficient to condemn it right away in
the eyés of many contemporary theologians who have come
to have a'profound‘distrust of philosophy. 1Is not
4Eﬁitmann falling into the old error of making Christian
teaching conform to the trends of current secular thought?
And will not Christian theology be again misled and
distorted thrbugh this alien influence?’

We might of course defend Bultmann on the lines
on which the great apologists of earlier times could be
defended, and say thatbhe is seeking, not unsuccessfully,
to present Christianity as a relevant issue in the mid
twentieth century. Existentialism has appeared as a
philosophical reaction against the scientific humanism
that. prevailed in the early partAof the century. It
 denies the claim of that school of thought that the

only knowledge is that which can be scientifically



verified, and affirms on the sontrary that secientific
knowledge is only one kind of knowledge, not privileged
but specialised, and subordinate to the fundamental
knowledge, which is knowledge of existence. On the
face of it, this philosophical msvement does seem to
offer to the Christian theologian a way of access to
the contemporary minds It has apologetic possibilities,
and, rightly used, these might prove to be of considerable
value. It may'be that through his pre-occupation with
existentialist ideas Bultmann on occasions misrepresents
‘Some Christian teaching, and where that can be shown to
happen, it will be a weakness in his theological
position. But it still remains arguable that the
contemporary apologist, like his predecessors, has a
right to use, with proper care, such current philosophical
eoncepts as will enable him to present the éhristian~
falth as a living and intelligible issue in his own
generation.

~ This however is not the main line of defence for
Bultmann's pbsition. He is not primarily concerned
- to expound Christian thought in the language and
”cohcepts of'what,may-pfove to be a passing philosophical

mood, but makes the more far-reaching claim that the‘Q



philosophy of existence stands in a special relation to
vthe01ogy. If existentialism has influenced the theology
of Bultmann, it is not as an external influence, like
much of the influence of Greek and Western philosophy
upon theology in the past. Theology is understood by

’ Bultmann as the clarification of the content of faith,
‘and the bringing of it to conscious knowledge.* That

ie to say, theology is a kind of phenomenology of faith,
through which that which is implicit in Christian belief
48 exhibited in a connected system of thought. Further,.
¢ says that this snslysis of faith must be undertaken
from the standpoint of faith itself. Bultmann just as
much as Barth is oriénted in his thought to the fsith
which has its origin in the Christian revelation. His
‘primary concern is to interpret faith itself, to let it
‘show itself and speak for itself. His authentic intention
is to exhibit the thought of the New Testameht as such.
Where then dbes the influence of exlistentialism come

in? Can it be anything other than an extraneous and
distorting influence in the exegesis of New Testament
~thought, even when that thought is to be shown in its

‘relevance to the present day? But we have said that




existentislism is not an extermnsl influence upon theology,
. but stands in a special relation to it. What then 1s

that relation?
2. Thedlogy and Ontology.

‘. BEvery induiry has its presuppositions, and that is
as true of theological ingquiry as of any other. These
presuppositions delimit the field of the inquiry,
determine ifs basic concepts, and give it direction.*
.In some way they already determine the result of the
inquiry - not the content of the result, but the kind
of result that will be obtained. These presuppositions
are ontological, that is to say, they consist in a
preliminary understanding of the being of the entities
into which the inquiry is‘being made. For example, the
theologian may ask, "What is man in his relatiﬁn to
God?" PFor the doctrine of man, that is to say, the
content of the theological concept of man, he will go
to the Christian revelation in search of his answer.:
But what abéut the "is" in his question? That already
implies some understanding of the being of man - among

- other things, that the being of man is such that he can

* Cf, Heldegger, "Sein und Zeit," pp. 9-12.
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have a relation to God. Is the being of man, for instance,
already conceived as substance? Or is it conceived
existentially? Or in some other way? Whatever the
presupposition - and there must be some presupposition,
even if it is not explicit - it will influence both the
inguiry and its result.

Thus we see the possibility of a pre-theological
inquiry into the being of the entities discussed in
theology. _Tpis pre-theological inquiry is not itself
Fheplogy,_though intrinsically related to theology.

7i$:is,rather philosophy or, more strictly speaking,

ontology. It is the critical examination and analysis
of the understanding of being from which the inquiry
sets out. Prior to every ontical ingquiry, there lies
an ontological inquiry.

‘ As an illustration, let us return for a moment to
the Christian doctrine of man. It is sometimes séid
that Saint Paul taught a trichotomy of men's being as
opposed to the dualism of Greek philosophy. Man is
body, soul, and spirit, and we find this content for

the concept of man by going to the New Testament

-yrit;ngéﬁ* But how we understand this doctrine of

T S A S i D Gt " S S S S - . . 400 S S — -

* I Thessalonians 5, 23.
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man depends on.the preliminary understanding of his beihg
which we slready have hefore we begin‘our inquiry into
the New Testament teaching about man. If we conceive
men's being substantially, then we may conclude that
according to Saint Paul he is made up of three parts
| or elements. On the other hand, if we conceive the
being of man existentially, then we may conclude with
Bultmann* that man consists neither of two elements nor
of three, put is a unity with different possible ways
bf‘being, here indicated bﬁ fhe terms body, soul, and
spirit. |

The question Qf being, as Heidegger points out,**
is one that has long been neglected or treated as
superfluous, not only by theologians, but by philosophers,
scientists, and historians as well. What is meant by
the being of anything is supposed to be either indefinable
or self-evident. We do not pause to ask what we mean
when we say that anything is. ert as Heidegger shows,
it needs little thought to realise that the idea of
being is ohscure in the extreme, and since some under-

standing of being is assumed in every inquiry, that

‘% Th. des NT., p. 205.
%% S. uc"Zo, p. 20‘
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initisl obscurity is bound to have its consequences in
the ontical inquiry, into which it is carried. On the
other hand, Heidegger thinks,¥* the progress of a science
consists in the constant revision and clarification of
the first principles and basiec concepts from which it
gets out - a view with ﬁhich the historien of science
would probably agree.** On the speclal problem of
theology, Heidegger remarks: "Theology seeks a more
original interbretation (than history does) of the
béing of  man in relation to God, drawn from the meaning
of faith itself and remaining within it. It is slowly
beginning to urderstand once more Luther's insight,
that its system of dogma rests on a foundation which
/Ls not itself a matter of faith, and the‘éoncepts of
which have not only been inadequately worked out for
theological problems, but have been left obscure and
distorted. " xex

" Bultmann has taken up this challenge. Before
proceeding to the interpretation of what is contained
in the Christian faith, he has paused to examine the
. presuppositions of theological thinking. And he has

* s‘ u. z., p. 9.

*% Cf, Dampier, "A History of Science," D 457 and 491,
**# 3, u, %, p. 10.
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come to believe that these presuppositions are clarified
and secured by a philosophy of the existentialist type.
 For existentialism is a philosophy of being. It has
been argued by Heldegger* that in the approach to the
problem of being in general, precedence belongs to the
‘problem of the being of man, because man's being is
such that with it there is given some understanding of
his being. As existing, man is disclosed to himself.:
Thus existentislism claims that it is not a speculative
‘phileepphy, but en ana1y81s of that understandlng of

| existence which is given with existence.

We can now see why it may be claimed that the
-influence of existentialism upon Bultmann’s theology
is not an external influence like that of a metaphysical
system. It is an intrinsic influence, and it may well
| be in some respects at least a 1egitimate one, for it
is the influence of a pre-theological - or ontological -
inguiry into the idea of being which theology assumes.
If it is claimed for any theologian that he is entirely
free from the influences of secﬁlgr philosophy, that
. .may simply mean that he has not troubled to examine
@hegimplicit ontological assumptions from which his

* S u' Z. 2 P. 7.
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théology sets out and which are necessarily carried
‘into all his inquiries.
The argument which we have put forward here is

‘admirably summarised by Tillich: "Theology, when
’ deaiiﬁg with our ultiméte concern, presupposes in every
‘iééﬁtence the7stru¢ture of being, its categories, 1aws,
and concepts. Theoloéy therefore cannot escape the
question of being any more easily than can philosophy.

The attempt of biblicéism to avoid non-biblicsl, onto-

‘fdéicél"tefQS’ié doomed to ‘failure as surely as the
ﬁn%aéffeépdﬁdiﬂg phiioédphidal attempts. The Bible itself
always uses the categories and concepts which describe

the structure of experience. On every page of every
religious or theoiogical text these concepts appear:
time, space, cause, thing, sﬁbject, hature, movement,
freedom, necessity, life, velue, knowledge, experience,
being and non-being. Biblicism may try to preserve
their popular meaning, but then it ceases to be theology.
Iﬁ must neéleCt the fact that a philosophical understanding
of these categories has influenced ordinary language'

' for many centuries. it_is éurprising how casually

‘fgﬁéélogical %ibiicists use a term like 'history' whén

speaking ‘of"Ohristianity as a historical. r.eligion or
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of God as 'the Lord of history.' They forget that the
meaning they connect with tpe word 'history' has been
formed by.thousands of years of historiography and
philosophy of histofy. They forget that historical
. being is one kind of being in addition to others and
- that, in order to distinguish it from the word 'mature,'
fof instance; a general vision of the structure of being
is presupposed. They forget that the problem of history
is tied up“with_the prdblems of time, freedom, accident,
gggpd;so“qg,'and that each of these concepts has had a
‘;iQdQVelopmentisimilar to the concept of history. The
theologian must take seriously the meaning ofvthe terms
he uses. They must be known to him in the whole depth
. and bfeadth of their meaning. Therefore the systematic
théologian‘must be a philosopher in critical understanding

..even if not in creative power.'"*
3. The Existential Approach to Theology.

Bultmann states his claim for the special relation
of existentialist philosophy to the work of the theologian
~in the following terms: "The 'right' philosophy" - and

- that, we take it, means the philosophical outlook

————-——-———-————_————-—_.——-—-—-—_——— —

* "Systematic Theology," vol. I, pp. 24-25.
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proper to theological study - "is quite simply that philo-
sophical work which endeavours to develop in suitable-:
concepts the understanding of existence that is given
with human existence."* Believing as he does that the
work of the theologian as the interpreter of the content
of falth is dependent on his philosophical outlook,
because consciously or unconsciously he brings to the
exegesis of the sacred writings presuppositions derived
from the tradition of secular thought, Bultmann holds
‘thdishe.muStvexamine-these‘presuppositions to ensure that
ﬁé;has the "right" philosophy, and he claims further that
it is the philosophy which snalyses man's understanding
of his own existence that especially clarifies the basie
concepts that are’of particular interest to the theologian.
The existential approach to theology - if we may
call it such - will only be fuliy exhibited in the detailed
examination of Bultmann's thought, but his position can
be made clearer at this stage by a discussion of two
preliminary conceptions that are of considerable importance
for both Heidegger and Bultmann. Since there are no
- precise English equivalents to express these conceptions,

we may be permitted to use the German terms rather than

* "Kerygma und Mythos," vol. II, p. 192.
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to paraphrase in English, provided that the meanihg is
first made clear.

The first term is Fragestellung - literally, the

putting of the question. The way in which a question is
asked has its consequence in determining the answer.

To give an extreme illustration, a man on the verge of
despair who has come to the end of his own moral and
spiritual resources and who asks himself whether there is

a God has obviously & very different Fragestellung from

that of the philosopher who, reclining in his study,
asks whether there is a God as the ground of the natural
world. The formef is inquiring about something that is
of concern to his own existence, while the latter is
asking an academic or speculative question. Both may
come to the conclusion that there is a God, but their
concepts of God will differ so widely that it might
almoét be said that they had come to believe in different
entities. One will have found the God of prayer and
worship, the other the God of metaphysical speculation.
But the difference was already there in the manner in
~ which each of them asked the question. The theologian
also must have his Fragestellung. Bultmann tells us
%hat when he goes to the Bible, the qﬁestion to which
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he is seeking the snswer is the question of human existence.*
No doubt he is aiso asking about God, but aboﬁt God in so
far as He is significant to man as existing.** There

may be depths of being in God beyond His significance to

us, but if so, they are inaccessible and not the concern

of theology.

Because of this Fragestellung, it follows that in

the existential approach to theology, man and his being
are central in all theological problems. The gstatements
of thé New Testament will be interpreted as statements

| éignificaﬁt'for my existence. (This point, incidentally,
is fundemental for Bultmenn's views on demythologising.)
The centrality pf human existence in this type of
ﬂheology may be illustrated from Bultmann's description
of the conversion of Saint Paul as his entering into a
ﬁew understanding of himself.### One could equally well
speak of a new understanding of God, but Bultmann, in

accordance with his Fragestellung, prefers to speak of

it as primarily a new understanding of man's own existence
in relstion to God. Again, we see the centrality of

man's existence for Bultmann's thought in his exposition

B T et e T L MO I O Y PR ———

* K. u. Mo, II, P 191, %% Thc des NT., P 186.
Rk Tho des NT.’ P 184- ‘
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of the entire Pauline theology as an anthropology or
doctrine of man.* Doubtless the Pauline theology could
be expounded in other ways, b;t this is the typical
existential approach.

Bultmann claims, of course, that in meking his
theology centre in the question of man's eiistence, he
is simply following the precedent of the New Testament.
In the most systematic exposition of his own thoﬁght,
the Epistle to the Romans, Saint Paul begins by describing
the situation of man, and relates all his teaching to
that.** Bultmann's claim that his own existential
approach to theology is identical with, or at least very
sympathetic to, the approach of the New Testament writers
themselvesvis one that will require closer examination
later. But perhaps enough has been said here to make
out s preliminary case for the existential approach to
theology as a possible and legitimate one, for where
else are we to begin, if not with our own existence
which lies open to us, and what question is‘more urgent
than the question of deciding about our own existence?
But if this is so, then'we‘see again the need to clarify

the initial assumptions about human existence that are

* Th, des NT., p. 188. #* Th, des NT., p. 296.
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already there in the Fragestellung and which therefore
underlie the inquiry and give to it its direction. This

Fragestellung does not, of course, as Bultmann indicates,

prejudice the content of the answer which we seek, or
decide in advance the exegesis of the Biblical writings
from which the Christian theologian seeks to interpret

the faith; ‘but it does, he claims, "open our eyes to the

content of the text."#

This leads us to the second of our preliminary_con—
¢eptions, expressed by the term Begriffiichkeit. Somefimes
this means no more than a terminology, as when Bultmann
séys that Gnosticism provided Christian missionaries
to the Hellenistic world with & terminology familiar to
their hearers, or'that the Jewish sacrificial cult
offered a terminology to express the significance of
the death of Jesus.*# But more typically the Begrifflich-

-keit is the context of ldeas expfessed in the terminology.

The Begrifflichkeit of any inquiry is the system of

basic concepts which it employs in the understanding of

its subject-matter. Biology, mathematics, history,

and‘e#ery-Other study have each a special Begrifflichkeit.

-

* X. u. M., IT, p. 191.
*% Thc d_eS HTQ" po 165 &nd Po 2900
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In the widest sense the Begrifflichkeit can be a system

of categories, that is to say, the basic formal concepts
under which we understand what confronts us in experience.
The most familiar example 6f such a system of categories
is that elaporated by Kant. in "The Critique of Pure

Reason." It 1s dominated bj the category of substance,

as every traditional Begrifflichkeit in Western philo-
sophy hasvbeen since the time of Afistotle. These
traditional categories make it possible for us to
understand the natural world, and to classify its
‘phenomena. According to Heidegger, the merit of Kent's
work is that it provides "a concrete logic of the field
of nature."* But the important question raised by the
existentialist philosoPhers‘is whether this traditional

Begrifflichkeit is appropriate to the phenomena of

human existence. While the natural sciences have steadily
,advanced, the human sciences remain in obscurity and
confusion. May the reason be that whereas the natural

"sclences have in the traditional categories a Begrifflich-

keit which 1s appropriate to their subject-matter,”the
1dea of being which these categories imply is quite

»inspplicable to human existence? Convinced that this

N —— - —— T . — T Y W S S o SR . — — - —— e o w—n — - -—

* S- '11. ‘ZO, po 110
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is indeed the case; the existentislist philosophers

have tried to think out a new Begrifflichkeit that will
enable us to have a true understanding of the being of
man. The categories applicable to the natural world
are replaced by new categories - or rather, existentials,
as Heidegger calls them - applicable to human existence.
Let us take a simple éxample.' The basic constitution
of the being of man, according to Heidegger, is "being-
in-the-world." This‘expression uses the terminology of
- spatisl relations. (It may be noted in passing that
Heldegger makes the éﬁrious claim that originally the
preposition "in" had not spatial but existential meaning,
and he quotes Grimm as his authority on this linguistic
point.* This claim, if true, is interesting, but of
course does not alter the fact that in modern usage
we would normally understand the expression "being-in-
the-world" in s spatial gsense.) But Heidegger is at
peins to meke it clear that this expression is to be

ﬁnderstood in an entirely different Begrifflichkeit

or context of ideas from that of spatial relations.
Here "being-in" (Insein) does not mean the relation of,

"say, water in a glass or a coat in the cupboard. It

%* S.‘ e Z. s P b4,




signifies not a spatial but an existential relation. It
means not that men is located in the world, but that he"
is bound up with the world in his existence.* Through
his existential snalytie, Heidegger seeks to show the
structure of the being of man, and how his.peing differs
frdm the being of objects in nature, and must be |
differently understood and described. Now all this must
be of the greatest interest to the theologian, especially
if 1like Bultmann he approaches theology with the question

Gf human‘existence in the forefront of his thought. The

theologian undertakes his task with a Begrifflichkeit

(be it conscious or unconscious) as well as a Fragestellung.

If he lacks an appropriate Begrifflichkeit, then his

interpretation of Christian doctrine will force it
irto unsuitable categories of thought, and this wili
* lead to obscurity and distortion.
We now have before us theiiwo main distinguishing
characteristics of the existential amproach to theology:

a) the Fragestellung or manner of putting the question,

which treats theological questions'as primarily questions
of man's existence in rélation to God, and interprets ‘

the sacred writings as statements which primarily

* S, u. Z., p. b3 ff.



concern men's existence; b) the Begrifflichkeit or system

of basic concepts derived from the philosophy of existence

which claims to have analysed in su%iable concepts the

understanding of existence which is given with existence.
4, Existentialism and Biblical Thought.

lAt an earlier point in the argument it was shown
how Saint Paul's analysis of the being of man as body,
soul, and spirit could be understood in two distinct | |
.ways according as we conceive the being of man substantiallyg
'igrfexistentially. We deliberately refrained at that
stage from asking sn important gquestion which no doubt
occurred tb the reader, namely, how did Saint Paul
himself understand what he had written? That is the ;
'~type of question that must be raised now. We must
test the existential approach to theology in another
4way,vby asking how far it is likely to reveal to us
the authentic tﬁopght of the New Testament writers.
True, as Tilliithds remarks on uncritical biblicism
showed;us; we can never completely enter into the
~outlook of the Biblical writers, for some two thoussnd
. years of thought lies between us and them. Yet we i

must have as large a measure Qf sympathvaith their
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outlookhas possible,‘and approach as near as we can to
théir‘standpoint if we are making the claim to interpret
' their thought. However interesting snd attractive the
existential approach to theology might sppear, it would
be nothing other than a mistake if it mekes us read into
the New Testament thoughts which were never in the minds
of the men who wrote the New Testament.

. The business of the theologian, it has been élready
stressed, is not to construct or invent a philosophy of
religion, but to exhibit clearly, systematically, anﬁ
\‘intolligibly for his own age the genuine content of
historic Christian faith. Our principal source for the
Christian faith is the New Testament. The theologian
then is the interpreter of the thoﬁght of the New
Testement. But the writers of ‘the New Testament must
" 8l1so have had their presuppositions, their preliminary
understanding of being. If existentialist philosophy
is to be helpful to the theologian in his work of
throwing light on the teaching of the New Testament,
it should be p0331b1e to show that there 1s some sympathy
and. affinity between the 1dea of belng made explicit by
this philosophy, and the idea of being that 1is implicit

in the thought of the New Testament writers. If no



such affinity can be shown, then indeed it might be
Justly sgid that the existential approach to theolggy
obscures and distorts asuthentic Christian teaching by
compelling it to assume the forms of a way of thought
which is quite foreign. Bultmann's theology would not
then be what it claims to be, namely, the theology of
the Nevaestament. |

Are we embarking on an absurd enterprise when we
set out to look for affinities between Biblical thought
and this secular twentieth century philosophy of
éxistentialism? Is it ridiculous to speak of existentialism |
in Biblical thought? Are we falling into the same kind
of trap as the victims of the Piltdown skull hoax, who
are said to have explained a prehistoric human skull
in conjunction with the jaw of a.modern ape? That might
be our first reaction, snd when, for instance, Bultmann
interprets Saint Paul's concept of the body as meaning
that man in his being is related to himself, we might
without further consideration conclude, as one recent
writer has done,* that this is a "glaring example" of
the importation of contemporary philosophy into the
New Testament. But this judgment may be too hasty.

* Robinson, "The Body," p. 12, note.
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Existentialismvis not a philosophy but & type of

philosophy, énd a type gso flexible that it can appear

in such widely différing forms as the atheism of Sartre,
the Catholicism of Marcel, the Protestantism of
Kierkegaard, the Judaism of Buber, and the Orthodoxy
. of Berdysev. And again, though the name of existentialism
’is relatively new, it does not follow that this type

of philosophy is new. Mounier has constructed a
family-tree of existentialism with its roots going

far back into the'pre-Christian era.* The contemporary
'éxistentialists look back to Kierkegaard. But before

him there were Pascal and Maine de Biran, who both

showed marked affinities with existentialism.. Father
Copleston claims that there was a school of thought

with resemblances to existentialism in the late Middle
Ages.**v Brock finds traces of existentialism in
kugﬁstine's reflections on "thé ceaseless unrest which
mearks the temporal 1life of the individual."#*** There

were undoubted stirrings of the existentialist type

of thought in ancient Greece, for example, in Socrates,®%s#

though it was not the dominant trend in classical

*"Existentialist Philosophies: an Introduction," p. 3.
*% In his paper, "Existentialism and Modern Man."

**% "Contemporary German Philosophy," ch. on Heidegger.
**¥%% Cf, Robin, "Greek Thought," p. 159.
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philosophy. Thus existentialism, it 18 claimed, is not

, merely a phenomenon of modern times. It appears rather
to be one of the basic.types éf thought that has appeared
from timé to time in the history of philosophy. It
stresses the difference between the individual being

of man (Existenz) and the being of objects in nature

(Vorhandenheit) that lends itself to generalisation and

classification, and it asserts the importance of the
former as against the latter,

‘Now what is the understanding of being that is
implicit in the thought of the New Testament writers?
The assumptions of their thougﬁt stemmed in the main
from Hebrew thought, and the New Testament can only
be properly understood against the background of the
014 Testament. And even where we discern Hellenistic
influences in the New Testament, it 1s worth noting
that they come primarily from an element in Hellenistic
thought that was non-Hellenle - namely, from Gnosticism.
In fact, there is a great gulf fixed between the basic
concepts of the New Testament, taken over principally
from Hebrew thought, and those of Greek philosophy,
and therefore of the Western philosophy which is de-

scended from 1£.




As a preliminary evidence of this difference, we
‘may‘refer to a subject which has recently receifed
attention - the form of the Biblical writings. Broadly
épeaking, it has been assumed in Greek and Western
thought that knowledge is capable of being expressed
4n general statements, and its typical form 1s the
‘systematic sclentific or philosophidal treatise. There
is hardly anything of that in the Bible. Are we then
to say that the Bible does not convey knowledge? Or

fg it that the Biblical writers communicate a different

- 1‘%

*kind of knowledge - the knowledge of individual human
'existeqce before God, which defies the kind of classi-
fication and»generalisation which are appropriate only
to'the knowlédge of objects in nature® In other words,
"dild Hebrew thought grasp what, in the main, traditional
‘Western thought has failed to grasp - the fuhdamental

“"distinction between'ﬁxistenz (the being of man) and

Vorhandenheit (the being of things) as different ways

-of being? "Recital"™ is the broad term suggested by
‘a recent writer* to describe the form of the Biblieal
‘writings. The sacred authors employed poetry, prophecy,

,@ﬁisﬁories of natibnal heroes and men of God, myths,

* Wright, "God Who Acts - Bibllcal Theology as Recital."
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and so on, to convey knowledge. They did not makg general
statementé, but confronted their readers with individﬁal
human beings in existentiell situations. That is
, understandable if their approach to the subject was
existential. It is significant that many modern exis-
tentialists have reverted to a method of teaching
similar to that used by the Biblical writers. While
Heldegger has attempted the systematic description of
the structures of human exigtence, Sartre has used the
forms of the novel, the journalfand the drama to convey
‘ bis,éxistential teaching through existentiell situations.
As has been said, there is presented a situation in
o;der‘to suggest the situation.#*

Obviously, so vast a subject as the Biblical
understanding of the belng of man can be treated:only
’very bniefly'here. Yet before proceedihg any further
with the examination of Buitmann's theology, it will
bé necessary to show that the philosophy of existehce
is not only the "right" philosophy from the point of
view of theological method, but also - which is more
,1ﬁp9r$hn$tif;§e are siming, so far as possible, at the
- elucidation of the genuine thought of the New Testament -

‘ %hatithiéjis~the philosophy which, more than any othér'

- — Y — G . S - T Yo — a w— - —

* Remark attributed to T.S. Eliot.
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philosophy, expounds an understanding of the being of
mari which has affinity with the understanding of his
being implicit in the thought of the Biblical writers.
. It may be asserted first that on the Biblical
understanding of his being, man is not simply a part
of nature. While both man and nature are the creation
of God, and while man in his existence is bound up |
with the world, the being of man, as made in the image
of God,* is conceived as quite distinet from the being
 ofAnature; "Men cannot be submerged in nature, or
 ’merged in the laws of the cosmos, so long as he ‘remains
true to his destiny. The Creator's greatest gift to
man, that of the personal 'I,' necessarily places him,
in analogy with God's being, at a distance from nature.'"#=*
This understanding of the being of man 1s far removed
from Greek attempts to determine and classify his
place within the unity of the cosmos, for instance, as
a rational animal. It is equally faf removed from the

Cartesian notion of res cogitans, which, however distinct

from res extehsa, still remains res, an objective

concept which fails to do justice to the personal "I"

* Genesis 1, 26. |
*% W, Eichrodt, "Man in the 014 Testament," p. 30.
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that is made in the image of the Creator. And it is
poles apart from modern endeavours to underéﬁand man

" scientifically, as though he were nothing but an
-unusuﬁally complicated phenomenon of nature»that may,
with patience, be ultimately explained in the same

kind of way as science explains the rest of nature.

‘But on the other hand, the teaching of the existentialists

who maintain that Exisfenz and Vorhandenheit are

fundamentally different ways of beirng which must be

;Fdifferéntly conceived seems to have a certain kinship

"~ “'With the Biblical understanding of man. The philosophy

of existence does not depersonalise man, as any philo-
sophy which objectifies him must do. It does justice

to the claims of the individual personsl "I," and in
“‘this importent respect we are entitled to say that there
"1s a definite similarity between existentislism and |
"the‘understanding of the being of man in Biblical
thought. ‘

' - Confirmation of thelaffinity between the two

may be obtained from a consideration of some of the
main themes in the Biblical teaching sbout men. Among
_‘these may be mentioned: individusl reponsibility
before God - which Eichrodt well illustrates from
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the reiterated demands of the prophets for personal'
obedience to God, and their protest against the reduction
of religion to a collective impersonal cult;* man's
fall from his true destiny into concern with the creature;
his consciousness of gulilt; the call for decision; the
fleeting nature of man's temporal existence, and its
termination by death.** But these are remarkably similar
to the main themes of existentialist philosophy. The
responsibility of the individual confronted with the
ggssibi}ity of being himself and the possibility of
}osing himself, fallenness, guiltiness, resolve,
temporality, death - these are pfominent‘among the
phenomena which such a philosopher as Heidegger considers
to be constitutive structures of the being of man. It
would be strange indeed if the Biblical writers and the
existentialist philosophersg both concsntrated attention
on the same characteristics - so often neglected - of
humen life, were there not some fairly slose relation
between them in their understanding of the being of man.
The Blblical concept of God may be adduced as

fﬁrther évidence for the'kinship between Biblical thought

* Eichrodt, op. ‘eit., p. 21.
** These points may be illustrated by, e.g., Genesis 5 6;
Psalm 51, 3; Joshua 24, 13; Psalm 103, 15-16.
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and'existentialism.' Since the philosdphy of existence
enalyses the understanding of existence which is given
with existence, and since this existence is always my
existencex that is to say, a human existence, it
follows that this philosophy does not directly give

an account of the being of God. That it raises the
éuéstioh of God indirectly we shall endeavour to show
later, so that we would give only a modified assent to
Copleston's contention that "the problem of God cannot
'ﬁé”raiseé on the plane of the phenomenological anal&sis
‘é% méh."**k Yet in any csase wé must understand the’
being of God as somehow analogous to our own, if we

are to speak of Himsat all. The Bible certainly does
So. Tt thinks of God as personal and historical -

"the living'God"lis a typical énd signifidant expression. #**
This concept is utterly different from the concepts of
God which have been current in Greek and Western philo-
sophy - the Ummoved liover, the First Cause, the Timeless
Abéblute, and so on. Where these concepts have influenced
theologiéal thought, they’have obscured ihe'authentic
Biblical ﬁﬁdefstanaiﬁg“of«eéa.' The difference between

. ;'Eéf_ﬁéﬁééé'e;:_éf';,'Ef:-p. a2, T

‘*% "Existentialism and Modern Man," p.'18;
**% E,g,, Psalm 42, 2.




such concepts of God and the Bibliecal concept may be
expressed by saying that the former understand His

being under the categories of substantiality, the latter
understands His being under the categories of-exis—
tentiality.

When someone claims, let us say, that he finds the
doctrines of socialism in the New Testament, it is only
too eaéy for him to read into the text what is not there,
and to be guilty of the wildest anachronisms. We must
therefore be very careful when we speak of existentialism
in Bibncal,,j:hought. A1l that we have claimed here is
that theré is a certain kinship or sympathy between the
understanding of being implicit in Biblical thoughtr
end. the understanding of being made expliéit by the
philosophy of existence. But this is sufficient for
our present purpose, which is to show that the ontological
presuppositions of a theology such as Bultmsnn's are
not alien to those of the New Testament writers, who
" took them over from the 0ld Testament tredition. As
a cohsequence, Bultmann's existential approach to the
teaching-dfvthefmew Testament should not be found to
‘impose upon it ideas foreign to the minds of the writers,

but should reveal to us not only how Bultmann understands
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it, but, so far as possible, its authentic meaning as

understosd by the New Testament writers themselves,
5. Existentialism and the Teaching of Jesus.

This subject will be treated here partly because
it will supplement the argument of the preceding'section,
and partly because the teaching of Jesus, like that of
the 014 Testament, is preliminary to the theology proper
of the New Testament * There will bevthe further
advantage that a dlscu381on of Bultmann's treatment of
the teachlng of Jesus will introduce a line of criticism
of his position, which will be more fully developed
later.

It is not difficult to find elements in the teaching
of our Lord which invite comparison with the teaching of
the existentialists. He protested against the deadening
influence of tradition, which had made observance of
the lew formal snd external, so that in the Sermon on
the Mount he was able to draw a contrast between the
law end the will of God, though these two should have

been zmentical.*« .A;‘s_ag’ainst this formal observance,

* Gf. Th. des NT. ] p‘ 1' :
** E, g., Matthew 5, 21- 22; cf. Th. des NT., p. 12.
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Jesus demanded auéhentic individual obedience. Rather
similarly we find the existentialists protesting against

the blind acceptance of the traditions and customs of

collective humanity - das Man, in Heidegger's expression
and insisting that the individual must understand and
decide for himself.

The worst that can happen to a man, Jesus taught,
is to lose himself. This he does when he sets his heart
on the world  and in the process loses his own soul. On
the other hand, he is saved when he comes to himself,
and through a renunciation of the world finds his true
being.* With this we compare the existentialist teaching
that man is confronted with the basic possibilities of
an authentic existence, in which he finds himself, and
an insuthentic existence, in which the self is lost
and scattered in concern with the world.

Thus man is pressed to a radical decision; He must
~ehoose between God and the world - that is to say,
‘between being his true self in a life of obedienee to
his Creator, and losing himself in serving the cfeaturely.**

~-The whole eschatological teaching of Jesus stresses the

,————.——-—-———————

. % B,g., Mark 8, 36; Luke 15, 17' Matthew 10, 39.
4** Cf. Matthew 6, 24. T



urgent need for decision. But in existentialist teaching
also, radical decision has an important place. It is
resolve which unifies the self and makes its existence
authentie. -

So far as this line of thought goes, it may fairly -

be claimed that there is some . affinity between existentislism

and the teachlng of Jesus, and again Bultmann is

cleared of the charge that his philosophical assumptions
are foreign to the New Testament. But the guestion may
be raised whether this presentation of the teaching of
Jesﬁs goes nearly far enough; According to Bultmann,
this would appear to be the essence of what our Lord
taught, but to many it will seem a very attenuated
account of the matter. 'Did Jesus have no consciousness

of being the Messiah? Was there no reflection of such

a consciousness in his teaching? Would men have believed ‘

on him spart from it§ Was his teaching not closely
connected with his own person? These questions are
sﬁrely notvunimportant, but Bultmann does not seem to
take them.very seriously. They are somewhat dogmatically
brushed aside, and it is asserted that Jesus had no
consciousness of béing the Messiah. Now Bultmann, ss

a great New Testament scholar, has of course been led

t

i



to this conclusion by his own critical studies.‘ But
on the other hand, his negative attitude to these
questions compared with his preoccupation with the
existentialist elements in the teaching of Jesus
suggests that Bultmann may be unconsciously biased
in his presentation because of the influence of exis-
-tentialism in his thought.

It is very doubtful whether the Christian faith
could have been built upon the foundation of a historie
Jesus who, as Bultmann presents him, was little more
“then a teacher of a practical philosophy with certain
resemblances to existéntialism,‘and who is stripped of
the numinous characteristics which the Gospels ascribe
to him. "There must have been something," says Professor
vHenderson, "about the actual Jesus at the time at which
he was on earth, to make the New Testament witnesses
summon men to decide for or against him. And if it
is S0, tﬁe historical facts about Jesus, and the
mythological element in his life cannot have guite the
subordinate role that Bultmenn allots to them."*

~We might say that of the three pitfalls mentioned
'earliérfasilying 1n.the path of the unwéry'theologian

._-—.—_———---————-—-_—-—-—.—.——.—»——-—-———.

* "Myth in the New Testament," p. 49,



who approaches the work of interpreting the Christian
faith with certain philosophicsl presuppositions in

his mind, we have sought to show that Bultmann is in
little danger from the second and third of these, which
were the importing of alien ideas into Christian theology,
and the asccommodating of that theology to a prevailing
philosoﬁhical fashion. But his treatment of the ministry
of our Lord indicates that Bultmann may be in considerable
danger from the first of the three, which was the
over-emphasis of those elements in Christian teaching
which are specially congenial to the theologian's
philosophical outlook, accompanied by neglect of any-
thing that is not so congenial, with consequent dis-
tortion of the whole. This line of criticism will be
followed up when we come to consider Bultmann's

interpretation of the New Testament theology proper.
6. A_Preliminafy View of Bultmann's Position.

. Apart from the note of criticism struck in the
' ﬁreceding section, we have so far been principally
concerned. to defend Bultmann against some of the
mbfé’obvioﬁs:and superficial charges.thatfﬁight be

Qade against him for permitting the secular philosophy
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of existentlalism to influence his theological work.

We have based this defence on thfee grounds. The first,
and least important, is that Bultmann is simply following
the precedent of some of the greatest theologians of

the past in meking use of contemporary philosophical
concepts in his presentation of the Christian faith.

It is obvious that there are apologetié possibilities

in existentialism which has reinstated in the province

of philosophy problems which "logical positivism would
declare to belong to the province of feeling."* The
second and more important ground is that since exis-
tentialism is specially concerned to analyse the con-
stitution of the being of man, and since the theologian
must ﬁake certain ontological assumptions about man,

thié philosophy stands in a special relation to the
theologian's work. The third ground is that what
existentialism teaches about the being of man has a /
certain kinship and sympathy with the understanding
of his being implicit in Biblical thought, so that
the theologian who approaches the Bible with an |
existentiallist understanding of being is likely to
interpret its teaching in a way which would be faithful

"Existentialisg and ‘Modern Man," p. 6.

* Goplestbn,
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to the authentic thought of the Biblical writers themselves.
-If then we have succeeded in making out a case for the
~existential approach to theology as exemplified by

the work of Bultmenn, we may proceed to the examination'

of his thought in the knowledge that here we have a

serious, legitimate, and possibly valuable contribution

to the problems of a genuinely Christian theology.

It will be understood of course that a purely
existential approach to theology is almost impossible,
even if it were supposed to be desirable. Consciously
or unconsciously, other influences from the long
tradition of theological and philosophical thought
will enter into any presentation of the Ghristian faith. -
This is quite obviously the case in Bultmann's work,
where we can detect other influences besides that of
the philospphy of existence. Among them we note a
strong evangelical and Protestant influence. Like
Barth, Bultmann attaches great importance to the concept
of the’Word. As we\shall see, the preaching and hearing
of the Word are accorded a key position in his theology.
' His distinctively Protestant outlook may'be 11lustrated
‘ frdm his interpretation of the sacraments as "only a

special mode of the proclamation of the Word."# Another

* Theologie des NT., p. 309.
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influence which exerts itself quite noticesbly is that

of liberal modefnism. While Bultmann differs from its
positions at many points, it would be surpriéing if its
influence were entirely absentvin one who has been

known for many years as a fairly radical New Testament
critic. In his treatment of the Resurrection of

Christ, for instance, it appears to me that this

influence is combined with the influence of existentialism,
and the two must be carefully disentangled if the
existential element is to be properly evaluated.

It may seem surprising that in the preceding pages,
apart from one passing but not unimportant reference,*
nothing eppears to have been said on the subject of
demythologising. There are two reasons for this.

The first is that the notoriety given to this part of
Bultmann's work in recent controversy may ohscure the
fact that it is, after all, only a part of his work,
and may detract attention from much of his theology
which is not directly connected with demythologising
"~ but which seems to me of very cohsider&ble value.

_The second reason is that demythologising can only

be properly understood in the light of Bultmsnn's

* See supra, p. 17.



’general theological position. Demythologising is only
'a consequence - albeit a very important one - of

‘ Bultéann's existential approach to theolegy, and as
-such it will be treated in its proper place.

Bultmann holds that there is striétly speaking
no unitary theology of the New Testament, but a number
>of theologies, each with its own terminology and
distinctive emphasis. He gives pride of place to
the Pauline theology which, as was stated already,
he expounds as a doctrine of man. This exposition
falls into two parts - the life of man without Christ,
and the life of man in the Christian faith, 1In a
similar fashion Heidegger in the exposition of his
philosophy describes first what he calls everyday or
inauthentic existence, and then goes on to the problem
of an authentic existence. We shall follow the
ssme order in the present inquiry, taking the
| Pauline theology as the main source for 111ﬁstrations
kfrom the New Testament, but referring also to the
Johannine and other writings where necessary. First
we shall consider how far fhe ontological analysis
of everyday inauthentic exiétence, as we find it

expounded in existentialist philosophy, throws light

43
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on the New Testament teaching on man without faith -
the natural man. Then we shall go on to consider how
far the idea of an authentic existence elucidates the

theology of the life of faith in Christ.




EXISTENCE AS

INAUTHENTIC AND FALLEN

45



CHAPTER II 7 o
EXISTENCE IN THE WORLD
7. The Concept of Existence.

7OurVSUbject is the relation of existentialist
philosophy to theological thought, and to make the 7,*5
argument concrete, it will be illustrated ésPécially
from the work of Martin Heidegger, the philosopher,
and Rudolf Bultmann, the theologian. Bultmann is
probably the most noted exponent of this type of theology;
Heidegger fairly represents the existentialist school .
of philesophy; and further there is, as will be showﬁ,
a particularly cbbéé connection between these two
thinkéess In what follows therefore we are cdnfronted

with a twofold task: first, to follow Bultmann to the

pages of the New Testament, and to determine exactly

where and how his interpretation of its teaching is 'AQA
influenced by his ontological assumptions derived ifé
from Heidegger's philosophy of existence; and next, [

to assess the value of such an interpretation, that : Frfﬁ

is, to answer the question whether, as Bultmann‘himself




claims, his eyes have been opened to the meaning of 7
the text, or whether on the contrary he has been misled.,;}
The mosp-ihteresting,method of accomplishing this task
will be to cbnsidér gside by side and step by step the
existential analytic of Heidegger on the one hand, and
Bultmann's exposition of the New Testament theology

as a doctrine of man on the other.\ But first we must
exaemine more closely some of the leading ideas of
existentialist philosophy, and define more exactly

some ofAits technical terms, already introduced in

Zthe preceding pages, and freely used by Bultmann in
his'theolbgical writings.

Strictly speaking, it might be said that Heidegger
is not so much an existentialist as én ontologist. His
concern is with the problem of being in general, and
" his exposition of the being of man was intended to be |
only an introduction to the wider problem. But
-Heidegger has not fully carried out this ambitioué | ,ff
programme, for his principal work, "Sein und Zeit," i
breaks off at the end ofrthe analysis of human
_existence, and has not been completed. While of his

-later writings in which he attacks his main!problem;

even so ‘acute an interpreter of the thought of Heidegge:@ji




as H.J. Blackham remarks that they are "oracularyin

tone, and one can have no confidence in interpreting

the cryptic sentences in which his thought is condensed."#
In view of this, it is therefore not unfair to regard

Heidegger as primarily an existentislist philosopher,

while recognising his intention to go beyond existentialism.

We begin by noting the distinction between being

as such (Sein) and being in the sense of that which is
(Seiendes). The former, in Heidegger's view, is the

proper subject of philosophical inquiry; the latter is

the subject both of scientific and everyday knowledge.

It follows that we can make two kinds of statement

sbout snything. A statement may be ontological (omto-
logisch), that is to say, it will tell us about the <'“f
being of something and»its range of possibilities.

Or a statement may be ontical (ontisch), that is to

say, it will tell us about some entity in its actusl

relations with other entities. But every ontical

statement carries ontological implications, for to
say that A is in fact B implies that A has the,possibilit& ;
of being B. This is a statement about the being of A, &

nemely that its being is such that A can be B. Hence

— i —— ———— — - —— -y s s

* "Six Existentialist Thinkers," p. 103.




arises Heideggef's insistence on the need to examine the

ontologiéal assumptiéns of all onticalrinquiries.

Let us now try to clarify these points with an
illustration from theology. When Saint Paul says that
"g11 have sinned" he is making an ontical statement.* He

is. claiming that in fact the entity (das Seiende) which

we call man has fallen into the relationship which we
call sin, and that this is true of all men. But clearly
this ontical statement can only be properly understood
if it is clarified ontologically. Both its subject

and prédicafé remain little more than vague words

unlésé we understand how the being (das Sein) of man

is such that sin can be a possible way of béing for

him. On a materialistic and mechanistic view of man
éin, as éaint~Paul understood it, would be an illusion.
On certain idealistic views of man, it might be possible
to conSfruct some concept of sin, but it would be open
to question whether or not it represented the genuine
Christian understanding of sin. In both cases however
these are speculative theories, and the Christian
: théoiogiaﬁﬁiéiﬁhder no dbligation to conform to their

views. If fhewaéééﬁfa view of man which does not

- " v
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allow for the fossibility of sin, as the New'Tés%amentrr_v
understands it, then so much the worse for these |
theories, for they have failed to také into account

a fact of Christian experience. An academic theory
of being cannot be set up as a standard by which
ontical statements are to be tested. Yet we have said .
‘on the other hand that the ontical ﬁust be clarifieq
ontologically, that the fact must be shown to fall
within the possible ways of being of the entity about
which‘the statement is made. How then do we arrive

at, this ontological understanding which is necessary
“forfthe proper understanding of an ontical'étatement?

‘Returning to our example, "All have sinned," we

~may say that this statement can be clarified ontologically -

“in two ways. Partly it may be clarified in the light
.0of the whole Pauline theology. That theology not

only makes statements about men's actual relationships,

but discloses an understanding of his being. The o ”5§§

important concept of ¢Bue, for instance, with which

-we shall shortly be occupled, is primérily an
»ontological‘conceptf Saint Paul's ontical statements
1f@baﬁt;mahuare made in- the light of his own ontological -

fﬁndeﬁsﬁanding%of”man. Yet we do not find, and we




would not expect to find, a systemastic ontology of man
expiicitiy”stated in the Pauline writings. That is not
the business of the theologian but of the philosopher.

It is to the latter that we must go for a full account

of the possibilities of man's being. We are not concerned

with speculative phileSOPhies, whether idealistic or

meterialistic,’which try to fit man into some comprehensive |

ﬁorld-view. The theologian has no need to édjust his
thinking to their teaching.’ But we are concerned with
the existentialist type of philosophy, which is not a
speculative metaphysic but simply the philosophical
analysis ef;man's own understanding of his being. Man
nét dnly is - he understands that he is, his being is
‘Open to himself, and this understanding of being Whlch
belongs to man in virtue of his being, however vague:

it .may be at ordinary levels, is capable of being ana-
lysed and clarified. It is such en smalysis thst
Heidegger cldaims to have accomplishediin'?Sein und Zeit.?
{ Heidegger prefers to speak not of man but of |

Dasein, a term which he thinks expresSes man's Peculiar

- way of being - man considered ontologically. Dasgein

means literally “being—there," and the reasons for this

"choice of terminolegy will become clearer as we proceed.'

A




Dasein is said to exist, and it is important that we

should be clear about the meaning'of.this basic term,

existence (Existenz). It does not merely mean to be i’f;j}

extant, the traditional sense of existentia. For that 'Ajf w

way of being, Heidegger uses the term Vorhandenheit. ‘;v,{

An inasnimate dbject, such as a stone, is extant, it
occurs, but it does not existein the sense in which
Heidegger uses the term. What then are the distinctive .
characterisfics of existence?*

These may best be explained by contrasting the

being of‘man with the being of a thing (Vorhandenheit)

for to say that man exists means that in some way he

stands outside (ex-sistere) the world of things. a)

Ean‘has a reiation to himself in a way that is peculiar
'fb him as existing. A cricket-ball, as we understand
it is purely an ob;ect. But man is not an objeet. He

1s at once subject and obaect to himself or as is

said, he transcends the subject-object relationship.
He understands himself, is open to himself in his

being. He can be at one with himself or at war with

himself, he can be himself or lose himself. The

i

/“examination of this relatlon of Dssein to himself is  ~

one of the maln concernsAof ex1stent1allst philosophy.

B _———.—.————._-————.———-—-——.—_-.——.————c——

* Cf. S. u. Z., p. 41 ff.




b) Man is possibility. He is always more than he is,

his being is never complete at any given moment. He

therefore has no essence as an object has. The essential

properties of a cricket—ball are a certain size énd
weight, redness, rotundity, resistance, and so omn.
These give a more or less complete description of it.
But because man as existing is possibility, end is
never fixed or complete in his being, he is not to be
described in terms of the "objective properties of
something merely extant, but his possible ways<of,béing,
apd_only-thgse."“ It will be understood of course that
by possibility’thé existentialist does not mean mere
contingency, something that may heppen (for in that
sense a thing also would have infinite possibilities)
butfafpossibility of decision, a way of being which
man,.becausevhevexists,_can choose‘fob himself. c)

Man is individual. This is the characteristic of

existence which Heidegger terms Jemeinigkeit - existence e

is elways mine. One cricket-ball is pretty much like
another. They are all made to a standard pattern,
'anq while. there are no doubt minor differences, it

i8 true to say that if we have seen one, we have seen
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them all. Things can be classified - indeed not only
science but everyday life would be impossible were we

unable to classify and expect that one dbject will

behave in the same way as others in the same class.

But man as existing is an individual and defies classi-
fication. This is a point on which existentialism

does justice to the Biblical understanding of men as
individual creatures of the Father* and sets itself in
opposition to the tendency of modern scientific humanism |
to regard the being of man as at 4bottom no' different

from the beihg of things, and therefore amenable to

study by scientific methods. Of course this is not

to deny value to the social sciences; But it is to
indicate their severe limitations. We read, for

instance; that "loose thinking and prejudice are

extremely prevalent in matters of politics, economics,
religion, crime, and the like . . . yetethe social
sciences, such as psychology and sociblogy, are en-
deavouring to study these subjects rationally and
impartially, in the same manner as the physicistrstudies,
the atom, or the physiologist the workings of the body."#* f;
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The sciences mentioned are highly abstract, since they
must select as ﬁheir data such facts about man as are
measurable; either statistically or in some other way;
The information thus gained is valuabie, but we should
understand that what has been excluded in this "impartial
investigation is precisely that which is distinctively
human. It is interesting to know that a family of 2.3
children is necessary to maintain the pOpulation of
lthese islands at its present}level, or that the average
Zmericen woman has 3.7 romances in her life. But of
course, this says absolutely nothing about the human
phenoména of the family and love. The distinctively

human -is characterised by Jemeinigkeit - existence is

‘always my eiiétence, individual, unique, personal. I% ,~\f
‘is never as such a classifiable object.

This last point raises the question whether and
how existence can be described. If Dagein's existence
is always his own, then is it not futile to attempt
.an analysis of the being of Dasein which would be true
/ fdr every Dasein? To answer this guestion, we must

note the distinetion which is msde between what are

‘called existentiell (existenziell) and existential ‘”;;L

(QXistenziaI) possibilities. The concrete practical’

-




possibilities of the individual Dasein are his existentiell

possibilities. But there are horizons to Dasein's
possibilities - 1limits within which every individual

. existence must fall. These wide possibilities are
called existential, and their investigation is the
subjeét of the existential analytic of Dasein. What

we have then is not an attempt to describe universal
properties of Dasein - which would be impossible, since
yasein is not an object, but exists - but an attempt to
show the horizons of possibility within which the con-

erete possibilities of every individuael Dasein must

S it

fall, Used as a noun, the term existential (Existenzial)

denotes one of the broad fundamental possibilities of " f%ff

Dasein's being, in analogy to the term category which
 denotes one of the basic formal characters of an objeﬁt.,
The systematic description of all the fundamental
possible ways of being of Dasein is called the

existentiality (Existenzialitat) of existence.

By what method is the task of an existential

analytic of Dasein to be carried out? The scientific =

method which discovers the generasl properties and
’~%§hi§i8ﬁ$yof an object has already been ruled out, as

unsuitsble to the study of that which exists. The




. method used by Heidegger is that of phenomenology, and
while we cannot go fully into this subject here, something-

must be said about it, more particularly as we already

’

suggested thset Bultmann might be said to regard theology\'

as a kind of phenomenology of faith. The phenomenological
method stems from Husserl,* who developed it in reaction

- against the scientific positivism which had begun to
prevail at the ehd of the nineteenth century. He

pointed out that the knowledge of nature gained by
science never attains certainty or finality. It is

gubject to constant revision and correction. Further,

the scientific method is not itself a piece of scientific =

knowledge. The scientist must make in his investigation
o% nature assumptions and presuppositions which science
_iféelf cannot establish. Hussorl believed that
certainty is attained when the attention is directed

to the experiences of the self which stands outside
nature, without raising the question of the reality

to which these experiences are supposed to refer. The
exploration of the experiences of the self consists

‘not in reasonings but in descriptions of what shows

itself,:nameiy, the phenomenon.

[ - o T S . — ——— —— ————— — —

#* See his own art., "Phenomenology," En. Britt. 14th Edn.
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Heidegger has adapted the phenomenological method
to his own purposes,* but substantially it remains as
we have described it. For Heidegger phenomenology is
‘directed to being - the being which shows itself in
Désein's own understandihg of himself. The existential
analytic consists in the descriptive analysis of that
which is revealed to Dasein in his own self-disclosure
as existing. And this method of investigation, the
phenomenologists would claim, yields in itss&own‘fi'eld~
resﬁlts more securely based than any knowledge that
we can have of Lature.

On the subject of the relation of phenomenology -
to theology, Tillich claims that "theology must applj
the phenomenological approach to all its basic concepts,
forecing its critics first of all to see what the criticised;f
concepts mean, and also forcing itself to make careful
descriptions of its concepts and to use them with
logical consistency, thus avoiding the danger of trying
to £ill in 1ogi¢al gaps with devotional material. The
test of a phenomenological description is that the
picture given by it is convincing, that it can be seen

by anyone who is willing to look in the ssme direction,
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that the description illuminates other related ideas,
and that it makes the reality which these ideas ‘are
supposed to reflect understandable."* These points
are worth bearing in mind, particularly in assessing
Bultmann's treatment of the Pauline theology.
Returningvhowever to Heldegger's phenomenological
method, we find dozens of examples of this careful
ghalysis in his work - indeéd the minute detailed
descriptions bécome somewhat tedious as the method
is applied to one phenomenon after another. We will
~give one illustration here, the analysis of fear,**

which shows very clearly this method of descriptive

‘anelysis of the constitutive structures of a phenomenon“‘5- 

which is open to Dasein as understanding himself.
Heidegger begins with that which is feared, and care-
fully analyses its characteristics: it is injurious,
its harmful character is directed on a certain area
which it renders iﬁsecure, it is not yet present but
is approaching, it is uncertain in the sense that it
may pass by, but this uncertainty does not lessen

~the fear but fosters it. He then proceeds to the de-

seription of fearing. This is the discovefy of something ?f:

"t — — o — —— ——— —— — —
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* "Systematic Theology," I, p. 118. #** S,u.Z., pp. 140-2.




as terrible, which implies, Heidegger thinks, that the
world is understood g priori to be such that out of it
something terrible may appear. And finally Heidegger
turns to Dasein himself, who fears for the sske of
himself, and asks what this phenomenon reveals in the
being of Dasein. It reveals his possibility of danger, '}';
and incidentally throws light on Heidegger's choice *
of the term Dasein since it draws attention to the
sheer fact of Dasein's being situated in a world where t*
his being is threatened - he simply is there.

This illustration of fear, as well as showing us
VHeidegger's method of phenomenologicai analysis, may be
used also to show the distinctive nature of the existentigi s
snalytic. For it may be asked whether the being of man |
‘is‘nét already analysed and described for us in psychology,>\
‘history, theology and other subjects ﬁhich make a
étudy of man in his various activities. But how other

disciplines differ from the existential analytic may

be illustrated if we consider, for instance, how the
psychologist, for instance, might describe fear. He
would tell us* about the organic state of the fearing

subject,.the action of the sympathetic'nervous system.

* Cf. e.g., Woodworth, "Psychology," p. 419 ff. o




and the endocrine glands, the effect upon the actiqp of
the heart, stomach and other organs, the preparation of
the entire organism for sudden action in the emergency
which has arisen, and so on. Quité clearly, what we
have here is an ontical account of fear, whereas
Héidegger has given us an ontological or existential
account. He has analysed fear as a way of being of
Dasein, and the whole existential analytic is of the
same kind. It describes Daseln in respect of his being,
and is more fundamental than any ontical or scientific
description of human activity, and is indeed required
for the proper interpretation of the latter.

We now have before us a preliminary view of the
concept of existence, and the method by which existence
‘may be analysed and described. The existentialist
philosopher claims that man must always be understood
as a "who" and nbt as a "what," and further that
because existence implies with it the understanding of
existence, there is open to man the possibility of a
knowledge of the "who" more certain and more fundamental °
‘then any knowledgevthat he can reach of the "what." We
'5ﬁowrpr00eed to the existential analytic proper, and its

bearing om theology.




8. Man and the World.

Man exists, in the sense which we have endeavourea
to explain in the preceding pages, that is to say, he
has a relation to himself, he is confronted with
possibilities, and he is individually unique in his
being. This concept of existence carries with it two
implications which are importaht for our purpose.

The first is that man is in a world. Heldegger
is never tired of attacking the notion of a pure ego,
or a bare subjeci.* lian is always already in a world
ﬁhich is, so to speak, his Spielraum, the field within
which his possibilities confront him. Whether the
‘world is ideal or material, or whether there are both -
ideal and material worlds, are speculative questions
which need nbt be ralised on the level of the existential
analytic. The point is simply this, that with the
understanding of his own existence there is given to
man the idea of the‘world, something other than himself,
an enviromment.in which he is set. Biologists,
psychologists, and educationlsts all understand the

importance of the relatlons of man to his enviromment
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but their interest in these relations is'naturallly
confined to certain ontical aspects. Heldegger is
interested in the problem from the ontological point
of view. | |

He has little difficulty in showing»the obscurities
which beset philosoﬁhies which begin with the notion |
of a self-contained subject and seek to relate it to

- an object. Descartes' res cogitans and res extensa

come in for special criticism. This philosophy - and
other traditional philoéophies share the defect - is

»bedevilled by the 1dea of substance, which, Heidegger

claims, is a category inapplicable to thé being of man.’

Mén exists, and the world is already given with his
existence, so there is no need to work out the problem
of how a World of obgects can be known to the mind -
indeed the attempt to do so rests on a misunderstanding
of therbelng of man. Xant thought that it was a scandal
fto philosophy and human intelligence that there was
;ackingba éOgent proof for the reelity of a world
-outside ourselves. Heidegger's feply is that the ‘
Vtruefscandal of philosophy is not that such a proof

','is/;agking,_but that it was ever looked for.* Mah




as'existing is always already in a world. And if he
were not in a world - whether it be this world of
space and time, or some other world beyond our ken -
then he would no longer exist. The pure ego, the

thinking substance, is a fiction, for if I think, I

‘already have an object for my thought. Heldegger would .

restate the famous argument, "Cogito ergo sum," in some

such words as, "I think something, therefore I am in

a world."*

This fundsmental character of existence Heidegger

‘denotes by the hyphenated expression "being—in—the—world“y;,

(In-der-Welt-sein). This being-in-the-world is a unity

within which we may distinguish through anslysis the

' self on the one hand snd the world on the other, but
from which we may not separate either of them. We
said already that Heidegger's interest in being-in-
'ﬁheéworld is ontological or existentiél; It‘followé*
Ithereforeuthat the prepoéition in the expression must
be understood in an existential, not a spatiél, sense.
To call men "being-in-the-world" is to say something

/ about him'qu1te different from saying, for instance
thet the Isle of Arran is in tﬁe Firth of Clyde.

i

* Cf. 8. u. Z., p. 211.
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"Being-in" (Insein) is an existential, a way of being.

Being-in-the-world expresses the the character of man

that as existing he is bound up with the world, he has

to do with it, he is occupied with it. The general term

used by Heidegger to express this relation of Dasein

to his world is concern (Besorgen). To be in the world

does not mean for man merely to be located in it, as

a rock is, but to be concerned with it in his existence.
We now turn to the second implication contained in

the concept of existence. It is that existence can be |

either authentic (eigentlich) or inauthentic (uneigentlich);

These are the fundamental possibilities which confront
man in his existence. What exactly is meant by these - fﬂ

terms?.

Heldegger's view at this point could almost be
expressed in Johannine terminology by saying that men

is in the world but not of the world.* He is in the _

world in the sense already explained - so long as he
exists, his existence is bound up with the world and \

he has to do with it. But being-in-the-world is quite

different from being within the world (Innerweltllchkelt),"ﬁ
i

in the sense of belonging to the world, being a part .
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of it, as a physical object is. This is once again the

difference between Existenz and Vorhandenheit. Man is’

always in the world, and yet he is quite distinet from

it in his way of being. But in his intimate concern
with the world, claims Heidegger, "Dasein can lose
himself to the being that meets him in the world, and
be taken over by it.'"* Because he has a relation to
himself, man can become an object to himself, and caﬁ
understand himself as one object among the other‘
objects in his world. This is what is meant by an
inauthentic existence - man becomes merged in the
world. He exists authentically when, instead oflbeing~
enslaved to the world, he is free for his world, in
Heidegger's phrase. In that case he resolves to be
himself in the face of a world the being of which is
alien to his own being. These fundemental possibilities
of authenticity and inauthenticity may be expressed in
another way by séying that man can either gain himself
or lose himself. |

, "But what," it may be asked, "has all this to do
with the faith once delivered to the saints - or with

the interpretation of it which is the business of the
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theologian?" Admittedly we have made a fairly®long
eicursus at this point into the technicalities of
existentialism, but that was necessary if we are to
follow Bultmann's exposition of New Testament teaching
and assess the value of his work. However we\now
return to the theological problem, and first to the
Pauline concept of ¢Bue which Bultmann treats as an
ontological concept and believes to be of first class
importance for the understanding of the whole Pauline
theology, and therefore of much of Christian theology
in general.

Bultmann says that the concept of fapw is the
"most comprehensive of the Pauline anthropological
“‘concepts, end also the most complicated and difficult '
" to understand.* It will be understood therefore that
~here we have a key concept, and that much of-Bultmann's
"_subsequent exposition of the‘New\Testament teaching

: feSts upon his interpretation of ¢Qux. The term is
'*Uséd in various senses by Saint Paul. We leave aside
- for the present all passages in which he speaks of
"theVbody of Christ," since that is a specialised.
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usage. Again, in passages such as that in which he
speaks of the destruction of the "body of sin"* he uses
the term ORmx to express a concept for which he more
commonly uses the term cwpf which will slso be trested
later. For Saint Paul did not share the Gnostic view
that the body is necessarily evil. On the contrary

he taught that "the body is not for fornication but

- for the Lord . . . it is the temple of the Holy Ghost."#*

AN

But when special usages have been set aside, there is
still a bewildering range of statements and‘phrases
from which the characteristic meaning must be sought.
Bultmann's own discussion of the concept of h
is fairly complicated. Broadly speaking, he approaches
the problem with the assumption that ﬁsﬁ“ stands for
é way of being, end more particularly, a way of being
in virtue of which man is in a worid. While guarding
against the dangers of over-simplification, we will
endeavour to expound his interpretation of Gﬁ,uu as
three fundamentasl propositions concerning the being
of man. ,
a) Man's existence is always somatic. The body

is constitutive of the being of man, and Saint Paul
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cannot conceive him without a body. Even in the 1life -

to come, man will still be a body* - not indeed a body
Aof flesh and blood, but nevertheless a body of some
kind. Saint Paul follows the Hebrew rather than the
Greek understanding of man. ' For him man is a unity,
and the body is his characteristic way of being. There
is no hint here of man's being compounded of a materia}
substance called a body and an immaterial substance
called a soul. The body, as Saint Paul uses the term,
is a way of being - not a substance or a thing. It
can of course be considered as a purely physical
structure,’ but that is the concern of the anatomist.
When Saint Paul says, "Let not sin therefore reign

in your mortsl body,"** he is obviously not thinking
of tissues of bone and muscle and so on, but of man's
way of being in a world where sin is possible. To

be a body means that man does not exist as a bare

discarnate ego - he is always in a world where possibilities

confront him.
There are of course some passages in Saint Paul's

Writingé which suggest another point of view. The
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most obvious is that in which he seems to speak of
absence from the body as equivalent to presence with
the Lord.* This rather looks like the Gnostic view
of the liberation of the soul from the body. Yet a
glance at the preceding verses shows that Saint Paul
believed that on the dissolution of the earthly body
the believer would be"clofhed anew," that is to say,
his existence would still be somatic. In speaking of.
his own mystical experience of the risen Lord, Saint
Paul says that he does not know whether this experience
were "in the body, or out of the body."*%# This however
is an exceptional way of speaking, and seems to mean
simply that he did not know whether his vision was
'berceived by the bodily senses or by some supernatural
 insight. In any case neither of these passages 1is
sufficient to overthrow the characteristic interpretation
of somatic existence as found in Saint Paul's writings.
b) Man in his being has a relation to himself.
"He can meke himself the object of his own action. '
And to express this reflexive action, if we may so
‘call it, Saint Paul customarily uses the term Ghus.
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Thus he says that man can abuse himself or master
himself; that he can surrender himself to sin; or that
he can offer himself to God.* In these examples éﬁpﬂ
stands for the object-self, yet it is the same man
who is at once subject and object to himself, so that
we have here expressed the relatedness of man to
himself in his being.

¢) Man has two fundamental possibilities: he
can be at one with himself or he cen be estranged
from himself. This follows from what has been sald
about man @aving a relation to himself. He may master
himself or he may lose himself and live at war with
himself. When Saint Paul does on occasion seem to
approach to the Gnostic understanding of the being of
man as a soul imprisoned in an alien body, it is,

Bultmann suggests, because he had become so acutély

aware of the split within the self in a sinful existence

that his thought assumes a dualistic form - or at
least appears to come very close to it.** When the
ﬁody has fallen completely into sin it becomes "the

body of death'*#*# from which man must be rescued -

. % Cf. I Corinthians 9, 27; Romans 6, 12 ff; 12, 1.
.#% Th., des NT., p. 195 ff. *#%* Romans 7, 24.



but this means deliverance from the ¢&b§ , the evil
possibilities of somatic existence, and not from the
body as such, the possibilities of which may be either
good or bad. The Gnostic view that the body is alien,
an encumbrance to man's true being, leads naturally
either to asceticism or to libertinism. The body

does not matter. But if the body is man's necessary
way of being, both of ¥hese extremes are excluded,

and that is surely the typical Pauline and Christian
view,

The three propositions, that man's existencé is
always somatic, that therefore he has a.relation to
himself, and that he is confronted with the two
basic possibilities of either being at one with himself
or estranged from himself, clearly constitute an

existential interpretation of the concept of dups. .

This interpretation which Bultmann puts forward immediately

invites comparison with Heidegger's teaching that man
is always being-in-the-world, that he exists in the
sense of being related to himself, and that his
existence can be authentic or inauthentiec. But what
are we to say of Bultmann's exposition of the concept?

If it is valid, then it is a further confirmation




of what has been already suggested, namely thét there
is a kinship between existentialism and New Testament
thought, so that what we have called the existential
approach to theology is likely to lead us to the

authentic fhought of the New Testament writers. On

the other hand it may be contended that this interpretation

of the concept of ﬁapﬂ-is due simply to the ascendancy

- of existentialist influences in Bultmann's thinking.
If the guestion is raised whether the text itself
supports the interpretation of ¢Rme which Bultmann
expounds, I do not think that a conclusive answer can
be given either way. There is insufficient exegetical
evidence to prove conclusively that Bultmann's inter-
pretation is the right one, yet on the other hand he
can adduce sufficient evidence to show that his view
is at least a reasonable and possible interpretation.
The validity of Bultmann's exposition may however
be tested from another angle. If it can be shown that
Bultmann's existential interpretation of the concept
of a{huu throws light on any difficult passage of
Pauline theology,.ahd enables us to make‘better sense

of it’than other interpretations of oXimx do, then

that would weigh the balance significantly in Bultmann's

A
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favour. As an example, we take the notoriously difficult
doctrine of the resurrection of the body, as Saint Paul
teaches it in his First Epistle to the Corinthians.

It is generally agreed that this doctrine, as
opposed to a beliéf in the survival of a soul apart
from the body, is intended to teach the continuation
of the entire personality into the life to come. But
that in itself does not answer the guestion of what
can be meant by the resurrection of the body. The
erucial element in Saint Paul's teaching on this subject
is contained in the verse: "It is sown a natural body;
it is raised a spiritual body. There is a natural
body, and there is a spiritusl body."* How do we
understand this?

Nbrmally Western man understands the body to be a
substance. About the natural body there is no difficulty -
it is the mortal body of flesh and blood, the physical
organism. But what of the spiritual body? The trouble
'is that he understands spirit to be a substance also, »
" pbut én immaterial substance, entirely different in
its nature from the substance of the body.‘ The idea

of these two substances of which man is supposed to be

_—-——--————.—-—_.—-—__.—..__—___-——————_.——————.————_———_.———-—_—_

* T Corinthians 15, 44.



compounded comes ﬁot from the New Testament but from
Greek thought, yet it has become so much a part of the
Western outlook that it is used to interpret the New
Testament. Hence the difficulty with the spiritual
body. At first sight this looks like a contradiction
in terms. If spirit and body are two entirely different
kinds of substance,dhow can there be a spiritual body?
An attempt is made to get round the difficulty by
imagining some kind of ethereal stuff, midway between
spirit and bédy. This seems to be the view tsken by
commentators who work with the concept of substance,
and are forced to imagine the spiritual body as a kind
of ghostly replica of the natural body, diffefing

from it only in "being freed from some Qf its previoﬁs
limitations"* - that is to say, not subject to all

the laws which normaelly govern the behaviour of physical
bodies. This is a far from satisfactory interpretation.
Not only 1s it highly speculative, but it Seems also

to Dbe matefialistié or animisticrin its tendencies.
Morepver it may be questioned whether such an
interpretation would really ensure that continuity of
fersonalityuwhich is implied in the doctrine of the

* Evans, "Corinthians," p. 139
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resurrection of the body; And similar difficulties
.Will beset any interpretation which, explicitly or
implicitly, understands the body under the category of
substance.

But now let us set aside the notion of substance,
and try to understand the natural body and the spiritual
body existentially. That means that we must understand
the natural body and the spiritual’body as ways of Being.
The firsﬁ describes man's way of being upon earth, the
second the Christian believer's way of being in the
world to come. Ontologically, his being is the same
in both cases - he is a body, he exists in a world.

Thus the principle of continuity is safeguarded. But
ont;cally there is a difference. On earth he is
always more or less estranged from himself, in the
life to comé he is at one with himself. For mviuvpd,
like ¢3po, is to be understood not as a substance
but as a way of being. It is that way of being in
which man is truly himself, as opposed to 0\{b§ in

which he loses himself to the world. Thus understood,

'there is no contradiction and, indeed, no difficulty - |

in Saint Paul's mention of the spiritual body. The

passage, when it 1s interpreted in an existential



context of ideas appropriate to its subject-matter, which -
is man, becomes simple and intelligible. |

It may be objected that we have made the interpretation
too simple, by those who still hanker after some meta-
physical explasnation of the life to come. But to that
objection it may be replied that Saq%n Paul wrote to
answer concrete questions of human existence, not to
satisfy the curiosity of philosophers, and that must
be remembered in the interpretation of his writings.
His theology is not philosophical construction but the
exposition of the content of faith - it is existential
in the sense that it exhibits man's way of being as
believing. If an existential explenation seems in-
adequate and we look for some abstruse metaphysical
doctrine in his treatment of the resurrection of the
vody, his reply might well be: "Eye hath not seen, nor
ear heard, neither have entered into the heart 6f man,
the things which God hath prepared for them that love
him. But God hath revealed them unto us by his Spirit."#
Saint Paul is not concerned to solve intellectusl |
prdblems but to set before men existentiell possibilities.i

S~

The risen life in Christ is not a philosophical
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conception but a possibility for which men are asked to
decide. Thus it may be claimed that Bultmann's existential
interpretation of somatic existence not only renders
intelligible a difficult passage in Saint Paul's
writings, but brings it from the realms of speculation
to the actual problems of human existence.

We have so far confined our aftention almost ex-
clusively to the Pauline theology. But Bultmann
extends hls existential approach to the other New
Testament writings also, and before we leave this o )
general discussion of the concept of existence in the
world and its implications, we must look at the Jdohannine
theology also. Attention was already drawn to the
significance of the Johannine way of speaking of
being in the world but not of the world. There is
‘however in the Johannine writings no key ontological
cbncept comparable to the Paulinegrauu. The argument
for an existentisl interpretation here must therefore
rest on theAquestion how far it makes the Johannine
theology intelligible, and how far the implicit
'undefsténding of the being of man which can be discerned
in the Johannine writings is skin to the concept of ,:

‘existence. So far as the Johannine writings take



over the same assumptions derived from Hebrew thought
as did Saint Paul, we would expect to find a similar
uhderstanding of man's existence in the thought of bOth.\
That this is indeed so Bultmann argues from his con-
sideration of what he calls the Johannine dualism. By
this he meaﬁs the contrasted concepts which occur
throughout the Johannine writings - light and darkness,
truth and falsehood, l1life and death, freedom and
enslavement.* This dualistic way of speaking suggests
a Gnostic provenance. But Whereas Gnosticism attributed
darkness, falsehood, and the other negative concepts
to the working of evil powers, and rested on an
ultimate metaphysical dualism, in the Joharnine writings
in which God is acknowledged as Creator of the world
they must be interpreted in the light of some such
concept of existence as we have described. They are
"possibilities of decision. These concepts "gain all
their meaning from the question of human existence,
and express the double possibility in man's existing. %=
That @oublbip®$§ibility is to live from God, or to
11¥é from human resources - for man to be himself as

‘the child of God, or'to lose himself in the world.

e
e

* E.g., John 1, 5; 6, 33; 8, 32, ete. #% Th. NT., p. 367.
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9. The World.

-We saw that man is elways in a world, and that

Heidegger uses the expression being-in-the-world to

indicate a fundamental characteristic of human existence, -

namely, man's intercourse in the world with entities
belonging to the world.* "Being-in" here meant an
existential relation, and is to be distinguished from
the physical relation of being within the world, which
characterises the things with which man is concerned

in the world. They belong to the world, whereas man

as existing stands epart from it. To reach the existenfial

understanding of the world we begin with the considerationb

of the things within the world (das innerweltliche

Seiende) which confront man in his practical concern
. as being-in-the-world.

"The Greeks," says Heidegger, "had an sppropriate
name for fhings, namely, ﬂp&yyxﬁg that is, what we
have to do with in Wp&fc,s or active intercourse.'*#*
He goes on to say that unfortunately (from his point
,,Qf.view) when the Greeks came to philosophise they

- neglected the pragmatic character of things and

* S. u. Z., p. 67. *% S, u. Z., p. 68.




considered them as mere things (blosse Dinge), objects of

theoretical study rather than of practical concern. This
led them to explain the being of what is within the world
in terms of substantiality, extension, and so on, and to
undersfand the world as a self-contained cosmos. In
constructing the existential concept of the world
Heidegger‘returns to the pragmatic character of the
entities within the world as they confront man in his
concern. They are characterised as zuhanden‘rather than
merely vorhanden - they are to hand, immediately present
to my concefn, rather than mere objects for contemplation

or observation. The German term Zuhandenheit conveys the

further sense of being handy or useful. What is in the
world is of use to me, it is an instrument (Zeug).

This applies not only to things like writing materials,
garden implements, vehicles and the like, which are o
obviously instrumentsl in character, but to objects in
nature which might at first sight seem to be remote from
man's concern. The forest is timber, the mountain is a
quarry, the river is a canal, all are sctually or
potentially instruments. Even the celestial bodies
?an be used as instruments for telling the time, finding

the way, and so on. To quote one of Heidegger's own




exampleé,* ihe south wind may be considered as purely an
object (vorhanden), namely, a stream of air with a giveﬁ
geographical direction. When the farmer makes use 6f
the south wind as an indication of rainy westher to come,
this is not just an additional property of the wind, it
is man's discovery of its instrumental character so that
it ceases to he merely vorhanden and becomes gzuhanden.
The mere thing, Heidegger maintains, is potentially an
instrument not yet understood, and as man learns to use
it, he also discovers it in its being.

Does this look like pure subjectivism? We reserve
this point for discussion later. Measntime we are coming
into view of the existential concept of the world as

an instrumental system. That which is immediately to

hend has the character of escaping notice (Unauffﬁlligkeit).7
My atténtioh is not directed to the pen in my hand but 7 H
to what I am writing, not to fhe teiephone I use but
to the person at the other end of the line. The in-
strument immediately to hand only comes into the focus
of attention when sbmething goes wrong with it - for
instance, the pen runs dry or the telephone goes dead.

Then we suddenly become aware of its place in an entire n




+

instrumental system. For each individual instrument

carries with it its implications (Bewandtnisse).* The

fountain pen in my hand implies ink to fill it and paper -
on which to write, the paper implies the paper-mills

and the raw materials, and so on. As an instrument,

everything has a reference (Verweisung) to something
else, and the totality of these references constitutes

the significance (Bedeutsamkeit) of the world. These

references are brought into a unity in that they are

all directed to one end - they are for the sake of
Dasein. Now since every instrument implies a reference
to the whole system, the idea of the world is already
present implicitly in the understanding of the individual
instrument. Thus the world, as Heidegger understands it,
is an a priori concept of an instrumental system

founded in man's practical concern.

The world, in Heidegger's view, is therefore not
primarily an objective cosmos the laws of which are to f
be discovered by the intellectual activity of science,
but a workshop** which man, as being-in-the-world,
constructs in his practical concern. The implications
of this concept of the world will be more fully clarified

wvhen we go on to discuss Heldegger's view of understanding.



Meanwhile to complete the picture we note briefly the g
existential concept of spatiality. The pure extension of
geometrical science is an abstraction prior to which

comes the space of practical concern. This is conceived
as a system of places, analogous to the system of

instruments which constitutes the world. A place (Platz)

is not a mere location (Raumstelle).* It is to be
understood in relation to man's practical concern -
everything that he uses hss its place where he will find
it to hand. He constructs for himself a system of -
places in which he moves in his everyday concerns. This
system also escapes notice until something forces our
attention upon it - for instance, we remove from one
house to snother, nothing can be found in its place,

and we reslise for the first time how much we relied
upon the system of places which we had constructed.
Distance 8lso is primarily understood in relation to
concern. The interlocutor at the other end of the tele-
phone line is near to my concern, even if, in terms of
ﬁhe objective measurement of distance, he is a hundred
miles away;: Msn has a tendency to annul space and

bring things nearer to himself, for instance, in Speedier

* S. u’ Z. ’ »p. 102"




transport and telecommunications of various kinds. It
is true that the distance in terms of miles remains the
same, but it is reduced from the point of view of man's
concerns, and in Heidegger's view the space of practical
éoncern is prior to the space of geometry and exact
measuremenf; and the condition of it. While time.is
consideréd by Heldegger to be quite different in its
character from'space, the primary reckoning of time ié
also in terms of my concern. There is a time to get up,
a time to go out to work, and so on.

In his everyday inauthentic existence, man is
absorbed in his concern with the world. He is at home
(vertraut) in the world, he understands himself and his |
possibilities from the world, he seeks his security in ﬁ ‘
it.* He loses himself in the world and regards himself ' “@
as belonging to the world. But in that case has not man | )
ceased to exist, since existence was defined by dis-
tinguishing the being of man from the being of what is
within the world, the objects of the world? Heidegger
himself answers this objection. It could only hold, he
says, if man were an isolated subject, and the world his
object. Then to be lost in the world would mean that

he too had become an object. But men is always already
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being-in-the-world, and even inauthenticity is a possibiiity
of being-in-the-world. Man can only lose himself because
he exists, and stands before the possibility of losing
himself. *

The bomplete existential concept of the world has
therefore two sides to it. a) The world is an instrumental

system, a workshop, to be understood in relation to man's

practical concern. b) The world is a threat to man's ~

authentic existence, in so far ss he can lose himself in
it, and conceal from himself the difference between his
own being and the being of what is within the world.

The New Testament term for the world of things is
genérally not R53p0§, as in Greek philosophy, but KRTioS ,
the creation. Sometimes in the Johannine writings Ké&w@s
means the created world, but both there and in the
Pauline writings this term usually has a different
significance, as we shall see later. In any case the
Greek concept of a self-contained rational cosmos is
one that is quite alien to Biblical thought. The 014
Testament writers speak often enough of the world of
nature, but they appear to have no interest in whst

might be called the scientific view of nature. The
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New Testament writers, accepting this tradition of thought; 
are equally indifferent to anything like a scientific |
view of nature.

" What then is their concept of the world? The term
" used by Saint Paul for the world is, as was mentioned
already, Kvﬁ}ig; the creation. Bultmann points out that
this term has a twofold significance for Saint Paul.* a)
The creation is the work of God, made by Him for man's
use and enjoyment. "The earth is the Lord's, and the
fulness thereof."*%* As such, the creation is good. Here
Saint Paul is following the 0l1d Testament téaching. God
Himself is author of the creation, and He considered it
to be good; it is a garden for man to cultivate; it is
- the sphere over which man has been set.*Clearly what
we have here is something like a religious interpretation
of the existential concept of the world as a wofksth;
primarily to be understood in relstion to man's practical
concerns. b) But the creation can also be conceived as
hostile. It has fallen under the dominion of evil
po%ers**** - and here presumably we see a Gnostic

influence combining with the 014 Testament tradition in

—— —— —— o
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the Pauline concept of the created world. But while -
Saint Paul‘sometimes uses Gnostic terminology, it seems
clear that in his view the creation (which is God's
création) can be hostile not because it belongs to evil
powers external to man, but because man hrimself has given
to it these possibilities of evil. The real trouble is
that man has "worshipped and served the creature (kTig~g)
more than the Creator."# Because he has done so, the |
creation has, so to speak, gone corrupt in his hands,
and instead of being a thing of use it beéomes a threat o
to his being. It can become "a hostile destroying force |
if man has decided for it instead of for God, that is, ‘
if he founds his 1life upon it instead of upon God.'"**
Man as existing stands apart from the world. He is
between the world and God, and he can decide to build
his life on the one or the other. Again we have here
'something like a religious statement of the second side
of the existential concept of the world as the alien
being in which man can lose himself.

The corresponding Johannine teaching may be summarised

in Bultmann's phrase as "the perversion (Verkehrung)

* Romans 1, 25. /i |
*% Th. des NT., p. 226.




of the creation into the world."* As an illustration
there may be quoted fhe dbdble use of the term l«&ﬂuos

in the verse, "the world was made by him, and the world
knew him not."#* Here we have together the thought of
the world as the creation of God~and the thought of the
world as hos£ile power. But since we have here been
principally concerned with the term x?i}q} further / )
discussion of the term Koahog will be deférred until
later.

The foregoing discussion has shown how the existential.
concept of the world is used by Bultmann to interpret }
the New Testament concept of the creation. The problem
is reiated to the possibilities of human existence, and
the New Testament teaching on this subject is expounded
within the horizon of these possibilities. The inter-
pretation offered by Bultmann appesrs to be intelligible
and satisfying, nor does it seem to do violence to the’
text of the New Testament. But is the existential | S
concept of the world a valid one? Is it not subjective;
or even fanciful; in its thought of an instrumental

system, or a world which tempts man to lose himself? \‘/
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Over sgainst it stands the scientific attitude to the world
with its claim to be objective, impersonal, and unpre-
judiced. Is that not the true picture, andithe one in
the 1light of which we should seek to interpret the Biblicél
concept of the world? But if‘we do seek so to interpret '\
it, we seem to find that there is no point of contact.

The Bibliecal concept of the world seems to be as far
removed from the scientific view as is the existential
concept, and to be equally fanciful and unrealistic from -
the viewpoint of one accustomed to look upon nature scientié
fically. Or on the other hand, does the existentialist
concept of the world represent the rediscovery of truths
long neglected, and which are present also in the Biblical
concept of the world? To these guestions we must now /

address ourselves, and this will involve a consideration

of what we mean by understanding.




CHAPTER III
THE DISCLOSURE OF EXISTENCE
10, Understanding.

When we speak of understanding, we commonly think’
of an intellectual activity which leads to theoretical
knowvledge. To understand anything means to know its )
properties and behaviour, and the most exact understanding o
is of the kind which we call scientific. Against this E
excessive intellectualism however Heidegger and other
existentislist thinkers protest. For Heidegger, "under-
standing always tbuches on the whole constitution of
being—in~the—world."* That 1s to say, it is not purely
or even primarily theoretical, but is rooted in man's
way of being as practically concerned with his world.

We a1l know that theoretical understanding is not the
only kind of understanding. I may understand the
working of the internsl combustion engine, the principles
of transmitting power, and so on, but that in itself

will not enable me to drive a car. For that I need a

different kind of knowledge which must be acquired by
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practice. Yet the latter seems to be at least equally as
important as the former, and is equally entitled to be
called understanding. I may be thoroughly conversant
with the rules of cricket, but it does not follow that
therefore I can emulate Sir Donald Bradmen with the
bat. That would require a practical understanding of
the same kind as I need for driving a car. It is worth
noting that a child's first question about any novel
object is usuelly, "What is it for?" That is the
gquestion of practical concern. The child seeks to
understand things in terms of their use., An infant

may be said to have understood a spoon when he 1lifts it
to his mouth. He has discovered its serviceability,
though he is still ignorant of its objective properties,
for instance, whether it is of wood or horn or silver.
To quote one of Heidegger's own illustrations, consider
the sentence, "The hammer is heavy."* For everyday
understanding this does not mean that a certain object,
celled s hammer, has a certain property, namely,
heaviness. It 1s understood in relation to practical
concern, and it issues in changing the unsuitable

instrument for a lighter one. Indeed the understanding




-

is there in the act of.substitution, even if nothing isr
said. It need not be formulated in words at all. The
world is not primarily an object of contemplation but
the field of my concern, and my everyday understanding
of it and statements about it relate to that concern.
Things are understood as zuhanden rather than vorhanden,
to use the terms which we met in connection with the
éxistentiai concept of the world.

The practical understanding which we have described

is regarded by Heideggef-as the fundamental understanding,

the understanding which touches on the whole constitﬁtion -

of man as being-in-the-world. It is the condition Whichk
makes theoretical understanding possible. Theoretical
or scientific understanding is held to be a special case:
of understanding in general. In that special case
entities are abstracted from all practical concern

and viewed as purely objective.

Did men play cricket before they formulated the
rules of the game? No doubt the'rules were subsequent
in time to the playing of the game, and were framed in
accordance with the way in which the game was actually
played. On the other hénd it might be contended that

the rules, in some form, were logically prior to the




game, because as soon as men began to play the game, they i 3

must have had alreadj some accepted conventions in their
minds. If the ques-tion were whether #awpi or ‘n‘p&fcg
comes first, it might seem as insoluble and as fruitless
to attempt'an answer as to decide between the rival
claims to precedence of the hen and the egg. Each seems
to imply the other.

However the contrast in Heidegger is not strictly
between theory and practice, but rather between the
purest theory (which, in his view, is never quite pure,
that is to say, never entirely aloof from practical
concern,) and that other understanding, itself a kind of
implicit theory even if it cennot be formulated, which
belongs to everyday activities. To return to our
illustration, as well as the rules of cricket there is
what the Americans would call the "know-how" of the
players. They cannot formulate that as they formulate
the rules, though perhaps it is communicable in other
ways, but it is knowledge or understanding, posseséed
by those who play the game. And this type of under-
standing, Heidegger claims, is our most fundamental
;understanding of the world. Our closest 1ntercdufse A

with the world is not percipient knowledge, but the



practical concern which uses, handles, and 50 on, end
has 1its oﬁn knoﬁledge.* |
 Before we go on to the further eXpoéition of
Heidegger's treatment of undérstanding, let us pause
to consider briefly the implications of this line of
thought for theology. Heldegger has attempted to show.
that as well as the theoretical knowledge which reaches
its purest expression in science, there is another
knowledge which is much more difficult to formulate
but which should not on that account be overlooked.
Indeed, if Heidegger is right, scientific knowledge is
subordinate to and derivative from this fundamental
existential knowledge, as it is frequently called.
(The expression '"existential knowledge" is not used by
Héidegger,/bui as 1t has become current, we accept thé
usage while-noting that the term "existential" is
here used in a looser sense than the one already
defined.**) Now it is with this existential kind of
knowledge that theology is primarily concerned. The
knowledge of God is different from our knowledge of

nature. It is not a set of propositions about God,

* 3. w. Z., p. 67,
* Supra, p. 55.
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as if God were an object to be viewed with acédBMiéie
detachment, but the knowledge which is implicit in our
faith in God. "He judged the cause of the poor and
needy; then it was well with him: was net this to know
me? saith the Lord."* The knowledge spoken of here,
like Heidegger's understanding of the hammer, did not
issue in a statement but in a pattern of action. This
knowledge is not theoretical in the usual sense bf that
term, but it is a genuine 6Eup&§, an insight or under4r
standing implicit in the experience of faith in God.
Contemporary theologisns, whether or not they use the
expression "existential knowledge," seem to‘have grasbed
the peculiar status of religious knowledge much more
clearly than did the theologisns of a century ago.
Dr William Temple, for instance, has dealt very faithfully -
with the difference between a mere theistic philosophy .
and the genuine knowledge of God in his criticism of
Déscartes.**

‘:Two consequences follow from recognising that the
knowledge of God is of the kind that we call existential.

The first is that we can no more speak intelligently
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about God without the experience of faith than we‘can»
talk intelligently about cricket without ever having
handled a bat or bowled a ball. Theological knowledge
must be from the inside,.it must be faith interpreting
itself. Here of course the @ifficulty of communication
arises. We saw already that the Biblical writers-used
poetry, myth and historical narrative rather than the
systematic treatise for the communication of their thought;
Action and example are other important ways in which an
existential understanding of any kind may be communicated.
%pt in any case the communication must be made by

someone Wﬁo has the existential knowledge. To quote
Tillich: "If the word 'existential' points to a parti-
cipation which transcends both subjectivity and ob-
jeetivity, then man's relation to the gods is rightly
called existential. Man cannot speak of the gods in
detachment. The moment he tries to 4o so, he has lost

the god and has established just one more object within
the world of objects. WMan can speak of the gods only

on the basis of his relation to them."* It may be

asked in view of this whether the work of the theologian

does not therefore bresk down on the difficulty of

* "Systematic Theology," vol. I, p. 238.



cémmunicating knowledge which is of an existential kind,
for the theologian is expected so far as possible to
dispense with myth, poetry, and the other ways of com-
municating existential knowledge that were mentioned, |
and to set out his teaching systematically in the
plainest language that he can find. This however is
precisely the samé guestion that was asked and answered
in comnection with the existentialist philosopher's
attempt to give a systematic account of the being of

man after he had maintained that existence is always

my own er someone's own - the principle of Jemeinigkeit* - - :

and therefbre defies generalisation and classification.
The being of neither man nor God can be objectively

set down as are the properties of the natural world in
scientific analysis. But there is still the possibility
of the phenomenological method, which in the case of
theology would mean the descriptive analysis of the
self's experience of God in faith.

Thé gsecond consequence of recognising that the
knowledge of God is existential knowledge is to give
to it its own certainty. If we accept Heidegger's
analysis of understanding, the understanding which is

implicit in #p¥Sisis as much entitled to respect as
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is the purest theory, and is indeed, he would claim,
more fundamental. This is of course éltogether

contrary to the prevailing popular view that the higheét
degree of certainty belongs to scientific knowledge
alone, and that other kinds of so-called knowledge,
religious knowledge among them, are really only

matters of opinion, or perhaps matters of feeling.

Many reasons could be adduced for the rise of that
popular view - or'p0pular delusion, we might say -

such as the amazing success of science in explaining
nature on the one hand, the difficulties of communicating
knowledge of the existential kind on the other, and

the frequent confusion in the past (especially in

‘the disputes between theology and science) of existential _
‘understanding with what we may csll objective under-
standing. All these factors have contributed to the
development of a scientific positivism, which of
“course has its influence on the unreflective popular
outlook of the twentieth century. Heldegger - and

in this he remains faithful to Husserl - opposes the
“exelusive claims made for the scientific method as

the only avenue to genuine understanding and knowledge,

and in the quest for certain foundations on which to



build his philoSOPhy, he direcfs attention away from
nature to the analysis of the self as existing, that

is to say, standing outside nature. And the self differs
from every object in nature precisely in this, that to
the self belongs what Heidegger calls disclosure

(Erschlossenheit). Man not only is, he understands

that he is, he is open or disclosed to himself in his
being. This disclosure, which is a fundamental structure . 3
of existence, Heidegger identifies with the traditional
doctrine of a "light of nature."* This is the fundamental
understanding which maskes possible all other understanding »
and knowledge. It has already been pointed out how this

teaching of Heidegger differs from the '"cogito ergo

sum" of Descartes, to which it bears a superficial
resginhtance. ** Descartes also was looking for a certsain
foundation on which to erect his philosophy, and he
thought that he had found it in the pure subject, the
doubting self which cannot doubt the réality of its

own doubt. Heldegger, we saw, rejects. the notion of

‘a bare subject. What 1s disclosed by the "light of
nature" - that is, by the/very structure of man's

existence as open to himself - im "being-in-the-world."
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The self and the world are given together. "Truth in
the most original sense is the disclosure of Dasein,

to which belongs the discovery of nature.'* But if
this be so, then the phenomenological analysis of the
experiences of the self as being-in-the-world should

be able to yield knowledge which is more fundamental,
certain, and indubitable than any scientifié understanding
of nature. And if, among fhe possible ways of being
which are disclosed to man in the analysis of his own
existence, we find the way of being which we call .
religious faith, then the analysis of it - that is,
theology - can lay claim to the same truth that belongs
to all phenomenological analysis. Theological statements
are not therefore merely matters of opinion, still less
expressions of feeling, neither true nor false, as the
logical positivist might say. They are statements
_which communicate that existential knowledge to which
thé most- original truth belongs. That original truth
is not the correspondence of statements to facts (a
very difficult theory in any case) but the "light of
nature," the disclosure of béing—in—the-world to itself,

which mekes all understanding and knowledge possible.
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Let us now consider further the view of understanding
which Heidegger sets forth. .Understanding is an existential,
a possible way of being. Its characteristic structure is
the project (Entwurf).* The term project, as used by
Heidegger, seems to contain two ideas. As related to
man's possibilities, it suggests intention or purpose.

By this we do not mean that a project is a plan which
has been thought out and is then put into operation -
indeed Heidegger explicitly says that a project does

not mean this for him. But when the child 1ifts a spoon
to his mouth, he has understood the spoon in the sense x
that he has discovered its instrumental character. He
is making it serve his possibilities in projecting his
-possibilities upon it.

This brings us to the second idea contained in the
knotion of a project. This is analogous to projection
in mathematiecs. Meaning is projected upon things by
the understanding. In themselves, Heidegger holds,
they are meaningless. But this implies that the world
itself is an existential. That is not to say that
there is nothing apart from what is understood, for

Heidegger is not a follower of Berkeley. What is (das

* 8, u. Z., p. 145.




Seiende) is there whether it is understood or not, but
it only becomes a world and acquires significance .
throﬁgh the projecting activity of man's understanding.
The world is thus itself a way of being which man as
understanding constructs in projecting his possibilities.
This brings us once again to the questibn whether
vtﬁe existentialist view of the world as an instrumental
system constructed by man's projects is subjectivism,
even in spite of the fact that Heidegger strenuously
opposes the notion of a pure subject, and contends that
the being of man is always being-in-the-world. Does
he reaily escape subjectivism? It may, I think, be
»fairly dlaimed that Heidegger's account of the world
is neither more nor less subjective than, let us say,
the account given by Kant on the one hand, or by a
modern physicist on the other. Xant's categofies of
substance and accident; cauée and effect, and so on,
were in his own view forms imposed upon phenomena by
the understanding. The mathematical formulae of the
scientist are equally constructions of the understanding
which he finds convenient for the interpretation
of natural phenomena. These two cases are projects,

s

in Heldegger's sense of the term, but they are highly - S



specialised projects - the projects of theoretical
understanding. The categories of substantiality,
causality, and so on, or their modern equivalents,

are the basicecconcepts (Begrifflichkeit) for the

project of a scientific understanding of the world.

Heidegger's categories, for instance, Zuhandenheit, -

Vorhandenheit, Innerweltlichkeit, - and we must

remember that his categories are to be distinguished
from his existentials* - differ from those of Kant or
the scientist in being the categories of everyday
understanding, and not of that specialised type of

- undefstanding which we call theoretical or scientific.
"And this everyday understanding which relates to practicél
concern is of course far more fundamental to man's
existence and occupies him for a far greater part of
his time than theoretical understanding. Even a
philosopher or a physicist, when he turns a door
handle, thinks of it as a handy instrument, not as a
metal object or a pattern of molecules and atoms. In.

other words, he conceives it under the categorycof

‘“Zuﬁandenheit, not under the categories of philosophy
or sclence which are related to theoretical understanding,‘?

whether they be Kantian or more recent.
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These different ways of understanding the world
are not antégonistic to one another, and it is most
unfortunate that existentialism‘is sometimes regarded
as anti-scientific or even irrational. The different
ways of understanding arise from the projecting of
different possibilities of man's being - the possibilities
of his practical concern, or_the possibilities of his
theoretical reasoning. There could only be conflict
if it were claimed that the true understanding of the
world belongs exclusivély to one of these projects -

8 claim which might be made by the logical positivists
on behalf of the scientific project. But we have
already dwelt at some length on Heidegger's arguments
against such a claim, and his demonstration of the
importancé of existiential understanding over against
theoretical understanding. |

¥hat further light does the foregoing discussion
throw on the New Testament understanding of the world
as the xTﬁws, the creation of God? We noted already
that this understanding of the wofld is more akin to
the existentialist then to the scientific concept of
the world. The world, as created by God, is of use

to man who'is God's creature, but it has also the
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possibility of being hostile to man when he prizes the
creation above the Creator. This understanding of the
world is the project of religious faith. It is not a
theoretical but an existentlial understanding. That is
to say, we do not reason from the world and its useful-
ness to a Crestor. Such arguments may have some force,
but they lead to the God of metaphysics, an object of
theoretical knowledge, and can never lead to the living
God of religious”faith, Who is never an object. In
religious faith, God is disclosed immediately with

the self and the world. Heidégger teaches that in the
original disclosure of Dasein the self and the world
are disclosed together. Religlous thought must go
beyond that and assert that God also is disclosed -

or rather, discloses Himself. In the light of that
disclosure, the world is understood as creation and

the self as the creature who may use the creation or

be lost in it. It is through the existential knowledge
of God Who discloses Himself to man in his way of

being which we call faith, and not through any theoretical
reasohing that we understand the world as creation.
"Through faith we understand that the worlds were framed

by the word of God, so that things which are seen were



not made of things which do appear."* Only so do we
apprehend the Creator as the living God, and not as
merely some shadowy First Cause.

But if God discloses Himself together with*the
self and the world, why then, it msy he askéd, is
there no mention of God in Heidegger's existential
analytic, which Bultmann seems prepared to accept,
in its broad outlines at least, as an adeguate analysis
Of that "understanding of existence which is given with
existence" and therefore as a suitable ontological

Begrifflichkeit for the problems of theology? This

is in fact the queétion which Schumann has raised

about Bultmann's arproach to theology.**%* Can there

be a trustworthy analysis of human existence which does
“not seé that existence in relation to God? In asnswer

to this objection, it may be replied that the religious
bearing of Heidegger's philosophy is by no means simple.
This question will be raised again later, but for

the presentﬂwe may say that even if God is not dis-
closed in the phenomenological analysis of understanding,

' so far as we have pursued it, there is still another
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very important mode of disclosure of which Heldegger
treats, that which is given in affective states or

moods (Befindlichkeiten) which have thelr own understanding,

and especially the state of dread or anxiety (Angst).
This topic will occupy us 1in the next section, and
there we shall see that Heldegger's existential analytic
comes very near to becoming a religious philosophy.
It will be argued at that point that the existential
englytic should become religious for its completion,
and that God is disclosed with the self and the world,
as has been‘already asserted.

Before leaving the subject of understanding, there
are somerfurther points that remain to be discussed.
.The doectrine of creation, which is of fundamental
importance in the New Testament as well as in the 0ld
Testaﬁent, has been one of the principal battle-grounds
ih the conflicts which have arisen over the question
of the relations of religion and science. It should be -
clear from what has been said that the scientifac and
Biblical accounts of the world arise from different
projects, and there can be no question of conflict
bétween’them - unless, indeed, one or the other asserts

to itself exclusive truth as the only possible understanding



of the world. The scientific view of the world is
the project of the theoretical understanding, the
doctrine of creation is the project of the existential
understanding which belongs to faith.

There are of course now very few who would hold
that, let us say, the Genesis accounts of the creation
are to be regarded as science, or who would attempt
the harmonising of these accounts with the teaching of .
scieﬁce, as was once done. But what is not so clearly
understood is that these accounts are not primarily
theism either, even if they imply theism. They are
ndt, that is to say, mythological symbols intended to
teach a‘philoSOphy of cosmic origins or a theistiec
world-view. Their teaching goes far beyond any meta-
~physical doctrine of a First Cause, which like science
would belong to the sphere of theoretical understanding.
The Biblical accounts of the creation are to be under-
stood existentially. They are vehicles for the communi-
cation of the existential underétanding of the living
God - the saving knowledge of God, if we may so spesk -
~which belonged to the sacred writers and was disclosed
or revealed to them in the experience of faith. Thus

Adsm's dependence and creatureliness is both the Writer‘sl§



and mine when I read his story and understand it as
something which touches my existence. Adam's dis-
obedience is the writer's disobedience and my dis-
oﬁedience; Adam's fall is the writer's fall and my
fall. Here is neither science nor philosophy, but
something much more important for myself confronted with
the problems of existence, namely, a disclosure of
myself as a creature who has fallen into sin. So

also with the account of the creation of the world of
nature. It does not teach me hob/to understand the
world considered as an object for theoreticsal study,

as science teaches me, but it does teach me to understand
the world as a constant factor in my existence as
being-in-the-world, that the world is good and for my
use, but that at the seme time I lose ﬁyself in the
world in preferring the creature above the Creator

as Adam did. Thus understood, there can be no possible
conflict between the teaching of these accounts and

the teaching of science or cosmology, and thus under-
stood it is clear also that these accounts of the
creation .touch a level of truth more fundamental and
importént for my existence thaﬁ any theory of cosmic

origins could be,



To complete this discussion of understanding, it
is necessary finally to consider the New Testament
passages which explicitly speak of understanding or
knowledge, and to ask whether they confifm the existential}m
view of religious understanding which has here been
expounded. And first let us consider the Pauline
concept of vous , with reference to Bultmann's inter-
prehmioh of it.=*

Passages such as "be ye transformed by the renewing
of your mind (or understanding)" and "God gave them over
to a reprobate mind (or understanding); to do those
things which are not convenient,"*#% clearly indicate
that for Saint Paul vovs does not stand for theoretical
understanding but for a practical understanding closely
connected with willing and doing. Indeed, Bultmann
suggests that in the two verses quoted, vdédg might
almost be rendered by character.*** Ontologically
this practicai understanding is the "light of nature"
which discloses to me my possibilities for good or -
evil, and maekes possible my decisions - it is "the _{
law of my mind (or understanding)."*%%%* But ontically

the understanding may be fallen or "reprobate" and

#%# Th, des NT., p. 208.  #%%* Romans 7, 23. . . .



therefore misleading - and of course both Saint Paul
and Heidegger teach that the understanding is in fact
generally fallen.

If understanding bears this practical or existential
gsense in the New Testament, it justifies the reiterated
use by Bultmann (and in this usage he also follows
Heidegger) of the expression self-understanding (Selbst-

verstandnis) in his interpretation of Christian theology.

He can say that Jesus taught men a new understanding
of themselves; that Saint Paul's conversion was a new
self-understanding; that the Christian life is a new
understanding of the self. If by understanding Bultmann
meant primarily a theoretical activity, then to speak
of a new understanding of the self would seem to be
‘a very inadequate account alike of the teaching of
Jesus, the conversion of the aposite, and the Christian
life. But in the sense of understanding which has
been explained, and which seems close to the New
Testament meaning of the term, a new understanding of
the self means nothing less than a complete reorien-
tation of the entire personality. It is eguivalent
to a new life.

In the Johannine writings it might seem that

there is a bias in the direction of intellectualism.



Frequently recurring concepts such as "knowledge," "truth,"
" ight," are reminiscent of Greek philosophy. Commenting
on this affinity with Greek thinking, E.F. Scott remarks
that the Fourth Gospel "lays stress on knowledge as the
chief factor in the attainment of life.'"* But is knowledge
understood even here, in spite of the affinity with

Greek thinking, as theoretical or speculative knowledge?
The same commentétor_goes on to say that "a native

Hebrew strain in John's thinking blends itself with the
Greek, and essentially modifies it." The effect of this
modification; we would say, is to bring knowledge and
.truth from the sphere of the theoretical to that of the
practical. Christ himself is the truth** - not his
discourses only, but primarily himself in his life and
death and resurresction. Another commentator on the

Fourth Gospel says, "Christ did not answer all our
speculative questions, but his life itself is the

answer to sll the final questions"##%% - and by "final
questions" we may suppose are meant the ultimate

questions of man's existence. Whatever affinities we

may trace with Greek speculation, the Johamnine concept

—————— o — —— — 3 (o o g " — -

— o e G —— — — — T — —— —— ———, —

* Cf, "The Fourth Gospel," pp. 256-257. #*#* John 14, 6.
*%% C,J. Wright, "Mission and Message of Jesus," p. 881.



of the knowledge of God which is "life eternal"* is
essentially like the concepts of knowledge and under-
standing which we find in the other Biblical writers.

It is a knowledge of the kind which we call existential.
11. Anxiety.

It was mentioned before that Heidegger teaches
that man is disclosed to himself in his being not

only by understanding but also by affective state

(Befindlichkeit). All understanding is coloured by’some;-
emotional mood, while every mood of the emotions has

.its own understanding.*%* We suggested that this mode

of disclosure which comes with feeling is of Speciai
importance for religious thought, and it is to this
problem that we turn now.

The affective states which Heidegger proposes to
analyse ontologically are, he says, familiasr to us
ontically as moods. Man always has some mood. Both
the undisturbed equanimity and the frustrated discontent
of everyday existence, and the passing over from 6ne

to the other, have, in Heidegger's view, their

— o o —— -~ e ———
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