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The thesis takes as its starting-point the revolution of XXth. century theol-
:0ogy against late XIXth. century liberalism as to the status and value of hist~
sorical event. While XIXth. century liberalism regarded historical events as
relatively unimportant channels for the delivery and illustration of timeless |
divine truths, recent and contemporary theology tends to regard historical é
events as all-important and crucial in and by themselves, and not merely be- . 1
scause of the timeless truths abstracted from and mediated through them.
Existentialist theology interprets this revived emphasis on historical event as
implying the radical historicity and temporality of man, and expresses this
interpretation by means of the concept, the 'moment', which designates a con-
screte, temporal-spacial, particular event within man's historical life, apart
from which man does not become an authentic person and does not encounter
truth. Further, existentialist theology stresses man,man himself, in his free-
tdom and in his genuine becoming, as the only fruitful answer to the guestion,
'what is the meaning of history 7', in contradistinction to answering it in
terms of vpolitical, economic, sociological, and geographical laws, processes,
and cycles. The thesis thereafter investigates the main works of three import-
tant existentialist theologians, Bultmann, Buber, and Kierkegaard, with a view
to discovering those ways in which they interpret and employ this concept, the
'moment'. It discovers that in spite of divergences (which it analyses and
evaluates), these three thinkers display a certain unity in their teaching on
the 'moment', a unity which can hardly be understood as fortuitous. An attempt
is made to understand this unity as springing from common roots in all three,
and an attempt is made to indicate what these roots are. It is argued that
while the facile and 'popular' explanation of this unity would stress the
philosophy of existence as the background and seed-plot of the notions of hist-
:ory of Bultmann, Buber, and Kierkegaard, this is neither the only possible nor
the most plausible explanation. This explanation ignores the common biblical
background of Buber (a Jew) and of Bultmann and Kierkegaard (Christians). The
thesis argues therefore that Buber's notion of 'historicity' and his use of the
concept, the 'moment', spring mainly from his Hasidic interpretation of 0ld
Testament revelation with its firm emphasis on the 'everydayness' of God's

historic self-disclosure. Similarly, it /




derives Bultmann's einphasis on Listoricity and temporality and his use of the
concept, the 'moment', from his conviction that the events of Christ's career
mean the utter cruciality of particular, historical-temporal events and
encounters within human existence. It derivesKierkegaard's postulation of

the Moment from his conviction that the original Christ-Moment described in
the New Testament implies a contemporary, identical Moment within humen exist-
tences Thus it is argued that biblical revelation generally and the'eventful'
ministry of Christ in particular necessarily imply the doctrine (and scandal)

of particularity. Thus the conclusion is drawn that the Homent is a logically

necessary and existentially most relevant category for theology. Behind the
'‘moment', it must be insisted, stands historic bhiblical revelation and the
crucial events of Christ's life and death. Thus the 'moment' is not merely

a category borrowed by theology from the system of concepts of the philosophy
of existence, but a thoroughly biblical, Christian category without which bib-
:lical revelation and Christ's incarnation would lose their relevance for mod-
tern man. The unity of Bultmann, Buber, and hierkegaszrd on the 'moment' is
seen t0 centre mainly on their cormon assertions that the present 'moment!
implies a distinction between primary (i.e. personal, historic, dynamic,
temporal) revelation and secondary (i.e. propositional, !'informationalt,
conceptual, ethical, social) revelation; that the 'moment' is the vital disloc~
tating gap between a determining past and a chosen future, and is thus man's
only assurance of authentic becoming, without which man would have no history;
that the 'moment' faces considerable opposition from certain common elements,
which are fully analysed; that the 'moment' implies a notion of revelation
basically (if we may so express it) 'impartational', historical, and temporal,
as opposed to one which is basically 'immanentist', and consecuently regarded
by existentialist thought as unhistorical, untemporal, and 'unworldly'. Tet
it is admitted that the concept cuts sharply across certain strong traditional
theological strands, and certain problems corresponding to these are therefore
raised and fully discussed, to show how certain re-interpretations and re-
evaluations require to be made if the coneept, the 'moment', is to be fitted
into the fabric of theology. Amongst these problems the following would seem
to be of the greatest significance =--- the problem of propositional theology,

the tentative solution to which is suggested by the 'de-generalization' or the
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tde-objectification' of dogmas; the problem of Church and community, in which
the alleged weaknesses of existentialists on community are discussed, =nd an

attenpt made to assess the positive contributions of existentialism (in

particular, by the special meaning it gives to 'historicity', and by the }
interpersonal encounter) to ecclesiology; the urgent problem of the two sreat
divergent approaches to systematic theology, the ontological (as exemplified by
the approach of Tillich) and the existentialist (as exemplified by the apnroach
of Bultmann). These two approaches are compared and the conclusion drawn that
the concept, the 'moment', favours the latter approach, which is evaluated

against the biblical notion of historic revelation as basically an interpersonal
encounter between God and man.
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INTRODUCTION AND PREFACE.

LIBERAL CHRISTIANITY AND THE HISTORICAL

In liberal theology the 'historical' as a theological
category is depreciateds Liberals regard historical events as dispen-
:sable shells, through which are mediated nourishing kernels, The hist-
sorical is quite relative. What was significant in the life and ministry
of Jesus was that through him there came spiritual and ethical principles
of vital importance for man's well-being., The principles were of vital
importance, not the events in which they were manifested. In this view
the 'historical! is thought of as merely accidental. Sometimes to des-
scribe something as historical implied that it was dated, conditioned,

and sometimes even falsified.

For example, the Ritschlian definition of history is
that "... the truth of history consists in the moral truths revealed
through the teachings and examples of great meno‘ Thus Jesus' teachings
are of higher value than his action, His action is to be correlated
with truth by finding in it motives or intentions which can be translated
into moral principles'or objectives, History has meaning as the laborat-
sory in which truth is discovered; once the truth has been grasped and
communicated to posterity, the history itself ceases to be of decisive
importance. Mark tells Jesus' story to propagate the truths he learned

from Jesus" (James M. Robinson, The Problem of History in Mark, London,

1957, p. 8). Speaking of Harnack's classic, What is Christianity ?,




Rudolf bultmann says, "It will be noticed how Harnack reduces the keryg-
tma to a few basic truths of religion and ethics. Unfortunately this
means that the kerygma has ceased to be kerygma: it is no longer the
proclamation of the decisive act of God in Christ. For the liberals the
great truths of religion and ethics are timeless and eternal, though it
is only within human history that they are realized, and only in con-
screte historical processes that they are given clear expression. But
the apprehension and acceptance of these principles does not depend on
the knowledge and acceptence of the age in which they first took shape,
or of the historical persons who first discovered them, We are all
capable of verifying them in our own experience at whatever period we
happen to live. History may be of academic interest, but never of para-

:mount importance for religion"(Kerygma and Myth, London, 1953, p. 15)°

Speaking of the turn of the twentieth century, James M. Robinson says,
"The century opened with the older generation still following the
Ritschlian approach to God in terms of ethical idealism, and to Jesus as

the historical fact exemplifying that ideal"(A_New Quest of the Historic-

:al Jesus, London, 1959, p. 40). Georges Florovsky comments that
people are interested rather in the 'eternal truth' of the Christian
message, than in what they are inclined to call the 'accidents! of hist-

tory ('The Predicament of the Christian Historian', Religion & Culture,

London, 1959, p. 140). And he also agrees that theological liveralism,
",o.o at least from the Age of the Enlightenment persistently attempted

to disentangle Christianity from its historical context and involvement,
to detect its perennial'essence! ('das Wesen des Christentums'), and to
discard the historical shells" (Florovsky, Op. Cite,p. 141). Because of

this, "The historicity of Christianity was reduced to the acknowledgement
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of a permanent 'historical significance' of certain ideas and principles
which originated under particular conditions of time and space, but
were in no sense intrinsically linked with them" (p. 141), From these
we can form some kind of idea of the way in which theological liberal=-

tism regarded the historicale

MORE RECENT AND CONTEMPORARY CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY AND THE HISTORICAL

The view of the historical here tends to be that
the historical events themselves are crucial, decisive, and indispens-
tables Christianity is so rooted in history that to uproot it is tanta
:mount to destroying it as a religiono In the events described in the
New Testament God has so acted as to alter radically the character of
history and of time. The historic Christian events brought something
quite new into existence that was not there before. Time and history
are indispensable for a truly human existences The events of the New
Testament affected not merely that time in which they happened, but all
human time as such, These events show that our time is of a difterent
quality than otherwise we might have imagined. The events of Christ
demonstrate that what comes to us, what we apprehend and understand,
come to us only in and through our time and history. The revelation
of Christ can only be understood as the essential and inalienable
historicity of man. Thus James M. Robinson writes of the theology of
Bultmann that "... the kerygma must proclaim that God is encountered

within one's historical existence" (The Problem of History in Mark,

p. 18).  And Professor John McIntyre writes, "It is now a theological



commonplace to emphasise the fact that Christianity is a historical
religions In this view we hear such statements as: 'God acts in hist-
sory!, 'God reveals Himself in history!', 'The incarnation is the centre
of history', and so on. The idea of history and ideas about history
enter into most interpretations of the person and work of Jesus Christ
and into almost all accounts of the theology of the 01d Testament or of
the New Testament, that is, into almost all of what is called 'Biblical
Theology'!. What is not always realized is that historical conceptions
of this sort are unique to our time; that because of developgments

not only in theological thought concerning the subjects peculiar to
itself but also in the fields of historical methodology and of the
critique of historiography, our understanding and cur interpretation of
the historical element in the Christian faith are not the same as those

of any previous generation" (The Christian Doctrine of History,

Edinburgh 1957, p. 3)e "... It has not been commonly realized that
this conviction of the rootedness of Christianity in history commits the
Christian exponenﬁ to a quite specific doctrine of history oceeececos
Just as God by His many actions in history ... in certain specifiable
places and in definite historical times transformed all men's previous
views on history but also history itself ..... The impression too often
given is that history is something in which things happen, a structure
in which the events of Revelation and Redemption take place, a framework
relatively unaffected by the action of God and man that occuw within

it" (McIntyre, op. cite, p. 11). These quotations from McIntyre's book
sum up admirably the liberal position as to history and the modern

revolution with regard to it Professor Ian Henderson, writing of

Bultmann's treatment of the historical, says this : "... Bultmann has




been at pains to distinguish his position from that of the 0l& Liberal-
tism which reduced Christianity to a number of timeless truths. Over
against such a view he insists that Christianity is basically an events
In Christ something has happened. And bBultmann goes on to emphasise
the unigue and universal reference of the Christ event. In Christ,
God has done something which is of decisive importance not only for the
life of St. John or St. Paul but for that of each of us and of all our
contemporaries to whom the Christian gospel is preached to-day" @gzgg

in the New Testament, London 1952, p. 39). Florovsky gives much the

same picture of modern theologye. " Christianity is a religion of hist-
sorians'. It is a strong phrase, but the statement is correct.
Christianity is basically a vigogrous appeal to history, a witness of
faith to certain particular events in the past, to certain particular
data. These events are acknowledged by faith as truly eventful.

These historic moments, or instants, are recognized as utterly momentous.
In brief, they are identified by faith as 'mighty deeds' of God,
Magnalia Dei. The scandal of particularity, to use the phrase of Ger-
thard Kittel, belongs to the very essence of the Christian messages,

The Christian Creed itself is intrinsically historiCoessececcessccesvas
Accordingly, it may be justly contended that 'the Christian religion is

a daily invitation to the study of history'" (The Predicament of the

Christian Historian, p. 140). Speaking directly of contemnorary

theological work, Florovsky continues, "... the essential historicity
of Christian religion has been rediscovered and re-emphasised, precisely

during the past few decades, and a fresh impact of this reawakened histe-

sorical insight is strongly felt now in all fields of contemporary



theological research --- in Biblical exegesis, in the study of Christian
history and liturgics, in certain mode;n attempts st the 'reconsftruction
of belief', and even in the modern ecumenical dialogue'" (Florovsky, p.
141). From all of this we can surely gather the revolution that has
taken place in theological thought with regard to the historical element
in Christianity, and also that the discussion of history occupies an im-

iportant place in the non-theological sciences and disciplines,

THE QUESTION "WHAT IS THE MEANING OF HISTORY 7"

In view of this comparatively recent theologic-
:al revolution, and in view of the universal importance ascribed to the
quest for meaning in history, we must ask this question: what exactly
can Christian thought contribute to the discussion based on the question
'what is the meaning of history %' ? These terms themselves, and
their interpretation,are so confused and ambigﬁous in contemporary dis-
:cuésion thatban initial attempt must be made to distinguish between
them iﬁ order that the ground may be cleared. Otherwise the Christian

contribution would itself be involved in the confusicn and ambiguitye.

We may begin by making a preliminary observat-
tiony it does seem that Christian thought can contribute very litile to
the discussion if ‘history! is equated with 'world-history', and if the
key-term'meaning! signifies any of the following traditional interpret-

tationse

Christian theology can contribute little if by

'meaning! is meant tracing the hand of God, and so God's Jﬁstiue and so

on, in world- or universal historye. Thinkers are now aware of what



we might call the fragmentariness of history. McIntyre, conscious of
blatant injustices in history, goes so far as to assert that there are
elements in history 'meaningless' for God as for man. That is, there
are moral unfairnesses and inconsistencies ultimately irreconciliable
with the notion of Gode If they were reconciliable with God they would
lose their character as evil.,® The message of history, as Bultwann has
reminded us, is always ambiguous. Professor Butterfield has mentioned
some of these ambiguities in history and we shall consider them shortly
below. And as Butterfield has pointed out, the futility of finding
the hand of God in historical events is made clear by such a book as
Voltaire's Candide, crammed ag it is with the moral inconsistencies of
worldly phenomena, of which the most significant is the Lisbon earth-
quake of 1775, But in the last analysis, what makes the glib and optim-
sistic attempt to find the hand of God in history really futile is the
Christian doctrine and seandal of particularitye. Just because Christ-
tianity claims that God has acted in history in a particular land
(Israel) or through a particular people (the Jews) or in a particular
man (Jesus of Nazareth), this means that God has not acted or revealed
himself everywhere or at all tikes or through all men in the same waye
It is really the historicity of Christian revelation itself that makes
the attempt to find the hand of God in universal history so hopeless.

Paul Tillich is also aware of the great moral inconsistencies which the

® For this, see McIntyre, op. cit., pps. 40 f.
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history of man displays. "Marly death, destructive social conditions,
feeble-mindedness and insanity, the undiminished horrors of historical
existence ~-~ all these seem to verify belief in fate rather than faith

in providence" (Systematic Theology, I, London 1953, pps. 298-9).

And Tillich issues a warning that we would be wise to heed: "Faith in
providence is paradoxical. It is an 'in spite of!'. If this is not
understood, faith in providence breaks down, taking with it faith in
God and in the meaning of life and of history., liuch cynicism is the
result of an erroneous and therefore disappointed confidence in individ=-
tual or historical providence"(op. cite, p. 298). Tracing the hand of
God in world-history would therefore seem to be an unprofitable business

for the historian.

Nor can Christian theology contribute a great deal
if the question is meant in the sense, what is the pattern that runs
through world-history ? A valid answer to a question of this iind
presupposes a certain standpoint. It presupposes that the historian
is suspended above, or above and at the end of history, in much the
same way as we observe the pattern running through a carpet or tapestry
by being suspended over it and observing it as a wholee. But man
cannot be thus suspended over the historical process. Besides,he cannot
contemplate it as a whole since the pattern is not yet completely
woven, since the carpet is as yet unfinished. It is observations such
as these that form the spearhead of the Kierkegaardian attack upon the
Hegelian attempt to trace Hegel's celebrated 'List der Vernunft!'.

But not only is the pattern of history incomplete from the point of view

of the future , but also from the point of view of the past. Voltaire

criticised Bossuet because Bossuet's universal historv was not, Voltaire
v ’




contended, really universal; that is, it did not take cognizance of the
whole of the past, The philosophy of Wilhelm Dilthey becomes very rel-
tevant at this point. Dilthey realized that there are vast limitations
in our knowledge of the past. For our knowledge of the past depends
upon the survival from the past of hermeneutical documents® of a certain
charactefo Since the content of these, compared with the totality of
the events of past history,is fragmentary in the extreme, it is therefore
éenseless to speak of tracing a pattern in a whole which does not existe.
But man's understanding of the past is further limited, according to
Dilthey. He prefers to speak of historical interpretation as an art,
Just as Schleiermacher preferred to speak of divination. Historical
knowledge is therefore not like mathematics, with results provable and
demonstrable. There exist vast differences in this divination between
individual historians, and agreement upon a generally accepted pattern

in past history seems therefore something of a wild dream.

Nor again can Christian theology contribute much to
contemporary discussion if by finding meaning is meant the attempt to

find the causes of world-history and of world-historical eventse. In

* Dilthey, Erlebnisausdriicke, meaning'vital expressions' or 'expressions
of lived experience'., For Dilthey's views on this matter, see H.A.
Hodges,The Philosophy of Wilhelm Dilthey, London 1952, pps. 131 f,




practice, what such an attenpt amounts to in the long run is what Bult-
:mann designates historicism --- the attempt to interpret history in

analogy with nature, concerning ifself with causality. But this fails

truly to 'understand! history because it leaves out the essence of histo
itself, which is man in his thoughts, desires, inner motives and ideals,
in short, man in his peculiar human freedom. In_stead of a valid under-
sstanding of history this method gives us a mechanistic sociology of
history and historical eras. Croce and Barbara Ward are very critical
of such historiogravhies, and Martin Buber (as we shall see in a later
chapter) has this type of attempt in mind when he criticizes what he
terms 'the quasi-biological thought of to-day!'. In short, no under-
sstanding of the springs of historical events is possible without an
analysis of the mainspring of history, which is man himself, in his con-

screte situation.

It is Jjust as difficult for the Christian theologian
to contribute something very worth while, if by finding meaning is
meant the attempt to find and learn lessons in history. Herbert

Butterfield's views (in Christianity and History, London 1949, Cap.

3, pps. 48 f.), are very interesting in this connection, Butterfield
mekes the point that a historical judgement from which we might learn
lessons is an extremely long-term processe Thus, Butterfield points
out, the military aggrandizements of Frederick the Great and Bismarck
seemed, at the time, to be operating under the blessing of heaven. The
curse and tragedy of what Butterfield calls Prussian militarism did not
become apparent until later, until 1918, or was it 1933, or was it

1945 ? At any rate, the lesson we learn in an event when it is actually |



occurring seems almost bound to be very premature. The good citizens

of Frederick or the enthusiastic supporters of Bismarck hardly perceived
the real evil in and the impending judgement upon their dependance upon
military power. Thus judgements of world-history are premature. But
even after a time are they true ? It can be doubted. Thus, histor-
tians today will hardly agrée- that it was Prussian militarism alone
that gave rise to the téégedies of 1933 and 1945. What about the geo-~
Political, the economic, the ideological factors at work in German hist-
tory in the past few generations ? In short, is the curse of Prussian
militerism the only or even the main lesson we can discern in modern
German history ? Thus, clear and obvious lessons are not so easily
found in history as might at first be imagineds And an attempt to
subsume various lessons deduced from a study of historical events under
a general lesson meets with no greater success. Thus, not everyone
will agree with Butterfield when he writes (op. cit., p. 60) that,

".eo Judgement in history falls heaviest on those who come to think
themselves gods, who fly in the face of providence and history", and
that a man who apes providence and blasphemes God "... brings more

rapid tragedy on the world ... than the people who give half their lives
to wiﬁe,women and song". Without denying that this is true enough, it
is to be doubted that Butterfield learned this lesson from his study of
historical events alone. liost probably he learned it f{rom the 0l1d Testa-
sment, and, applying it to history, found it not without validity. But
this is different from an unbiased study of history yielding clear and

unambiguous lessons so obvious that no demand is made upon our decision,

Thus if the attempt to 'find meaning in history' is confined to learning



lessons in it, the attempt cannot be expected to yield many results
commensurate in importance to the contemporary discussion of the meaning

of historye.

And finally, if by finding meaning in history is meant
the discernment of the goal or purpose towards which universal or world-
history is tending, there does not seem again a great deal which a spec-
tifically Christian theology can contribute, The objection here is thaf
again a standpoint at the end of history is presupposed. The paradox
is that we cannot stand at the end of a process which is still occurr-
ting, yet this method demands it. If it be supposed that a historian
can find the goal of history, it must be clear that he does not find it
mePely from his historical studies. He comes upon it by his decision.
Thus if the goal of history is for him the fulfilled Kingdom of God, he
does not come upon this from his survey of present and past historical
events, but only in his own personal religious decision for the as yet

unfulfilled Kingdom. Thus his decision is paradoxical.

From this discussion it is clear that it is extremely diff-
sicult to contemplate past and present world- or universal history as en
objective reality, and trace the just hand of God operating in it, or
find a meaningful pattern running through it all, or find the causes
which lie behind historical events, or find clear and unambiguous 1essons’
from past events alone, or discern an obvious goal or end towards which
the multipliéiity and complexity of world-historical events are tending.
In short, something much more than the mere examination of historical

happenings is required. For this reascn, we see that there is good just-

:ification for either the conscious rejection or the tacit ignoring of
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the attempt to find meaning running through world- or universal history
apparent in the thought of, amongst others, Bultmann, Croce, Dilthey,

Collingwood, Buber and Kierkegaard.

What answer therefore can Christian thought possibly
give to the question 'What is the meaning of history?' ? The answer is
imperative because, as we have indicated above, the modern theological
revolution against the older liberalism implies that Christian thought
has a quite unique doctrine of history, and that in some way God's revel-
tation in Christ has altered not merely man's thinking about history but
also history itself. It is my contention that Christian thought can only
make a valuable contribution to the discussion if 'meaning in history!
is treated in the following way. We must treat the question as 'what is
the essentially historical 7! Whét makes history possible ? VWhat is
history ? What distinguishes history from, say, nature, the historical
from the natural ? What is the essence of history ? What is the fund-
samental metaphysic of history ? What are the correct interpretations

of the terms 'history' and the 'historical! ?

Treated in this way, I think that the question becomes
fruitful from the Christian point of view. Certain recent and contempor-
:aﬁy thinkers find the essence of history in man, and more especially in
man's presente The specifically Christian thinkers interpret the
Christian view of history as teaching that as God revealed himself in
certain events within a certain Personal Life, meaning is given to man's
existence within certain specific events at certain specific times. Thus

the disclosure of meaning in both cases is discontinuous in time and frag-




/fragmentary in history. The quite specifically Christian doctrine and
scandal of particularity is thus transferred from the Incarnate Life of
Christ to the personal life of man. Thus, if it is so that Christianity
teaches that through certain events in the history of the past there came
something quite new and decisive, this alters time and history in their
actuality by implying that through certain events and in certain times

in our history there comes to us truth, revelation, authentic existence.
Christianity therefore offers to persons in their time and history the

possibility of meaningful existences

This particularity of events, encounters, and times
which is a necessary consequence of biblical revelation is expressed
and dealt with by much modern thought by means of the common root-term
the ‘moment’s In this thesis an attempt is made to examine this term
(and its implications) as used by certain thinkers, two of them, Bultmann
and Kierkegaard, from the Christian tradition, and the third, Buber,
from the Hebraic tradition. But all three, significantly, are within
the tradition of existentialist philosophy. This thesis therefore tries
to show that the historigity of biblical revelation in general, and more
especially the historicity of the life and career of Christ, reveals
clearly the essential and inalienable historicty of man qua man, and to
demonstrate that this human historicity cannot be conceived or discussed
without some category like the"momentﬁ or its synonyms. We can therefore
say that this thesis amounts to a detailed, critical examination of the

fundamental theological and philosophical category of the 'moment’s
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PREFATORY NOTE

This note is intended to give some outline of the plan
of the thesis as a whole, discussing the sources which have been used and
the'Question of driginality. The thesis tries to offer an original
discussion of and solution to the contemporary problem of history. It
does so mainly by means of the category of the 'moment!, and by linking
up inextricably the historicity of biblical revelation as a whole and -
the historicity of Christ's Life and Ministry on the one hhnd, and the
essential historicity of personal existence on the others Discussion
of historicity with this two-fold reference will be found more especially

in the Introduction and in the concluding chapter.

It tries to offer a re-interpretation of existentialist
thought from a new point of view, namely from the point of view of its
use of the category the 'moment' (and its synonyms), with special refer-
tence to the works of Bultmann, Buber, and Kierkegaard. Bultmann'is
work has been discussed in chapter I, Buber's in chapter III, and
Kierkegaard's in chapter IV. This has involved a detailed treatment and
re-interpretation of the original sources, and an attempt to relieve
the inevitable tedium of this work is offered by relating their teach-
:ing to wider theological and philosophical contexts. But we hope that.
the sheer weight of evidence which emerges from such a detailed examinat-
tion of the sources helps to establish this category - the 'moment' -
as a crucially important one with which theologians will have to come to

terms in future work. In these chapters too an attempt has been made
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to relate these thinkers to each other, to show where they are similar,
where they differ one from another, and where their respective strengths
weaknesses, and emphases lie. At the same time, we have tried to relate
their work to the ongoing discussion of contemporary theologians.

The select bibliography shows most of the relevant works used in the
compilation of the thesis, and the notes conf#in detailed references to
works quoted and used in the text,

Then the thesis tries to demonstrate that the doctrine of the
'moment', derived as it is from the doctrine of Christ!s Incarmation
itself, does raise certain problems (already under discussion in con-
ttemporary theology) which demand discussion and elucidation. In deal- :
:ing with these problems we have tried to advance contemporary discuss-
sion, not least by relating each to the key-concept of the ‘moment'.

The main problems raisea and dealt with within the thesis are these m=- '
the problem of finding an experiential norm (chapter I); the problem

of the doctrine of immanence (chapter II); the problem of Faith and
Reason from the point of view of the Moment, in Kierkegaard (chapter
IV); the problem of propositional theology (chapter V); the problem of
the structure of Christian faith (chapter V); the problem of church

and commmnity (chapter V); and the problem of the two approaches to
theology, the existentialist and the ontological (chapter V). EHaving
made these preliminary observations, we are ready to turn to the first
chapter, which concerns the use made by Rudolf Bultmann of the category

'the moment', and of the problems that this raises for our solution.
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' When the guestion of finding meaning in history is
raised, we are épt to think of the attempt to find a 'silver thread!,

3%

a meéﬁingfﬁl pattern, running through the centuries and the millenia.

The interpreter of history stations himself at a moint above the process,
from which he can survey the panorama spread out below him, and from whick
he can observe, as a spectator, the significant strands in history which
give'meaning to the whole, This is the standpoint taken, on the whole,

by historiographers whose works are analysed by Pitirim A, Sorokin in

his book, "Social Philosophies of an Age of Crisis" (London 1952).

Surveying the field of all known history, these thinkers are interested
in whole eras, in cultures lasting several centuries or more, in the rise
and fall of civilizations. And when we consider, for example, a work

like Karl Jaspers' Vom Ursprung und Ziel der Geschichte, we find

Jaspers'! attention directed initially to the so-called Axial Era in the
first milleggum before Christ, and then subsequently to the attenpt to
delineate meaningful eras in world-history, culminating in the post-
renaissance Technological Erae. And when we find Christiasn theologiens
trying to find meaning and patterns which span% the centuries we see that

they were trying to much the same thing. So in St. Augustine's De

Civitate Dei we find him exposing the world-significance of the Roman

Empire and the barbéric invasions of the fifth century. He is interest-
sed in the rise and fall of states and empires, Taking as his stand-
ipoint the future final consummation of last judgement and resurrection,
he stands above and at the end of history, and looking down and back,

tries in the light of his exalted perspective, to exvose the significance
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of present and past events, Oscar Cullmann too, in his Christus und

die Zeit, taking the Christ-event as the mid-point of history, attempts
to see the significance of events before that point and after it, in the
light shed by the Christ-event itself. Therefore Cullmann finds within
history a Heilsgeschichte, and speaks of the Heilsplan that runs through

history.

But when we turn to the view of history expressed in

Rudolf Bultmann's Gifford Lectures History and Esohatology,(Edinburgh

1957),we meet a sharp rebuff in the form of a stern prohibition.
Standing over against the man who complains of the meaninglessness of
the historical process as a whole, Bultmann rebukes hims "Do not look
around yourself into universal history"(p.155). Behind this prohibit-
sion lies the whole background of existentialist thought, stemming in
first place from Kierkegaard, with his scathing satire on the Hegelian
disciple, who surveys from his lofty perspective the unfolding of the

centuries according to Hegel's celebrated List der Vernunft.®

Bultmann raises the question whether there is in history
a meaningful core, from which history gains its essence and its meaning.
His blunt answer is that the meaning and core and essence of history are
to be found in man. And in answering thus he believes himself to be at

one with Burckhardt, Toynbee, Dilthey, Croce, and R.G. Collingwood.

® u,,,.the historian.. .. ...cannot take a stand outside history at an
'Archimedean point'", R. Bultmann, History and Eschatology, p. 127
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There is more to Bultmann's position than is apparent on the
surfece. This concentration on human existence as of first importance
is to be found in those thinkers of the existentialist tradition who make
up Bultmann's philosophical background, The most obvious of these,
Martin Heidegger, has admitted that the basic task of philosophy is to
give aﬂ% exposition of the structure of human existence, 'being-there',

'Dasein'. When we examine the contents of Bultmann's Theology of the

New Testament, vol., I, we discover that the greater part of the book is

devoted to the consciousness of the primitive church and to the elucidat-
sion of human existence prior to the revelation of faith and after it.

It is this that lies behind the rhetorical criticism of Bultmann that he

is not interested in theology but in anthropologye. Dr. John Macquarrie,

(in An Existentialist Theology, London 1955, p. 162), speeking of

Heidegger, says: "The stuff of history -- if we may so speak -- is
therefore existence, and that means possibility". On the same page,

he gives Heideggsr's definition of the CGerman 'Historie' as " ...the
disclosure of man in his historic possibilities, and the more history
understands possibilities, the more penetrating it is". And it does not
matter the period of his career at which we examine Bultmann's works,

we are forced to admit that with regard to the centrality of human exist-

tence, Bultmann is extremely consistente.

sultmann is interested in the life of man. He points
out that the life of man is made up not only of thought and actions
(Collingwood) but also of reactions to 'Widerfahrnisse'!, encounters and
happenings in the world about him. There is no possibility of man being

anything but being-in-the-world. lian's life is directed to the future
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for which he is responsible. What a man does in the present is
revealed in the future. But what of the past‘? We must not think of
our history as a present determined by our past which in turn determines
our future. The past is determinative of course in so far as it brings
us into our present situation and its problems which demand solution.
For Bultmann the causal connection which might exist between past and
future is broken by a lacuna - the present. Bultmann believes that

the present is the moment ¢6f decision, in which a man decides what to
accept and what tojggject of his past, -and what meaning the future is

to have for him.x For Bultmann freedom exists in the moment of the

present for man, and in it the future for him is open.

What relewance has the Christian faith at this
point ? Christianity héids that man does not nossess the freedom
necessary for a present decision .. The Christian faith nerceives that

a man's past is something that fascinates him, with which he is, however

* R, Bultmann, Preaching:Genuine and Secularized, essay in Religion and
Culture, London 1959, p. 242: "True preaching is that which preaches
Jesus Christ as Lord, whatever its words and ideas. Thus it is crucial
that he be present as Lord in the preached word itself, and that where
this word resounds the end of the world be present to the auditor, in
that it places before him the decision, whether he will belong to the old
or to the new world, whether he will remain the o0ld man or become a new
man".
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unwillingly, in love. Relative freedom in the present he may heave, but
not radical freedom, Since man's existence is an ever-future one, man
must becmmqkree from himself and also free for himself., Man's belief
that he already possesses this freedom is a sign of his illusion. lan
can neither possess nor earn this radical freedom, he can only have it

as a gift (see History and Eschatology, Chapter X, especially ppse. 150

£.).

There are those who minimize the differences between
bultmann's account of human existence and that given by existentialist
philosophers, But at this point, in Bultmann's insistence upon man's
lack of radical freedom for segérating his past from his future by decis-
tion, the divergence of Bultmann from existentialfst humanism is writ

large. Bultmann writes (Essays:Philosophical & Theological, London 1955

p. 84), "In actual fact, man is not free to respond to the future, nor

is he free in his decisions, for he has always in reality decided in fav-
tour of his past as it is. He remains involved in dread and sin, and

in everything he does he gets more and more securely attached to them.
Magnifestly that is a judgement which can only be accepted as a self-
condemnation. Whoever sought to accept it as an illuminafing Weltansch-
sauung would already have falsified it". "eoo It is only liberation
from himself that can be man's true liberation. If he cannot free him-
sself from the world and the past and himself, God can. And the way in
which God does it is by forgiveness of sin. That means simply the
obliteration of man's past, and taking him to be what he is not -- the
man of the future; it means relieving him of dread and thereby making him

free for the future"(Essays, p. 85).
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The relevance of Christian faith is that it holds that it is just this
freedom that it receives as a gift. In Christian faith, men is freed
from the bonds of the past, from the 'old man', This message, we must
note, proclaiming radical freedom for man from his past, is not a
general idéa‘or theory, to be apprehended conceptually or intellect-
sually,. It is a highly personal concrete word addressed to you and to
me. This message of the gift of the grace of God is revealed in Jesus
Christ. For the New Testament, Jesus Christ is the eschatological
event. This means that in him God has set an end to the old world;

the old world has reached its end for the believer in that he has ccome tc
his end as the o0ld man and is now, by this gracious word in Christ

spoken to him, a new man, a free man,® Bultmann would not have us think
that God's eschatological event is something that belongs to the facts

of past history. How could that be, when the end has to do with nan's
present life ? No, God's eschatological event becomes present event evex
again in the church's proclamation. The appearance of Jesus witihin

the facts of history is the speaking of God's eschatological word, and is

* n. Bultmann, Preaching:Genuine and Secularized, in Heligion and Cult-
iure, pps. 240-1: "This, then, is the content of preaching:the appearance
of Jesus is the end of the old world and the dawn of the new seeeece..
Jesus' appearance is thus seen not as within history but as the END OF
HISTORY. But the paradox of preaching is this, that the event which
puts an end to history has occurred within history. The communication
of this event ... is correctly understood only when it is understood as
the call to see in this appearanee the end of the world ... according to
the New Testament at least, Christian preaching says that Jesus!
appearanee was not an event in the world but means the end of the world".
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but the first in a series of such appearances, or eschatological events

(Eistory and Eschatology, p. 151).

This is also the standpoint of Bultmann's Théiogy of the

New Testament, vol. I (in which see pps. 37 f.). The earliest Christian

churchiis described there by Bultmann as the 'eschatological congregat-
sion!'(p. 37). "By designating itself ... as the congregation of Godecc.",
éays‘Buitménn, "the earliest church declared that it itself was the ful-
filment of the hopes of the apocalyptists", (p. 28). Bultmann meanc by
this that the earlgest Christian community believed that the 'end of
days' had come upon it. We read that "the earliest Church knew that it
had been given the 'Spirit', that gift of the end of days which according
to the Jewish view had departed from Israel with the last of the prophets
but whose impartation was promised for the end of days"(p. 41).

Bultmann quotes a typical primitive Christian prayer - "Let the Loxd
come, and let this world pass away"(p. 41). Of the Christ-event we
read, "Jesus! having come was itself the decisive event through which
God called His congregation(Church)....Jesus' coming itself was already
eschatological occurrence"(p. 43)s Of Jesus' preaching, Bultmenn says,
" .. it is evident that Jesus has this conviction: This age has run

out., The summary of his preaching in the saying, 'The time is fulfilled,
and the reign of God is at hand'(Mk.1:15), is appropriate"(p.5).

Speaking also of the Resurrection, Bultmann writes, "For God made this
event the eschato&dgical occurrence, so that lifted out of all temnoral
limitation, it continues to take place in any present moment, both in

the proclaiming word and in the sacraments"(p. 303)°

The statement that we made above (pps.22-3 )



that !'the appearance of Jesus within the facts of history is the speaking
of God's eschatological word, and is but the first in a series of such
appearances, or eschatological events! is so basic to Bultmann's view
of the moment and soidecisive in his whole thought, and raises so many

problems, that we must now give it serious thought and discussion.

In the first place, we cannot help noticing at least a
superficial resemblance between Bultmann's position and that of Paul

Tillich in his Systematic Theology, volumes I and II, We find Tillich

defining salvation as reclaiming from the old and transferring into the
New Being (SXS.Theol., II, p. 192). When Tillich hastens to add that
this must be understood primarily as meaning the fulfilment of one's
existence, we see that there is in Tillich's thought a strand close to
Bultmann's, namely the centrality of human existence in theology and
history. So too Tillich defines regeneration, which means the 'new
state of affairs', the 'new eon', brought by the Christ (Sys. Theol.,
II, p. 204). The material norm of systematic theology for Tillich is
'the New Being in Jesus as the Christ as our ultimate concern' (Sys.
Theols, I, p. 56). For Tillich, Jesus is the Christ precisely because
it is he who brings the new eon, the new reality. And the significance
of the title 'Christ' as applied to Jesus lies for Tillich in the way it
points, by contrast, to man's existential situation (Sys. Theol., II,

P. 30)s Here again we perceive the centrality of human existence in his
thought. And another similarity between Bultmann and Tillich is of
course that they are both concerned with a new existence, a new reality,

a new life,

But where I feel these two part company is over the
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content that they would give to the New Testament category 'ephapax!,
once-and-for-all, This matter is of such imvortance that I feel that

Bultmann's theology must stand or fall by ite.

, What content then does Bultmann give to the term
'ephabax' ?!’vWe note that it differs little from that given to it by
Kierkegaard, whose views in detail we will examine in a later chapter.

It does seem, that both Bultmann and Kierkegaard are agreed that the
Christ-event witnessed to by the New Testament is but the first in a
series occurring ever since, but indistinguishable in content from it!
The Christ-event is number one in an identical series. Now Bultmann
would not agree, nor, I think, would anyone, that the term 'ephapax!'
means that the Christ-event was literally unrepeatable, because unrepeat-
tableness is a quality that attaches to every past historical event,
whether it be the murder of Caesar or something that happened yesterday,
All history is literally unrepeatable. Nor would Bultmann agree that
the Christ-event was 'ephapax', unique, because it revealed something
from the mind of God that otherwise would have remained a mystery.
Importance would then attach itself to the revealed truth and not to the
revealer and his career; Christianity could then detach itself from hist-
tory and become a philosophy, which was was precisely the mistake of the
XIXth century and early XXth century liberalss Bultmann would say that

the Christ-event was 'ephapax!', unique, because of its universal valid-

* Vide e.g. Rom. 6:10, Heb.T:27.
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/Validity for salvation and its applicability to every life. Ian

Henderson, in his Myth in the New Testament, (London 1952), pps. 44~

45, writess " ... on Bultmann's view ... the most important thing about
Christ' death ... is that unlike the death say, of Julius Caesar, it has
an all-decisive significance for your life and mine".,® But the crucial
poinf is here =--- there is completely lacking in the theology of Bult-
smann (and in that of Kierkegaard before him) any difference between

the impact of the Christ-event on the first witnesses of it in the liew
Testament and the impact of it today on you and on me., The two events

seem, that is, to be essentially identical.

Now clearly we find a quite different story in the
theology of Tilliche For Tillich the original Christ-event, described
in the New Testament, is normative for us today. And it is so, it seems,
in this way. Tillich comes close to Bultmann because he dislikes
revelation thought of as knowledge about God or about divine matters, and
because he regards it as the " .... manifestation of the ground of being
in events, persons,and things. Such manifestations have shaking,
transforming, and healing power"(Sys. Theol., II, p. 192). The disclosure
of God in history means the experience of transformation and healing
(Lat. Salvus, healthy, healed). Vhen Jesus as the Christ manifested
himself originally in hisory the salvation and revelation he brought

then were final, complete, unchangeable. But revelation and salvation

® €f. S. Kierkeguard, Concluding Unscientific Postscript, (Princeton
1941), p. 345: "The eternal happiness of the individual is decided in
time through the relationship to something historical'.




as received by us living under the conditions of existence are always
preliminary, fragmentary, and changeable,. This seems to sum wp Tillich's
views as to the 'ephapax' character of the original Christ-event,
indicating a decisive difference between that event then and our appropri-
tation pf it nowe And this in turn gives a norm, a yardstick, agzainst
Whiéh.wé‘could measure our subjective experience, our appropriation of

the benefits of Christe The saving and healing in Jesus as the Christ

are never relativé; as the Christ, the bringer of the New Being,the new
eon, he must transform every form of relativity in his healing and saving
power, Therefore, every claim that there has taken place within existence
salvation, healing, and revelation, fragmentary and preliminary though
they must be, must be judged by the saving power in Jesus as the Christ.
Thus the Christ-event is nornative over Christian experience; it is by

no means simply the first in a series of events in no way distinguishable
one from another. The original Christ-event towers in completeness and
in significance o&er all subsequent appropriations of its benefits., The
difference between Tillich and Bultmann is obvious (see Sys. Theol.I,

pPPS. 162 f.)e

Now this difference between Bultmann and Tillich is
naturally of great interest and importance in itself, especially for
students of both theologians. But the difference has a wider area of
importance, since it brings to our notice a larger problem, and one by
which Bultmann's version of Christianity stands or falls =-- namely, the
question of a norm, ang objective norm, which governs and rules our so-
called subjective experience., To this larger and all-important question

we now turne
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Bultmann's view of the meaning of the concept
'ephapax' --= that the original Christ-event is but the first in a ser-
sies of events beside each of which the original is virtually indisting-
suishable --- is a view that could be described very easily as
outrageously subjective, Is there no criterion by which our present
experience of the Christ-event is judged and controlled ? Is there not
something which tells me in a given moment whether I am or not being
addressed by the genuine Christian kerygma ? Is the content of the
original Christ-event identical with the content of what I appropriate in
the moment of encounter and decision ? Does the kerygma which encounters
me in the moment carry within itself its own authentication, without ref-
terence to some external norm ? Must I measure the validity or the
authenticity of the kerygma solely by its concrete effect on me in the
here and now ? When we recall Bultmann's view of the 'ephapax' concept
it does seem thag;above questions must be rdised, and that the student of
Bultmann must give somé kind of answer to them. “The importance of such
questions is well recognised in contemporary theology. Hermann Liem,
in his Dog@aticszéEdinburgh 1955% chapter I, argues that it is just these
questions that divide contemporary theo#?gans one from another, and that
nowhere is this divergence more apparent than in the rift between the

Barthian and the Bultmannian camps.

In this section of our argument we shall demonstrate
that if we reject Bultmann's view, an acceptable and constructive alter-
inative is any thing but easy to find. Let us return then, first of all,

to the views of Tillich. At the outset, we must not fail to recognise
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that a plain divergence exists between Bultmann and Tillich in that

the one is an existentialist and the other an ontologist, What we mean
by this is that while for Bultmann existential modes and attitudes are
paramount, for Tillich ontological descriptions are basice Tillich's
ontoloéical proposition that 'God is being itself' is rejected by Bult-
smann, because this seems to be speech about God apart from faith and
history. Bultmann will not allow this, insisting that to speak of God
rightly is to speak inevitably at the same time of man and his exist-
tences Also if God is spoken of as 'historical' Bultmann interprets
this as God as existentially relevant to man. Another preliminary
objection that the disciple of Bultmann might make against Tillich's
ontological propositions is that terms like 'being itself!, !'ground of
being!, g‘fonly meaningful when regarded against the context of man's
perpetual state of having to become. It is not so easy, he might
retort, to make purely ontological assertions about God without involv-
:ing oneself at some point, in the existential. We mention this
because, if valid statements could be made about God from philosophy,
and an ontological description of God be reached apart from existence and
history, we might manage to construct some norm or criterion for our

subjective experience; but it is very doubtful if this can be done.

Tillich holds then, as we have seen,that the original
historical Christ-event witnessed to by the New Testament is, in its
original appropriation, full and final and absoiﬁe and unchangeable,
and therefore normative for our subsequent experience and appropriation

which is by comparison limited&, conditioned, and fragmentaryoSE

¥ See Sys. Theol., I, pps. 148, 152, 153, 162,



If this is so, we must ask how one acquires information about this
Christ-event ? Certainly not, says Tillich, by means of historical res-
tearch; the so-called quest for the historical Jesus was a failure, as
must be any attempt to give a foundation to Christian faith by the invest

igation of history (Sys. Theode, II, pps. 118, 121, 123, 130), Thus, if

we’rule out the historical approach, what is the alternative ? It does
gseen as though the only remaining one is that faith. Suppnosing a radic-
tal historical scholar doubted the factual existence of Jesus of Nazareth
nineteen centuries ago, then is faith able to overrule his historical
scepticism and assert that such a person really did exist ? Now

Tillich believes that faith can do so. He holds that faith can guaran-
:tee the once-upon-a-time factuality of Jesuse "o.. The historical
foundation of Christianity is an essential element of the Christian

faith itself and ... this faith, through its own power, can overrule
sceptical possibilities within historical critioist(st. Theol., II,
pps. 130 f.)o At this point Tillich and Bultmann are one; for Bult-
mann too it is preposterous that purely historical criticism could give
or take away from Christian faith. His position is clearly that Jesus
Christ the Word of God comes to man again and again in the kerygma, and
if this event happens now it must have Pappened then.  But Bultmann

will not allow the original Christ-event‘g larger content or a greater
objective certainty than the event of the kerygma now; we apprehend the
kerygma now existentially; the original kerygma was apprehended then in
identical manner. The kerygma now is identical with the kerygma then;

. it is, it must be, self-—authen.ticatingo For Bultmann it is faith

. that guarantees the one kerygma then and now, There is no aspect of
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the kerygma which is apprehended non-existentially, and which then
becomes a norm or a criterion for our here and now existential apprehen-
:sion. We must now asks: what does Tillich mean by his assertion that

faith can overrule scepticism in historical criticism?

We shall not quarrel with Lillich when he says that
faith guarantees the evidence of the New Being in the Now (Sys. Theol.,
II; ﬁ. 131). Certainly faith is existential participation --- by
féith we share in the existential benefits of the Christ. But we
must insist that this proposition is not a purely ontological description
of the Christ. For it is really an existential one. What we see. the
New Being to be is dependent in some measure upon what we see the old
being to be, and that is derived from existential analysis. If so,
we must renounce all talk of a purely ontological description of Christ
which could be a norm for our here and now exnerience. For what is
normative for our here and now experience is dependent to some extent
upon our analysis of human existence. When Tillich goes on to say that
".eo faith guarantees a personal life o.... in which the New Being has
conquered the old being" (p. 131), we must be careful in our interpret-
sation, To say that Jesus as the Christ is the bearer of the power of
the New being is again not to make a purely ontological statement nor to
give a purely ontological description. For New Being can only have
meaning in contrast with old being, and since we cannot have an idea of
what old being is from the Christ alone, we can only derive it from
analysis of human existence which is fallen and inauthentic. But here
again existential analysis becomes normative. low can faith guarantee

a2 personal, concrete life ? Certainly by participation, if this means
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that we approach the Christ with our concrete o0ld being and have this
conquered and set right by the power of the New Being of which he is the
bearer, But is this not tantamount to admitting that what we can lknow
of this Life which bears the power of the New Being is confined to those
elements of it which are relevant to our concrete here and now existence?
;Thaf ié, the New Being which congquered then must be identical with the

RO . . . . 8o .
New Being which conguers now, no more, no less. And if this isg, what

3
'Las ﬁappened to the normative function attributed to the original Christ-
event ? It can hardly be normative if we can only approaoh;with our
estranged and fallen existence. In what sense therefore can Tillich's
account of the Christ-event be different from and more satisfactory than
Bultmann's account of the kerygma, every point of which can only be
approached existentially % If objective knowledge gained by the crit-
tical historian cannot give nor take away from our faith, then exactly
whaf'type of objective knowledge can become a norm or a criterion for

our here and now appropriation ? Of course it is possible to answer:
The hearing and appropriation of the Apostles,‘but this is presupnosed

by and included in the kerygma itself.

Héving failed to find so far in Tillich any objective
norm by which we could measure our experience, we nust pursue the matter
further. Faith can guarantee the evidence of the llew “eing in the now

“&nd ‘slso therefore the personal life in which this New Being has apnear-
ted. But what is this New Being ? It is, says Tillich, "the nicture
of him in whom the New Being has appeared" (p. 132). We can agree

with many of the statements that Tillich mekes about this picture. ¥o

special trait can be verified in it with certainty: the picture is two=
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/twomfold, being made up of the life which appeared and the reception of
it by the first witnesses; to be safer though, we rust insist that the
picture is made up of one element, the account of it given by the firsd
witnesses; behind this we cannot go to the life which 'actually! appear-
ted. We cannot sepfrate two elements out because we can only know of
this 1life from the apostolic accounts. We agree too that this picture
is perceived by participation if this means that every aspect of it has
existential reference and relevance. But does faith guarantee this
picture ? Yes, says Tillich, it guarantees it as " ..., the adequate
expression of the transforming power of the New Being in Jesus as the
Christ" (p. 132). If this picture of the Christ is merely effective

in transforming human existence (fallen and inauthentic) then it would
seem to be no different from the kerygma of which Bultmann speaks,

The same could be said of it. We encounter this picture only by partic-
tiﬁating in it, when we encounter the New Being which it conveys, which
overcomes and corrects our old being. Bultmann insists that the kerygma
is properly appropriated when we allow it to affect our existence; every
point of the kerygma must be appropriated existentially. Are there
elements in Tillich's picture which must be appr0pr£§ed, or which can be

appropriated, nonexistentially ? I think not. If the picture or the

kerygma gentained two types of elements, existential and nonexistential
elements, how could we approach the latter class if both Tillich and
Bultmann rule out the approach of historical criticism ? We conclude
therefore that the picture of Christ who is the bearer of the power of

the New Being’(or, in short, the kerygma of the apostles), can only bhe
approached and appropriated by existential, concrete, here and now nartic-

:ipation, which rules out the possibility of there being any extra-




/extra—kerygmatic norm or criterion which objectively criticizes,
controls or judges our subjective appropriation of the power of the Hew

Be lng °

.. Tillich is certainly aware of the acuteness of this problem in
mode;g thgology, but seems unwilling to take up Bultmann's radical and
segming;y dangerous position. It seems to me that this unwillingness
1ea§§ to a contradiction which runs through Tillich's theology, (to which
we shall have to return in our concluding chapter). The contradiction
is this: For instance, while wishing to maintain the normative-
objective function of the Christ-event, he completely abandons this posit-
sion when he deals with the Resurrectione. The Resurrection, says
Tillich (see Sys. Theol., II, pps. 181 fo.), cannot be an objective~
normative event in the past because it simply cannot be indicated as an
historical event in space and time by historical research. It s cert-
tainty as an event is created by our subjective appropriation of the
Christ's existential victory,. Because the New Being in the Christ over-
scomes the old being in us now, we become certain that old being was
conquered once by the New Being in Jesus as the Christ. This is the
opposite of maintaining that our present experience is stabilized and
controlled by the original Christ-event., ‘WhenTillich says that " ...
this event (i.e. the Resurrection )happened first to some of his follow-
ters who had fled to Galilee in the hours of his execution; then to many
othersjthen to Pauljthen to all those who in every period experience his
living presence here and now", the idea of a past objective event with a
normative function seems to have been abandoned. Our present experience

of the power of the lNew Being creates the certainty of the victory ot the
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New Being's power in the past. Thus, says Tillich,(S Se Theole, II, Do
179), "It is the certainty of one's own victory over the death of exist-
tential estrangement which creates the certainty of the Resurrection of

|
the Christ as event and symbol; but it is not historical conviction or

(

the acceptance of biblical authority which creates this certainty".
There can be no distinguishing between the event then and the event now,
they are identical and to the original event and our present sppropriat-
"tion of it can be applied the symbol, Resurrection, (op. cite, Do |
181). At the same time, and ﬂere we come to the heart of the contra:
tdiction, Tillich scems to take up an opposite and contrary position.
He is forever using the term 'participation in.....' (see op. cit.,
PPSe 204 f.). We participate in, 'enter' (p. 204) the objective reality
of the New Being which, says Tillich, precedes our subjective participat-
tion, And when Tillich writes that'"the subjective consequences are
fragmentary and not the basis for claiming participation in the Christ'l
(pe 204),it is hard indeed to see what he means. If we rule out of
court 'subjective consequences' how could we possibly be aware that

we were participating with our old being in the power of the new ?
Tillich argues that we could only claim participation in the Christ on
the basis of our faith --- the faith which accepts Jesus as the bearer
of the power of the New Being, How could our faith possibly do such a
thing except by constant reference to our having participated in the
power of the New Being with our old being, i.e. without consequent
reference to subjective consequences ? So the contradiction in Tillich’s

theology becomes apparent.

So Tillich speaks also of Justification. Justific-



/ Justification, "in an objective sense, is the eternal act of God"
(p. 205). But by what means can the unjustified man perceive an eternal
act or offer of God ? Surely he can become aware of such a reality

only when God justifies him in his actual, here-and-now fallen state and

accepts him as he is ? And when Tillich writes (p. 205) that Justificatd

tion, like Regeneration " ... is first an objective event and then a
subjective reception", this contradiction in his thought becomes very

apparent.

Tillich wants to find some objective controlling and normat-
tive basis for Christian faith which would enable him to reject the

- out and out subjectivism of a thinker like Bultmann., Yet his own treat-?

i

i

iment of terms and concepts like 'participation!, 'Hesurrection!,
'Regeneration;, 'Justification' will not allow him to do so. It still i
seems as though one really must accept Bultmann's position in full ---
that is, to admit that we can find no factor outwith the kerygma which

can be apprehended nonexistentially, and which could become normative

for our present experience. The only alternative is to argue that the
Christian faith, the knowledge of God and of ourselves,can be gained in
scme way that by-passes our history and existence, against which all
appropriation and subjective consequences may be judged. But I think
that an examination of Tillich's theology demonstrates the extreme diff-

siculty, if not the impossibility of doing anything like this.

One further comment about Tillich requires to be made.
Such statements as 'the believer enters into a pre-existent objective

reality greater than his own subjective appropriation', seem to be,




(and we shall return to this in the concluding chapter), in the last
analysis, at least partly ecclesiastical statementse. It is true, as
the book of Job points out (Job 15:7), that we are not the first men to
be born --- we take our place in that vast procession of believers which
stretches béck to Abraham, Others have believed and decided and have
been renewed before us, For this reason there is within the Church,

of which the Church appoints herself editor, a great mass of confessions
and lives, But it is one thing to point to the wisdoﬁ of consulting
the biographies of the saints, and quite another, as Kierkegaard was well
aware, to exalt this mass of recorded experiences as normative for our
present appropriation. For there is a sense in which,(as we each one face
our concrete historical existence waiting to be realized), we really are

the first to be born. Tillich's talk of participation seems to be then,

in part at least,a reading back from the collected experiences of the

individual members of Christendome But we shall have to re-examine this |

matter more fully in our concluding chapter.

If we find it impossible to find in Tillich's theology
an objective norm, nonexistentially approachable, then can we find such
a‘ﬁorm elsewhere ? If Bultmann's position seems dangerous and therefore
untenable, can we find an alternative position elsewhere. Bultmann's
position has been attacked and discusséd in so many places it is difficult
tq decide on a starting-point. But we can find a possible alternative

in Mr. H.P. Owen's Revelation and Existence (Cardiff 1957, especially

chapter 7, The Historical Element, pps. 111 f.).

Now Owen plaihly dislikes Bultmarm's view of the 'moment” -




that in it eternity crosses time whenever God speaks to man through an
encounter, and that the present encounters which Chrgstians enjoy were
made possible by the past events of Christ's life and death (Revelation

and Existence, pps. 117-8)., He dislikes these statements not because

they are not part of Christianity (he admits that they are), but because |
Bultmann has made them the distinctive offence of the Gospel (op. <it.,
p. 118). This, says Owen, they are not, Dbecause such assertions could
just as easily be made of 01d Testament events (op. cit. p. 118).

For Owen the distinctive offence of the Gospel lies in the statement

that "the eternal God himself entered time and tock time into his own
(op. cite, Do 118). Owen can only give meaning to this statement by
interpreting it by means of the thought-system of the Epistle to the
Hebrews.® At the conclusion of his earthly ministry, Christ entered
Heaven taking with him his earthly work which is continually re-enacted
there; the work that he did here he continually offers before his
Father's throne in the heavenly places (op. cit., pps. 116, 133),

This is certainly a myth, says Owen, but one that can be believed by mem~
sbers of the Church, the Body of Christ animated by Christ's Risen Life,
where the myth is lived out (op. cit., p. 133)s  Therefore the Bult~-
tmannian language that says that God CAN transform existence must be
rejected in favour of the statement that God HAS transformed it; the

language that says that God CAN make time historic must be rejected in

® Important references to Hebrews can be found in Owen, op. cit., ppso
116,117, 133,




favour of the statement that God HAS made it historic (op. cit., p.

133). And this is available in the Church as first-fruits. It is this
belief, says Owen, that the natural man finds scandslous, and which
constitutes the distinctive Christian offence, Now certainly, if this
were so, we would have something objective by which to measure our concrete
experience —--- Christ's risen, perfected, fulfilled, victorious, object-
tive life made available in the Church, beside which our own participat-
tion would be fragmentary, or, as Owen puts it, mere'first-fruits', which

in this context means much the same thing, (op. cit., p. 133).

It seems to me that if natural man objects to Owen's
account of the specifically Christian Gospel, he can hardly be blamed for
doing so. It does seem to me that natural man could raise at least

three objections to Owen's version of the kerygma.

First, he could point out that Owen's doctrine
implies the denial of truly historical and temporal existence; Owen's
view seems to mean that authentic existence can only be realized within
the coﬁtext of the Church's worship and life., Admitted that the Church
has an important part to play in the achievement of authenic existence
(Bultmann would clearly not deny this), what then about the world and
existence-in—the—world ? Is existence-in-the-world completely cut off
from the achievement of authenticity ? If it is held (as it is by
Bultmann and Heidegger and other existentialist thinkers), that man qua
man is always and everywhere historical and temporal, then Owen's eccles-

tiastical view would appear to be umnsatisfactory. It might of course



be said that the Church and its life represent a scandalon to belief;
but ecclesiastical history is so appallingly ambiguous that one nust
hesitate Lofmwu sayimg that ecclesiastical scandals are within the will

of Godo This type of assertion seems to me to be very dangerouse.

Second, he could point out that Owen's account of
Christianity, and especially his account of the Christ-event is meaning-
| of febreus
sful only if one accepted the thought-system,, and especially its rel-
L
tiance oﬂ,Platonis\'dualismo But surely it cannot be held that the dis-

ttinctive offence with which the Gospel confronts modern man is the

Platonic 'two worlds' system of thought?

Third, the natural man could point out that Owen's
account of Christianity would seem to demand of him understanding and
acceptance of the Judaistic thought-system centering on the sacrificial
rites of the Jerusalem Temple. Certainly the author of Hebrews has
this in mind when he writes of Christ entering into the Holy of liolies ‘
to offer a perpetual sacrifice (Hebrews, chapters 9 and 10). Here
there is a dualism presupposed again --- this time between the two sides
of the Veil in the Jerusalem sanctuary. Hardly anyone would say that
the Hebrews christology was meaningless. No doubt, when it was.first
conceived by the author, it was a magnificent attempt at re-mythologiz-~
tationj no doubt also, to its original recipients, it was intensely
meaningful, and conveyed to them, by means of its concepts, the essence
of the kerygma. But this is a very different thing from supposing tlat
its concepts form part of the enduring fabric of the Christian faith,

and that acceptance of its thought—systems)(Platonic and Judaistiok



is obligatory on contemporary hearers of the ]z<eryg1:na!§E

It seems then, that if Owen finds it difficult to
accept Bultmann's account of the encounter in the moment because it is
thoroughly subjective, his own suggested alternative seeking after a
type of objectivity is also unacceptable. We turn now to 8 subject just
as important --- to Owen's views on the possibility of finding objective

certainty in the judgement of the past,

The impossibility of erecting the Christian faith on
the more or less approximate results of historical research has never
found clearer or more incisive expression than in the works of Kierke-
sgaard. Owen recognizes this (op. cit., p. 128). Owen concedes that
if the New Testament is examined objectively, the result of this is that
what is reported there is only more or less probable (op. cit., p. 128).

Because of this, the purely historical approach to the Gospels yields

only a very low degreelor a very high degree of uncertainty. Historical §

knowledge, says Owen in agreement with Kierkegaard, can never be more
than approximation-knowledge (op. cit., p. 128), Let us sunpose that
the subjective approach, faith, possesses certainty. What then is the

relationship between the two approaches, the objective historical

xIm.plicitly this raises the question of whether a bcok like Hebrews is
capable of being demythologized (i.e. existentially interpreted)if we
reject Owen's type of interpretation. To this question we shall return
in our concluding chaptere




approach on the one hand, and the subjective approach by faith on the
other ? Owen's guite astounding answer is that faith may infuse the
historical approach with its own certainty, and make more or less
probable facts objectively certain (op. cit., ppse 129-30). We must

be careful in stating our own position here. The view we have outlined
is that because we experience the power of the Jesus Christ event now,
it must have happened then. To use Owen's terminology, this certainty
which faith confers is subjective --- it cannot be given apart from
faith. Or it might be better to say that the certainty which faith
yields is inter-subjective. But Owen is explicit that faith confers

upon the biblical events not merely significance but objective certainty,

What meaning can this assertion possibly have ?
Certainty is objective, I should say, when it can be freely demonstrated
by one person to another, the ey requisite intelligence alone being
granted. Thus, one mathematician can demonstrate to anyone with the
requisite intelligence that 2 + 2 = 4. This is so true that no one would’
question it, and it remains true apart from the emotions and experiences
of those involved in its demonst¥amtion. But when historical science
deals with New Testament narratives it is a very diftferent matter. If
an historian agreed that it was more or less probable that a certain
Jesus of Nazareth lived who used language indicating that he was God,
neither Owen nér any other theologian would be able to demonstrate to
him that this was objectively certain. If he attempted to do so, he
would soon discover that the certainty he possessed was closely linked
with his personal faith, and that for this reason was radically

subjective certainty, or that it was inter-subjective in relation to his




fellow-believers, Certainly the historian would deny that this
certainty was objective, because it cannot be freely and universally

demonstrated and cormunicated.

Indeed, when we examine Owen's position further, we

‘gsee 'further dubious qualities in this so-called 'objective certainty'.
‘For example, philosophy and objective thought are forbidden by Owen to
examine this objective certainty which faith confers on historical

- probabilities (op. cit., p. 130). Philosophy cannot by its very nature
examine how faith and the historical approach are related to each other,
or how the former acts upon the latter. All that Owen can say is that
the subjective element may 'infuse! the objective anproach with certain-
sty. The only language we are allowed to use is metaphorical ~--
thgkction of faith upon the objective approach is compared with the
action of light in infusing or pervading the air. Now this may be so.
But if so, all talk of objective certainty must be given up. For how
could the certainty so achieved be objective if the means by which it is |

achieved cannot even be discussed by means of ordinary philosophical

or historiographical language ? That within the !'Christian circle!

(as Pillich calls it), theologians can and do use language which is mean-
:ingfui amongst themselves is undeniable, but the certainties so disuss-
.zed are, rightly.speaking, inter-subjective, or objective only within
the ci¥01e° Owen's use of the term subjective seems to be very differ-

tent from the use of the term in the world at large.

If faith possesses, as Owen asserts, certainty, why is

vthis not suificient for the believer ? His attempt to find objective




certainty cannot have as its object communication to others, Certainty
cannot be imparted apart from faith itself. Does the attempt not there-
sfore indicate that faith alone is unable to bear the burden ? ‘hen we
remember that it has been pointed out that Bultmann has been trying to
apply the principle 'by faith alone' to belief just as Luther applied it
to life, Owen's alternative does seem to be something much less than

'sola fide',

Further, from an examination of this seventh chapter of
Owen's book, we see that Owen is working with a definition of history
which Bultmann would oategorically reject at the outset of the discuss-
sion,. Speaking of Mk. 8:27-29 (St. Peter's Confession at Caesarea
Philippi), Owen asks, "Did St. Peter utter this confession as, when,
and where St. Mark relates ?" (op. cit., Po 121). A4nd in another place
he argues that it is probably right that 'Christ really did rise from the
dead', but that a personal acceptance of the risen Christ makes this
wholly certain (op. cit., p. 131). And when Owen in this chapter
searches for objective certainty, it is quite clear from the context
that he means certainty that 'such-and-such a biblical event really did
happen' \‘op. cit., pps. 129-30). In that case, Owen obviously means by
history, histé:y 'wie es eigentlich gewesen'. And it goes without saying
that Buitmann would reject any such definition (as would Dilthey,
Coliiﬁgwood, Croce, and others), History, 'wie es eigentlich gewesen!',

can assure us that Jesus died, but never that Jesus died for me.

It is also clear that Owen himself is well aware of

the unsatisfactoriness of his own proposition that "Faith bestows




certainty upon facts WHEN and BECAUSE it perceives a divine significance
in them" (op. cit., p. 129). In fact the proposition becomes futile
when Owen Admits that disagreement is inevitable about the certainty
and significance of different parts of the Gospel story (op. cit., pps.
130-1). In some cases the objective probability may be lacking and in
others the requisite faith may be lacking, so that disagreement becomes
inevitable. It is astounding to read however that Owen holds that
although disagreement about details in the Gospels may be inevitable,
what remains is sufficient to allow us to assert that 'God was in Christ
reconciling the world unto himself', For one thing, this Bultmann
would never deny, so that one wonders why this statement (op. cite., D.
131) is included in the book at all. But what is the definition of
details ? Is the story of the Virgin Birth a detail, oxr the story of
the Ascension, or the traditions of the Empty Tomb ? Agreement on
these points seems a long way off! And if we see,(as many of us do),
significance in the stories of the stilling of the storm, the cursing of
the barren fig-tree, the healing of the Gadarene demoniac, does this
significance bestow objective certainty on the facts as reported by the
evangelists ? This is surely to enter the sphere of the most violent
controversy, in which objective certainty seems left far behind, How
on earth does one's faith 'infuse' or'pervade' the various degrees of

probability or improbability which attaches to these stories 7

Many would gquestion too Owen's statement that " ...
faith can discern certainty in the synoptic narrative and not in the

apocryphal gospels because the former possesses a purely objective prob-
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/probability which the latter altogether lack" (op. cit., p. 130). The
trouble with this is that many scholars would not draw such a firm dis-
stinction between the two types of story, and there is also the view
that in certain Gospel stories the transition is actually being mude
from one type to the other, This is a further radical invalidation of
Owen's principle. It is perhaps a little unfortunate that Owen chose
to examine Mk. 8:27-29, a synoptic passage much beloved of the form-
critics,Bultmann and Dibelius. Thus, when Owen asks whether this incid-
sent really did happen as reported, he seems to be unaware of how the
form~-critics assaulted the 'wie es eigentlich gewesen' conception of
history. Thus the 'happenedness! of Mk. 8:27-29 can only be discussed
against the background of the consciousness of the early Church. And
this is without doubt a purely historical gquestion, and no amount of
faith in the risen Christ can affect the validity or the invalidity of

the answer given to it.

But those who desire some empirical norm by which the
authenticity and validity of the Kerygma may be judged are by no means
exhausted by thinkers like Tillich and Owen. The desire seems to be so
powerful in modern theological discussion, that we meet it again in the
work of someone who is far from being unsympathetic towards Bultmann and
his central concerns =--- in the work of Dr. John Macquarrie, in his 1

test book, The Scope of Demythiologizing, (London 1960). The general

aim of this work is to show that no matter how fruitful Bultmann's new
approach to the Christian faith is, there is yet a limit which is reached,

beyond which we dare not go, a limit which has been set by Bultmann him=-
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/himself (op. cit., p. 11). The book demonstrates how this 1imit is
met with within certain spheres each of which Maéquarrie analyses and
discusses most competently, spheres like those of exegesis, dogma,
kerygma, philosophy, language, and so on. But here our special concern
is with how a limit to the existential method is met with in the snhere
of history. Therefore our concrete concern here is with Macquarrids

third section, DEMYTHOLOGIZING AND HISTORY, op. cit., pps. 58-101.

Macquarrie gives a masterly summary of the existential-
:ist approach to history under several propositions whose general fruit-
:fulness and value in modern theology he does not challenge (op. cit.,
pps. 81 f.). The first is that "Historical reflection has for its
subject-matter human existence in the world" (op. cit., p. 81); the
second is that "In historical reflection, the reflecting subject partic—
:ipates in a peculiar way in the object of his reflection" (op. cit., P
83); the third is that "The function of historical reflection is to prov-
tide a self-understanding" (p. 86); the fourth is that "Historical
reflection is concerned primarily with possibility" (op. cit., p. 88).

Each of these propositions are discussed in turn.

But the 'limit! we have been speaking of is reached
because Macquarrie fears that if the method based upon these proposit-
sions is pushed too far certain very undesirable results would emerge,
In short, Macquarrie fears that if this approach to history is followed
to the end of the line we would have a radical "subjectivizing" of

history (op. cit., p. 91). He asks, "How can we know that it is a
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GENUINE possibility that is being set before us, unless it can be pointed
out in history ?" (op. cit., p. 90). On the same page he asks,

"How can we know what can be done except on the basis of what has been
done ?" This question is important because its implication is that a
certain knowledge of Jesus objectively pre-exists our existential exper-
sience of the kerygma. Yet Macquarrie rejects completely (as we

have seen Tillich does too) the notion that "faith can be made to depend

on historical research" (op. cit., p. 92).

His fears make him make certain demands. He
demands "a miﬁimal core of historical factuality which cannot be reason-
:ably doubted" (op. cit., p. 93). This minimum that he demands is
"simply that there was someone who once exhibited in history the possib-
:ility of existence which the kerygmm proclaims" (op. cit., p. 93).

Talk of following Christ, he says further, might be ridiculous " ...
if there were no assurance that the possibility of Christian existence
has been fulfilled by someone under the conditions of'real' life" (op.
citey Do 93). Theologically expressed, "the minimal assertion is that
the 'Word became flesh and dwelt among us'..." (op. cit., p. 93).

We must not "throw out the objective-historical altogether" (op. cit.,
p. 93), as the existentialist approach to history might seem to tempt
us to do. The precise nature of Macquarrie's fear is expressed by
him thus: "Because human existence is not pure possibility but always
possibility conditioned by facticity, we need some empirical anchor if
we are to recognize any possibility as a genuine one and be assured

that we are not being invited to chase after a chimera" (op. cit., p.

95). Existentialist theology in its annroach to history needs thereforej

|
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" ... the assertion that there really was this kind of person, that
this possible way of life has actually been exhibited in history" (op.
cit., pe 95). And Macquarrie does not hide the fact that it is really
'objectivity! he is after when he writes, "The objective fact which is
of importance is that around nineteen hundred years ago this kind of
life was concretely manifested and shown to be a genuine possibility

of historical human existence" (op. cit., po 97)o The limit of
demythologizing in the sphere of history has thus been reached for kac-
tquarrie in that he "would like some assurance-that in a world which
seems s0 inhospitable to it there HAS BEEN a life of this kind =--- that

the Word has become flesh" (op. cit., p. 101).

These views are obviously so important and far-reaching
that they deserve the most careful discussion that we can give them.
First, we must point out that all talk of 'historical objectivity!
comes up against the insight, which I consider an 'assured result! of

modern theology, that there can be no direct observation of the paste.

Therefore, as we pointed out when discussing Tillich's position, all
that we can know of the life of Christ is strictly confined to the
apostolic accounts in the New Testament which itself is kerygmatic in
nature. Thus, all searching for objective factuality comes up against

this hard and insuperable truth.

Next, we note that a sceptical or objective historian need

hardly deny that nineteen hundred years ago one Jesus lived, that he

preached, taught, provoked the Jerusalem authorities, was executed by

|
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them, after which his followers were scattered. Macquarrie hints as
much, (op. cit., po 93 f.), when he points out that nowadays Christ-
myth theories,(theories holding that there never actually was any such
person as Jesus),are left with hardly an advocate, except those who

are really political and ideological propagandists. Macquarrie claims
that the Gospel writers were not indifferent to objective historical
factuality by pointing to the "plain factual assertion about the past"
that " ... In the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius Caesar,
Pontius Pilate being govemor of Judea.......&tco" (in Lk. 3:1 £.). ~
Now this, I feel, no historian worth his salt would dream of denyinge
For to deny this is surely to sink to the level of the propagandist
who is so prejudiced that he would assert that no Jesus of Nazareth
ever lived! Butfis not without significance that these words from
Ik. 3:1 f. contain no offences That is, they certainly anchor some-
tthing empirically within history, but they certainly do not proclaim
Jesus! link with the Father, they do not assert that in him the Word

became flesh and dwelt among us, or that God was in Christ reconciling

the world unto himself (II Cor. 5:19).

The whole point about the lifefof Jesus in the Gos-

b~
ipels is surely that they are bluntly annnmypiographical _________

* Op. cit., pps. 94-95.
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they are not for instance interested in Jesus' personal appearance, in
his family background and heredity, in his inner psychological develope-
sment, points of great import to the biographer or the novelist =m——mew—m
but rather that they are kerygmatic, That is, above all else they pro-
tclaim Jesus' intimate link with God, that they challenge man to believe
that the career of the Son is meaningless without the presence and power

of the Father; in short, that his life was transparent to Godo

If this is the hard core of the life of Jesus, then
the crux of the matter is here: can we be assured objectively that this
really did happen in the past ? Now it does seem to me that Macquarrie
can be interpreted as implying that we can. He seems to suggest that

before we can go on to assume the fruits of the life of Christ into our

own existences, we must be assured that we are not chasing after a
chimera; that is, we must be assured that "the Word became flesh and
dwelt among us" (op. cit., pps. 93, 101), that "this kind of life was
concretely manifested" and that "there really was this kind of person"
(op. cite., pps. 97 and 95 respectively), that "there was someone who

once exhibited in history the possibility of existence which the kerygma

proclaims" (op. cit., Dp. 93).

On the face of it, there does not seem to be anything
particularly unreasonable about these demands. bBut on a second examinat-
tion, my difficulty with these demands is this. If we can be objective-
:ly assured of these things apart from and prior to our own existential

participation or appropriation, it seems to me that God and the action
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of God must lie open and plain upon the face of history, available to

any academic historian. For when lacquarrie introduces the concept

'Word! into the discussion he simultaneously introduces the concept 'Godl

for the point about the Word is that it is the 'Word of God'.
Similarly, when he uses the concepts 'kind of life', 'kind of persont',
he again implies the concept 'God'; for surely the type of life dis-
:played by Jesus is one in which although he poscessed full humanity,
his unity with God was not broken. Again, when he introduces the
concept 'possibility of existence! he again simultaneously introduces
the concept 'God'; because Jesus'! type of existence was one in which
the ambiguities and temptations of a fleshly existence were overcome,
just because the ground of Jesus' existence was God, or the power of
God! And it is in these things that Jesus! existence was significant

and unique, in his unique link with and manifestation of God.

When we seethis clearly, we must immediately ask:
can the objective historian assure us, before our Christian appropriat-
sion takes place, or before we actually hear and respond to the kerygma,
that there actually was a life in which God was manifested, in which
God had revealed his power active in the production of a 'certain type!
of existence ? Now I do not think that he can; this is my difficulty
in finding an objective-empirical assurance of the itype Macquarrie seems

to want,.

Surely the objective historian cannot perceive these
things because of his scientific methodology alone. If he asserts

that he is able to perceive them in his assessment of the past events




recorded in the Gospels, then surely he does so only because he has
already decided that in the Jesus proclaimed in the kerygma the power of
God was indeed manifested, as Tillich would express it, in overcoming
an old type of existence (old being) and replacing it with a new kind of

being (New Being).

I repeat, only because the historian has decided., For it
is clear to me that concepts like 'God' or the 'power of God! are not
universally available to historical methodology as such, but only to the
decision of Christian faith. Other 'explanations', (or we might say
rationalizations), of the life of Jesus than 'God' are possible (or the
presence or power of God); so also are other explantions why the evangel-
:ists wrote this or wrote that, or ascribed this or that to Jesus. Our
decigion in faith may of course prevent us from accepting these, but thic
does not mean that objectivity is not left behind. If this scientific
objectivity is ruled out, then it seems also that the 'empirical
anchor'for which Macquarrie pleads (op. cit., p. 95) is denied us. So
it does seem again that however unsatisfactory and subjective Bultmann's
position seems to be, we must come back to it if we wish to utilize the
existentialist attitude to history. I say this because I suspect that
if we wewe to accept an empirical anchor of the type Macquarrie seeks,
this might almost completely invalidate the four existentialist proposit-
:ions which Macquarrie has given us (op. cit., pps. 81-88), These
four seem to me to hang together logically, and I find it hard to see how
we can logically go along with them so far, and then draw a limit, paying
them off when embarassing, much in the same way as we pay off a no longer

=
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necessary taxi-driver. For I suspect that scientific objectivit

, and the




historical methodology which it implies, are in the last snalysis
incompatitle with the existentialist approach to history. An empirical
anchor, fixing a Jesus of Nazareth of some kind or another in the
history of the past, is not likely to be denied us, I think, by the so-
called objective historian, however sceptical he maj be. But in
placing the 'historical factuality'! of Jesus beyond all reasonable
doubt, such a historian, I feel, has done very little indeed for the
kerygma. For the Kerygma is interested in a Jesus in whom God is
manifest, in a Jesus whose life is transparent to the Father, in a Jesus
whose existence is maintained by the power of God. But this can never

be approached objectively, but only by faith, by decision, by personal

participation. Surely Paul Tillich is right when he writes (Sys.Theol.,

I, p. 151), "The being of Jesus as the Christ is determined in every
moment by God. In all his utterances, words, deeds, and sufferings he
is transparent to that which he represents as the Christ, the divine
mystery., Vhile the Synoptic Gospels emphasise the active maintenance
of this unity against demonic attacks, the Fourth Gospel emphasises the
basic unity between Jesus and the 'Father!, In the Epistles the
victory of the unity over against the powers of seperation is presupoos-—
ted, though sometimes the toil and burden of this battle is indicated.
However, it is never a moral, intellectual, or emotional quality which
makes him the béarer of the final revelation, According to the witness
of the whole New Testament and, by anticipation, also of many passages
of the 0l1d Testament, it is the presence of God in him which makes him
the Christ. His words, his deeds, and his sufferings are consequences

of this presence; they are expressions of the New Being which is his




being",

It should now be clear that in attacking Bultmann's posit-
:ion from three directions, those of Tillich, Owen, and Macquarrie, that
these three lines in the last analysis converge, and give the appearance
of a single attack, For it is clear that in their own ways, and with
their own terminologies, all three writers are really demanding the same
thing --- some kind of objective norm derived from an historical know-
tledge of the Jesus of the past. They do this, I think, because of
the radical and seemingly dangerous'subjectivity' of a historical
position like Bultmann's. But it should be equally clear from our
examination of their criticisms that it is, to say the least of ift,
extremely difficult to suggest an alternative view --- to suggest an
objective norm or criterion from an examination of the past which cculd
judge and control and stabilize and criticize our own hearing of and
response to the kerygma. But more important still, it is hard not to
conclude that if an objective basis for Christian belief is sought
outiwith the kerygma, the significance and value of faith in God is
violated, the existential relevance of the Christian faith greatly
diminished, and the whole existentialist approach to Christianity as an

historical religion perilously undermined.

We have given so much space to this discussion because
upon it depends the validity of Bultmann's views on wmeaning in history,
and the validity of his notion that Jesus Christ becomes present again

and again as eschatological event in preaching and in the sacraments,
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The point that we have reached is that God's decisive event happens again
and again. This eschatological event is not generally perceived and

objectively apparent, but is a highly personal concrete experience or

. . . * . .
encounter which happens in a 'moment! of time, This 'moment', so integral

to Bultmann's theology, as it was to Kierkegaard's thought, is, and this
is the central conviction of this thesis, basic to an understanding of
Bultmann's theological project, and much other existentialist theology
besides. There is hardly a concept so common in Bultmann's writings.

As a concept, it is of course not confined to Bultmann. We know that
it is to be found in the works of Hamann,xx who was a potent influence on
Kierkegaard, in whose thought the concept is of course absolutely basic
and indispensable. One of Kierkegaard's motives in writing the

Philosophical Fragments,(as we shall see in the chapter on his thought),

was to introduce the concept, the 'Moment', into thought and theology.

O

The word occupies an important place in the ontology of Martin Heidegger

in his Sein und Zeit(Tﬂbingen 1927, 6th edition 1949). And since it is

acknowledged that Bultmann is philosophically indebted to Heidegger, we
should keep this fact in mind throughout our discussion of Bultmann's use
of the word. According to Dr. Macquarriexxx, the Augenblick in

Heidegger is the 'authentic present' in which there is disclosed the past

*uwe cannot demonstrate to anyone that God's revelation is there in Jesus
Christ", Bultmann, Essays, p. 113,

¥yee "J.G. Hamann", by R. Gregor Smith, London 1960.
¥¥.n An Existentialist Theology, London 1955, pps. 194 f,

|
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(in the sense of facticity) and the future. The Augenblick is a moment
of decision, and in the resolve to which he is called by conscience,
man's past, pfesent, and future are brought together, and his self is
unified. This concept, the moment, is also to be found in the thought
of Martin Buber (see chapter III), and also in the thought of Karl Heim,
who has been strongly influenced by Buber. As for Kierkegaard (a detailed
discussion of whose views we will reserve until chapter IV), we may say
at this point that it was the 'momentless'! of his age which he truly
dreadede As Mr. H.J. Blackham™ says of him, "Kierkegaard had the ...,
vision of the tendency of the age which reached its limit in an unlimit-
ted panorama of abstract infinity, unrelieved by even the slightest
interest, a sea of desert". If we apply these words to the temporal

process in particular, the same words might have been written of Bultmann.

We must now make a few preliminary remarks about Bultirenn's
use of the word 'moment' itself. 1In his earlier Marburg essays, the
word Augenblick is placed within quotation-marks, as though he were aware
that he was using it in a quite special sense,(cf. Kierkegaard:in both

Philosophical Fragments and Concluding Unscientific Postscript the word

Moment is printed with a capital letter). But when we move from, say,

¥ gix Existentialist Thinkers, London 1952, p. 34
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a 1931 Marburg essay to his Gifford Lecturesx of 1955, it is interest-
:ing to find the word unguoted, as though in the intervening period
he had worked it thoroughly into the context of his thought, as

though it had won a familiar place there.

It is interesting tof find in the Gifford Lectures

that Bultmann has given a lightning-sketch of historiography where he
distinguishes sharply between thinkers who are aware of this crucial
present, the moment, and those who are not; he shows approval of those
who do, and disapproval of those who do not. In his works there isg,
of course, a whole complex of terms closely linked with the moment,
such as 'here and now!, encounter, 'from time to time', concrete

. . ¥IE
event, 'again and ever again', repeatedly, and so on. Naturally

our discussion will concern these terms to00.

Our method in this chapter will be to select some of
the more typical and important usages of this concept,theﬂmomenﬁgin the
works of Bultmann from his essays of the early nineteen thirties down

to his recent works such as the Gifford Lectures and his Jesus Christ

and Mythology (London 1960); we shall classify them by arranging them

¥nistory and Eschatology, Edinburgh 1957.

i chapters IX and X.

FHE One interesting and important synonym for the moment is the 'now',

discussed in Keryegma and Myth,edited H.W. Bartsch,E.T.,London 1953,
pps. 114 -116.
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under categories, which will have the additional advantage of making
comparisons between Bultmann and other thinkers easier. If we do this,
the following categorization would seem to be demanded by the material

before us.

(1)IN THE MOMENT COMES SELF-UNDERSTANDING AND SELF-KNOWLEDGE.

Bultmann, agreeing with his former Marburg colleague,
romance philologist Erich Auerbach,!E says that the whole of personal life
can be contained in a 'moment!', This reality is formed subconsciously
and results from the sum total of all our experiences, our hopes, our
tentative interpretations of our 1ife™ and its encounters. This real-
:ity is not a metaphysical substance, (Bultmann rejects any interpretation
of humen existence in terms of substance). Although formed apart from
consciousness, it may attain to consciousness in 'monents' of reflection.
Here we have a 'moment' in which comes self-knowledge through reflection,

(Eistory and Eschatology, pps. 107-8).

¥See Auerbach's MIMESIS s Dargestellte Wirklichkeit in der abendlind-
sischeh Literatur, Bern 19463 Eng. Transl., MIMESIS : The Representation
of Reality in Western Literature, Princeton 1954. See especially his
last chapter where Auerbach discusses such modern realist writers as
Proust and Virginia Woolff,

It is hardly necessary to point out that for Bultmann our interpretat-

tions of life remain always tentativej;for him it is axiomatic that we are
always 'on the way'. Our self-understanding needs repeated correction

from fresh encounters.



Bultmann also holds that in the 'moment' we become conscious
that being is an unknown quantity, but it is only in the 'moment! that
we have this knbwledge; we can neither retain nor possess it (Bssays,
P 7);:”‘Behind Bultmann's view here is very probably the conviction
that for most of our time we 'read off! the nature of being, the nature
of our being, from our experience of other peonle. Thus, for us most
of the time being is not an unknown gquantity at all, because we simnly
conceive our being as a concrete example of the general rule ---~ human
nature in general. There is no doubt in the minds of most of the
existentialists as to the invalidity of this procedure. It is in the
'moment! that we are made aware of this fallacy --- in it we are given
a glimpse of the mysterious quality of beingjwe see that it is not some-

:thing we have as a lasting posessioni it is 'ever before us'.

For it is the 'moment' that reveals our existence as one
threatened by insecurity; in the 'moment' insecurity breaks in upon a
man (Esséxs, Po 8)o The same contrast as above presents itself. Iost
of our time is spent upon building up a certain security. In our world
security seems a good and desirable thing. It takes various forms ---
social (politics and economics), emotional (stoicism and the techniques
we employ to prevent dialogue and encounter), intellectual (acceptance
of ideologies and thought-systems constructed by others), moral (strict
duty-doing and conformity to established norms of behaviour and attitude),
religious (pious formalities and lip-service subconsciously devigned to
keep the Unknown at bay). Thus we can see the relevance of Bultmann's

views Our fortifications are pierced from time to time by the occurr-
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/occurrence of the 'moment' which discloses to us our inner insecurity.
Insecurity, the disclosure of the unknown quantity of being, is not in
Bultmann's view something which must be excluded at all costs, but some-
thing that belongs to the 'essence! (if we may use such a question-begging
term"in}an=existentiai?zontext) of existence, something that makes human
exigtence truly human. Thus again the 'moment' is one of self-

knowledge.

Because the 'moment' is one of self-knowledge, it is a
commonplace to read in Bultmann that in it man can either lose or gain
his real (genuine, authenticfeexistence (Bssays, p. 17). Without the
moment we remain sunk in ignorance of the basic insecurity of human
existence, " +e+ The genuine life of man", writes Bultmann, "is always
befo:e him; it is always to be apprehended, to be realised" (Histo;z and
Eschatology, p. 140). " ... The future is open in so far as it brings
the gain or loss of our genuine life, and thereby gives to our present
its character as moment of decision" (op. cit., p. 141). Nor is the

moment of self-knowledge a different one from the eschatological moment

xGerman, eigentlich;this is an Heideggerian catégo:y. So is self-
understanding, Selbstverstindnis. They have been discussed in
Macquarrie, An Existentialist Theology, pps.39 and 65-6.
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in which God discloses himself to man in Christ. For Christian faith is
itself a self-understanding. The gift of faith is also simultaneously
an undérstanding of the self. For Bultmann then, existential self-under-
!éﬁéﬁéiﬁé’is something that a man cannot learn in the abstract. He

can only learn it here and now in the moments of encounter (Ke;zgma and.

Myth, p. 203).

(2)WHAT COMES IN THi MOMENT CAN BE GRASPED BUT NOT POSSESSED

Bultmann quotes Gogarten with approval to the effect
that 'sonship! (relative to God) is not a quality naturally and univer-
ssally possessed by man qua man, but something that man can only grasp
again and again in 'moments’', Sonship is the goal of history, and for
this reason must happen within history and nowhere else (History and
Eschatology, pps. 153-4).I Bultmann is quite clear in his theology as a
whole that we can never have knowledge of God as a lasting possession or
as a permanent insight (see Essays, p. 7). Rather this knowledge has
to make its way against temptations from within man's being, which give

him the illusion of being master of his own destiny. Therefore Bultmann

IAccording to Bultmann of course the specific paradox of the Christian
doctrimg of history is that the end or goal of history has already happ-
sened within history. Thus this doctrine is offensive because it does
not think of history as linear and progressive.
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views the sphere of human existence as a battlefield in constant motion
and turmoil, between the 'momentary'! disclosure on the one hand, and
elements from within existence on the other, which oppose it and try to

stifle it,

Bultmann gives a list (see Essays, pps. 7 f.), to which we
can add from elsewhere in his works} of clements in existence which can
easily become oppoments of the insights of the'moment'. This list is as§

. !

followse The cares of daily life; Bultmann's view here probably is i
that there is nothing essentially evil or inauthentic about everyday |
cares. They are indispensable to life in the world. Everyone takes

on worldly responsibility, of work, family, earning a living, of secur-
tity for one's dependants. Thus we have in the teaching of Jesus,

" ... your heavenly Father knows that you have need of all these things"

(Mt.6:32). The cares of daily life are in fact dialectical™ in nature.

xAcoording to Bultmann, the relationship of the believer to the world is
always dialectical. Worldly things are necessary, but the believer's att-
titude is to be as though he was in fact not immersed in them, so that
genuine eschatological existence is a possibility. These things are

not to assume an importance which thwarts the believer's eschatological
life before God. Hence we have Bultmann's fondness for St. Paul's des-
scription of life in I Cor.7:29 f. as the life of "...one who particinpates
in the life of the world but does so with an inner aloofness --- 'as if
(he did it)notY(Theology of the New Testament, pps.351-2). For refer~
sences to the believer living authentically as 'one whO.......but yet as
if not', see Essays, ppse. 86, 112, 150, 154, 181, 228, 270; also Theology
of the New Testament,I, pps. 182, 240, These references all refer
primarily to I Cor. 7:29 f. Thisxundoubtedly one of the keys to under-
sstanding Bultmann's views on history as eschatological existence. 4nd
it underlies the above discussion on the potentially inauthentic elements
in daily 1life.




Insep;Table as they are from human life, and good in their place, when a
man becomes so immersed in them that the 'moﬁent' cannot break through,
they become evil and give rise to inauthentic existence. Another such
element is 'wishes'. Another is 'plans'. Plans are concrete orderings
of the future without which life in the world would become impossibles
Like cares, plans are dialectical; they may or may not exclude the
'moment'!, they may allow or forbid the possibility of authentic existenceoz
'Crazes! are listed by Bultmann, so are 'pleasures', which give rise to
an unending circle of pleasures. The existentialist in Bultmann

becomes apparent when he lists false forms of community, living together.
These become inauthentic when they overcome genuine freedom and isolat-
sion, There may be an echo here of Heidegger, who has demonstrated

the constitution of human existence by the voice of the impersonal mass

of human beings, das Man.® The 'moment' would seem to presuppose a ceri-
tain degree of reservation and independence;EQE where the person is not

sunk in the mass’xxx where he can be aware of the nuances of truly person-
:al existence. And of course all existentialist thinkers are aware of
this tension, potential or actual, between person and society, person

and communityo. tAction and Work! are listed too by Bultmann. A false

emphasis on these would seem to overcome that certain passivity, recept-

*3ee Macquarrie, An Existentialist Theodogy, p. 91.

**iReal belief lies in the preservation of detachment in the actual
concrete situations of life --- a detachment which makes decision and
action of real import, because in it man thinks and acts as a free
agent", Bultmann, Essays, p. 10.

For a typical existentialist treatment of the dangers of false forms

of community, see Karl Jaspers, The Individual and Mass Society, in
Religion and Culture,(essays in honour of Paul Tillich), London 1959,pps.
37 f, Cf. Jaspers, ldan in the Modern Age, London 1951, pps. 40f.
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/receptivity which the 'moment' presupvoses. Thus work is also dial-
sectical in nature, capable of being regarded as an end and not a means,
and capable of becoming evil. 'Moralistic security through duty-
doiné' is also condemned by Bultmanﬁ. By our fulfilment of the de-
imands of a code we build up a defence against the intrusion of a crisis
into our existence, again$é a moment of guilt, judgement, cleansing,

*
and renewal.

Another element listed by Bultmann in this connection
is a false belief in God (see Essays, pps. 8 fo)e This is a well-
constructed belief,or as Bultmann prefers to call it throughout his

works, a Weltanschanung, with which'one is armed against the demands of

the 'moment!'. But real belief in God, to the contrary, and we shall

return to this subject often again in these pages, is achieved in the

®or, Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, I, p. 264: ",.. man's

effort to achieve his salvation by keeping the Law only Jeads him into
sin, indeed this effort itself in the end is already sin ... Sin is
man's self-powered striving to undergird his own existence in forgetful-
tness of his creaturely existence, tp procure his salvation by his own
strength". "The way of works of the law and the way of grace and faith
are mutually exclusive". " ... through the Law man is legd into sinn-
sing".
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'moment' and only in the 'moment'. Another element is self-will? which
sets itself up against the intrusion of God into life. As we have said,
Bultmann thinks of the sphere of existence as a battlefield, aﬁd in this
instance the battle cause is 'not what I will, but what thou wilt!

(Essazs, D. 7).;E Extreme suffering can also oppose the 'moment' and this

insight is discussed in section (8) of this chapter.,

As we have seen, the disclosure of the 'moment' alweys
involves a self-understanding. This also, says Bultmann, cannot be
possessed or retained., Thisg is because our apprehension of the self-
understanding depends upon our understanding of the imperative involved

by it in the concrete situation (Kerygma and Myth,p. 204). Here we

have an analogy. The analogy is between the interpersonal encounter

on the one hand and the God-man encounter on the other. Thus the self-
understanding to be gained in the 'moment' is compared by Bultmann to the
understanding given in the encounter with another in love and trust.

This latter, we know,can only be kept pure and fresh by the concrete

*1t is, I think, crucial to grasp this element in Bulimann's thought that
emphasises that there is constantly going on in man a conflict between
authenticity and inauthenticity.  Behind Bultmann's whole view of the
tmoment! is the copviction that the knowledge of and the belief in God
"... has to keep on making its way in the face of all temptations which
continually arise out of man's being..."(Essays,p. 7). This is exactly
analogous to the conflict which we shall analyse in chapter III in the
thought of Buber --- the battle which follows from the intrusion of the
'"Thou'! into the It-world, which says Buber,iﬁbovered by a 'erust'. See
chapter IIT.
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connection with the other being maintained. If it be severed, it is
only a matter of time until the understanding vanishes. In similar fash-
tion, our existential self-understanding depends on our repeated

encounter with the Word of God which relates us to God in Christ. Thus
Bultmann is fond of quoting "His compassions fail not, they are new every

morning", as an invitation to man concretely to relate himself to God

again and again (Keryema and Myth, p. 204 ). Here then we have another
reason why the knowledge of God and of one's self cannot be retained or
possessed. Unlike other(conceptual or scientific)knowledge, this know-
tledge depends for its survival upon a concrete historical act of the
whole man. Thus man's supreme ethical counsel is to relate himself in
this way or to open himself towards relation; temptations are continually
rising out of man's own being militating against the fulfilment of this
counsel. Thus this existential knowledge cannot be possessed or retained
It can only be momentarily glimpsed insofar as man overcomes considerable
temptations and immerses his total being in history, orientating it

towards being over against himself,

 Bultmann's views here on revelation and knowledge will
cause many searching questions to be asked, and many doubts to be raised.
Is it true that what comes in the 'moment' cannot be possessed or re-

stained ? For example, classical theology, both Protestant and Cathol-

s$1ey have emphasised a deepening of awareness, of spiritualitys; in short,
that there is a certain'progress'in the Christian life. But if we take
Bultmann's views seriously, it seems as though after a 'moment' has
occurred, there is dire danger of relapse into the 'status cuo ante'.

What, it may be asked, is the value of a 'moment', of an experience, if,



after it has passed, there is little or nothing of it to be retained ?
In other words, can there be much value in a purely 'momentary' insight
or awareness ? Another objection is possible. If it be granted that
there are significant 'moments' in existence in which disclosures are
made to us, what is the connection between these disclosures and

- memory ? We can remember, can we not, what was disclosed to us in the
‘moment! ? If not, what possible significance can it have ? And here
is yet another objection. There are experiences through which men pass
to emerge altered.” It is for this reason that we have the phrase !'the
discipline of suffering'. Is it not this that lies behind the
Apostle's question to the Galatians 'Have ye suffered so many things
in vain 7! (Gal.3:4)? In short, is the value of the 'moment'! not 1o
be doubted because it seems transitory and evanescent ? It is to
these questions and to this type of objection that we must now address

our_selves,

Our method shall be this. First, we shall enquire if
Bultmann's view of revelation and revelatory knowledge is so peculiar,
and if not, where similar views may be found. Second, we shall take

up the question of the communication between the Church and world, and

¥ of. II Cor. 11:24 f,
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enquire whether Bultmann's view does not mean that the Church cannot
validly communicate its ethical and social insights. Then third, we

shall examine the place of memory in theology and in the Christian life,

First, is Bultmann's view of revelation and revelatory
knowledge so peculiar; if not, where can we find similar views ? We may
begin by looking at Paul Tillich's discussion of revelation, trying to
show how similar his view is to that of Bultmann.® Tillich refuses to
allow any sepdration between revelation and salvation. Revelation comes
in the presence of a salvatory power which shakes, transforms, and heals
(Syse. Theole, I, D. 143). "Revelation mediates knowledge --- a know-
sledge, however, which can be received only in a revelatory situation®
(ope cite, Do 143). This revelatory situation he defines as !'through

ecstasy and miracle'.  Bluntly, " ... the knowledge of revelation cannot

®At various points in this thesis comparisons are made between Tillich and
Bultmann, in whieh close similarities are indicated. Thus we do try to
show that both of them belong to the 'existentialist tradition', But this
is actually a half-truth. For we must recognize that there is a vast div-
iergence as well as a great similarity between Tillich and Bultmann. The
relation between these two thinkers will be dealt with in our concluding
chapter, but at this stage, we may make the following comments. Bulimann
is an existentialist. Tillich cannot be called an existentialist without
strict reservation. There are, I am convinced, two strands in Tillich,
the ontological and the existentialist.  Thus, from the point of view of
the second strand, 'illich does make use of existentialist analyses, and
is aware of the great contribution that existentialist thought can make

to theology. Thus we find him fhroughout both volumes of his Systematic
Theology using the concepts of concrete revelatory event and encounter,
But it is strictly this second (existentialist) strand in the thousht of
Tillich that we are discussing and utilizing in the discussion to follow.
But we ought not therefore to forget the first, the ontological Tillich,
which we shall encounter and with which we shall compare the existertial-
tist Tillich in our concluding chapter, q.ve.



be seperated from the situation of revelation" (Syst. Theol., p. 143},

Tillich means that the knowledge so gained is not analogical to our oth-
ser knowledge, say, of the natural world. We are therefore prohibited
from simply adding this piece of knowledge to our other pieces of know-
:ledgex (so that, for example, in certain circumstances our items of Iknow-
tledge gained through revelation could contradict items gained in scient-
:ific research). Our revelatory knowledge gains it validity from the
ecstatic situation through which it was given, It follows of course
from this that the knowledge gained through ecstasy and miracle, in
contrast with our knowledge of nature, is generally and universally
incommunicables, It can be grasped only by those who have themselves
participated in this ecstatic-miraculous situation. Since revelatory
knowledge comes through & shaking-ecstatic-miraculous situations the
nearer we are to them temporally, the more we grasp the knowledge such
situations convey. And the converse is also true. o Thus Tillich
says, "Knowledge of revelation is knowledge about the revelation of the
mystery of being to us, not information about the nature of beings and
their relation to one another" (Syst. Theol., I, p. 143). Here we
are reminded of a celebrated statement of Kierkegaard, to the effect
that "No knowledge can have as its object the absurdity that the eternal

is historical --~ the object of faith is not the teaching but the

*Buber terms these 'items of information'! jsee our discussion of Buber in
chapter IIT,

®his is what lies behind Bultmann's conviction that knowledge of Gogd
and of ourselves depends on repeated encounter.
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teacher" (Philosophical Fragments, transl. by David F. Swenson, Princeton

1936, p. 50). Thus for both Tillich and Kierkegaard, revelation does not
mean abstractable, propositional, and possessable knowledge which one

can retain permanently and comrunicate universally, but knowledge of the
way in which God, the Other, comes to usj; that is, in and through our
time and history, through ecstasy and miracle, through a temporal condit-
sion granted by God hiﬁself(Kierkegaard).A Thus revelation is always

knowledge of our historicity.

It is from this point of view that Tillich criticizes
another widely held view of revelation, namely that one that makes revel-
tation an ecclesiastical propositional commodity, imposable by authority

(Syst. Theol., I, p. 161).3E The point about such ecclesiastical

authority is that it causes a seperation between the revelatory event

and those who are asked to receive it. = Tillich points out that these
ecclesiastical authorities are opposed to the participation of believers
in the situation, and in so acting they are handling revelation as though
it were their property! Presumably it would be Tillich's view that the
oftfice of ecclesiastical authority is to point men to their historicity,
and to those conditions within their history under which God discloses

himself, rather than purvey information and propositions about divine

*It will be clearly seen in what foldows that Tillich's criticisms of
ecclesiasticism are not unlike Kierkegaard's.

11 our concluding chapter we argue that the ecclesiastical over-
emphasis on revelation may invalidate the truths of man's es:ential
worldliness, historicity, and temporality.
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matters by their authority. This would bé?éwn view, though I should
prefer to say that the Church's commission is to remind men of the
'momentary' character of their time, and to proclaim that God can only be

met with in and through their time and history.

What ought not to be forgotten is that if it is held
that revelation is information which could be abstracted from the situat-
tion, transmitted, communicated generally, and even imposed, then the
'moment! in which we received this information would be secondary, only
relative in importance to the information which it conveys. But since
the XXth. century revolt against the XIXth. century liberal view of hist-

:oryx, it is very doubtful indeed if this is possible.

Kierkegaard, discussing the question of what a contempor-

tary of Christ might do for one of his successors (Philosophical

Fragments, pps. 86 fo), gives a suggestive description of what this
service might be, All that he could do is to state, 'I believe that
so-and-so has taken place, althogh I know that it is a folly to the under-
sstanding and an offence to the human heart'. That i1s, witiout faith

on the part of the listener, the related fact would be nonsensical,

iven,
Belief, without the condition,by God in the Moment, is impossible.

®3ee our discussion of XIXth. century liberalism in the Introduction an
in the concluding chapter,
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Here again we see that revelation is not information or propositions
directly and generally comrunicable, In much the same way, Tillich

(Syst. Theol., I, p. 123) suggests that if an individual asserts that he

has been grasped by a revelation, and if he wished to communicate the
content of this, and if he weie 10 try to communicate the content in gen-
teral, the communication could only take the form of a report of what he
asserts he has received. But, ['illich points out, he would fail to
communicate the revelation, because hg’:gould receive it as revelation
would require himself to have been grasped by the revelation as well,

We grasp mathematical or chemical knowledge, but Tillich's terminology
reverses this order; he speaks of the 'power of revelation to graspe...!

(Syst. Theol., I, p. 138). This brings out well the difference between

the two types of knowledge. This power to grasp, says Willich, is
attributable to the Word of God, which is not a word of ordinary language,
a word imparting information. Thus for (the existentialist) Tillich
the‘cogtent of revelation is not information, nor propositions, nor
abstractions from the concrete situation, but is inextricebly bound up
with the situation, with the'moment! itself. Thus for Tillich as for
Bultmann what comes in the concrete experience can be grasped but not

possessed.,

Second, we go on to discuss the relationship between
the Church and the world, and the iorm of communication..possible between
the one and the other. If it is true that what comes ir the 'moment!
is so non-possessable and incommunicable, what then about the Christian

insights which the Church proclaims to the vorldl Can the Church not

abstract these insights from concrete situations, write them, and orint
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them, distributing them as the Church's witness in the affairs of the
world. This is what the Church does in relation, to example, certain
ethical spheres, such as war and disarmament, divorce, economic aggress-
iion and injustice, dimby race relations,and so-on. Are not these
revelations in so far as they are meant to represent the will of God in

-

relation to certain vital spheres of existence 7

H. Richard Nieﬂ%yr, in his book,The lleaning of Revelation

(New York 1941, pps. 93 fe.), defines revelation as "that part of our
inner hiéfory which illuminates the rest of it and which is itself intell-
sigible". He quotes Professor Whitehead, "Rational religion appeals

to the direct intuition of special occasions and to the elucidatory nower
of its concepts for all occasions........the special occasion to which

we appeal in the Church is Jesus Christ. But from that special occasion
we also derive the concepts which make possible the elucidation of all

the events of our history". Nieégur writes (op. cit., p. 94),
"Revelation means the point at which we can vegin to think and act as mem-
tbers of an intelligible and intelligent world of persons". He offers
the following definition of revelation, "when we speak of revelation we
mean that something has happened to us in our history which conditions

all our thinking, and that through this happening we are enabled to
apprehend what we are, what we are suffering and doing, and what our pot-
tentialities are" (op. cit. p. 138), The value of revelation is stated
thus, "What is otherwise dumb fact becomes related, intelligible and elo-
squent fact through the revelatory event. To the extent that revelat-

t:ion furnishes the practical reason with an adequate starting-point it
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may be said to be validated"(op. cit., p. 138). But so far very litsle
has been said about the content of revelation. So, and perhaps most
gsignificantly of all, Niebhur defines that: "Revelation means God, God
wholdiscloses Himself to us through our history as our knower, our

author, our judge and our only saviour" (op. cite., p-. 152),

These are very impressive statements which will
require careful consideration, because they do seem, on the face of it,
to contradict in part at least the 'momentary', ecstatic-miraculous
view of revelation which we have outlined above. One point had better
be made clear at once. This doctrine of momentary revelation does not
mean that all the events of our history are elucidated. We have (in the
Introduction) already pointed out that many thinkers are impressed by

what we have called the fragmentariness of history. That is, even

though there are moments of revelation and elucidation, elements do
remain which have a positive character of evil and of injustice, elements
which do not have meaning and significance for God himself, and which
cannot therefore be fitted into some over-all pattern. A thinker like
McIntyre would hardly share Niebﬂgr's confidence that the revelation we
are given in history "make possible the elucidation of all the events in
our history" (op. cit., p. 93). Just because Christiasnity finds meaning
given in some events and not in others, it implies the fragmentariness of

. o . S . . .
history. It is not clear from Niebhur's discussion of revelation that

*Bultmann rigidly distinguishes his doctrine of history from that of
pantheism, where, he says, " ... the meaning and goal of history are to
be seen in each successive moment" (Ke:ygma and Myth, p. 116).




(&

he takes seriously this doctrine of fragmentariness.

And then secondly, I think the contradiction we
have indicated on the previous page is only an apparent one —--- it is
actually based on an ambiguity in the use of the word 'revelation!. For
there are, I think, two senses in which we can use it, and I shoul like
to call these the primary and the secondary. In the primary sense,
the word means the revelation by God of himself. This is the meaning
that the word has in our above discussion of the views of Bultmann,
Kierkegaard, and Tillich. This is the primary meaning of the word ---
the disclosure by himself of God's nature in so far as that nature can
be apprehended by the believer. In this primary meaning of the word,
revelation is, of course, 'momentary! (Bultmann), ecstatic-miraculous-~
shaking (Pillich). Nieb@gr does in fact recognise thisj; he does so
when he writes that "Revelation means God.....who discloses iimseli to us

through our history....."(op. cit., p. 152).

But there is also the secondary meaning of the word.
This meaning refers to the fact that the revelation of God does have
repgrcussions for our thinking and understanding and apprehending. God's
dislosure of himself alters our relationship and attitude to the world ar-
tound us. It does supply us with concepts and insights. Thus God's
disclosure of himself has important consequences for us with regard to

ethical and political and social subjects.. But we must understand that

*1t is, I think, a fair criticism of Bultmann that he does not always draw
this aspect of revelation out enough. He concerns himself almost wholly
with revelation in the primary sense of the word. As we shall see in the
concluding chapter, this causes difficulties when we come to examine his
attitude, for example, to the church.



these insights, these concepts, derive from the 'momentary' disclosure.
They are parasitic upon and derivative from that experience, and =zre, as
Tillich rightly insists, inseperable ultimately from it. Niebﬁgr is
right when he says that "Revelation means Gode.......", but the thinking
and the practical reason which he also mentions are strictly dependent
upon the content of the revelatory event. I am convinced that the prim-
tary and the secondary meanings of the term 'revelation' must be kept
strictly apart. Much theological confusion can result from failure to

do so.

That Tillich recognizes this distinction there can be little
doubt. He distinguishes between the 'Word of God' ong the one hand,

and'information about divine matters' on the other (Syst. Theol., I,

p. 138). of this'information Tillich points out that although it would
be perhaps of ethical interest, or of cognitive interest, it would lack
all the characteristics of revelation, which he holds to be the power to
grasp, to shake, to transform (Syst. Theol., I, p. 138). Tillich
succinttly defines his attitude to this matter thus:"If the Word as a
medium Qf revelation is not information, it cannot be spoken apart from

revelatory events in nature, history, and man" (op. cit., p. 138).

It follows from the above arguments that the correct procedure
for the fulfilment of the Church's task is not to present ethical or
social insights as her gospel, buttressed with apologetic material

designed to show the reasonableness and efficiency of Christian insights
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in practice.§€ Rather the Church's task is to point men to the correlat-
sion in time which is revelatory (Tillich), to the occurrence of a
'moment! of disclosure in their time and history (Bultmann), which may
yield an insight rich in quality, but which is not itself a mere insighto.
This is, I think, what existentialist theology has to say about the

Church's proclamation to the world.

Third, let us turn to the argument from memory. Can
it not be said that the value of a 'moment' is just that its content
can be remembered by the experiencing subject 7 Surely what is disclosed
is not so evanescent that it vanishes immediately from memory after the
conclusion of the 'moment' ? In order to answer these guestions, let
us examine what three thinkers have to say about history and memory;

first, John McIntyre (The Christian Doctrine of History, Edinburgh 1957,

Ppse 104 f.,History and Memory),then Kierkegaard, and then Bultmann.

According to McIntyre, (op. cit., pps. 104 f.), there
are, roughly, three functions exercised by memory in regard to history.

The first is that it affords a man transcendence over the temporal flux,

xSee a book like L.H. Marshall's The Challenge of New Testament Ethics,
London 1950, which seems to be little more than a commendation of the
teachings of Jesus with regard to their efficiency in building up a sound
and happy society. But the effect of such liberalism soon becomes appar-
stent. Thus, the Soviet Union between the wars took a similar line to
Jesus with regard to sex and divorce from motives of political common-
sense and expediency, while despising Christian theism, This is the dir-
sect effect of seperating primary and secondary revelation,




enabling him to survey this past,x enabling him especially to perceive
the necessity exercised by the past, and thus his partly, at least,
determined future: moreover, memory enables a man to see that the past
did not happen with the force of necessity, and thus in the present
memory (in Dr. Nieﬁﬂgr's phrase) serves as the 'fulcrum of freedom for
man in h:i.=sto:r3,".mIE The second function of memory in relation to history,
according to McIntyre,is that memory supplies man generally with an

- enormous mass of accumulated wisdom. and intormation. Here there 1is
wide gult between the tho:ght of McIntyre and the thought of Bultmann.
With this kind of interpretation Bultmann will certainly have nothing to
do! If this view is held, then the theology of encounter would seem
to have been left far behind. This is a liberg} view of revelation,

a seperation being made between what is disclosed and the disclosure-
event. ~We have already seen that the validity of the former depends on
experience of the latter, of the 'moment'. And revelation does not

consist d£ information. Existentialist theology does not mean by this

*Mhis is admisted by Bultmann --- "In so far as the history from which
I come is operative in my past, the recollection of that history also
belongs thereto". Also, "Of course memory plays an important part in
human life, but it has existential significance only vhen I make my own
particular past present through recollection", Kerygma and Iyth, p. 115,
Bultmann to Schniewind in a discussion of memory.

*%£1t was of course Kierkegaard who pointed out that recollection and exam-
tination of the past has value in demonstrating that the past'happened?,
but by happening, by coming into being, showed that it did not need to
happen. The study of history is thus for Kierkegaard the study of change.
We shall take this up again in chapter IV on Kierkegaard where we shall
examine the work of Barbara Ward;it will also be discussed in our conclud-
ting chapter,



that we ought to ignore past written wisdom, but it does mean, as we shall
see when we come to look at Bultmann's view of memory, that what we
encounter in past writings is not informative wisdom in the abstract, but
a person from whose experience the'wisdom' is distilled and recorded.

That is to say, this second point of McIntyre's does not seem to me to be
sufficiently aware that the interpretation of past documents and records

. . . . . . E 4
involves in the last analysis an intersubjective encounter.

The third function of memory in relation to history made
by McIntyre is that memory supplies man in general and the Christian in
particular with the mighty acts through which faith is created, this
memory in concrete terms being the Bible. There is here obviously an
even wider gulf apparent between this kind of view-point and the whole
theology of Bultmann., For sSultmann totally rejects the view which holds
that our relationship to biblical events depends on memory. Writing

to Schniewind in the Entmythologisierung debate, Bultmann sayss "I cannot

regard the reproduction of the events of the years 1 - 30 as the equival-
tent of the eschatological enounter".®™ This is because memory " ... in
so far as it reproduces facts of the past in their purely worldly actuality

oees can imperil and even destroy 'historic'! existence, as Nietzsche

*Mhis is, as we shall see in chapter III one of the corner-stones of
Buber's doctrine of man's relation to the past through written records.
Nor should we fail to hear in it a clear and direct echo from the phil-
sosophy of Dilthey.

B eryema and Myth, p. 115.
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showed in Vom Nutzen und Nachteil der Historie fiir das Leben.,.;..."K

Bultmann rejects this point of view because if accepted, it would invalid-
tate and make redundant his whole notion of encounter. For memory, in
the ordinary sense, recalls past events in their external factuality
and thus attempts to see past history 'wie es eigentlich gewesen'.
Thi%?partly what Bultmenn means by 'events in their purely worldly
actuality'. Ordinary memory tries to see an event 'scientifically!,
that is, in its interconnections with other events in the world, or as
one of a causal series. Bultmann holds that these events cannot be the
concern of the theologian simply because memory, thus understood, can
try to recall them without the process of existential encounter occurr-
tinge Bultmann's positive view of memory we shall attempt to apnroach
from the standpoint of Kierkegaard's teaching on the theological signif-

ticance of memory.

We shall deal with Kierkegaard's view of the Moment in greater
detail in chapter IV. It suffices therefore to say here that for XKierke-
tgaard the decisive Moment of existence is one of disclosure of the
Paradox, that is, God in temﬁoral form, But God is thus perceived only
because He himself grants the necessary condition. But the disclosure

is such, says Kierkegaard, that the learner, the believer, " ... will

never be able to forget the Teacher", > that is, God himself, the content
®op. cit., p. 115. ‘
EEKPhilosophical Fragments, pps. 12-13,
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of the Lioment., To forget the Teacher, says hierkegasard, means that nan
returns to his former state, that is, the state preceding the New Lirth.
The condition was a 'trust! for which the learner would always be recuir-
ted to render an account. Thus the learner must completely 'appropriate

the condition!, and ‘'profoundly apprehend the Truth! .

Now the main point about Kierkegaard's view of memory is that
the truth remembered by the learnmer is not mere 'insights', or concepts,
nor mére info;ﬁation about divine matters, but God himself, originally
disclosed in the Moment. Kierkegaard is clear about this: "When the
Teacher is gone from the disciple in death, memory may bring his figure
before him; but it is not on this account that the discinle believes, but
because he received the condition from God, and hence is enabled to see,
in memory's trustworthy image, the person of Godn , ** Nothing could be
plainer; in the Moment the believer encounters the person and presence of
God; memory then functions existentially in mediating a re-encounter
with the same God as actuality. It is from this Kierkegaardian view
that we now examine Bultmann's view of memory\,mgE The core of Bultmann's

position is that memory, properly and existentially understood, so

penetrates past events recorded in documents, that

xPhilosophical Fragments, pps. 12-13

Kxop.-cit., p. 53.

*¥%)s we shall see in chapter I¥ on Kierkegaard, Bultmann's doctrine of
the 'moment' is, in many respects, derivative from that of Kierkegaard.,




what is met with is not an external happening in a world of happenings,
but the interpretation of it, and the interpreter's understanding of
existence as a challenging possibility for my own life.® ‘hus for Bult-
smann the proper function of memory is to reproduce past events in such a
way that’ they always have existential relevance for me in that they con-
s:front me with a decision for or against a certain understanding of my
own personal existenceo Thus the theological or religious function of
memory is not to remember the physical attributes or interrelations of
happenings like an earthquake or a motor-car accident, but always involv-
tes the process of interpersonal encounter on the level of the understand-

ting of existence,

This is the core of Bultmann's position on the theological
function of memory. Is it the right one ? At least this can be said
for it. It does seem to be a Christian one, that is, produced by
the proper interpretation of biblical events. Thus, it is undeniable

that the proper attitude to take up to the record of a biblical event is

not sheer surprise or mere interest. If I read the story, for example,

. *%x
of S8t. Paul's conversion on the road to Damascus , the proper response

® Bultmann to Schniewind: " ... the historiars personal encounter with
the past ... takes place not by his reproducing the events of the past in
memory, but by his encountering in those events of the past (as his own
history) human existence and its interpretation ........... The recollect-
tion of the kerygma ... as a sacramental event ... re-presents the events
of the past in such a way that it renews them, and thus becomes a person-
:al encounter for me", Kerygma and Myth, p. 115.

) cts 9:1 £,
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for me to make is obviously not to be stunned by the un-naturalness of
the account, nor to try to conjure up again the event as it might well
have appeared to an onlooker, but obviously to so enter into the narrat-
tive, that sharing Saul's existential attitude to Christianity, I may
also hear the Lord's voice speaking to me demanding of me decision for an
understanding of myself as a creature of God and a follower of Christ,

It is for these reasons that Bultmann will have nothing to do with any
theory of memory which indicates that its function is merely to re-
produce the past 'wie es eigentlich gewesen'j; within such a view there is
little room for encounter and the 'moment'. It is certainly because of
his great loyalty to the notion of encounter that Bultmann insists on
interpreting memory in this existential way. Thus he writes to
Schniewind, "I am deliberately renouncing any form of encounter with a
phenomenon of past history .... in order to encounter the Christ proclaim-

ted in the kerygma, which confronts me in my historic situation",”

It is now time to recapitulate, Our starting-point in
this section was Bultmann's view that what comes in the'moment' can be
grasped but not possessed or retained. We have examined some of the
sources -of this, and concluded that the doctrine will raise criticism
and doubts,. . In order to see what lies behind the doctrine we have

proceeded in four ways. First, we saw the large part played in its

*eryema and Myth, p. 117.
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production by Bultmann's analysis of human existence as the sphere in which
authenticity was constantly challenged by dialectical elements which,
although inseperable from life in the world, yet contained the possibility
of becoming inauthentic and evil when man was so attached to and absorbed
in them that the 'moment' has no chance of occurring. In face of this
existential situation, man is obliged to maintain an inner independence

or aloofness which recognized the secondary quality of these elements

and their importance.x Second, we have geen that Bultmann's view of
revelation as 'momentary' is not so peculiar; it is to be found in the
work of other thinkers in the existentialist tradition; and in particular
we looked at the thought of Kierkegaard and Tillich. There we found

the extreme difficulty of seperating off and making independently relevant
the disclosed (as concepts or mere insights) from the disclosure-event.
Third, we applied this to the business of the Church's witness in the
world, and discovered that the main link between Church and world was

not ethical or political or apologetic (in the bad sense of the word),

but way kerygmatic.  Fourthly, and finally, we enquired whether it was
not possible to retain and possess revelation of God and the understand-
ting of the self through memory. We compared John McIntyre's views cn

this with Kierkegaard's and Bultmann's and found it deficient in several

* Here again is the relevance of the understanding of man in I Cor. 7:29

f, in the thought of Bultmann,
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directions. Yrom an examination of memory as an existential function
we saw_that the 'content' of the revelatory 'moment' (as strictly‘pe.son—
:al) was such that by definition it could not be recollected in the us~
tual way, and thus possessed and retained in anything like the same way
as mathematical knowledge or chemical formulae could be remembered.
Thus we concluded that revelatory 'information' could not be retained
and possessed by means of memory --- although memory could me@}ate an
éncbunter from which certain insights are derivative. All these fact-
sors then lie behind and are relevant to Bultmann's conviction that what
comes in the 'moment' cannot be possessed and retained, and rust be kept

in mind when the doctrine is assessed or evaluated.

This doctrine is, as we shall see, a far-reaching and
all-pervasive one in bultmann's thought. We shall meet with it again;
for example, when we come to deal with Bultmann's views on the
'Weltanschauung'. Then, after we have discovered Buber's and Kierke-
tgaard's views on this same matter, we éhall have to make a final §
agssessment of it when we come to deal, in our conclusions, with the

wider problem of propositional theologyas a whole. j
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(3) THE 'MOMENT! IS ONE OF DECISION WHICH AUTHENTICALLY RELATES THS

'PAST 0" THE FUTURE IN THE PRESENT.

We have already seen that the 'moment! is the decisive
Lfécai point, the fulcrum, between the past and the future. The
if@gment'-is decisive becauvse it dislocates the determining causal conn-
.;ection ietween the past and the future. In the 'moment' we are
called upon to decide whether we are to choose the meaning of the

future, or simply allow the past to determine it for us.®

The responsibility which fills the 'moment' is not only
directed to the  future, but also to the heritage of the past in the face
of the future.™ With reference to decision, Bultmann says that
Christianity involves the concept of the voice of God =--- a voice direct-
v:ed to a concrete being-in-the-world, énd in time, which comes to him
in thé 'moment', demanding obedience, which fequires decision and

. ' . . E'zr 3
action, which 1in turn involve the preservation a certain detachment.

- *History and Eschatology, pps. 141-3. . j

*Fope cite, p. 143, - |

B pssays, pps. 9-10; of. again the understanding of existence in I Core
7329 £,
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Such a decision cannot fall under the criticism of science ( because it
cannot be totally derived from the natural happening that may lie behind
the occurrence of the '‘moment'), and in it man can lose or gain his real
existence,” As we have already seen, the Christian faith regards the
'moment! as the point at which an end is set to man's history as the old
man, and the point at which begins man's history as a new man, a free
man. The Christian faith regards this freedom of man from his old,
inauthentic self, as the gift of God's grace, gifted only in the 'moment!'

. . . . , X%
of decision, and not a general immanent quality, universally possesced.

This is the merest outline of Bultmann's views on this matter,
yet even so brief an outline demands certain comparisons and comments.
This view of the structure of past, present, and future is to be found
beneath the immediate surface of all of Bultmann's thought. We must
not fail to grasp here, for instance, that this present 'moment' of
decision is actually that geometric point at which Bultmann finds meaning
in history --- it is at this péint that meaning is available, and nowhere
else. At this point man can exist (Lat. existere = to stand out from...

.
nonbeing, nature, &tc.) in a sense in which no other entity can exist.

*Ess Sy Pe 17,
™History and Eschatology, p. 151
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That is, man is unique because he can choose his way of existence,
than have his form and essence determined for him, say, by natural law.

We can see this more clearly in relation to so-called naturalistic
intérpretations of history. By these Bultmann means theories which
regardvman in analogy with and merely as a sphere of nature.® Nature is
dynamic only in accordance with certain laws which govern it. It is
unthinkable that nature should behave ocut of accordance with these lawsj
if it séems to do so, that is because we have mistakenly identified laws,
or because the laws under which nature operates are as yet undiscovered.
nistorical naturalism regards history as a similar process --= there are
laws which describe the causal connection between the events which con-
:stitute history, and this leads to the notion of the predeterminism of
historical happenings. Now Bultmann will have nothing to do with such
theories, He makes a most definite distinction between history snd
nature.*>  The differemce between the two is that although both are temp-
soral, history is constituted by human actions (p. 139). His more det-
tailed criticisms of historicism (history understood in analogy with
nature) are that it understands history as a natural process, and regards
as its task the "establishment of facts ... and finding out the laws of
their connection'; historicism has also taken over the idea of evolution g

which is a biological concentoXKX Bultmann points out that modexm

*see History and Eschatology, chapter VI, Historicism and the Natural-
sisation of history, (The Abandonment of the Question of the lleaning in

History), pps. T4-90.
xxop. cit., po 139,

op. cit., p. 78; cf., Essays, pps. 99-100, where Bultmann criticizes
another illegitimate importation into anthrovology from biological science.

This is the interpretation of man as merely the instance OIAgeneral rule,
as a specimen of a genus of natural beings.




natural science, developed in the XIXth century, took over man as the
subject of its enquiries; it dealt with him as 'real'! only in so far as
he was part of the world of 'sense experience'; any existence of man
apart from thus world was ignored; anthropo&éy became biology. History
then becomes the study of all the factors (e.g. geographical, socizal,
and econpmio) which constitute man.® We see in Bultmann's rejection of
all such views the importance he attaches to man as a creature with the
possibility to choose his future self, a possibility realizable in the
freedom gifted to him in Christian faith, in the decisive 'moment!

between past and future.

Other theological thinkers in the existentialist tradition
are also strongly opposed to interpretations of man which regard him as
a mere thing in the natural process without a future of his own. For
example, Paul Tillich, in deal’38th the XIXth century existentj;ust
protest‘against the Heéeliaﬁs, states that what the Hegelians failed
to see absolutely was that existence was the sphere of estrangement and
not reconciliation, dehumanisation and not 'the expression of essential

husnanity'. For Tillich, unredeemed existence "is the process in which

man becomes a thing and ceases to be a person". In history man is

xHistory and Eschatology, p. 8; a modern substitute for the study of
history in this sense tends to. be more and more sociology, which might
be termed a morphology of history.
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threatened by self-destruction and meaninglessness. Apart from Christ-

tian faith, Tillich is aware of the danger of historicism aleo.”

We are reminded here of Bultmann's philosophical back-
w;gfééﬁéfin the philosophy of existence, and of how other thinker: there !
are keenly aware of this problem of historiéism, in which man is regard-
ted as becoming in accordance &ith inescapable law or causality, in ;
much the same way as an acorn becomes an oak tree. H.J. Blackham,
dealing with the philosophy of l—ieidegge:r',;{K uses a key-phrase,

'"bprute existence!'. This brute existence in Heidegger is a 'night!
out of which I come by means of my activities and projects ('Entwurf'),
This brute existence can only be given intelligibility and value by
personal existence, Blackham describes this brute existence and the
consequent meaninglessness in this way: "Dread is the experience of
Nothing. What happens 7..... This is an experience of brute existence
dénudéd of meanings, the high-tension power of raw actuality; it
uncovers the marvellousness of pure 'is-ness', contingency, which
reason covers up and is therefore a revelation of Being, and renews

the wonder of philosophy and gives a new impulse to the 'why'of sciegggo

" ® Syst. Theol., II, p. 28.
*#5ix Existentialist Thinkers, London 1952, p. 102.

gm#p‘p.‘cit., p. 104.
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Blackham analyses 'brute existence' again, "The experience of Nothing,
then, is an eclipse of the intelligible world and a precip%%tion intc whate
is, which recovers the pristine wonder which first raised tﬁe question of
Being. But Being is not what-is, brute existence,'any more than i* is
the intelligible world".® What then is this 'brute existence! if it is ;

not that to which meaning must be given by means of the discovery of laws,

and out of which man must stand™in his personal existence?

We have already referred to Dr. Macquarrie's analysis
of Heidegger's 'Augenblick'. Macquarrie writes:'"The moment differs from .
the inauthentic present in this, that it is not a bare present but
carries with it a disclosure of the past (what has been, the limitation
of facticity) and of the future (what can still be, the possibility that
remains open".xxx He writes thus of Heidegger's present decisions: "The
unification (i.e. of the self) is brought about because in resolve past,
present, and future, the threefold structure of existence as temporality,
are brought together".KKXK Heidegger'!s 'decision' is thus defined:
"Resolve looks to the future ... and the resolve is accomplished in the
authentic present, the moment of decision in which both past and future

. FIHHH
are disclosed". The significance of the present 'moment' situated

* op. cit., p. 105.
KILat. existere = to stand out frome..e
¥\ n Existentialist Theology, p. 194.

op. cit., p. 195.
op. cit., p. 195.
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between past and future is described thus by Macquarrie: "bBecsuse man is
temporal in this way, he is also historical (geschichtlich). Histowry
is pogsible for him because his temporality is not just that of a being
with;n'time (Innérzeitigkeit), but rather a being constituted by pest,
pxgsg?#, gnd future in such a way that at any given moment not only the
present but.the past and future as well are disélosed to him and zve resl

to him".®

IS 72

It will be seen that the similarities between Bultmann and
lieidegger here are obvious --- the threefold distinction of past, present;
and future; the decisive character of present resolve, decisicnj; the
unification of the temporal and historical self in the present 'morent!.
As we shall see presently when we look at Kierkegaard's views on post,
present, and future, it seems fairly certain that both Bultmann and
Heidegger have been influenced by Kierkegaard here, but whether Bultmann
héé been more directly influenced by Kierkegaard or by Kierkegaard
through Heidegger, it is impossible to say. Yet there is a radical
difference between Bultmann and Heidegger here which ought not to be

overlooked. In the theology of bultmann the authentic unification of the

self within the past-present-future structure, and the possession of

3£opo Cit., p. 1600 - Cin e s



the freedom, the radical freedom, to choose the meaning of the future
from a range of possibilities, is possible only by the gift of radical
freedom in the 'moment"of God's grace in Jesus Christ. This does
constitute a serious difference between the two in the matter of man's

tembdrality.

Another theme in this connection which links Bultmann to
other thinkers in the existentialist tradition is of course the import-
tance which he gives to decision, resolve, The 'moment' for Bultmann
is always a 'moment' of decision. 'Decision' is such an important
theme in the existentialist thinkers, that we could hardly omit even a
brief reference to it here, Perhaps we may limit ourselves to Heidegg-
ter. Blackham writes thus of Heidegger's decision: "Dasein, then,
being possibility, exists by projecting itself, and these tentative
projects are interpretations, not conceptual but existential".x
He describes the relation between decision and concepts in Heidegger in
this ways "These existential interpretations of human existence (Lntwurf),
realised possibilities, are not in themselves intellectual conceptions,
they are forms of human being; but all forms of knowledge derive from
them".zx This thread of 'decision' runs of course all the way through

Bultmann's study of history in the Gifford Lectures. — He quotes the

¥5ix Existentialist Thinkers, pe 92.

Hop. Cito, p. 930
¥¥¥ 1istory and Bschatology, see pps. 146, 152, 153, 135, &tce




example of Dilthey and ileidegger with approval in their emphasis on
decision,K he instances decision as the proper response to the
Christian proolauma,tion,?'HE he states that man's freedom from himself is
always realised in the freedom of historical decisions,KXK he instances
the Christian category of sonship and agrees with Gogarten that it can
only be grasped over and over again in the decisions of 1ife,xxxx
he shows approval of Collingwood when Collingwood defines thought as
"an act of man in his entire existence, as an act of decision".mﬂﬁEE
The concept of decision in the present 'moment' is an obvious point of
contact and comparison between Bultmann and the existentialist thinkers,

and also a point in Bultmann's doctrine of history where he seems in-

:debted to his philosophical background.

Another point of contact between Bultmann and his existentizl-
:ist background is his concern with the future. According to Bultmann,
man's relation to the future is that he is responsible for it; this
responsibility is inseperable from his reSponsibility over against the

past in face of the future.’ * The responsibility for our future

xop. cit., p. 146.
¥ op. cit., p. 152.
B p. cit., p. 152.
xxxxop. cit.y pe 153.
op. cit., p. 135,
op. cit., p. 143..



LVE
L

resides in the present. One of Bultmann's key-terms in his understand-
¢ing of history is 'historicity! (geschichtlichkeit). He means by this
thatAman's understanding of himself must always be asjgémeone future;
wheﬁ man's gehuine, authentic self is mentioned, he rmst mean by this
his future self, the self offered to him asgift (of God) by his future.
Other interpretations of history are approved or rejected by the touch-
stone of their attitude to the future; so historicism is rejected because
it sees past, present, and future in a causal series, as a determined
continuity, instead of the future being regarded as open.KI The similar-
:ity between Bultmann's thought here and the 'Augenblick' of Heidegger
can be demonstrated by comparing a quotation from Bultmann's Gifford
Lectures with several Quotations from Blackham on Heidegger. Thus
Bultmann writes: " ... the present is the moment of decision, and by

the decision taken the yield of the past is gathered in and the mearning
of the future is chosenj ...this is the character of every historical
situation; in it the problem of meaning of past and future are enclosed
and waiting, as it were, to be unveiled by human decisions", ot In
similar vein Blackham writes of Heidegger's attitude to the future:

"Dgsein is seen to be an existence already found in the world in the

*op. cit., pps. 109, 121-2, 150, 151.
KKOP. cit., p. 141.
R p. cit., p. 141.



condition of becoming, and therefore facing an open future with the
power ﬁb be, and bound up with other beings encountered in the world"."
'Caféf is also an attitude related to the tuture: "Care (Sorge), then,

is the structure of the mode of existence of one who exists by anticinat-
ting what he w111 be in a world in Wthh he is found and to which he is
bound" *% Here then is another point in Bultmann's doctrine of history

where he seems indebted to his existentialist background =--- his inter-

spretation of man as a being orientated towards the future.

Bultmann's stress on man's future is not only of hist-
-orlcal or of philosophical interest, but has also important doctrinal
répurcusslons, shown, for example,ln his interpretation of central
New Testament themeé. We can illustrate how this works out from the
case of one traditionally troublesome doctrlne, the doctrine of Justific-
tation. It seems clear that a great many of the traditional interpret-
sations are unsatisfactory, and fail to do justice to the New Testament,
For example, the traditional Reformed doctrine that Justification means
simply that God quite irrationally takes the sinner to be that which he

is not, has been described as a forensic fiction. In the Roman Church,

KBlackham, op. cit., p. 95.

Hop. Cit’o, p- 950

#Ep ackham on Heidegger, op. cit., p. 101: "History is thus only object-
:ive in being subjective:it is a specific product of a man orientated
towards the future'.
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1n xeaction to Luther's view, stress has been laid on the infusion of
sanctifying grace in the Sacrament of Penance, in order to make the
sinner worthy of forgiveness; this has been said to be meaningless in
that forgiveness, as a free gift, has been emptied of content, In cert-
tain (extreme) Wesleyan circles, exaggerated stress on personal sanctific
sation or holiness, interpreted moralistically, has been seen to fall
short of the New Testament's specific statements that Justification is

by divine grace. If none of these givey a satisfying meaning to the

New Testament concept of Justification, it does scem that the doctrine,
interpreted from the standpoint of Bultmann's analysis of man's histor-
ticity, does just this. If man's existence is not substance,ac

but is rather temporality (Zeitlichkeit), then any theological doctrine
must reckon with the structure of this temporality. In his doctrine

of forgiveness, Bultmann does just this. For Bultmann, justification,
or forgiveness, means the obliteration of man's past by God; it means
taking him to be'what he is not!' only by taking him to be the man of the
future ™  With this can be linked Bultmann's teaching on the genuine

or authentic self. Justification means the offering of the future to
man as a gift. It means the offering to man of his genuine self, the

man that he ought to be, and the man he can become in the future by

#)s we shall see more especially in chapter II, Bultmann's rejection of
the category of substance is one of the most far-reaching elements in
his theology over against orthodoxy.

¥ story and Eschatology, pps. 150-1; cf. Essays, p. 85, pps. 178 fa
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repeated decision for God's grace. This interpretation, it seems
clear,does justice to the New [estament concept and preserves its
unmerited character; it does justice to man's historicity and temporal-
3ity, and flows directly out of Bultmann's view as to the significance
of history =--- that in history there is the possibility of a 'moment!’
in which God sets an end to man's history as the old man and gives him
a new beginning, a new history, as a free genuine man; in this 'moment!

the past is linked authentically to man's future.

This discussion of the structure of man's temporality
as a past and a future seperated decisively by :.a present 'moment!
would be incomplete without even a brief mention of Kierkegaard. In

his Philosophical Fragmentsx' Kierkegaard is aware that man's temporal

structure is that of a decisive present between a past and a future.

He is aware of the dangers of historicism --- the regarding of man's
past as determining his future. Thus he tries to persuade us that
there is no inevitability about the past. This is because, he says,
the past " ... came into being", and by so doing proved that it was not
necessa:y.xx What he means by 'coming into being' he explains as

" ... becoming is an actuality brought about by freegom", T

®one of the main purposes of Kierkegaard in writing the Philosophical
Fragments, as we shall see in chapter IV, was to present the Moment
as a theological category.

¥Ephilosophical rragments, De 63.

B . cit., p. 64.
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Of course there is a certain immutability or inevitability about the’
past "... in .. that ..its actual ‘'thus' cannot become different; but
does it follow from this that its possible 'how! ofiould not have been
realised in a different manner ?"x So he finds freedom in the beconming
which actualised the past, because the opposite view would completely
oblitérate man's future as possibility. "If the nast had become nec-
tessary it would not be possible to infer the opposite about the future;
but it would rather follow that the future was also nece-ssawy"axgE
Thus necegsity is an enemy of man's authentic becoming: "If necessity
could gain a foothold at a single point, there would no longer be any
distinguishing between the past and the future".xmE Necessity's
intrusion would mean that there was no lacuna between past and future, no
dislocation in the causal commection between past and future. For this
reason Kierkegaard was opposed‘to to his generation as 'a prophesying

generation', one that believed that the future could be inferred from

the past.

One of the great values of the study of the past is, for
Kierkegaard, the discovery of freedom and becoming in it. "The

immutability of the past has been brought about by a change, namely the

xop. cit., pps. 64-65.
¥¥ép. cite p. 63.
3€3€3€op. cit., p. 63.

op. cit., p. 64; as w_e shall see in chapter III, Buber is likewise
opposed to 'prediction' for the same reasons.



change by which it came into being; such an immutability does not
exclude all change, since it did not exclude this change".x The past

is a demonstration of change and becoming for Kierkegaards "...if the

past is ¢anceived as necessary, this can happen only by virtue of forgett-

ting that it has come into being".xx All that is required though to
d%eat the absolute reign of causality is a present 'moment' in which
free change ié a possibility: M"All change is excluded, subjecting the
concept to a temporal dialectic, only by being excluded in every
momeyn‘l:".mﬁ‘E But if the possibility of the 'moment' be allowed, then
inevitability,(determinism,)in its absolute swzgy between past and fut-

sure, is broken.

The 'moment' &hen, a key-concept in the theology of Bultmann,
is a 'moment' in which a man's past and his future are authentically

related through freedom, which is a gift of God.

*op. cit.; p. 63.

x?apyééifj} p. 63.

3Eamop. cit., p. 63.




(4) IT IS IN THE'MOMENT' THAT FREEDOM AND TRANSCENDENCE EXIST : THUS

- FREEDOM IS ‘AN EVENT.

We have seen that in Buitmann's view the eschatolog-
:iéal event becomes present reality again and again in the 'moment',
Sincéﬁfreedom is given by this event, freedom can never be a pos:escable
quality, but can only become a reality over and over again.z'E It is
only in the'moment' that one can be detached from tangible things so
that life may follow the pattern of God's will ®® It is typicai_of nan's
situation for Bultmann that man is subjected to the pressure of various
motive forces. Responsive to every and any motive force, man cannot

be his authentic, genuine, self. But in the 'moment'! man stands as him-

:self above the pressure of these motive forces.xxx But this does not

mean that freedom is conferred so that man may act motiveless, without
following a 'momos'.  Rather, freedom is conferred that enables man

to act in accordance with that 'nomos' which man understands and affirms

ﬁHistory and Eschatology, p. 1523 cf. Preaching:Genuine and Secularized,
in Religion and Culture, London 1959, p. 239:"Freedom is not a natural
attribute of man, but is an occasional event, and it occurs only when
man is freed from himself by the word of forgiveness and so becomes open
for the demanding question which he encounters in his neighbour".

**rsse; Sy Do Te
Essays, Do [o
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as his 'nomos', a 'nomos' through Wig fulfilmentman realises and hecomes

himself,™ Freedom conferred in the 'moment' is not only freedom from
motive forces and from oneself, but also always freedom for what my nart-
ticular 'nomos' demands, through which I attain to my genuine existence. "
Bultmann asks whether radical freedom is not in reality identical with
insecurity.xxx Man's present situation is produced by constraint, so that
real freedom can only be gifted to him. Thus, "the Christian view of

freedom indicates that freedom «.... is not a quality, but can only be

an event at any given time".

No discussion of Bultmann's views on freedom would be acequate

without reference, however brief, to Bultmann's essay, The Significance

of the Idea of Freedom for Western (ivilization, in Essays, ppse. 305 f.

In this essay Bultmann shows concern over the dehumanizing tendencies of

our modern world, with its science and technology, and its political,

*Ess Sy Pe 307. So Bultmann interprets Jesus' protest againts lezalist—
sic Judaism in The Theology of the New Testament, vol. 1, London 1§52,
pps. 11fs In Jewish legalism " ... obedience .. that .. man owes to God
and to his cemand for good is understood as a purely formal one; i.c. as
an obedience which fulfils the letter of the law, obeying a law simply
because it ie commanded without asking the reason, the meaning, of its
demand .e.ses...0bedience cannot be radical, genuine obedience so long as
man obeys only because it is commanded --- so long, that is, as he would
do something else if something else were commanded, or, rather, would not
not do the thing in question if it did not stand in the commandment.... ",
Thus the Jewish legalists did not understand the obligation to affirm and
understand a 'nomos' as one's own, as one that was the only way to authen-
:tic existence.

lxﬁssgzs, pe 307, We note here that 'freedom' in Bultmann is almost
invariably freedom for as well as fresdom from.

xﬁ;Essars, p. 310. What Bultmann means here is probably that man's
connections with the cares and securities of the world, because dislect-
:ical, are tenuous;thus he lives and must live in insecurity to prenare
himself for the 'moment'.

Essays, p. 310.
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econonic and cultural organisation. In face of all this, he sees that
the sphere of man's ireedom is shrinking rapidly. \Where then, does man's
freedom ;eside ? Bultmann's answer to this question is two-fold.
First, by_reflectioﬁ on history and on tradition.- Histéry is the story
of past possibilities which can become present possibilities for us, =nd
thus history is the story of freedom. And second, by understanding the
profound truth that "true freedom is only to be found in constraint',™
This {ggtraint Bultmann finds in the transcendent God addressing man and
liberating him.®*  There is no absolute freedom, freedom to act in
accordance with no 'nomos' at all. Freedom can only occur by means of
a voice speaking to us, offering us our genuine self as a gift. Apart fram
this, there is only submission to various authorities. But the hearing
and obeying of such a voice presuppose a radical humility and openness,
without which man remains unreceptive to the word of the grace of t’}od,xmﬁi
Apart from this, there is no guaranteed recipe for lost free-
:dom. There is only reflection of history and tradition (with their
testimony to human possibilities), radical humility and openness, despair

over our own capacities to attain to our possibilities ---- perhaps we

*Ess Sy ps 310,
3£*Essaxs, pe. 322.

¥ pssays, pps. 323 fo
xxxxﬁssays, D. 322,
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can paraphrase all of Bultmann's thought here and say that in the
'moment! where these all converge, freedom can be gifted, freedom for a

new history, freedom to be our genuine selves and thus freedom for our

(%8
n

future, freedom from our old selves, and freedom for the other, which

love,




(5) IN_THE 'MOMENT! GOD ENCOUNTERS MAN.

This aspect of Bultmann's thought has been dealt with
and presupposed throughfout this chapter. This is the 'moment' that
gives significance to history, marking the end of the old history and
the beginning of the new: Because this is so, the Christian believer
is unique in that he can stand at the end of history and look back;
only in this sense can man speak of history being fulfilled --~ because
the eschatological event, marking the ‘'end' of history has already happ-
tened within histo:c',y.!'E The paradox of history in the Christian view
is just that the end of history happens now, again and again, in the
'moment'. The 'end' of history (both 'telos' and 'eschaton')is that
man should be encountered by God in the 'moment' and be renewed by him.
Thus: "Since human life is lived out in space and time, man's encounter
with God can only be a specific event here and now“.Xx Similarly,
"Christian faith ... believes that God acts upon us and addresses us in

the specific here and now".®*  Bultmann defines faith thus: "Faith ...

¥istory and Eschatology, pps. 151-2.
-y orvoma and Myth, p. 196.
X op. cit., p. 197,
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can only be an event occurring on specific occasions, and it can only
remain alive when the believer is constantly asking himself what God is
sgying to him here and now". Thus God's disclosure of himself to man is

strictly 'momentary’.

This is an emphasis of theology in the existentialist
tradition, Paul Tillich, in a very fine passage, makes similar points
to Bultmann's in a lightning sketch of the biblical 'Heilsgeschichte!'.
Tillich tries to show how the disclosure of God must always be in and
through time and history, that there cannot be any suck thing as a
suprahistorical or metahistorical revelation, "... Revelation and sal-
ivation cannot be seperated. Moses must remove his shoes before he can
walk on the holy ground of a revelatory situation: Isaiah must be touched
by a burning coal for the sake of expiation before he can receive his
vocational revelation; Peter must leave his environment and follow Jesus
before he can make the ecstatic statement that Jesus is the Christ; Paul
must experience a revelation of his whole Being when he receives the
revelation which makes him a Christian and an apostle".xx This list could

be described as a list of decisive biblical moments. There is another

®op. cit., p. 198.
*Hsyst. Theol., I, p. 161.
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passage in Tillich has a startling similarity to Bultmann's thought on
man's historicity: "Historical revelation is not a revelation in history
but through history. Since man is essentially historical, every revel-
sation, even if it is mediated through a rock or a tree occurs in history.
But history itself is revelatory only if a special event or a series of
events is experienced ecstatically as miracle”.® Tillich's meaning is
important here. In Bultmann also the notion of historicity does not mean
that disclosure takes place merely in history. For all knowledge,
mathematical, physical, metaphysical, is acquired in history.xx But exist-
stential knowledge is realised not merely in but through historical events,
and in such a way that what is disclosed can never lose its original comn-
tection with the disclosure-event. This is, in fact, one definiticn

of historicity which will be presupposed and elaborated through%put this

thesis.

Svst Theol., I, p. 134. The reader is again reminded that here again
we are comparing Bultmann with the existentialist Tllllch as noted before,
the distinction between the two strands in Tllllchstheology, the existent-
tialist and the ontological, will be indicated in the concluding chapter.

¥¥ e can illustrate the difference between scientific and existential
knowledge by pointing out that when a chemical exneriment has been concludi
ted and results obtained, these can be tabulated and utilized without

reference to the disclosure event, i.e., the experiment. But this is
quite impossible with existential knowledge, which always has reference

to the event in and through which it was originally disclosed.




(6) THS NATURAL ENEVMIS®S OF THE 'MOMeNT! ARE WELTANSCHAUUNGEN, MYSTICISHM,

IDEAS, PROPOSITIONS, PROGRAMMES, INSTITUTIONS.

Bultmann dislikes the 'Weltanschauung' because its
possession can be a flight from historicity, an escape from decision,
an escape from the enigma of the 'moment', an escape from man's real
existence. A 'Weltanschauung' masks the insecurity which in Bultmann's
view is the hallmark of genuine existence. And obviously, Bulfmann
is opposed to the 'Weltanschauung' just because it can be owned, possess
ted, permenently retained, and applied and applied inauthentically over

N
and over again.

Bultmann objects just as strongly to mysticism.
In mysticism, history is denied and by—passed.xx Mysticism, being
Jﬁ%ﬁ&historical, also implies flight from the enigma, from the claims,
from the decision of the tmoment' ot The trouble with traditional
mysticism, from “ultmann's point of view,would seem to be that it
includes only a half of the genuine Christian (dialectical) relationship

to the world. Mysticism perceives the secondary quality of worldly

EEEssgy;s,p. 8e
x’bp. cit., p. 19.
¥R cit., pps. 9, 19, 97-8, 106, 112, 153.
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affairs and projects inherent in Christian eschatology. But it moves
from this recognition to the implication that the world is to be denied.
It includes within itself the Pauline 'as though one did not have!

while rejecting the Panline 'having' integral to the Pauline paradox

(1 Cof.7:29 fo). Mysticism seems to imply that we are neither of

this world nor in this vorld. And just because it fails to affirm the
world, it fails to see the relevance of the love which is demanded in the
'moment' in the world of time and events. Thus facing the believer is
an either/or: " ...either a mysticism which would like to msake a tangib-
tle reality of the non-mundane transcendent in ecstasy, or a dialectical
relation to the world such as Paul describes in the well-known words....
k....(I Cor.7:29—31)".x In the developement of early Christianity, in
the West, a "new relation to the transcendental world" is worked out,

" ... developing within ecclesiastical Christianity in asceticism and
monasticism and giving Catholic piety its peculiar character, while in
Protestantism it ieads to the dialectical relation to the world of tal-
éing part in the commerce and the affairs of the world with an inner
detachment., Inside Christianity, as outside, the new relation to the
n";EZE

world becomes operative in pysticisme...... And the failure of ayst-

sicism is this. = Only those who live dialectically related %o the world
*pssays, p. 228. ’
e cit., pps. 228-0.
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as St. Paul enjoins, are free to love.;E . For the man who has faith is
freed by it from over-involvement in worldly cares and concerns., He
has nqt denied nor rejected the world as has mysticism, but has affirmed
it in such a way that he can bé_free to turn away from it in order to
love, for the world becomes a new place for the believer in that it
appears as a sphere producing situations demanding 'love' from him.
This 'love' is not an immanent emotion, but a concrete response demanded
from the believer iqh concrete situation at a specific time --- in the
'moment' of encounter. - Enmeshed and caught up in worldly cares,
concerns, and plans, man finds this turning-aside impossilble. 1Thus
‘mysticism, by rejecting the world,fails to appreciate the Paunline paradox,‘

and fails to meet the demand to love which comes out of the 'moment' of

encounter.

But this concrete and 'momentary' response which is love

can also be stifled by what bultmann calls programmes, organisations, and

*op. cit., p. 86.

¥ op. cit., p. 112.

36!3{ . . . 3 . .
The decision demanded of me, according to Bultmann, is " ... my decis-

:ion to live for the person I am meeting as my 'meighbour' at that nart-
sicular time. This living for one's neighbour is called love, and it is
2 1OVE eeeocsesss wnich unites the two people who meet sevesss at a given
time"(op. cite, p. 155). For further references to Bultmann's fondness
for the understanding of existence as in I Cor. 7:29 f., see Bultmann,
Theology of the New Testament, I, pps. 182, 240, 351-2; Macquarrie, An
Existentialist Theology, pps. 138-9; H.P. Owen, Revelation and Existence,
p. 46. A full interpretation by Bultmann of the implications of I Cor,
7:29 f, is to be found in his essay, Preaching:Genuine and Secularized,
p. 241, in the Tillich 'Festschrift', Religion & Culfure.
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institutions. These, he holds, can easily become a cloak for loveless-
iness, stifling the cry for help from a concrete 'thou' encountering me
in the 'moment! (Ess‘ Sy p. 16). Again, man is dialectically related
to these programmes and organizations just as he is to worldly cares and
plans. Organizing and programming are necessary to life, even to that
aspect of it which concerns love and benevolence. But here again, man's
existential obligation is to organize, but to do so as if "he did not".
The difficulty about this doctrine in our time is of course the develope-
tment of the welfare-state which assumes responsibility more and more
for the needy and the troubled in society. DBultmann realizes this
and is convinced that the more "love" and"benevolence" are taken over
by the state, the less opportunities there will be for ‘'momentary!
encounters on the personal level demanding love and careox It seems then
as if the solution to this dilemma is to realize that a great deal of
institutional and organized'love! is merely a substitute for human
apathy, and also that situations will never die out that demand a human,g
I-Thou response for which there are only inauthentic institutional sub- |
sstitutes, After all, 'love! is not merely a matter of providing
cash, shelter, food, and so-on; perhaps individuals with a superfluity

of these need an I-Thou response as much as, or more than any.

k".;..We have to consider how the organization which is carried out,and
which can effect the welfare of the individual, actually impoverishes
the life of the individual and similarly of society. The more the
elimination of want and need is made a matter for the state, the more

" human love and mercy is made to die out" - Bultmann, Essays, pe. 317.
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In the same way, an idea of God, a proposition describing God and

his act, a religious Weltanschauvung which we use to interpret the world,

]

.

may delude us into thinking that we really believe in God® ; the poscessz-
of the idea, proposition, or Weltanschauung may blind us to the exictence

of the real God who confronts us only in the 'momeﬁt’.xx

But does that mean, it may be asked,that Bultmenn is forbidding
all possibility of a Weltanschauung 7 Bultmann believes that it doss not,

and does offer a criterion by which genuine Weltanschauungen can be diff- 1

serentiated from false. A Weltanschauung can be genuine only when it cn-
terges again and again in the midst of varying kinds of encounters and i
‘moments'. This means that a genuine one must be closely linked up to a
personal history, it must have an existential reference, and for this
reason we can say that a Weltanschauung is legitimate the more it
expresses historicitys that is, the more it helps a person to come to

erips with his personal existence, with the encounters and 'moments' of

* . . . . ,
Cfe "In truth, strange as it may scund, preaching is secularized wien the

sermon or instruction presents doctrinal statements which are to be believ-
sede Doctrinal statements have the character of general truths, which
one can hold to be true, But holding something to be true is not believ-
ting it ees... Believing in Christ does not mean holiding high ideas about
his person to be true, but believing in the Word, in which he speaks to us
through which he wants to become our Lord", Bultmann, Preaching:Genuine
and Secularized, op. cit., pps. 239-40.

K%Essqzs, p. 8. Cf. Preaching:Genuine and Secularized, op. cit., "Christ-
:ian preaching is not the propagation of a philosophy .... it does not
pronounce general truths, for which one can speculate, wvhich one can dis-
tcuss. It is authoritative direct address, transnitted through men and
demanding faith". Genuine Christian preaching must " ... really strike
the hearer in his concrete situation..... .",(,/D. 238).
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his life.® a4 Weltanschauung must alvays refer to a self-understanding,

This‘lasgzg?tBultmann's is of the first importance, and
we must therefore give it more consideration. We note how his views

. i daccordange
on the undesirability of Weltanschauungen areAwith hig teaching that whai
comes in the 'moment' cannot be retained as a possession, Such 2 noss-
tession would be a Weltanschauung. There is here a clear parallel 1o
my point of view given above with regard to primary and secondary—revel-
tation. We maintained that no confusion must be made between the two
ty jes of revelatione. Thus a Weltanschauung is typically secondary
revelation. And just as we said that the validity of the secondary
depended on the experience of the primary, thus a Weltanschauung, to be
valid, depends on the 'momentary' self-understanding which it enshr.nes.
The Weltanschauung, to put it another way, can never lose its connection
with the situation which gave rise to it, and thus can never have an inde-
spendent existence of its own. This means‘that it is possible to crit-
icise Bultmann's view of revelation and make the fatal mistake of confus-

with
sing the secondary, Weltanschauung-type of revélation My the primaxy,

Fiistory and Eschatology, pps. 148-9. . = . .
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'momentary' type.

Thus.ﬁheré ié a truth that we can in fact possess and retain
. aftér the experlenée of the 'moment'.™ This is that in time and in
;;hlsto#f, in a 'momeﬁt‘ there is given a disclosure of God and of one-
':Selfs that it is in coming to grips with our existence~-inthe-world
that God discloses himself and ourselves to us. It is the insight
that we are essentially termporal-historical creatures, bound indissolub-
:ly, if we would be authentic, to our history (to its events and peonle
and encounters), and to our time (to its 'moments').  This then is
the Weltanschauung that is ours after the experience of the 'moment',
which is the criterion of every other Weltanschauung, philosophy, or

theology that we encounter. To investigate their validity we must ask:

C_:

How far does this point man to his time, as the sphere where God and
himself are to be met; how far does this help man to realise his own

radical historicity ?

The present writer remembers Professor Karl Jaspers say in the
lecture-room, "The philosophy of existence knows of no truth that a man

~may purchase for twelve francs, put in his pocket, and lay on his desk'".

xU’nless we were able to do so, we would be existential schizophreni
-inhabiting twe different spheres at the same time, but without L} ar
_being any connection whatsoever between the two. We shall discuss
this matter again when we come to consider, in chapter III, Buber's
“view as to the relationship between the world of Thou and the world of
It.

2
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This, the dislike of 'systems' and 'propositions' and ‘Weltanschauungen,
isva,very familiar theme amongst existentialist writers and thinkers.
But of Bultmann, it cannot be said that he believes that there is no
'possessahle truth ~--- there is one, the radical historicity and temporal-

tity of man.

But there is another reason for Bultmann's dislike of the
Weltanschauungen which men hold to be true. This is becguse a Weltan-
_gschéuuné represents a general understanding of human existence, and my
existence a mere instance or example of the general rule.” It is an
‘axiom” of existentialist thonght that there is no such general understand-
:ing of human existence. There is about what happens in my existence
a special quality which is peculiarly gigglxx The sphere proper to
general rules and .classes is, of course, the sciences, and we have
slready seen how Bultmann is opposed to the understanding of history in
analogy with nature. Thus we camv say that there ié:%eneral description

of human existence, except that man is historical and temporale

We have already noted Bultmann's aversion to mysticisme

"If mysticism is'the direct apprehension of God by the soul', its danger

*Essays, pps. 78-T9.

*aWhen‘Bultmann writes (BEssays,p. 79), "I have MY life to live, as I have
MY death to die", we can perhaps hear an echo of Heidegger's category
'Jemeinigkeit!.




for Bultmann lies in that it is direct. In mysticism disclosure thus
takes place in history (it must) but not through history; mysticism thus
radically ignores man's historicity and temporality. Thus it is comion
to find mysticism being depreciated in the existentialist thinkers.

Thus H.J. Blackham writes.of man's attempted escape from his concrete
situation "in mysticism or positivism or intellectualism" as being the
"ethical tension at the heart of Jasper's philosophy",x Paul Tillich is
also well aware of the dangerous character of mysticism. "Mysticism",
writes Tillich, "liberates from the concﬁ%e—saoramental sphere and its
demonic distortions, but it pays the price of removing the concrete char-
tacter of revelation and of making it irrelevant to the actual human sit-
tuation. It elevates:man above everything that concerns him actually,
and it implies an ultimate negation of his existence in time and spaoe"fg
Barth recognises this indifference of mysticism also towards our actual
existence-in-the-worlds "Muein §/4vav’ ) means to close eyes and mouthj..
eoomysticism is the higher consecration of man, which he secures by exer-

scising towards the external world, both passively and actively, the

greatest possible reserve'.

*Six Existentialist Thinkers, p. 52.
®5yst. Theol., I, p. 156.
¥EE urch Dogmatics,l:2, Edinburgh 1956, p. 319.




Bultmann holds that mysticism and Weltanschauungen are both
opposite to a belief in Gods™ For they both imply a flight from histor-
sicity, from 'the enigma and the decisive question' (Essays, p. 8) of
the 'moment', and therefore from the insecurity which Bultmann holds to
be the hallmark of authentic existence. In these, man tries to master
himself, to possess himself, to gain security for himself. All these
add up to man's belief in himself, which is the opposite of real belief

in Gode™

This phrase 'flight from historicity' is important, and
links Bultmann's thought here with that of other existentialists, of
whoﬁ we will consider briefly Heidegger and Kierkegazard. Heidegger is
certainly aware of the popularity of this flight into inathentic exist-
sences "Heidegger o+..... describes the process by whicih eacin one in a
necessary conformity to estéblished usages, Jjudgements, and opinions, is
assimilated to the general forms of human existence. This is the great
'alibi, the proof that all the time I was in respectable company, the
flight from personal responsibility, the escape into anonymity eoco I
gain the solidity’and the assurance of this massive existence, and I
reinforce it with my own acquiescence. To resist and break with this

: a crisis
mode of existence in order to realize other possibilities would createy

ffEss rs, p. 19:
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in my own personal life. There is in me the strongest tendency to
avoid the issue, to take refuge from my original situation, the human
plight,in the comfort and assurance of this anonymous and approved node
of existence. And that is what leads me to misipterpret my situatiom,
virﬁually;fo think of myself as a thing in a world oi things, as a given
substénce with certain properties, and thus to take refuge from mysclf
as existing solely in my relations and in my acts as possibility, as
haVing $o choose and project myself".;E This passage illustrates those
themes which are common to Bultmann and the existentialist thinkers —---
the flighﬁ from historicity, from insecurity, the escape into anonyumity
rather than be oneself, a flight and an escape which find their expre-c-

sions in the possession of a Weltanschauung and in mysticism.

"The escape into anonymity rather than be oneself" ---- fhesze

. . . . XX
words remind us necessarily of Kierkegaard's The Sickness unto Death.

This sickness for Kierkegaard is despair, and this despair can assure 4
triple forms™* One can be in despair (a)af‘not being conscious of hav-
:ing a self (despapr improperly so-called); in despair (b) at not willing
to be oneself; and in despair (c) at willing to Be oneself, This sick-

" tness Kierkegaard believed to be universal, "At any rate, there has

3£B:'.a;cl{]:la.ln, Op- Qito, po %0
*{ransl.by Walter Lowrie, Princeton 1951«

X op. cite, p. T
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lived no one outside of Christendom who is not in despair, and no one in
Christendom, unless he be a true Christiasn, and if he is not quite tlat,
he is somewhat in despair after all".® Kierkegaard was opposed to the
anonymity of his age just as he would have been to ours:s " ... That man's
life is wasted who lived on, so deceived by the joys of life or by its
sorrows that he never became aware and in the deepest sense received an
impression of the fact that there is a God, and that he, he himself, his
self, exists before this God, this gain of infinity, which is never
attained except through despair".Xx Moreover, he was shocked by the
organised anonymity of his agee. "Ana, oh, this misery, that so many
live on, and are defrauded of this most blessed of all thoughts; this
misery e..... that people employ them about everything else -.... that
they heap them in a mass, instead of splitting them apart, so that they
might gain the highest thing, the only thing worth living £OTwes o
He asks his contemporaries whether they shall be remembered as long as

the world stands, " ... or without a nameT T thou didst cohere as

nameless with the countless multitude".xxxxxx Kierkegaard, like btult-

tmann was also aware that anonymity was closely linked with intellectual-

:ism and mysticism. "The self thus leads a fantastic endeavour after

*op. cit., p. 32.

B op. cit., p. 40. It will be noticed how closely Kierkegaard, like
Bultmann after him (and probably influenced by him), links the disclos-
sure. of God with the disclosure of the self.

op. cit., p. 41.
anonymity.
op. cit., p. 41.
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infinity, or in abstract isolation, constantly lacliing itself, from
. . \ o EHE . i
which it merely gets further and further away". The results of
this are inauthenticity and lack of the conviction of temporality.
Kierkegaard re-iterates the occurrence of anonymity in his contemrorar-
ties, he never tires of teaching the frequency of those occasions when
his contemporaries lost their selves " ... by having become, instead of
a self, a number, just one man more,one more repetition in this ever-
. . f s Dy EEEX . . U
tlasting 'BEinerlei'", By seeing the multitude of men erngaged in
all sorts of worldly affairs, by becoming wise about how things go in thi
world, by getting engaged in all sorts of worldly affairs, such a men

XXRKXX

. . . HERMHH ..
forgets himself, forgets what his name is, (in the divine

2.
Y

understanding of it), does not dare to believe in himself, finds it too

. . . HEXHEKR
venturesome a thing to be himself, far easier and safer to he
. .. . . xxxwxx in the

like others, to become an imitation, a number, a cipher

ERIXXERK
crowd".

*intellectualism.

B ystical type of experience. .
Kxxop. cit., p. 48. ‘

B p. cit., p. 50.

i.e. does not relate himself. to worldly affairs dialectically.

FHHIHKX . .
anonymity again.

“*{se. does not realise that insecurity is a precondition of suth-
tentic existence.

op. citey po 51.
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I think that the Kierkegaardian influence on Imlitmenn
comes out clearly also in Kierkegaard's dislike of Weltanschauwungen:
"A thinker erects an immense building, a system, a system which erbraces
the whole of existence and world-history, &tce --- and if we contemplate
his personal life, we discover to our astonishment this terrible and lud-
sicrous fact, that he himself does not live in this immense high-vaulted
palace, but in a barn alongside of it, or in a dog-kennel, or at the
most in the porter's lodge .ss... he can get the system completed ceess.
by means of a delusion".®  Beside this quotation from Kierkegaard
himself, we may perhaps place these from Blackham on Kierkegaards
"There is a natural disposition, chronic in some ages, to escape from
existence into the aesthetic and the intellectual, and to find in these
pre-occupations a dispensation from the decisions and experience which
form and mature the personal self".™ This is a perfect description of
the flight from historicity and from decision by means of a Weltanschau-
sung. “ne who lives in the intellectual, claims to rise above the
world of change and chance,xégx to regard and judge everything from the
point of view of the eternal, with detachment, to put everything in its

place in the system, co-ordinated and understood....does not livece..

¥op. cit., p. 68.
¥Rsix Existentialist Thinkers, p. 10.

cf., mystical experience.

—"cf. a Weltanschauung.
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..does not act,....does not believe".

These Weltanschauung-like beliefs, opposed bbeultmann
andwKierkegaard, are of course Christian points of view, which a man hol
.uncritically just because they represent the drift of thought of his
day; in'short,‘what we call nowadays, ideoclogies. There is an excellent
account of ideologies to be found in Alan Richardson's Christian
Apologei;iggfx A very brief look at what Richardson has to say about
ideology in our present situation may demonstrate how relevant the views
of Kierkegaard still are. Thus ideologies, for Richardson,; zre " eeso
assumptions, based not so much upon rational reflection as upon the
general social drift and economic developement of the timeS.eeece.-.'o
Richardson differentiates ideology from philoscphy: "Iceology differs
from philosophy in that, since it is accepted uncritically and is not

articulated intellectually, it is in no sense the product of conscicus

{

reasoning; it operates at the level of group suggestion rather than at
that of individual thinking". Richardson is aware of how recent

critics of Christianity have fastened on to it in its inadequate and

3£op. cit., p. 10.

mELondon, 1947, especially chapter IIX, Christianity and Ideology, »nps.
65—840 )

xxxop. cit., p. 66.

R p. cit., p. 66,
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Weltanschauung-like forms, and have exposed 1t as sunerficials: "Reli:ion
is represented as being nothing more than tie epiphenomenal and transit-
sory product of an ... undeveloped social order, ariéing from the nnful-
:filled desires which such a social order fails to.satisfy; it will there-
:fore pass away when a just and mature order of society has been
achieved".™ Richardson is at pains to express our indebtedness to 211
those writers (and especially those Marxist ones)‘who have brought the
importance of this concept to our notice. This uncritical, propasandist,
acceptance of the Christian faith is not the belief of the 'moment', the
belief which comes through regeneration and transformation, through
ecstasy and miracle, Bultmann, like kierkegaard before him, is mos?t
keenly conscious of the great perils one faces from the clamcur of beliefs
which one faces in society.xx That Bultmann is fully aware of the

dangers of ideological Christianity is apparent from an examination of

his essay, Forms of Human Community, (Essays, ppse. 291 f.; see especially

p. 296 passim), where Bultmann expresses his dislike of ii@logical
National Socialism, and quotes with approval Gogarten's condemmation

of the State'!s exploitation of the techniques of propaganda.

xbp. cit., p. 70,

xxEssg,xs, pps. 7 f.;Bultmann is closely linked here with the existentisl-
tist background of his thought, cf. Karl Jaspers, The Individual and
Mass Society, essay in Religion and Culture, pps. 37f.; also Karl
Jaspers, Man in the Modern Age, London 1959, pps. 40 f.
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(7) TH& SCRIPTURES BECOME THE WORD OF GOD IN THE 'MOMENT' : SO THE

WORD OF GOD IS AN EVENT.

Bultmann holds that the 'Word of God' is not a natural,
evident, generally discernible quality possessed by Scripture, nor is
it the substantial content of Scripture. For Bultmann the 'Word of God
vis éoﬁething that 'happens'. Scripture may become the 'Word of God!,
in the concrete 'moment', in the concrete here and now of encounter.x
Bultmann speaks of the Word of God as God's 'act', and in accordanégil
his well-known definition of God's act, this means that Scripture as
the Word and act of God is always simultaneously hidden and revealed.
For Bultmann there is no such thing as an objective miracle. There
must always be the possibility for man to believe that an alleged
miracle of God is nothing of the kind. That it is an authentic miracle
is a confession that man can make only in faith, and without this faith
man can only conclude that no miracle has occurred. God's act there-
sfore is always both rewvealed and concealed. It is not otherwise with
God's Word, which is God's act, in Scripture. That it is God's act is

not objectively discernible because it requires faith to perceive that

this is so, and

*Keryema and Myth, p. 201,




since faith is unpossessable and unretainable but only gifted in the
'moment', Scripture can only become the Word of God in the historic

'moment',  When this happens, this is the 'moment' of revelation,

It is hardly necessary to point out here that this links up
very closely with Bulftmann's views on hermeneutics,” Bultmenn. deals
with certain hermeneutical rules which apply to the interpretatiorn of.
all texts (not excluding the text of Scripture). "The interpretation
of biblical writings is not subject to conditions different from those
applying to all other kinds of 1iterature".xx Since interpretation
always presupposes a relationship to the subject-matter of the text, so
the understanding of Scripture must presuppose a relationship to the
subject-matter, namely, the action of God. How Bultmann believes that
such a relationship, or a pre-understanding, exists in man's encuiry
about human existence; or, as Bultmann prefers to say, in this encuiry

** . .
% But this knowvledge or

there is an 'existentiell' knowledge of God.
awareness is present not just in any enquiry about human existence, but
in the right one, in the relevant one. Bultmann claims to have found

such a right enquiry in the philosophy of existence, and especially in

Frreatments of hermeneutics by Bultmann will be found in The Problem of
Hermeneutics, Essays, pps. 234-261; in chapter VIII of History and
Eschatology, pps. 110 f.; and in the last essay in Keryema and Myth,
Bultmann replies to his critics, pps. 191-211.

¥ ssays, p. 256.

We shall analyse this pre-understanding in great detail when we con-
isider Bultmann's relation to the doctrine of immanence in chapter II.
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the work of Heidegger. This is because he believes that Heidegrer's
analysis of existence makes explicit the understanding of existence wiich

is given with existence itself, Without such an analysis and its own

Begfifflichkeitx, the interpreter has not the same relationship o 1ite
posseséed by the writer and thus fails to grasp his reaning. Thus
Scripfufe fails to become the Word of God, and the 'moment' does rot

occur.

Here we may indicate an important similarity between Bultmenn
and the thought of R.G. Collingwood.xx Bultmann quotes Collingwood:
"The historian's thought must spring from the organic unity of his total
experience, and be a function of his entire personality with its prach-
tical as well as its theoretical interests". o Surely the meaning of
this in the last analysis is that unless the biblical interpreter is
grappling with the same questions and problems as the same guestions and
problems as the writer, then he must fail to grasp the writer's mesning ?
I should like to push this discussion a little further. If it be tiue
that revelation comes only in the specific 'moment'!, and if the writer

records this only in the concrete 'moment' of his experience, then it

follows that his meaning can be prasped only in the same kind of 'moment',

system of conceptse.
**Mhe Idea of Hlstory, Oxford, 1949

R prom Collingwood, op. cit., p. 305; quoted by Bultmann in History and
Eschatolo s De 133.



This means that the interpreter of the Bible must be grappling with the
same kind of problem or question, and be aware of his past and his res-
:ponsibility for the future, as was the original writer, for the same
kind of 'moment' to re-occur. If so, we would seem to be Justified in

., . 3 Tecvrrence
talking of hermeneutics as the preparation for the rewpowuszmyre of
'moments!.* Therefore Scripture, an historical text, cannot be the
Word of God in any substantial or continuous sense; it is something that

can only become such a Word, given the existence of certain important

and irreducible hermeneutical conditions,.

Fhere are hints of this doctrine in the work of both Dilthey and Hult-
smann. Thus Bultmann writes of the philosophy of Dilthey:''Perhaps it
may be said that eschatological perfection is, so to speak, distributed
among the several moments of the psychical exwperiences from which each
work originates, and that these moments recur in the understanding soul",
History and Eschatology, p. 125.

Cf. H.A, Hodges, The Philosophy of VWilhelm Dilthey, London 1952, nng.

137 foy, quotes from Dilthey's Gesammelte Schriften, VII, pps. 213-5:

"The sequence of scenes in a play enables us to relive the fragments from
lives of the characters who appear. The narrative of the novelist or
historian, which follows the course of events, produces a re-living proc~
tess (ein Nacherleben) in us. It is the triumph of das Nacherleben
that, in it, the fragments of a process are filled out ... that we think
we have a continuity before us".
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(8) THE DIVINE ATTRIBUTES ARE PERCEIVED ONLY IN THE'MOMENT': THUS THEY

ALSO ARE EVENTS.

Bultmann's view here is that attributes like ommipot-
sence or omniscience are not to be cpnceived as objectively perceivable
and provable substantial qualities of the Deity. They are!abstract-
sions'¥from God's utterance and act manifested in the 'moment!.

God's all-powerfulness, all-knowingness, are such that we can never
possess knowledge of them, retain it, and continually re-apply it.
Uhe divine attributes are 'events'.o -

B

It/this view which prompts Bultmann to say that
thle enduring the captivity of a Russian prison-camp, the attribute
of the divine sovereignty is not something @bjectively and obviously
apparent. Thus yhile in this situation}it is not easy to say
"Terra ubique domini". Thus sovereignty is not & possessable dozma,
but is something that we see (by faith) happening in the 'moment! of

. . . - . . ¥HHE
enigmatic and risky decision, when the whole of existence is at stake.

*We shall re-open this discussion when we deal, in our concluding
chapter,with the whole problem of propositional theology.

By ervema and lyth, p. 207.
B b, cit., p. 198,




And it was for this reason that in the list of elements which I aralysed
earlier which rise up and militate against the insight of the 'moment!

I have included 'extreme suffering'.

Bultmann identifies the 'moment' revealing God's omnipot-
tence with the 'moment! in which God forgives man's sin by his gracee3€
Man is enslaved to himself and to his past, and God's Word of forgiveness
breaks man's bonds with his old self and his past and frees him for the
future. The only thing which can do this, says Bultmann, is the powver
of God's omnipotence. Bultmann is obviously reluctant to seperate an
attrivute of God out, and consider it in abstraction. For him the
omnipotence of God is his act in the 'moment’'. Thus 'omnipotence!
is only an abstract description of God's 'momentary! act, and is sizxul-
ttaneously a description of man's existential situation.xx Thus
omnipotence can be described as the only power which can free man from-

his past for the future.

We find a not dissimilar standpoint in the theology of

Brunner, Brumner gives a list of theologians who radically doubted

*See the whole argument of Bultmann in his essay, The Cuestion of iatural
Revelation, (Essays, pps. 90 f.), which we shall discusz fully in chapter
ITI. See especially Essays, p. 102.

s we shall see in considering the problem of propositicnal theclogzy
(concluding chapter) Bultmann believes that any dogma, to be authertic-
tally Christian, rust have some reference to man's existential situvation.
This is in line with his conviction that an authentic ‘eltenschauung
must express man's historicity and temporality.

®Epoematics, (E.T.), vol. I, London 1949, pps. 241 f., The Problem of
the Divine Attributes.




101

the notion of the divine attributes, because they felt that it finitized
God, and took'away from his unity and simplicity; among these, we find
Justin, Spinoza, Arnobius, Augustine, Quenstedt, and Brumner finds ore
root of the opposition to the doctrine in the philosophy of Plato.

Brunner draws a distinction which is not dissimilar to Bultmanns (in the

last essay in Kerygma and Mythx). He distinguishes between what God is
'in himself', and what he is'in relation to us'. God's nature, 'in
himself!, is above all finitizing qualities. But to us in our existence
God is the Almighty, the Omniscient, the Righteous. Brunner is correct
when he writes, "The ideas of divine attributes ... all point back to
God's nature, but they express this nature of God in relation to differ-
stent particular aspects of the created world" . ™ In so far as Brumner's
view means that it is impossible to speak of the attributes of God
without simultaneously speaking of human existence-in-the-world, the

standpoints of Brunner and Bultmann are not dissimilar in this matter.

xexcept that Bultmann will have nothing to do with the notion of what
*God is 'in himself'.

- ¥y oematics, I, p. 247. Bultmann would s
sions from existential experience.. -

ay .that.they were objectificat-




(9) IN_ THE 'MOMENT' TAKKS PLACE ENCOUNTER WITH (HE THOU.

o In the 'moment' I encounter the other, the Thou; in this
encounter I perceive that I am not infinite, unlimited. Iy existence
is circumscribed by limits --- by the claims on me of the other; in the
'moment! I perceive these claims, and their fulfilment by me is 'love'.
In this sense I recognize that in the 'moment' I exist for the other,
for the Thouo™ Therefore Bultmann can say: "Love means in fact being
completely free from oneself and FOR the other person".xx As we have seen,
in Bultmann freedom has always this double reference, freedom for.e... andi

freedom froMmeseeso

Bultmann is:anxious tO!Strip’all security away from duby-
doinge Thus he rejects the notion that our duty to love comes to us
by means of rules or axioms derived from an ethical principle.xxx Rather
he wants us to realise that the demand to leve confronts us not in ethical

rules but in the concrete Thou that we encounter in the 'moment!'.

*gssa; s, p. 13.

xxbp. cit., p. 108. The token of eschatological existence is my love for
the Thou; cf. I John 3:14 - "We know that we have passed from death unto
life, because we love the brethren", Essays, p. 150, cf. Macquarrie, An
Existentialist Theology, pps. 210-211. :

¥Hsee Bss S, P. 79.




'Love' is the existential state in which a man is when he perceives the
'good! of his neighbour, and the 'good' that is demanded of him.
For Bultmann, the 'love' that is demanced of us in %ie
! t 9 t lx 3 -
moment! is opposed by 'hate'. Hate is the element in our makee~up
which opposes love, and thus produces a crisis whenever in the 'moment!'
love is demanded. We believe, and this belief we obtain from the world
around us, that there is nothing so important as our owm interest, and
because this is so in us and in man generally, there is the Christisn
. . . ¥E s . s
doctrine of original sin. But this is not an empirically verifiable,
'natural! quality, arguable or provable, but an existential attitude
only revealed in the 'moment' of the encounter with the Thou who demands
love. Thus, just as Bultmann refuses to allow the knowledge of God or
oneself to become systematized into dogmatic possessions, so also does ne
refuse love to become systematized into a code or ethic which denands

blind obedience to imperatives.

Bultmann draws a distinction between 'eros' and

'agape'. 'Eros' has reference to man's self-fulfilment in drawing

xEssa,y:s,pps. 15 f. Here once again we have Bultmamn's view of existence
as a sphere where a continual struggle goes on between authenticity and
inauthenticity.

3mop. cit., p. 15. Bultmann would doubtless say that like other docirines)
and dogmas, this one is an objectification from the experience of the
'moment'.

We have already referred to above Bultmann's strictures on the Pharis-
tees! attitude to the Law, where a command is to be obeyed Jjust becruse
it is in the Law. Cf. Theology of the New Testament, I, pps. 11 fo

Essays, pps. [2-3.
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him upward to the ideal; 'agape' is seen as the power of devotion bind-
:ing the I to the Thoue The I and the Thou, we may add, are both
concrete, historical, temporal, and therefore this power can only be

T -

realised in the 'moment'.

Such love, fulfilled in the 'moment', has a testimon-
tial or witnessing'charactér. It testifies that a man has been frecd
from himself, from his sin, from his past; it testifies that a man has
been transferred from worldly exisfence into eschatological existence.
There is only meaning in history where this existence is achieved, and
the”prodf”of it, so to speak, is love manifesting itself in the 'moment!',
in tiie concrete encounter with the Thou.

'Agape! is further distinguished from that love which i;
'ph:i_los'.mE The distinguishing mark of 'philos' is a common concern
with the other; in the love which is demanded in the 'moment' a common
concern, in the sense of ﬁbmmon likes, dislikes, or interests, is cuite
irrelevant. It is demandea oﬁly in thév‘moment' and has no reason
or ground except that of need, and the'demagd fér fhe fulfilment of that

need in the 'moment'.

_ P T S R

3Eop. cite, po 73, B o L
Eop. Cit.’ p.‘15”5;“‘. st T RNl R S
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At the beginning of this chapter we discussed, in
relation to the works of Tillich, Owen, and Macquarrie, the gquestion
whether there was a norm by which the correct hearing and responding to
the kerygma could be judged, a standard by which authentic Christisn
experience could be differentiated from inauthentic. It seems that
clear that although Bultmann must reject absolutely the notion of an

objective and historically scientific norm by which we could measure

Christian experience, 3dSiass rbEe the only 'norm' or 'standard!
against which we can measure our experience of God'!'s eschatological
event is that love which is manifested in our encounter with our neigh-

tbour in the 'moment!'.

Bultmann holds that the event in which mapis freed
from his past and for his future is the Word of the divine love in
Jesus Christ which confronts him and says!Thou! to him, thus elevating
him into a new status with God.;E It is from this »noint of view *that
we are to understand the impressive and oft-quoted statement from Bult-
smann that only the people who have been loved can themselves love.
This means that it is only the man who has experienced the 'moment'
in which God's grace has freed him from the past, from sin, from himselﬁé

from the enmeshment in worldly care, can himself turn to the concrete

Eop. cite, p. 302.
By ervema and Myth, pps. 32-3.
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claims of the encounter with the Thou which happens in the 'moment!',
which can happen in any 'moment’'. To use bultmann's own language, it
is only the man who has been !'freed froMeceseces..! who is 'freed

fOI’......o'o ‘

The similarity in language here between that of Bultmann and
is obviouse.

that of Martin Buber( Although we must postnone until chapter IIT =
complete comparison between Bultmann's and Buber's view of the 'moment!',
we may perhaps say a little here about the Thou. For Buber too, love
is that which exists between the I and the Thou. "Love does not cling
to the I in such a way as to have the Thou only for its 'content', its
object; but love is between I and Thou. The man who does not know
this, with his very being know this, does not know 10VEasoasaste®

It is clear how near this is to Bultmann's distinction between'agape!

and'eros'.

We have also discussed Bultmann's distinction between
'agape' and 'philos', the love based on common interests and concernse.

Buber is aware of this distinction. Love, for Buber, consists in

"ﬂfi'and Thou (E.T. by R. Gregor Smith), lst edition, smdinourgh 1937, ppSoé
12-15. . o |




"helping, educating, raising up, saving". For him, love has nothing
to do with a particular common feeling at all. "Love is the resp@nsibil
3ity of an I fof a Thou".  The"dreadful point'" of love is this ---

"to love ALL men". Love goes out to good people and evil, wise and
foolish, beautiful and ugly.x This will perhaps indicate the close

similarity between the thought of Bultmann and that of Buber on relation-

¢ships of love.

*see I and Thou,p. 15 passim.




CHAPTER TWO

THE ’MOME'NT', THESPIRITUAL LIFE,

AND THE DOCTRINE OF IMMANENCE
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This foregoing discussion of the 'moment' and its implications
raises a question withoutan answer to which our discussion would he mani-
:festly incomplete --- namely, does not the positing of the 'moment', in
which engounter takes place, imply the coming into man's existence of
something absolutely new, to which man had no prior reiationship before
the 'moment'; does this doctrine of the 'moment' not imply a transcend-
tence so complete that it excludes the notion 6f immanence absolutely 7
If so, does not this exclusicn indicate that the doctrine of the

'moment' is seriously inadegquate ?

This specific charge (that Bultmann's theology suffers from lack
of a proper doctrine of immanence), finds expression in lir. H.P. Owen's

Revelation and hbc:i.stence.;E Owen reminds us that Bultmann has stated

that 'the idea of immanence is radically incompatible with Christien
theism' J& (It is a little unfortunate that Owen has not given consider-
tation to the possible interpretation of Bultmann's assertion, that the

classical or traditional doctrines of immanence are incompatible with

iheism). Owen's opinion is that Bultmann"stresses the God 'without!

to the total exclusion of the God 'within'". ™" He does not, writes

*oardiff 1957; we shall have to refer more especially to chapter 4,
Encounter and the Word, pps. 52 f,

op. cite., p. 53.
HHHR .
op. citey, p. 53,
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Owen, take seriously enough the truth that all men are created in God's
imageox - These charges against Bultmann's thought are re-iterated

throughout the chapter in question.

To be fair to Owen, he allows that Bultmann indicates en imm-
tanence of a type, though in Owen's opinion, quite inadequate. He
allows that Bultmann's thought includes the suggestion that the 'imago
dei' is retained in two ways : First, by man's power to think of God,
however negatively 3 second, by man's possession of needs that only
God can answer. ™  Yet Owen believes that this comes short of the right
doctrine of immesmence, which would assert that " ... God is actually

iz x )

PRESENT in mana.e..."s In Owen's view, any adeguate doctrine of imm-

tanence would have to include this proposition.

This proposition, that God is actually present in man,
reveals an aspect of Owen's thought that we must grasp if we wish to
understand the issues at stake. It is thoroughly spatial, and reveals
an ontology that is thoroughly substantial. There is little doubt that

Owen thinks of man's soul, hig inner being, as a kind of substance.

xop. Cit., De 55-
3F"xop. cite.y po. 53,
mopc ’Citro’ pps. 53"‘4e



For instance, Owen writes, " ... how does Christ revive this light %
Not by forcing his speech on us from without, but by entering us himself
to renew the divine image that he implanted".3€ Such terms as 'entering!
and 'implanted! are significant. Again, he writes, " .... St.
Bonaventure regards the knowledge of God as pre-existing in the denths
of our soul like a sort of impress left upon us by the Creator so that
the human soul knows God simply by reflecting on itself, since it is
made in the image of Godn ¥ Such terms as 'the depths of our soul!,
and 'impress! are very significant. "St. Bonavehture locates God':=

act within, at the unseen centre of man's existence". " The signifi-
scant terms here are 'within' and 'centre', " ... When Christ 'comes!
to us, he 'comes' as an interior presence; he indwells the believer
through His Holy Spirit".mﬁm The significant terms here are
‘interior' and 'indwells'. In face of the presence of such terms,

it can hardly be denied that Owen's ontology is in terms of substance.
And we must grasp Owen's criticism of Bultmannj; Bultmann's inadequacy
in the matter of immanence lies in his alleged inability to meke a

statement like this, "God is actually present in man",.

xop. cits, po 67

op. cite, p. 690
mopo »C‘itc, P 700

oﬁ;xbit.; De 700
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But Bultmann in fact can and does use this kind of langs-
suage; he speaks of "a proof of thetdeus in nobis! "®in an essa.yséaiE to
which we shall require to make many references in thigs chapter, The

Question of Natural Revelation. But Bultmann uses the phrase in =

radiééliy different sense from that given to it in classical theology.
Classical theology, especially in its developement since Descartes, has
held a view of man in which man is conceived as substance, a view of

man which stands in sharp contrast to the view of existentialist thought,

which views man's nature existentially rather than substantially. It

}

(¢

would therefore be impossible for Bultmann to use the term 'deus in
nobis' in the clascical sense, For Bultmann, and here again we see
his indebtedness to his existeintialist background, man is to be conceiv-
ted of in terms of historical existence. We perceive therefore that

there must be a gulf between the thought of Bultmann about man and the

thought of anyone who holds, as does Owen, an ontology of substance.

Bultmann uses then this traditional language of the 'deus
in nobis'; and we must ask in what sense he uses it. To answer this,
we refer to Bultmann's essay cited above, The argument of Bultmann

there is something like this. Man' cannot speak of himself, or

lESsa;yS,p{ 930
11 Bssays, pps. 90-118.
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investigate himself without, at the same time, speaking of God and
wondering about Him. Man's investigation of himself yields a three-
fold result. First, it yields man's powerlessness, the truth that man
iEVSqueét to outside forces that he is unable to control. In short,
it reveals man's finitude. This points man to a higher power which is
master of all others, to a God who is omnipotent. Second, it yields
man's sense of oughtness, of obligation; his feeling that he is not a
finished nor a fulfilled creature, but that he ought to become, that he
is always 'on the way', and that he ought to be different from what his
past has made him, This points man to demand, to judgement which
come from outside himself; to the Holy One, who will indicate to him the
right way to become. Third, it yields man's knowledge of his own
transience, of his experience of decay, of his sense of unachievement,
of his radical temporality. This points man to one who is not subject
to these conditions, to an eternal and transcendant one --- %o one who
is all-complete in himself, not in a perpetual state of having-to-
become, not subject to the law of decay. Only in this sense can we

' say that man's knowledge of himself is knowledge of God.

Perhaps here we should write 'God' in quotation-marks, for
Bultmann holds that it not the real living God that man knows about in
this wei;ye!E Pure speculative knowledge of God is not really knowledge

of God at all. If man were to conclude that he really knew the living

*pssays, pps. 98, 102, 106.
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God from his analysis and investigation of his own existence, this con-
:clusion would actually be sin.®  Bultmann points out that man's reliat-
:ionship to the living God is based upon what God does for man, in his
act, in the 'moment', since man's life is historical and temporal.

It can only be said therefore that man believes in God if the following
three conditions (which correlate with the threefold andlysis outlined

above) are satisfied.

Man believes in, has knowledge of God, if 'God' is the one
who frees man from himself in the 'moment' of historic encounters
This is the first condition to be fulfilled. We have seen earlier,
when discussing the revelation of the divine attributes, that Bultmann
identifies the 'moment' revealing God's omnipotence with the 'moment!
in which God frees man from his sinful past by the Word of his grace.
Thus Bultmann is but re-iterating once more the main point of his belief
in the possibility of meaning in history. In the 'moment' a dislocat-
tion is made in the causal connection running from past to future through
the present; man is a free creature, a new creature, his old history is
brought to an end and he is given a new history, if man knows or has

known the 'moment' of the grace of God. -:When this happens, man, a

KOP « citey pe 107 - ‘ o PR I A
*E sy ‘
op. cit., pps. 98-102.
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creature who knows direction from outside by alien forces, knows God

the Almighty, but not until this happens.

Second, man's sense of oughtness brings him into & relation-
:ship with the Holy God if the 'God'to whom he looks is the one who
" eee liberates man from himself, endowing him with purity, and putt-
ting an end to his sinful history".K Thus again we see how Bultmamn
makes the 'moment'!, in which man's history is invaded by the liberating
grace of God, freeing man from his past and gifting to him a new
future under grace, absolutely central to his thought. IMan's sense
of obligation or of guilt alone dé?not bring him into a relationship

with God; only if the 'moment' occurs, and only if, can man truly speal

of the Holy God.

Third, in looking out of his transience towards etermity,
or towards the 'eternal one', man has no real relationship to the
Eternal God* Tt is only man's illusion that tells him that he can
thus relate himself to eternmity while imprisoned in time. Iian can be
actually related to eternity only if this happensj if God imparts to man
his grace, and as the Eternal One frees man from his old existencé, from

the life of gin and care and dread and over-involvement in worldly

-Kop. Cito’ P 1060
®op. cit., pps. 106 f.
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concerns, and gives him a new free relationship to himself and the

: * . i s
world of the other, It is almost unnecessary to point out again the
utter centrality that Bultmann accords the 'moment' (a 'moment! in vhich

God acts) in his thought.

From this we conclude that Bultmann's theology contains
a;ddotfihé of the divine immanence. Not, admittedly, the traditicnal
doctrine of immanence; still a doctrine of immanence it is., Man's
nature, prior to any special revelation,3€3€ includes 'gaps', 'wants',
'needs', 'longings', which point to a being devoid of these, a being
who is all-perfect. Such a being would, if man were in relationslhin i
with‘it, perfect and fulfil man's nature. As we have pointed out in
all fairness to Owen, he does recognize this aspect of Bultmann's thought,
But we feel that Owen's account does not give Bultmann's position full
enough consideration at this pointxxx, because he omits all reference %
B \
to Bultmann's important conclusion, namely, that God, of whom man can

think and in hkie existence long for, encounters man in an historical

‘moment', and gl in time fulfil man's deepest needs, which we may term

:

xop. cit., pps. 108-9. Cf., History and Eschatology, p. 153: "... history
comes to its end in the religious experience of any Christian 'who iz in
Christ'. In his faith he is already above time and historye.ceescesscos
In his faith the Christian is a contemporary of Christ, and time and the
world's history are overcome. The advent of Christ is an event in the

realm of eternity which is incommensurable with historical timee.eecases

the Christian ... is above time and the world.....".

*K . A .
In this sense it is a natural revel=tion.

Revelation and Existence, p. 53.




1.5

eschatological freedom., lMan's being lacks, longs for and craves for
something, and this longing prepares man for the historical encounter
with the 1iving and acting God, who fulfils these deep needs of man's
nature,ﬁalthough not necessarily 'fulfilling' them in the way expecter
by man., N That is, God's fulfilment of man's needs transcends and
corrects them; God's act cannot be'accoﬁgéated'by man's existential

situation.

At this point we may profitably make several observations
about our comparison of these two types of immanence, Owen's and
Bultmann's. First, we must distinguish Bultmann's view from the
classical 'via negativa'ox Man does not come to a knowledge of God =2t
all by a contemplation of his @®n nature, to which God's nature is the
opposites In short, Bultmann does not hold that God is merely that
which we are not. To the contrary, as we have insisted, Bultmann holds
that by examining himself, man can come to no real knowledge of the true
God at all. That knowledge, for Bultmann, is existential knowledge,
gained in that 'moment' when God invades man's time, confronting him in
history, and freeing him by his act. The 'via negativa' is not an hist-

‘torical method at all; Bultmamn's is thoroughly historical,

xBul’cmann points out that the eternity man learns about in his existent-
:ial self-analysis is "a negative conception", Essays, p. 109.



This brings to our notice another significant point. The

view of immanence that Owen favours is that of St. Bonaventure, whose
: \ * o . . -
view can be called 'contuition'. Contuition is the process in which

" oee the human soul knows God simply by reflecting on itself, since it

is made in the image of God".™  Or to quote another definition,
contuition "... is .. the apprehension in a perceived result of the
presence of a cause which we canéZ?t perceive intuitively™. It seems
to me that this view of immanence suffers from at least two defects.
First, it does not seem to take seriously enough the doctrii=s of
original sinj namely, that in some sense, the divine image is defaced
by man's transgression. Therefore any revelation based upon the percent-
tion of such an image will inevitably be distorted. Bultmann deces not
fall into any such error. All through the essay we have been quoting,
heiis at pains to point out that any analysis that man may meke of his
éwﬁn existence does not bring authentic knowiedgg of the living and
acting God. But this objection seems perfectly valid against St.
Bonaventure and subsequently against Owen. Second, the metlod is

thoroughly unhistorical, In it, there is no context, no 'other', no

'world!'s  Man could come to knowledege of God in this way while living in
waen, op. cit., p. 69.
¥30p, cit., p. 69.

xxxthat‘of Etienne Gilson, in the Philosophy of St. Bonayenture,(London
193@, pps. 400-1, quoted by Owen, op. cit., p. 69.




an existential vacuum. Man is simply an object to himself as subject.
Nowhéere ?isé; I suspect, could we find such a contradiction of;ﬁﬂé}
Heideggeréin insight that man is !'Dasein!, or such a Cartesian viéw of
knowledge; This view of immanence therefore, in which man is so raldic-
sally unhiétorical and untemporal, would be completely unacceptable to

those who accept, upon existentialist and biblical grounds, the radical

historicity and temporality of man.

While Owen criticizes Bultmann's view as over-intellectusl
S . ‘s .3 . . .
and his view of revelation as propositional™, M his own lies wide onen
to these very criticisms. Thus Owen's statement that "God IS truth
and to believe in him is to aclmowledge him as true" revesls the intell-
s s . . . ML e _
tectualistic and propositional nature of his view, This is Jjust as.
' . . MK ) . ) .
true of his assertion that " o.s He (i.e. the present writer, )

to be able to see fhe trutilof Chrlst's teachlng, and even, sometimes

op. cit.e, p. 71. Owen completely misses the point of “ultmann's
o8y here. There is hardly a stronger emphasis in Dultmannt's thou:
than his denial that 'what God is saying to me here and now! (Owen,
cite, p. 72) can be objectified into s general proposition, God's ai
:closure of himself gives me a neaningful self-understanding and also
meaningfully relates me to my situation at a particular 'moment!.
the whole point about this insight is that it camnnot be turned 1nfo a
proposition, generally meaningful, no matter the form of words in w!
I try to express it. Thus an imperative is inseperable from an indicat-
:ive, What would fultmann's alternative be ?  Only that what is dis-
tclosed in the 'moment! is a vague, shadowy, contentless, image of “od,
quite unrelatable to my existential situation. bBut such a view 3 be
nonsensical. While ve are becoming used to critics of 4uljmqnn _
:ing that his theology is unacceptable because devoid of the \0oﬁﬁh17w *
of propositions, it is a little hard to find Owen saying the exact onpes
site |}
E..3

oD. Cite, Do 656

£

B . cite, pe 65
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to PTaCtlgg it; but he has never experienced anything that he would call

an encounter", There is little doubt that these are thoroughly intell-
tectualistic views of immanence. Yet, Bultmann's view is one that
regards man in his totality; if man is given awareness of God and of his
own existence, this is not merely intellectual knowledge =-- for since
self-awareness is an integral part of man's total being any change in it
is 'ipso facto' a change in man's total ’oeing.x S0, to returm to
Bultmann's central theme, the revelation of God does not merely inform
man but transforms him, It does seem to me that Owen's view of imman-
. R Supra
tence seems to be static and intellectual and m#lphistorical, while

Bultmann's seems to be dymamic and existential and thoroughly historical.

We must now try to examine Bultmann's doctrine of
immanence at a deeper level, first by examining Bultmarmn's theology in
itself, and then by comparing it with that of other thinkers. We have
seen that Bultmann rejects any view of man that is substantial rather
than historical and existential. He obviously does not regard the soul
as a kind of substance which could have an 'impress' left upon it by the
hand of its Maker. "In the genuinely'Chrisﬁian view, nan is, body and

soul, the creature of God, and no pre-existent spark of heavenly light---

*Myis-is an insight that Owen seems to have totally missed.
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as if that were his real being ~-- is to be distingnished from his
psychosomatic existence".®  Bultmann is concerned throughout his theol-
:ogy with man's historical existence. To use the términology of
Heidegger, he believes that man is 'Geschichtlich!, a category which

is applicable to man as 'Dasein'. With 'CGeschichtlichkeit' is closely
linked another category of 'Dasein', 'Zeitlichkeit', which means temnoral-
:ity.mi Man's special temporality is in being inseperably connected
with past, present, and future. This means that in describing man, the
only valid statements that we may maeke are existential, not substantial.
Therefore, just as classical theology could make statements like ‘'man is
mortal and substantial soul', modern existentialist theology must say
'man is historicity and temporality!. Thus it is impessible to speak of
man without simultaneously speaking of that which consitutes him,‘that
which is, so to speak, his %ssential”ingredient, namely time, in its
peculiar human structure of past-present-future. Grasping this, we can
go further and say, man is temporality, and within man's temporality is
to be discovered the divine immanence. Thus God is hidden in man as

temporality and is to be encountered only through it. For if God is to

be discovered elsewhere than in the special structure of past, present,
xTheology of the New Testament, I, p. 168.

EEx_For théSeaterms, see Macquatrie, An Existentialist Theology, ppse. 160,
32,




1.3

and future, then man's temporality in the sense in whichfie have described
it is a fiction. Here we must hasten to correct a pos=ible misinter-
ipretation. Of course those of St. Bonaventure's persuasion must
admit that man cannot be seperated from time in the sense that man is
always in ‘time. But Bultmann's "Zeitlichkeit" means something differ-
tent -~- it means that man is confronted by knowledge of God and of his
self not only in but through time, through history, through the pasi-
present-future structure. Just as classical theology could state that
'God is present in the soul of man',x' 'God has left an impress in the
soul of man', so existentialist theology must state the same kind of
things, except that it always must substitute 'historicity' and
ttemporality' for 'soul'. It can say that God has left an
"Ankntipfungspunkt" (contact-point) with himself in the historicity of
man. Thus in existentialist theology the concepts 'historicity' and
'temporality' seem to have disnlaced the concept 'soul! in the context

of the docfrine of immanence. If Bultmann's essay The wyuestion of

Natural Revelation is carefully examined, it will be found that those

deep desires and cravings and longings experienced by man gqua man

are existential in the sense that they are historical and temporal.

fo.iowen, op. cit., Do 67: soe God is not'trying to SAY' someTHING
to us; he is trying to BE someONE IN us".
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We mean by this that they are all rooted in man's essential connection
with time in the past-present-future structure. For example, there
are man's subjection to torces alien to himself (like death) which cut
short his future, his feeling that he is forever on the way and missing
himself continually in the swift passage of time, his sense of unschiev-
sement, his subjection to decay. This is the core of Bultmann's

doctrine of immanence.

The position that we have reached so far with regard to the
doctrine of immanence.is thiss God has indeed left a witness of himself
.in man; he has left, if we may be allowed to use traditional language,
an impress upon man's total temporal and historical existenceox In

creating man integrally connected with an historical existence, God has

"God is the mysterlous, enigmatic power that meets us IN the world =n»n?
IN time", Bultmann, Essays, p. 9.

"God's action with man through his Word naturally has no point of

contact (Ger. Ankntipfungspunkt) in men or in human intellectual life, %o
which God must accomadate himself", Essays, p. 135.

"The guestion of his own real being which engages the attention of tihs
man who seeks to be himself and has lost his self, is the noint of
contact (Ger. Ankn#lpfungspunkt) for God!s Word", Essays, p. 136,
"Man's sin is the point of contact (Ger. Anknilpfungspunkt) for the ...
Word of grace. (ne canno* then point to this or that ncint of contact
(Ger. Anknpfungspunkt) IN man, in his intellectual life and in his hizt-
sory. Rather is MAN IN HIS EXISTENCE, TAKEN AS A W.OLE, THig POIHT OF
CONTACT (Ger. AnknHpfungspunkt). And for ullS reason it is also true
that there is no faculty in man --- no religious faculty nossessing o
special receptivity for God's Word. ihat we designate as a,ﬁpeoial rel-
sigious faculty or disposition or receptivity can represent just as much
a hindrance as a help for hearing God's Word", Essays, p. 127.
"God's Word confronts man in his whole existence.....," Zssgays,n. 137,
" ,..the task of preaching in the New Testament is ... conceived ..in sud
a way....that we cannot speak of a point of contact (Gezr. nlflpfungs
:punkt) for the Word of God in man's intellectual life", Dssays, p. 128,
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possibility. (God as actvality is disclosed only in the 'moment!'.)

Or, by imparting to man the quality of temporality (in the past-present-
future structure) God has 'impressed'himself upon that temporality in the
sense that he is the only factor or power who can break man's connection
with a sinful past in the present 'moment! and give him the possibility
of a new existence in the future. God is immanent in man's time and
history as existing, not in his soul! Thus man's total historical,

psychosomatic existence suggests God as possibilityex

If this standpoint of Bultmenn's be accepted, then we can
proceed to interpret other theological statements from it. Thus John
Macquarrie quotes fhe famous prayer of St. Augustine, "Thou hast formed
us for Thyself, and our hearts are restless till they find their rest in

Thee', and gives it an _existentisl interpretation —-- namely that the

*on reflection, I should not be happy at the total elimination of the
notion of substance from anthropology. Quite apart from its actual deriv-
tation, and from its exact usage in mediaeval and post-mediaeval thecl:
there is one valid insight that the concept seems to guard and retair.
This is the insight that there is something 'lasting', 'enduring', ir the
temporal 'I' vho experiences. ihus, there must be some continuity
between the 'I' who experienced in 1940, and the 'I' who experienced in
1950, and the 'I' who experiences in 1960. Despite continually develop-
ting and changing self-understandings, it must be in some sense
tsubstantially! the same 'I' which experiences. The alternative would
be utter lack of continuity. But this means that my 'I' is dif-erent
from A's, as A's is from B's. Thus 'substance'! used in this way comes
to guard individuality, and is thus different from the classical notion
that all soul is the same substance with the same impress unon it.

This is doubtless a pernicious idea. But the existentialists would have
to agree that all existence qua existence is 'substantially' the sane

in so far as it is all related to the three-fold structure of temporal-
1ity. And the main trouble with the classical idea of substance is of
course that it makes possible the subject-object approac: to God, and
makes redundant the concept of historicitye. In its classical usage, it
is certainly incompatible with existentialist theclogy.

.
oA
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anxiety inseperable from historical existence in the world may incline
man to God, the Creator, the ground of being.x So also does Macquarrie
interpref Schleiermacher's famous 'Geftthl der schlechthinnigen
Abhéngigkeit'.xﬂ This feeling (cognitive feeling, and not mere emotion),
another céndition of man's histofical existence, may lead man to God the
Creator, and so far as it does, is not this feeling also an aspect of

the divine immanence 70t

But to move on to our comparisons, we must ask if Bultmann's
doctrine of immanence is so unigue ? Is it so peculiar to Bultmann
himself ? Or has it wider-spread roots in the existentialist tradit-
:ion, as over against classical theology ? Certainly if we examine
another theology also in the existentialist tradition, namely the
theology of Paul Tillich, we find views‘there which suggest a view of
immanence not unlike that of Bultmann's, although unlike that of

HEXH
Owen's.

Speaking of the preparation in history for the coming of
Christ, Tillich writes: "The universal quest for the Few Being is &

consequence of universal revelation. If it claims universality,

®n Existentialist Theology, pe. 71l

X .
op. cite, ps 75

¥ urther Teferences in Macquarrie's book might be indicated, especially
in pps. 79 fo, beginning with this sentence on p. 79: "lhe connection

of the ontological interpretation of affective states with the knowle.ge
of God is, however, implied in other Pauline passages'.

Tt cannot be too strongly emphasised at this point agn at here
we are going to compare Bultmann's theology with the theclogy of the
existentialist Tillich. As indiceted already, we shall dicate in our

sicel strands in WHliichts ftheolosy oy o= wholo,

e



Christianity implicitly maintains that the difierent forms in wvhich the
quest for the lew Being has been made are fulfilled in Jesus as the
Christ",® Here we have, first,'universal revelation'; this refers to
the revelation of God imparted at creation, and thus must mean, in some
sense, immanence, 'The quest for the New Being'! is a mark of human
existence qua human, and therefore is existential and not substantial.
'New Being', analysed by Tillich in contrast with 'old being'xx, is a
want, a lack, a need, a longing. The different forms of the quest
become one in that they are 'fulfilled' by Jesus as the Christ. There
is hardly need to point out here the similarities in thought and lang-

tuage betwwen Tillich and Bultmann,

Tillich is interesting when he deals with his so-called
method of correlation which underlies, he maintains, his theology as 2
whole. “"Symbolically speaking, God answers man's questions, d under
the impact of God's answers man asks them. Theology formulates the
answers implied in divine self-manifestation under the guidance of thce
‘questions involved in human existence. This is a circle which drives

. . ” KK
‘man to a point where question and answer are not seperated".

*syst. Theol., II, p. 103.

ki Syst. Theole., II.

TR g, Theol., I, p. 69.




From this it should be clear that human existence itself is the
Ankntipfungspunkt for the self-disclosure of God, and not an impress ox

. . . *
image in man's substantial soul.

We can indicate again how Tillich comes out against the contuit-
tion view of immanence., Tillich writes: "The answers implied in the
event of.revelation are meaningful only in so far as they are in correl-
tation with questions concerning the whole of our existence, with
existential questions., Only those who have experienced the shock of
transitoriness, the anxiety in which they are aware of their finitude,
the threat of non-being, can understand what the notion of God means.
Only those who have experienced the tragic ambiguities of our historical
existence and have totally questioned the meaning of existence can under-

:stand what the symbol of the Kingdom of God means" (Syst. Theol., I,

p. 69).

® 1 nave deliberately not pushed the comparison between Bultmann and
Tillich too far at this point. This is because there are two elements a2t
least in Tillich's words that might be suspected, from a stricthexistent-
tialist point of view. First,this 'question/answer' terminology is ambig
suous in that it could lend itself to a propositional interprefation.
Tillich is not clear here that the answer of revelation to the existent-
:ial guestion is strictly personal and not propositional. Whereas Bult-~
tmann is always crystal-clear at this point, For Bultmann, the answer is
God, it is personal. Thus Bultmann writes to Schniewind: "I AM trying to
substitute anthropology for theology, for I am interpreting theological
affirmations as assertions about human life. What I mean is that the

God of the Christian revelation is the answer to the vital questions,the
existential questions" (Kervgma and lyth,pps. 107-8). Second, when
Tillich speaks of the circle which drives man to a point where question
and answer are not seperated; it is unclear whether there could be roon
within this circle for event, for the historic 'moment'. In fact, it isc
difficult to decide really if we are dealing here with the existentiali
or the ontological Tillich. ‘The immense difficulty in interpreting his
theology is that it is sometimes hard to decide whether we have come up

against the existentialist or the ontologicsal strain. Inoony comeluaing
chapter we indicate both of thesejthis does not altogether wenove
- At any rate, there

3
2ainst Owen's and
svent ' The guamicion the might have here that the ontolocical
sventure's. UThe sus: ~OLOZ1cCa

illich / (]
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thus, TillicHsuse of such terms as 'existential questions', 'anviety!',
'the tragic ambignities of our historical existence!, indicate how he
diverges frpm the totally unhistorical contuition view favoured by Uwen.
And there is a general similarity, subject to the reservations we have
pointed»out,vbetween Tillich's conviction that 'only those who have
experienced the tragic ambiguities of our historical existence e... cazn
understand what the symbol of the Kingdom of God means', and ~ultmann'e
notion that our experience of existence-in-the-world, and the *threats
and fears it brings, produce a seed-plot for a notion like 'God'. In so

far as there is a strand in Tillich's theology which see that God is

immanent in man's awareness as historically existing, he ig not dissi:
to Bultmann and diverges sherply from Owen. Tillich's exploitation of
existentialist analysis, which is the mein factor seperating him from a
contuition view of immanence, comes out clearly here: " ... systematic

theology ceece makes an analysis of the human situation out of which the

the ontological Tillich is speaking is confimed by Tillich when he
writes of the point where for man question and answer are not seperated
"This point, however, is not a moment in time. It belongs to man's e
sential being, tc the unity of his finitude with the infinity in which
he was created and from which he is seperated. A symptom of both the
essential unity and the existential seperation of finite man from his
infinity is his ability to ask about the infinite to which he belongs;the
fact that he rmst ask about it indicates that he is seperated from it"
(syst. Theole, I, p. 69). For bBultmann the point most certainly is a mom-
tent in time, a concrete encounter. For Bultmann, man deludes himself if
he imagines that his awareness of his finitude gives him real knowledge of
the living, infinite God. His awareness is merely an Ankniipfungspunkt.

For Bultmann, it is unthinkable that there exists a unity in man, of fin-
:itude and infinity. And the phrase 'man's essential being' would be an-
sathema to an existentialist like Bultmann or Heidegger oxr Sartre. As we
shall see in our conclusions, it is most probably the ontologist Tillich
who speaks in this way. But yet Tillich's emphasis on 'cuestions corcern-
:ing the whole of our existence!, with 'existential cuestions?, (§X§£e
I'heol.y 1, DDS. 68-9) does seperate him decisively from that trodition
upheld by St. Bonaventure and Uwen.
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existential questions ariseseces......lhe analysis of tl.e human situation
is done in terms which today are called 'e:zcistential'".3E This same
exploitation is furthef shown by this: "God is the answer to the question
implied in human finitude",** The divergence of a thinker like Till-
tich from St. Bonaventure's and Owen's tradition is further demonstrated
in passages liké this, discussing the so-called ontological argument Ffox
the existence of God. For wiilich, the supreme value of this'argument!
(it is, for him, not an”argument”at all in the usual sense) is that it
reveals that " ... an awareness of the infinite is included in man's

IR

awareness of finitude...". Thus Tillich's thought is differentiated

again from the thought of Owen; there is no indication here of a divine

image impressed into a substantial and unhistorical soul, oo

Here we make a point of considerable importance which we
shall develop in detail in our chapter on the work of Kierkegaard. It
is that any theology which develops from that of Kierkegaard (e.g., those
of Barth, Bultmann, Buber), is simply bound to diverge sharply from a
doctrine of immanence like that of St. Bonaventure or of Owen. The

notion that there is in man's soul a divine image or impress which man

3ESyst. Theolesy I, pe 70

**Syst. Theol., I, p. 72. Cf. Bssays, pps. 107-8, where Bultmann argues
that man's experience of finitude is a contact-point for the divine revel-
:ation, which we have described by saying that this experience represents
an element in the divine immanence.

KxxSyst. Theol., I, p. 228.

¥HREp 4 pillich's thought here is far from being identical with that of
Bultmann; we shall re-open Tillich's attitude to the ontological argu-
:ment again when we compare him finally with Bultmann in the conclusions,



Contemplare
need only contuitively,was fiercely attacked and repudiated by

Kierkegaard. Thus kierkegaard writes: "In order that he may have the
power to give the condition the Teacher must be God; in order that he
may be able to put the learner in possession of it he must be Man,

This contradiction is again the object of faith, and is the Paradox,
the Moment. That God has once for all given man the requisite condit-
tion is the eternal Socratic presupposition, which comes into hostile
collision with time, but is incommensurable with the temporal and its
determinations".® Thus, the Kierkegaardian revolt was in great

part a revolt against a much over-emphasised 'classical! doctrine of

o

the divine immanence in man. That Kierkegaard proceeded too far is a
least arguable,xx But we mention this point here in order to show
how theologies deeply indebted to the Kierkegaardian revolution share

to a greater or less degree in this rejection of classical immanence.

Yhile on this subject of immanence, there is one othexr
thinker, seminal and highly influential, whose work we can scarcely
ignore, Martin Buber. Although we shall deal with Buber's views onr

the 'moment' in our next chapter, he has certain passages with important

KP.hilosophical Yragments, p. 50.

*1n faqzi we shall argue -so in chapter -IV.-+In Kierkegaard's view there
seems top ittle room for any kind of immanence at all.



implications
Afor the doctrine of immamence that we must deal with here.

One of the more important criticisms of the contuition-t;pe
of view of immanence, was that it was thoroughly unhistorical, that it
did not take account of man as always man-in-the-world. Owen seems %o
imply that contuition could be carried out in abstraction from histor;,
with a subject 'I' examining itself as object. With such a view, Buber
will have nothing to do. "Spirit is not the 'I', but between 'I' and
'Thou'. It is not like the blood that circulates in you, but like the
ailr in which you breathe. Man lives in the spirit, if he is able to
respond to his 'Thou'. He is able to, if he enters into relation with
his whole being. Only in virtue of his power to enter into relation

¥ c s
This is tantamount to a complete

is he able to live in the spwit".
rejection of Owen's position. For what is the 'power to enter into
relation!' if it is not one of the conditions of historical existence;
that is, existence in the world, in time, in history, in a context of
other Thous? - And Buber's view that !'Spirit ... is like the air in

which you breathe' surely means that,divine is immanent in the totality

of historical existence.

" Another such rejection of the contuition-view can be cited:

®1 and Thou, 1lst. edition, Edinburgh 1937, p. 39.

S
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"If a man does not represent the 'a priori' of relation in his living
with the world, if he does not work out and realise the inborn !'Thou'
on what meets it, then it strikes inward. It develops on the unnatur-
sal, impossible object of the 'I', that is, it develops where there is
no place at all for it to develop., Thus confrontation of what is over
against him takes place within himself, and this cannot be relation, or
presence, or streaming interaction, but only self-contradiction, The
man may seek to explain it as a relation, perhaps as a religious relat-
sion, in order to wrench himself from the horror of the double inner-
ganger; but he is bound to discover again and again the deception of
the explanation. Here is the verge of life, flight of an unfulfilled
life to the senseless semblance of fulfilment, and its groping in a
maze and losing itself ever more profoundly".x It is hard not to
conclude that when Buber writes 'confrontation of what is over against
him takes place within himself, and this.. (is a).. contradiction!,

he has in mind something like St. Bonaventure's contuition. Iothing
could be clearer; for the self to seek for reality within itself,

‘without historical meeting, is for Buber 'a groping in a maze'.

And finalL%ﬁe may clinch the divefgence of Buber from
any contuition-type view, Buber writes as follows : "His sense of

'Thou!, which cannot be satiated till he finds the endless 'Thou', had

EEOI)Q Cito’ pps. 69-700
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itﬂ.t‘-

the 'Thou' present to it from the beginning; the presence had only to he-
tcome real to him in the reality of the hallowed life of the world".”
That man's sense of the Thou leads him to the Thou in historical meeting
is what we have been trying to argue throughout this chapter. And its
realisation in the 'hallowed life of the world' is the same thing, is

it not, as fulfilment, and yet more than fulfilment, in the 'moments'

of an existence which is thoroughly historical ?

- e o e QU0 = o e o e o o e
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| Before we considér Buber's teaching on the 'moment',
we might recapitulate a little on what has already been said. The
'moment' as a concept is not uncommon in thinkers and writers of the
existentialist tradition, and Bultmann's position we have already
examined in detail in chapter I. Since the thinkers we are consider-
:ing share a common biblical and existentialist background, we will not
be surprised to hear again and again common chords striking through their
teaching, In this third chapter we will be struck often by chords,

themes, common to, for example, Buber and Bultmann.

The 'moment' is a brief span of time for which we
must keep ourselves open and responsive. The possibility of its
occurrence demands what Bultmann calls a dialectical relation to the
world. Our spiritual culture should be directed towards this openness,
this readiness. The 'moment'! seems no sooner to have arrived, than
it is gone. The 'moment' is one of awareness, of disclosure, of revelat-
tion, of self-knowledge, of encounter, of love. It is the 'moment'
that dislocates our past from our future, and thus gives time and hist-
sory meaning and significanee. What comes to us in the 'moment' is
not easily retained and possessed; the awareness it brings has enormous
force and persuasion in the 'moment', quickly fading, and for this.
reason it is difficult to construct from it a philosophy, a Weltanschau-
:ung, a system of ideas. We must learn the lesson that to come to the

knowledge imparted by the 'moment', we must ourselves experience the
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'moment'. The 'moment' is the essence of and is implied by man's
temporality and historicity, without which these concepts would be left
empty and meaningless, Unless man's time is punctuated by 'moments',

it cannot be truly said that he has a history.

It would be a mistake to assume that this concept occ-
surs only in theology or philosophy wherever the word 'moment' is found.
There are a great many terms, and we shall encounter this especially in
Buber, which, when examined, mean much the same thing. For example,
we havé seen in the work of Pultmann that when we encounter the terms
'meeting', 'concrete event', 'encounter', that the 'moment' is but the
temporal aspect of these, The reality of the 'moment' is also implied

other
nAphrases.

when éertain writers use certai
The 'moment' is the concrete temporalbexpression of

the views that follow; that we only really know or understand what we

have lived through; that a religion can only be believed by those who

| hxve in time committed their life to it; that truth only comes to those

who, realizing their temporality and historicity in a radical sense,

commit themselves to their history and their time, and realize truth

only discontinuously in event or encounter.

Let us now turn to a brief examination of some of the
terms used by Martin Buber which have special relevance for our subjest.
First, we notice that often Buber uses the precise word 'moment'. Often

too he uses 'moment of...', or 'moments of...'. Other terms that he

uses are as follows =
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(a) The Present,

(b)The Instant,

(c)'Prom time t@ time...!,

(d)Presentness (of man),

(e)Relafidnél event in which something comes to us,

(f)The opposite of 'duration' (a negative term),

(g)The presentness of the !'Thou!,

(h)The 'hour' in which...,

(i)The decisive moment,

(j)Incidents or situations lacking temporal'dﬁrééion, )
(kX)The response to the Thou, | -

(1)The present of man,

(m)Present incident,

(n)The 'here and now',

(0)The opposite of continuity (a negative teim); ;

(p)The opnosite of an unbroken continuum (a gégétive term),
(q)The act of relation in time, |
(r)Repeated acts of relation in time,

(s)To 'realize something anew in the world each day...',
(t)The continual penetration of human life with relational events,
(u)The original relational event (usually in reference to the history of
a people or group),

(v)The continual renewing of relational event,

(w)The meeting,

(x)The times when the world of 'It' can be left for the world of relation,

(y)!'From time to time at every parting of ways',



(z)The delicate appearance of the 'Thou' in the world of 'It!',
(A)"Isolated moments of relation in which we entér the unbroken world
of 'Thou'",

(B)The moment of supreme meeting,

(C)Repeated decision, ;

(D)The encounter.

We may make these few comments on Buber's terminology.
Terms like 'moment', 'Instant', and so-on require no comments. But of
his other terms we can say this. We note from them that Buber is
concerned with man's time and how he lives it. He is concerned with
the fact that in man's time he is encountered by something new which in-
svites him into relation with itself, In man's time Buber is clear
that there is lacking 'duration' or 'continuity'j;man's time is for him
'fragmentary'. This is a negative way of saying that time is Memedy
'puﬁctuaxed’ by mouments, by hours, by presents. To these supremely
valuable and significant points in time man ought not to prefer duration
or continuity. To long for continuity is one of man's most dangerous
temptations. We note also Buber's use of 'penetration'. He reminds us
that men's time and man's everyday world is penetrated again and again
by something new. On the other hand, he can also