ThHe Regurrection of Christ
in
Contemporary German Theology

A Thesis for the Degree Master of Theology

Dallas Theological Seminary

2 £ Baltic Sea

% Ber]in(D

@ Bonn

GERMANY
*

CZECH
REPUBLIC

UNIVERSITY

OF

HEIDELBERG

Friedrich-Alexander-Universitat
| Erlangen-Nirnberg 2%,

(SR




THE RESURRECTION OF CHRIST IN CONTEIPORARY GERMAN THEOLOGY

A Thesis
Presented to
the Faculty of thes Department of Systematic Theology

Dallas Theological Seminary

In Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree

Master of Theology

by
Manfred Enno Kober

January 1967



TABLE OF CONTENTS
Chapter Page
I. mTRODUCT ION [ . . . [ . . [ L) [ ] L] (] . L ] . (] . [ . . [ ] 1

The Theological Survey
The importance of the study
The intention of the study
The Contemporary Situation
The schools
The scholars

II, THE NEO-ORTHODOX SCHCOL ¢ e s e s s e 0 e 6 s e o & . 5

The Rationale of the School

The Representatives of the School
Karl Barth
Emil Brunner

The Resume of the Position

IIl. TI’IE I‘IEDIATING SCHOOL e o e« ® 6 6 6 6 o o & o &6 e e o o 17

The Rationale of the School

. The Representatives of the School
Paul Althaus
Walter Kinneth

The Resume of the Position

IV. TI’{E B[HJ’].‘IIANI‘I SCI'IOOL . . . . ] ] [ . L] . ] ] [ . ‘o

.. 29
The Rationale of the School
The Representatives of the School
Rudolf Bultmann
Ernst Fuchs
The Resume of the Position
V. THE POST-BULTMANNIAN SCHOOL v o o o o o o o o o o o 4 i

The Rationale of the School

The Representatives of the School
Giinther Bornkanm
Wolfhart Pannenberg

The Resume of the Position

VI. CONCLUSICH . . . . .

e e 0 e 6 o o e o 6 o e o s s e 59



Chapter

The Failure of German Theology
A false methodology
A false message

The Future of German Theology

B IBL Io GR-A PI_I-Y e o o o o . e e o o o o » o o e o & o o o o o o o

iv

Page

65



Accepted by the Faculty of the Dallas Theological Seminary and
Graduate School of Theology in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree Master of Theology.

Grade

Examining Committee




CHAPTER I

INTROCDUCTION

The Importance of the Study

The resurrection of Jesus Christ is the cornerstone of Christian
doctrine, the Gibpaltar of Christiaﬁ evidence, and the Waterloo of
infidelity and rationalism. It is the cornerstone of Christian doctrine
because it is the prominent and cardinal point of the apostolic testimony.
It is mentioned more than 104 times in the New Testament. The paramount
importance of this doctrine is readily seen: (1) It is evidential.

It confirms the truthfulness of Christ (Matt., 12:38-L0; 16:21; 17:9-23;
20:19; John 2:19-21, etc.) and guarantees the deity of Christ ahd the

atoning character of his death (Rom. 1:h). (2) It is evangelistic,

The resurrection is one of the two fundamental truths of the gospel and
assures divine redemption (I Cor. 15:1-k4; Rom. L:25). (3) It is

experimental, The resurrection is regarded as the source and standard

of the believer's holiness. Every aspect of Christian life and experience

is associated with it (Rom. 6). (L) It is eschatological. It is the

guarantee and model of the believer's resurrection, it furnishes him
with an undying hope (I Cor. 15), and it assures final judgment (Acts
17:13).

The resurrection is further the Gibraltar of Christian evidence
because it is the best established fact in Bible history. It was an-

nounced in prophecy (Ps. 16:10-11; Acts 13:31-37); it was predicted by
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Christ (Matt. 16:21; 17:9-23; Mark 8:31); it was reported by the women
(Luke 2L:11; John 20:13-15); it was evidenced tovthe disciples (John 21;
Acts 10:40-L1; Luke 2L:3L); and Christ appeared to Paul and hundreds of
others (I Cor. 15:5-8).

Finally, the resurrection is the Waterloo of infidelity and
rationalism. This doctrine is crucizl and determinative to any theo-
logical system. It is the living center and object of Christian faith.
On this account a theological system stands or falls with its view of
the resurrection, The believer, who is exhorted to "prove all things"
(I Thess. 5:21) and to "try the spirits" (I John h:l),.can and should
employ this doctrine as a measuring rod to probe the murkiness of today's

theological pools of confusion.

The Intention of the Study

This theological survey attempts to scan the situation of con-
temporary German theology, to determine what basic views the various
theological systems hold relative to the resurrection, and to investigate
the presuppositions on which those views are based. This understanding,
in turn, will be a key to the theological schools and aid in their eval-
uation. The German situation is chosen because, without doubt, German
theology determines the theology of the rest of the %orld. In this
sense the maxim is true, which is frequently heard, that America is
twenty years behind Germany. This therefore being the case, it is only
right to examine the theological climate of Gernany today and thus to

be informed as to the changes and trends whicih will become evident



before long in America as well.

The Contemporary Situation

The schools

A survey of the fheologicél situation in Germany must of neces-
sity be limited to the faculties of‘theology at the universities. It
is only here that theology gains its impetus and exerts its influence,
German theology is integrally connected with the German academic tra-
dition. The universities under consideration are Hamburg, Minster,
GBttingen, Marburg, Mainz, Heidelberg, Tlibingen, Erlangen, Basel, and
Ziirich. Although Basel and Zlirich are technically in Switzerland, the
theological faculties have long been closely linked to Germany because
of the common language and the ;onstant exchange of scholars. Since
the partitioning of Geruany aftec the Sccond Yorld War, little is heard
of from the still functioning theological faculties of East Germany at
Rostock, Leipzig, and Halle-Wittenberg.

Early in this century and before, a theological viewpoint could
be determined by a study of the faculty at a given school, so that the
brands of theology came to be known, for example, as the conservative
Erlangen School, which for many years fought against the rationalism
of the liberal T#bingen School. But these designations are no loager
true. Theologicai systems are formed around the scholars instead of a

particular university.



The scholars

Actﬁally, there are as many different tyﬁes of theology in
Germany as there are theologians. Decades ago men like Barth, Brunner,
and Bultmenn nearly ecliped all otha=r theological directions and made
converts to their ideas. But their students, now professors themselves,
have long since departed from their masters' methods. Like the medieval
scholastic, each theologian has his own system. Nevertheless, certain
trends of tHOughtvare discernible and it has been advisable, for the
purpose of this paper, to gather ‘erman theology into four general
schools: the Neo-orthodox school, the Mediating school, the Bultmann
school, and the Post-Bultmannian schoel. The designation of these
schools, as well as the grouping of the theologians in each, must be
somevhat arbitrary, but a wide representation of the various systens
has been attempted.

It has been impossible to read all the works of each of the
two theologians who are chosen to represent the foér schools, But this
has not been necessary, even as 1t is not necessary to drink a whole
barrel dry to determine what vintage it contains. The theologians!
works have been studied as to their views of the resurrection. Inveach
instance, a sketch of the person himself and his general theological
viewpoint will be given, for it is no more possible to separate the
theology from the man that holds it than it is to divorce a man from
- his environment. But again, this had to be limited, because of the :
nature of the paper and of the fact that many excellent works already

exist which analyze the theologians.



CHAPTER II
THE NFO-CRTEODOX SCHCOL

The Rationale »f the School-

The dilemma in which religiovs liberelism found itself in the
early decades of this century, as a result of its obvious failure and
the crisis of Western culture, proved the opportunity for a theological
renaissance, commonly called neo-crthodoxy. The leader of this moverent
in its beginning vas the Swiss pastor and theclogian, Karl Berth. In
his protest Barth was seconded by kindred spirits, esgpecially Friedrich
Gogarten, Emil Brunrer, andrEdl ard Tuneysen. The movement emphasized
God's trenscendence, men's sin and a return to the VWord, over against
the liberal cornception of Ged's immenence and men's goodness. Rejecting
the old libersiism, this movement alsc repudiatved fundamental orthedory

Wide variations of viewpoint have eppeared in the movement and its in-

fluence has been greatly extendad. Ils leaders' views of the resurrection

.

are repreczentalbive of the view which the movenrent as a whole holds re

tive to this central doctirine.

Fad

The Representetives of the School

Karl Barth

The person.--The Reformed theoologian =5 born in 1886 in Basel,
Switzerland. After holding a pastorate in Safenwyl from 1911 to 1221,
he btecame professer of Reformed theology in CoLii ingen., In 1925 he
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started to lecture in Mlinster, was called to the University of Bonn in
1930, but in 1935 he was exiled by the Nazis, bFrom 1935 until his
retirenent he was professor in Basel.

With his RBmerbrief (1919) Barth caused a deep-going revolution
in Continental theology. He emphasized the sinfulness of man and the
holiness of God, reminding men that God is "wholly other" and that all
our statements concerning God are but stammering attempts to give ex-
pression to the unspeakable. Barth had been much under the influence
of neo-Kantianism and Kierkegaard, and after 1925 his corrective the-
ology has been greatly influenced by Calvinism, becoming a highly elab-
orate theological system.

Theological divergencies led to breaks with Gogarten and Brunner.
Being exiled to Switzerland, Barth continued to exercise influence, al-
though in recent years there has been a decline in his following.
Presently, the octogenarian is still working on his massive Church

Doggatics.

His position.--In studying Barth's view of the resurrection--

or, for that matter, any other of his positions--one encounters almost
insuperable difficulties. The first one is that his theology is a
developing one. The time when he said something is as important as
what he said., Then too, Barth's way of expressing himself, his dia-
lectic approach, makes him at times very difficult to understand.
Seeringly contradictory statements are frequently put side by side to

confront one with the whole truth, as Barth sees it. Furthermore,
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Barth's acceptance of biblical criticism actually casts doubt on ﬁhe
authority of many passages, though he may appear to be taking them at
face value. There is also the difficulty of terminology: the investing
of old terms with a new meaning. But perhaps the greatest difficulty
in understanding Barth, however, is his concept of the two kinds of

history--Historie and Geschichte--and the conéeption of the nature of

Arevélation. A1) these factors influence a study of Barth and render
an understanding of his view as difficult as putting one's finger on
a pellet of mercury. One thinks one has it, but actually it has
escaped somewhere else,

Starting with one of Barth's earlier works, The Resurrection

of the Dead, one finds ample illustrations of the above difficulties.

—

Barth is basically relativizing the story of the resurrection with
his exegesis of I Corinthians 15. Barth raises the question

whether all that Paul meant here might not have the effect, not

of disconnecting the historical position of the question as such,
but of relativizing it. . . . The verbal forms "he died, was
buried, rose again, was seen" . . . are by no means chronologically
successive or in juxtaposition.

This event of the resurrection happened "in history, to be sure! But
in history, the frontier of history."2 Thus Barth launches out against
every account of the resurrection as "a chronological recital of

things.”3 Therefore he can say, "This tomb may prove to be a defi-

- 1Kar1 Barth, The Resurrection of the Dead, trans. H. J.
Stenning (New York: TFleming H. Revell Co., 1933), pp. 131-2.

2Tbid., p. 13L.  3Ibid.
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nitely closed or an open tombj it 1s really a mattler of indifference,"d
He admits, however, that according to the record‘"the tomb is doubtless
erpty, under every conceivable circumstance erpty! 'He is nol here, '"?2
And yet, Barth relegates the whole event to the boundary of history,
or, as he expressed it by dodging an answer to a recent question by
one of his students, whether a picture could have been taken of the
embiy tomb: "The resurrection happened on the rim of history."

In a remarkable little book on the Apostle's Creed accbrding to

Calvin's Catechisn, The Faith of the Church, comprised of six seminars

of Barth, given from 1940 to 19L3, some unusually clear statements are

found concerning the resurrection:

The New Testszment describes Easter by two assertions: the

. women found the tosb empty. Then they met the risen Christ acting

in their ridst in a humanly-speaking very strange and new, yet

very real manner. The mention of the empty tomb in the Gospels

irrefutably marks the bodily resurrection. By this we are in-

structed concerning man and his life: he is body and spirit.

When he is living, he lives as bedy and sovl., Hence also man's

resurrection is corporeal.

A clearer statement of the bodily resurrecticn of Christ can
scarcely be found elsewhere in Barth's writings. With great lucidity
Barth procends:

The New Testament tells us quite simply: do you want to be-

lieve in the living Christ? And it shows us that we may believe in
him only if we believe in his corporezl ressurrection. For life

wi.thout a bedy is not human life, This is the content of the New
Testament. We are always free to reject it, but not to medify it

1mhid., p. 135. 2Ibid., p. 138.

3Karl Barth, The =ith of the Church, btrans. Gebriel Vahzniam
. (New York: Heridian Books Inc., 1950), pp. 100-7.
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nor to pretend that the New Testament tells us something else. Ve
may accept or refuse the message, but we may not change it.l

Unaccustoned as one is to such undeniably orthodox and unusually
clear statements from Barth, the question arises immediately whether
he really nmeans this. Upon examination of the introduction to the
book and the context of the passage, one's fears are soon confirmed:
Barth primarily presents Calvin's view, Concerning this the translator

remarks:

Actually more than once Barth will have to part company with
Calvin , for example on the issue of predestination and the resur-
rection of the flesh . . . . His understanding of the virgin birth
and the empty tomb is both in strict conformity with orthodoxy
and--we must admit--wholly unorthodox, 2

These unorthodox differences with Calvin pertain primarily to

’ Barth's view of history. He appends his discussion of the resurrection

with a "Remark on the 'Historicity' of the Resurrection":

Unquestionably, the resurrection narratives are contradictory.
A coherant history cannot be evolved from them. The appearances
to the women and apostles, in Galilee and Jerusalem, which are
reported by the Gospels and Paul, cannot be harmonized. It is a
chaos. The evangelical theologians of the nineteenth century . . .
were wrong in trying to arrange things so as to prove the histo-
ricity of the resurrection. . . . The witnesses attended an event
that went over their heads, and each told a bit of it. But these
scraps are sufficient to bear witness to us of the event and its
historicity. Every one of the witnesses _declares God's free grace
which surpasses all human understanding.3

A1l that Barth said about the resurrection in this context--if
it did come from him--has been vitiated by the above paragraph. The

resurrection is not based on a reliable historical record. But although

' 1vid., p. 107. 2Ibid., p. 11. 3Ibid., p. 108.
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the resurrection accounts be marked "by obscurity, by contradiction,
by speaking of it in saga or legend, in unhistorical and pre-historical
form, they clearly conveigh to us the fact that there the disciples had
a confrontation."l Did the event happen? Barth answers, "Yes." Does
this mean that it is a simple historical fact open to verification?
The answer is "No." Barth agrees with Bultmann that the forty days
after the resurrection are not among the historical facts:
We may well accept as history that which good taste prevents
us from calling "historical" fact, and which the modern historian
calls "saga" or_"legend" on the ground that it is beyond the reach

of his methods.?

Indeed the Easter story is such a "saga" and it has only a "tiny" 'histo-

rical! margin." But it was objective and it happened, though it cannot

be verified. Barth does defend the tomb as an "indispeﬁsable sign."3
Barth obviously wrestles with the tension between revelation and history.
The basic assumption is that there can be no revelation in history. The
fact of the limitation of the post-resurrection appearances to the dis—

ciples is proffered by Barth as evidence that the real resurrection did

- not take place in ordinary history but in Geschichte., Christ appeared

only to the eye of faith.

According to Barth, the resurrection is actually no new event

- 1Cornelius Van Til, Has Karl Barth Become Orthodox? (Philadelphia:
The Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Co., 1954), p. 173.

2Kl aas Runia, "The Resurrection and History," The Reformed
Theological Review, XXV (May/August 1966), Lé.

3Ibid.
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which has its own importance, but it is only the "revelation" of Christ's
completed story on the cross. Pannenberg sees the change in Barth's
position only in the fact

that he now acknowledges the event of revelation, the unhistorical

- relationship of the whole life of Jesus to its origin in God, never-
“theless as a special event in the time sequence of the history of
Jesus.

The resurrection as such was not purely historical, since it
was of abrevelatory character, but inasmuch as it was an event in
Christ's historical existence, it does have a relationship to history.
Barth will go no farther than this. For all his commendable emphasis
on the reality and fact of the resurrection ovér against Bultmann's
demythologizing, he nevertheless departs from the orthodox view by
definitely excluding all historical verification of the resurrection.
It happened on the "rim" of history. It is nothiﬁg less than forced
exegesis to explain away the eye-witness account in I Corinthians 15

as being a listing of witnesses who are meant to witness, not to the

fact of the resurfection, but to the genuineness of the Pauline gospel,?2

Emil Brunner A

The person.--Brunner may be considered as the clearest and most

Lolrhart Pannenberg, Grundziige der Christologie (Glitersloh:
Gutersloher Verlagshaus, 1964), p. 109. Quotes frem untranslated
CGerman works are translated by this writer.

2Rudolf Bultmann, "Neues Testament und Mythologie," Kerygma
und Mythos, ed. Hans-Werner Bartsch (Hamburg-Bergsteadt: Evangelischer
Verlag, 1960), p. LS.
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systematic thinker of the school of Dialectic theology. He was born
in 1889 in Winterthur, Switzerland, and studied in Zirich, Berlin, and
at Union Seminary, New York. Like Barth, he has been assistant'pastor,
pastor, and professor. Since 1924 he has held the chair of systematic
theology in Zllrich, He is more moderate in his approach and, in dis-
tinction to Barth, accepts natural theology in his system, but he "sim-
plifies" orthodoxy by eliminating all topics that in his view have no

bearing on spiritual life, such as the virgin birth and most of the

New Testament miracles. With his dialectic theology of the Word he

wishes to engage man in the existential encounter of personal truth.l

It may be questioned why Brunner is include& in the contemporary
theological situation since he passed away in the summer of 1966. The
answer is that although he now knows better, his error and influence
live on.

His positicn.--The weakness of Brunner's system, along with

Barth's, centers in the dialectical presuppositions that relate reve-
lation only tenuously with history and reason. Brunner observes that
"in the Christian church no less than everything depends on the faith
in the resurrection. . . . A Jesus who was not resurrected but remained

in the tomb, cannot be the Christ."2 To Brunner the resurrection wés

1lotto A. Piper, "Emil Brunner," Encyclopedia of Religion, ed.
Vergilius Ferm (Paterson, New Jersey: Iittlefield, Adams, and Co.,
196h)’ p' 90. .

2Emil Brunner, Die Christliche Lehre von SchBpfung und Erlbsung,
Dogmatik II (Zlrich: Zwingli-Verlag, 1950), p. L3L.
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~a fact, a life principle, which guided the early church. On what, then,
is this fact based? On a credible record? No! In the same velin as

Barth he writes:

In strange contrast to this unquestionably basic fact and to
the imperative clarity of the New Testament witnesses in relation
to this foundational fact stands the other, which no less can be
denied, that the accounts of the specific How, Where and When are
greatly divergent from each other. The five accounts of the resur-
rection of the four evangelists and the Apostle Paul can simply
not be brought together to form a picture without contradictions,
and the traditional method of harmonization stands in danger to
let the more credible witnesses come too short at the expense of
the less credible. . . . The more accurate Pauline account stands
in considerable contradiction to the stories of the evangelists . . .
among whori . . . the process of the formation of the legends becomes
visible.l -

The fact of the resurrecticn stands but the records are not reliable.
. It is therefore not surprising that Brunner concludes:

A1 of this the supposed contradictions brings close the
conclusion that the original witness of the resurrection knew
nothing of an empty tomb, but had as object alone the confrontation
with the resurrected one. . . . The question of the How and VWhere,
exclusively the question of the empty tomb and the bodily resur-
rection, understood in that sense is therefore for us secondary.

With an empty tomb excluded and the bodily resurrection denied,
what does Brunner mean by resurrection? He deplores the medieval con-
cept of the resurrection of the flesh by asserting:

Resurrection of the body, yes; Resurrection of the flesh, no,

But resurrection of the body does not mean identity of the resur-
rection bedy with the material (though transformed) flesh body;

but the resurrection of the body means continuity between the in-.
dividual creatureliness this side and on the other side of death.

1Ibid., pp. L3L-35. 2Tbid., p. L37f. 3Ibid., p. Lhe.
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Not on the basis of his own world view but on the basis of the
New Testament records themselves, Brunner maintains that the resurrected
body of Christ is the church, because it is always called his body. The
New Testament, says he, knows nothing of a physically ascended Christ.
The bodily resurrection is thus eliminated and the resurrection that
Brunner speaks of is equated with the ascension. The complete subjec-
tivism to which Brunner is driven can be seen from his frank admission:
So we must be willing to admit that there is no uniform answer
to the question "What, then, did really take place?" and that v
probably it is not intended that there should be such an answer. . . .
Easter, as an event, stands in a category by itself; it is something
which we cen sum up under no heading, which cannot be fitted into
any ideas and images of thought and experience.l
Al we can actually say is that "he who died on the Cross has
revezled himself to the faithful as the living one."2 But if we do not
have a reliable record of the resurrection and have no right to ask what
happened at the resurrection, how is this knowledge obtained in the first
place? Brunner's answer is clear. Negatively, he asserts:
Our faith is not based upon the record of the apostles' expe-
rience of the resurrection. . . . We would believe in him as the
risen Lord even if there were no narratives of the resurrection
at a1l.3 :

Positively, "the recognition of the resurrected one should be and had to

be a recogniﬁion of faith."t Brunner stresses that Jesus appeared only

‘ 1Enil Brunner, The Mediator, trans. Olive YWyon (London: The
Lutterworth Press, 1934}, p. 570. ’

2Fmil Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of the Church, Faith and
the Consummation, Dogmatik III, trans. David Cairns (Fhiladelphis: The
Westiinster Press, 1260), p. L1O.

3Brunner, Dogmatik II, p. Lk1l.  LIbid., p. L36.
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to those who had faith, so that there was nothing tangible in this
world that produced their faith in the resurrection. Our faith is
therefore not based on the records of the apostles, for this would make
it dependent upon a "world fact." And this could not be, for the reve-
lation of Jesus Christ would have taken place in history. To us Jesus
reveals himself through the total witness of the aﬁostles, through the
picture of his life,.and through the apostles' interpretation of this
picture, Every Christian believes in the Resurrected One not because
his resurrection has been recorded but because we recognize him as the

living and present Lord, !

The Resume of the Position

Both Barth and Brunner, along with all cther neo-orthodox
theologians, retain the fact of the resurrection though they say the

biblical record cannot be believed. These theologians find themselves

impaled on the horns of a monstrous dilemma, as Dr. Ryrie rightly observes:

Barthians say that the accounts of the resurrection in the Bible
are not the ground of our faith in the resurrection; nevertheless,
they are an important element in the witness to revelation of the
resurrection, and this revelation is the ground for our faith. Re-
duced to simple double talk this means that theoretically we would
not need the Bible accounts of the resurrection in order to believe
it, but admittedly they help, and actually we could not believe
without them,?2

Barth and Brunner further agree that revelation does not relate

1Tbid., p. Ll1.

2Charles C. Ryrie, Neo-Orthodoxy (Chicago: Moody Press, 1956),
pp. 58-59.
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to our world of time and space but rather to Geschichte. The facts of
the resurrecltion, as recorded in ticz New Testament, are therefore imma-
terial to one's faith. By being coafronted with the living Christ one
believes in the resurrection, nob‘:icause the gospels testify of it.
The resul.bt of these presuppositions is an incscapable subjectivism.

And this is seen by the divergent views as to the meaning of the event,
that arc represented within the Neo-orthodox schocl, Barth, with cus-
tomary vagueness, scoms bto favor a bodily resurrcction, although the
enpby Lomb i1s not at all necessary bto his system. Brunner denies the
existence of the empty tomb as well as a corporsal resurrzction. The
resurrcciion appearances WGré nothing more then "an encounter with the
resurrected one 2s a spiritual-personal reality."l One cannot help es-
cape the suspicion that a resurrection which happened on the "rim" of
history and cannot be historically verified (Barth) and which did not
include the existence of the empty tomb nor a corporeal continustion

of the body (Bruaner) is no resurraction at all.

1Brunner, Dozmatik II, p. L35.



CHAPTER III
THE MEDIATING SCHCOL

The Rationale of the School

Although it is difficult to limit a theological system to any
one uﬁiversity, Frlangen may be considered as representing the Mediating
school, The fact that Erlangen is one of the few Protestant cities in
the province of Bavaria has given it the title, a Protestant island in
a Catholic sea. In geographf, as well asvin theology, it stands alone.
In the last century the great conservative Theodor Zahn taught New
Testament there. It is the héme of the old Heilsgeschichte school and
even today is probably more conservative than any other Germsan univer—
sity. The New Testament department with Ethelbert Stauffer and Gerhard
Friedrich and the dogmatics department with Paul Althaus and Walter
Kﬂnneth continue the conservative tradition. Stauffef, although called
a radical liberal in conservative garb, has always maintained the veri-
fiable historicity of most events in Christ?s life. The other three
scholars take a mediating position between crisis theology and the
Bultmannian school. These theologians have manifested a constant cri-
tique of dialectical as well as existential theology, andAyet they have

been somewvhat influenced by crisis theology and higher criticism.

The Representatives of the School

Althaus and Klnneth continue the salvation-history tradition of
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Erlangen. These two men will serve as representatives of the school,
Despite the fact that Althaus died in the sunmer of 1966, his influence

continues,

Paul Althaus

The person,--Paul Althaus wes born in 1888 and died in 1966,
He studied widely under all the leading scholars of his day and first
taught in Rostock. Until the time of his death he taught in Erlangen.
A leader of confessional Luthersnism, he was the leading theologiaﬁ of

the group theologia militans, a group vhich showed strong resistance

to Nazi ideology. In contrast to Barth, Althaus upheld the traditional
coricept of general revelation. He disegreed with Barth right from the
beginning, which is the fachionable thing to do among theologians in
Germany. Althavs tcok the same position as that of his predecessor:
what was valuable in Barth could be found in the Bible and what was
false should not be commended to theology students., As a mediating
theologian, Althaus follows in the footsteps of conservatives like
Hofmann and Schlatter, but is greatly indebted to Barth and places

much emphasis on the dialectical tension between creation and sin, eter-
nity and history. Among his greatest contributions to German theology
are his works on eschatology.

His position.--Althaus sees revelation as coming both mediately

through history and immediately through faith: Revelation reaches us
in the word and in no other way. The word of preaching is not only a

word that addresses us and which we believe, but it is at the same time
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a report about a historical event which happened. The word and the
reality of the revelation cannot be equated, however., This word of
proclamation in which God subjectively reveals himself is not based
upon an objective, authoritative Word of God, the Bible. Thus Althaus
writes:

The authority of the word of God is not indeed established for
us any longer by a metaphysical miraculous character possessed by
the Bible, but it is in part established by the historical element
of the original tradition of authenblc¢ty.

But who determines what is'the.authentic word of God? Althaus
believes that historians have a well-developed "intuition" that enables
them to know when they are face to face with a real, historical person-
age and not just an imaginative creation,2 This subjective approach.is
forced upon Althaus by his rejection of the old liberalism while re-

.taining the critical view of Scripture. To him inspiration is "nothing
more than that God himself acts on us through the human word of the
Scriptures."3 The canon is still open and human errors and modifica-
tions--even in the 1life of Christ--abound: "Then too besides the gen-

uine passages there are unhistorical words and stories and legends; so

especially in the birth and resurrection accounts."h In shorﬁ, the

1Paul Althaus, The So-Called Kerygma and the Historical Jeous,
trans. David Calrns (Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1959), p. 52.

2Tbid.

3Paul Althaus, Die Christliche Wahrheit (Gutersloh: Gliterseloher
Verlagshaus, 1959), p. 100.

bmpia., p. 118.
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early church tampered with the text. Inasmuch as the foundations of
the 1life of Christ are so shaky, the results in the superstructure,
with the resurrection as the crowning point, are nothing short of dis-
astrous.

"What happened at Easter?" Althaus asks. His reply is as may
be expected:
The answer cannot censist simply in giving back the accounts
of the gospels. . . . That Jesus was raised from the dead and ap-
peared as the resurrected one to his own becomes a certainty to us
only in faith, and under the impression of the whole witness con-
cerning Jesus, of his life and words and death as well as resur-
rection,-
What position does the resurrection take in Althaus' theology?
The death of Christ puts in question the validity of the claims of
Christ. Therefore it may be said: "Faith lives because of Easter."?
Easter is pivotal to the Christian faith. But in what sense does
Althaus view the resurrection as the basis for faith? The resurrection
is by no means a proof of anything: "The faith must be risked. There-
fore it is not up to the dognatic Christology to prove the presence of
God in Jesus Christ."3 The resurrection is not evidential, because it
is "not a provable historical facti":
Historically recognizable are the experiences of the disciples,
the "appearances" of Jesus after his death and even the fact of the
enpty tomb. But how these faclts are to be understood, what actually

happened at Easter, that, history as such, cannot say. That is a
matter of religious judgment, of faith, which arises out of the

1Ibid., p. LBS. 2Tbid., p. L32. 3Ibid., p. Les.
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total witness about Jesus.1
The resurrecltion is interpretive rather than evidential. It

interprets the cross and faith interprets and substantiates the resur-
rection. But although we cannot say anything ebout the m=zaning of the
resurrection, whal can be sald about the circumstances of it? Althaus
realizes that the early church witnessed that Jesus was raised on the
third day. Bibliéal tradition emphasizes a twofold aspect of the resur-

rection: Christ's appearances and the empty tomb,

The appearances are to Althaus not subjective visions but "an
objective trans-subjective, bodily coming of the resurrected one to
his disciples."2 Althcugh layers of tradition have formed around the
original accounts, the appearances were never described as visions,
"To make the origin of the visions historically-psychologically com-
prehensible is pure fobrication, without and against all witnesses in
the sources."> Faith understands the appearances thus: "Jesus returns
from death in an encounter with his own and so gives them the certainty
that he is alive and has been exalted as God."h Althaus follows here
the conservative Lutheran and Erlangen tradition by vehemently denounc-
ing the visionary hypothesis.

He is equally clear and persuasive on the matter of the empty

No contemporary could understand the message, that the dead
Jesus was alive, in any other way than that he, that is to say,

1vid., p. 26,  2Ibid., p. 186,  3Ibvid., p. LB7.  UIbid.
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his body which was placed in the tomb, returned from the grave;
likewise the disciples who saw the Lord had to think this. They
could never have appeared in Jerusalem such a short time after
the death of Jesus with the message: the one who was laid in the
grave has been resurrected by God and is alive,. if the tomb had
not been emp’c,y.1

However, faith in the resurrection came not because of the empty

tomb but because of the appearances, But what of the appearances?
What was the resurrected body like? Here Althaus outdoes even Barth
in double talk:

We know well: the resurrection from the dead to new corporeal
aliveness does not mean that the corpse which was placed in the tonb
comes to life--although, of course, at the same time in a changed
form. In this matter we have been led beyond earlier naturalistic
concepts. . . . There is no continuity between our present life_and
the new corporeality, but correspondence and personal identity.

The resurrection of Christ does therefore not demand an empty

tomb as an "ontological necessity." But rather, the empty tomb is a
sign, a pointer, which has been given to our faith, to confirm the ob-
Jjectivity of the appearances. The resurrection does not necessitate
the empty tomb, but it is illuminated by it. "The appearances are
therefore neither to be understood spiritually, nor naturalistically-

realistically, but eschatologically—realistically."3

The ascension is for Althaus a later legend which expresses the

certainty of the disciples that the resurrected Christ has becorie the
exalted God. The resurrection and ascension testify to the exaltation

of Christ christologically, in that the man Christ Jesus reenters the

llbid.  2Ibid., p. L88.  3Ivid., p. L89.
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eternal life of God, and, soteriologically, that Jesus is a living re-
conciler and mediator. The "hidden and closed eternity" into which

Jesus entered is the future hope of the Christian.1

Walter Klinneth

The person.--Since the death of Althaus, Kinneth is the leéding
light in Erlangen, where he is professor of systematic theology since
1953, Previously he served as a parish pastor in Bavaria and in 194l
he became dean of the Evangelical Lutheran District of Erlangen. He is
perhaps the most outstanding conservative scholar in Germany. He be-
longs to that group in the Lutheran Church which calls itself the
Konfessionskirche and adheres closely to the confessional creeds of the
Church, His criticism of Bultmann and his students is forthright and
devastating. Of the Bultmann-students he says thét they have no right
to become pastors because they are not believers.

At the recent World Congress on BEvangelism in Berlin, Klnneth
was featured as one of the "distinguished evangelical spokesmenﬁ with
his position paper on "Hindrances to Evangelism in the Church."? This
is ironic, for men like Kllnneth, for all their continental conéervatism,

. . - e -1 e L .
are anong the main hindrances to evangelism, Kunneth's critical view

lTbid., p. L91.

2nThe Good, Glad News," and "Hindrances to Evangelism in the-
Church," Christianity Today, October 28, 1966, pp. 3, 1L-18.
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of the Scriptures, his denial of the virgin birth, and his Arian tend-
encies in Christology greatly vitiate his conservative claims. And
yet, despite these vievs Kﬁnneth may still be .regarded as staunchly
conservative, when compared with the other theologians on the continent.

His position.--To Klinneth the resurrection becomes the fulcrum

of theology and the starting point of Christology. His teachings are

set forth in his translated work, Theology of the Resurrection, first

published in 1933, and in one untranslated vclume, Glauben an Jesus?,

published in 1962, which questions the basis of existential Christology.
To understand any theological system, and so, to understand Kﬁnneth, is
to determine the source of authority. Is the Bible in and of itself
authoritative or is man to determine which parts of Scripture can be
accepbed and which are non-essential or doubtful and thus makes himself
the autheority? Kinneth follows the critics. He rejects biblicists
because they derive teachings from individual promises instead of the
whole kerygma.l To him the biblical sources are of primary and second-
ary importance and since the gospel records are merely witnesses to the
resurrection, not historical accounts, the criterion of judging thenm
lies in "measuring the appropriateness of the content of the confession."?2

. . n . .
Man judges what can be believed, Kunneth observes of the resurrection

_1Walter Kﬂnneth, The Theology of the Resurrection, trans.
James W, Leitch (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1965),
pp. 131-32.

°Ibid., p. 10k,
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narratives:

The fact of considerable discrepancy in detail is indisputable
and can hardly be removed by attempts abl hermonizing. The possi-
bility of subjective interference at individual points must be ad-
mitted. . . . Believing knowledge is the over-riding factor deter-
mining the value of all the Gospel traditions. . . . As soon as
the traditions are to be evaluated as confessions, differences
between them, even to the extent of possible contradictions, re-
quire no apology.

The decisive thing to Klilnneth is the complets unanimity in the
universal believing knowledge of_the resurrection of Jesus itself, This
"believing knowledge" is the way by which the fact of the resurrection
is known. It is not based on the historical facts. A new historical
approach is required, one which does not go behind the resurrection
confession to find a historic\core, but whose aim is to understand the

. "substance" which is contained in the believing statement.? Although
paying lip-service to the histbricity of the resufrection, Klinneth
over-stresses the transcendent character of the resurrection. He insists
that the resurrection "is a primal miracle and as such lies as it were
behind and beyond the spatio-temporal plane, though of course not with-
}out having important repercussions on it."3 Were the resurrsction his-
‘torical, its uniqueness would be destroyed, therefcre it could not be.

a point on the historical plane to which we could conceivably have an
objective relation. "Accordingly, historical researcﬁ is not at all a

competent authority” when it comes to the question of knowledge of the

.
YN

1mid., p. 106.  2Ibid., p. 107.  3Ipid., p. 80.
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resurrection.l This knowledge comes through faith in the confession
of the witnesses but it is primarily through the existentialistic fel-
lowshipvof believers with the ever-present Lord--especially in the
Eucharist--that one can become certain of the reality of the resur-
rection:

Because Jesus as the resurrected Lord proves himself active
in faith and faith is sure that Jesus the Lord is living, therefore
faith knows consecutively about the historical existence of Jesus
of Nagzareth.

The reality of the resurrection does therefore not depend on

what happened in history. For this reason Kunneth can say that it is
immaterial what happened at the resurrection, "how many appearances

took place, where, when and to whom, and what differences there may

have been between them."3 The importance of the appearances liec in

the fact that in it the reality of the resurrectvion of Jesus reveals
itself and that it forms a basis for the founding of the apostolate.
The eppcarances are real but "the glorified body of Christ who appeared
is not to be identified with any resuscitation of a corpse."b The
wounds on the resurrection bedy, the fact that he ate, dranﬁ, ralked,

are expressions of "downright four-square realism" and show merely the

1tbid., pp. 31-32.

Alalter Kllnneth, Glzuben an Jesus? (Hamburg: Friedrich Vittig
Verlag, 1962), p. 286.

3Kunneth, The Theology of the Resurrection, pp. 79-80.
bipid., p. 8. |
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interest in the bodily realness which is "of an inconceivable corpo-

reality.n!

The account of the empty tomb was definitely a part of the
apostolic tradition. But "in itself there is no identity between the

empty tomb and the primal miracle of the resurrection of Jesus. The

"2

idea creatio ex nihilo is valid in principle here too, Although

there seems to be no real relationship between the body laid in the

tomb and the resurrected body, the empty towmb is a sign of the concrete,
bodily resurrection and it guards against every tendency to spiritualize
the central declaorations of the resurrection, It is no proof but merely
a2 sign.

Like Althaus, Klnneth does nol give separate consideration to
the ascension, bul equates it wvith the resurrection appearances.3 Cf
supreme importance to Kiinneth--and here he differs from Althaus and
orthcdox Christianity--is the fact that "in the resurrection Jesus
receives sonething from God which he did not until then possess, naﬁely
his '1ordship.'"l| This installation of Jesus as Lord "means the con-
ferring of divine majesty. . . . It is first through his being installed
as Lord in the resurrection that Christ takes the plsce of God."S This
is the disastrous conclusion of Germany's most conservative scholar.

The historical Jesus is merely in a position between God and man. The

1Ibid., pp. 88-89. 2Tbid., p. 97. 3Ibid., p. 90.

bibid., p. 132.  SIbid., pp. 133-3L.
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resurrection elevates him to deity.

The Resume of the Position

Althaus and Kllnneth, as the representatives of the Erlangen
school, agree ih their general approach to the resurrection, especially
in areas in which they depart from historic Christianity. First, the
Scriptures themselves are unreliable and therefore a literal interpre-
tation of the resurrection accounts is impossible., One must look at
thé substance of the accounts. Secondly, the historical dimension of
the resurrection is reduced and practically excluded. This distinction
between facts and their meaning is unwarranted and rests on the philos-
ophy of Kant., If the historian declares it to be impossible to say
what happened at Easter, faith could certainly make no sure pronounce-
ments either, because that upon which faith is built is historical and
accessible to historians, Thirdly, knowledge of the resurrection is
gained through a personal confrontation with the Lord rather than the
credible accounts, which are said to be nere confessions of the dis-
siples! faith. Fourthly, despite an insistence on the appearance of
the resurrected Christ and the empty tomb, the resurrection body is in
no way related to the corpse that was placed in the tomb. And lastly,
both men eliminate the ascension, each one giving his own unbiblical

meaning of the resurrection.



CHAPTER IV

THE BULTMAMN SCHOOL

The Rationale of the Schoql

The Bultmann school is based on existentialism and is firmly
rooted in liberalism. Existential philosophy moves man into the center,
not the world or metaphysics. Man is to realize to the fullest his
being, his existence. For the existentizlist understanding of the New
Testament revelation it is first of all essentizl to distinguish be-
tween the "historical fact" and "historic encounter," between the his-
torical Jesus of Nagareth who lived in the years A, D, 1-30 and the

. "Christ of the kerygma." Turning their back on all historical circum-
stance, existentialists apply themselves solely to the one ail-important
encounter with thé Christ proclaimed in the "kerygma," to the message
of the Risen One,

This philosophical starting point leads to that ccncept of
revelation which is not a simple imparting of information but an event
which places one in the new state of selfhood and through this man at-
tgins his salvation, his authenticity. Revelation is therefore not a
thing that once happened, but the decisive point is how I have to in-
terpret the revelation event for myself today. Bultmann, in his work,

Der Begriff der Offenbarung im Neuen Testament, puts the matter suc-~

cinctly:

What, then, has been revealed? Nothinrg at all, if the question
‘ is one ., . . about doctrines . . . which no one could ever have
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discovered, secrets which once imparted, are known once for all.
But everything, if we mean opening of man's eyes to himself in his
being able to understand himself.

Bultmann, along with his followers, boasts that the existen-
tialist interpretation of the resurrection is 2ble to give the decisive
answer to the anthropological problem posed by contemporary existential
philosophy and by historical criticism.2 Vhether the answer of the
Bultmann school is valid in the light of the New Testament accounts and
whether it proves to be theologically tenable in principle remains to
be seen.

If the old liberalism in Germany is dead, it seems to be a
rather lively corpse. In the‘stfict existential school of Bultmann we
have a new blossom and fruit of the "old liberalism." True, their
existential interpretation of the kerygma differs from the reductions
of New Testament truth by the liberals, but basically the approach is
the same: (1) Man's reason is the yard-stick which is applied to the
biblical sources; (2) epistomologically, every report is doubted which
asserts things of supernatural character, and (3) the negative result
of the "“history of life-of-Jesus research" is accepted, although with

an indifference to historic faCts.3

Lyaiter Kﬁnneth, The Theology of the Resurrection, trans.
James W, Leitch (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1965), p. L2.

2Ibid., p. b3.  3Ibid., p. 1L7.
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The Representatives of the School

The Bultmann camp is split wide open. Several distinct groups
compete against each other, which makes it extremely difficult to eval-

uate the Bultmann School as a whole. There are the conservative schol-

ars, including Glnther Bornkamm of Heidelberg, Otto Michel of Tlbingen,

and Joachim Jeremias of GOttingen. The Heilsgeschichte scholars, a

mediating group, consists of men like Oscar Cullmann of Basel and Eduard
Schweizer of Zlirich. There is also the radical school of Herbert Braun
and Manfred Mezger of Main, who are designated by Bultmann as his "gen-
uine" disciples, and should therefore be discussed. However, they are
practical atheists, defining God as a mere "inter-personal relation-
ship," and, as has been remarked, the only thing they retain in the

Apostolic Creed is Pontius Pilate. Finally, there is a post-Bultmannian

school, which will be discussed in a separate chapter and there are the
independents whose viewpoint defies group identification and classifi-
cation. Actually, each theologian within the various groups and schools
has his owm elaborately worked-out system. Grouping theologians into
schools merely indicates some similarity in viewpoint and enables iden-
tification, It is admittedly a subjective approach.

For this present study, Bultmann and Fuchs will serve as repre-
sentatives: Bultmann because he is the unrepentant founder of the

school, Fuchs because he is the deviating disciple of Bultmann.

Rudolf Bultmann

The person.--What Picasso is to modern painting, Bultmann is
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to modern theology. He is probably the most influential man in the
world of New Testament scholarship. Born in 188l; as the eldest son
of an Evangelical Lutheran minister, his education was in the finest
tradition of European scholarship. As a student of the historical-
critical and religious-historical theology, he was greatly influenced
by men such as Johannes Welss, Gunkel, Wilhelm Herrmann, but above
all, by the existential philosopher Martin Heidegger (born 1889).
This combination of theology and philosophy in Bultmann has led to
dire consequences in the field of biblical scholarship, He received
a teaching positiocn in Marburg in 1912, taught in Breslau and Giessen
and in 1921 became professor of New Testament in Marburg. The retired
theologian still lives in this picturesque university town.

Among Bultmann's influential works are the History of the

Synoptic Tradition and his tedious Thedlogy of the New Testament.

Bultmann belongs to the circle of theclogians who, like Barth, Brunner,
Niebuhr, Tillich, and Gogarten, are the spiritual heirs of the reaction
to liberalism, the ground-work for which was laid by Soren Kierkegaard's
existentislism, Barth and the more radical Bultmann parted company
between 1927 and 1929 and while Barth openly repudiated existential
-philosophy in 1932, Bultmann was more consistent in his application

of the dialectical principle and has since led the field of New Testa-

ment scholarship with his distinctive approach of "form criticism"
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and his program of demythologizing.l

His position.--A glance inlo Bultmann's theological workshop

shows indispubtahly that he is dependent upon liberalism's critical
historical principles. Bultmann ¢ “erves:

To be sure, I am of the opinion that we can now know next to
nothing of the life and personality of Jesus, since the Christian
sources were not interasted in that and are moreover very frag-
mentary and overgrown by legend and since other sources do not
exist. « « o I am personally of the opinion that Jesus did not
consider nimself to be the HMessish . . . the sources give us the

roclamation of the Church. . . . Critical study shows that the
whole tradition of Jesus . . . breaks into a series of layers. . . «
That the Gospel of John is a source. . . « is out of question al-
together. . . o Within what remains . . . sccondary material must
again be rejected. . . . By meons of criticel analysis we can
reach an oidest laycr, even though we can define it only with
relative cerlainlty. DMNaturally there is even less certainty that
the words in this oldesl layer srere really spoken by Jesus . . .
. for this layer is also the result of a couplicated historical
process. . » . To be sure, there is no ground for doubting
whether Jesus really existed . . . bub such doubts are of no
essenbial significence., . . . Anyone who wishes to sebt this
"Jesus" in quotation marks . . . and regard it as a valid des-
~ignation of a historic phenemenon . . . is welcome to do s0.2

Bultmann is never one to let bibliczl truth stand in the way
of his philosophical notions. And so with blatant dogmatism that Jesus
said nothing of bhis death and resurreccion, nor of their soteriological
meanping: "It is true that a few words of such content were put into

his mouth, but they do not come from the faith of the early churzh . . .

1Robert D. Knudsen, "Rudolf Bultmann," Creative Hinds in
Conte.porary Theology, ed. Philip Edgcuwibe Hughes (Grand Repids:
Wi, B. Eerduians, 1995), pp. 131-33. ’

2Rudolf Bultmarn, Jesus (Tilbingeu: J. C. B. HMohr, 1525),
pp. 127F.
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but Trom hellonistic Christianity."

Thus it becoses clear that a posteriori every attempt to say
something of the resurrection of Christ must utterly fail. Since the
presuppositions of this approach are untenable, the end result would
also necessarily appear throughly erroneous.

Bultmann, in his undue stress of the "kerygma," asserts that
the resurfectlon is an indispensabtle part of it. In his famous essay
on "New Testanent and Mythology" he urites that "indeed: the cross
and resurrection form a single, indivisible 'cogaic' event."2 He also
frankly admits that "the death and resurrection of Christ are therefore
cosmic events, not once-for-all happenings, which lie in the past."3
What then does he mean by the word event? Is it equivaleat to a his-
torical fact? Did the man Jesus who died on the cross really and 1it-
er2lly arise from the tomb? Not for Bullmann, He recognizes that Paul
in I Corinthians 15 "wants to establish the resurrection as a historical
event by the enumeration of witness," but he calls this a "fatal argu-

menta‘tion."h He adimnits that the Neur Testament frequently wishes to es-

1vid., p. 176.

2Rudolf Bultmann, "Neues Testament und Mythologie," Kerygma
un Hthos; ed. Hans-Werner Bartsch (Hamburg-Rergsteadt: Evangelischer
Verlag, 1950), p. LlL.

3Rudolf Bulimann, Theologie des Hausn Tesbamentes (TUbingen:
J. C. B. lohr, 1961), p. 299.

hBultmann, Kerygzina und 1lythos, pp. Lh-L5,
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tablish the resurrection as a historical event, but he himself wants
nothing of it.

What beconmes of the resurrection appearances and the empty
tomb? Both are later embellishments of the primitive tradition.

The story of the empty tomb is "an epologetic legend. Paul
knows nothing of an empty tomb."!  The a appearances of the risen Lord
are "unbelievable because no matter how many witnesses there were,
the resuvrrection cannot be ascertained as an objective fact."? Scorn-
fully he rejects every suggestion that the resurrection was the resus-
citation of a corpse.

Is thers anything historical sbout the resurrcction? Bultmann
answors with a resounding Nein! "As a historical event only the Easter-
faith of the first disciples is asé ertainable., Christian Easter-Laith
is not interested in the historical question."3 This Easter-faith is
nothing more than faith in the crecss as a soteriological event. And
the cross, incidentally, is "the tragic end of a ncble man.,"t Ve mect
Christ the crucified and resurrected One in the word of proclamation,
novhere else, and faith in this word is in truth resurrection faith.
Faith in the resurrcction and the faith that Christ speaks to us in

the proclaimed word are identical. And since Christ is present in the

1Rudo1s Bultmann, Die Geschichte der Synoptischen Tradition
(Berlin: Evangelische Verlogsanstale, 1961), p. 31.

2Bultmann, Kerygma und Mythos, p. LS.

3Ivid., p. b7.  bIvid., p. L6.



kerygia now, so the cross and resurrcction happen in the eschatological
Now,

It is quite evident that Bulbmann does not arrive at his con-
clusioas by epplying the historical melhod to the New Testament. He
writes that "the resurrection, of courge, siaply cannot be a visible

I!l

fact in the realm of human history. This is not that stalzument of

a historian bult of a theologian! On the basis of Bultwmann's writings
it becomes readily apparent why "of course" the resurrection cannot be
a fact of history. Klaas Runia, in his incisive article on "The Resur-
2

rection and Hislory," delincates two reasons:

First, Bultmann accepts the modern world view of closed causa

ity. ‘"llodern science undevslands the wo orld vizy and man as a closed
inner unit, which does not stand cpen to the intervenbion of super-
natural powers."3 This, logically, rules out the resurrection. The
second reason is more important. EPBultmann is imprisoned in the dilemna
of Goithold Lessing, who maintainzd thal accidental proofs of history
could never becone the proof of necessary trubhs eof reason. For Bultmann
this means that his existential truth is nobt capable of demcnstration.

He does believe that redemption took place in history: "The agent of

God's presence and activity, the mediater of his reconciliation of the

leultinann, Theoleogy of the New Testeunnb, p. 225,

2K1aas Runia, "The Resurrsction and History," The Raforned
Theological Roview, XXV (May/fugust 1946), pp. hl-52.

3Bultnann, Kerygna und lythes, p. 19.
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1 Bul if this know-

world unto himself, is a real figurec ol higslory."
ledge werce demonstrable, theu our faith would depend on the objective.
world end we weuld fall back into mylthology. "It is precisely its im-
minity from proof which sccures the Christisu proclamation against the
charge of being mybhological."2 The resucrection has to be a matter of
puve faith, which is always a risk, and for this reason "the resurrec-
tion, of coursz, simply canncl be a visible fact in the realm.of human
histovry." The only possibility left is to explain it as "the rise of
faith in the riscn Lord" on the part of the disciples, or, in concur-
rence with Bultmann's cribics he would assert that "Christ rose in the
Yeryumna." The historical Christ is "of no concern whatsoever to me,"
says Baltmann,3 and as an outward desuoustration of his disbelief in a
historical resurrection, the Harburger theologizn has for many years

now avoided church on Easter Sundayr and has gone for an extented walk,

The person,--Ernst Fuchs was born in 1203 in Heilbronn (W&rbténk
berg). He was educated at the universities of Tibingen and Marburg and
was greatly influenced by Adolf Schlatter and Rudolf Bultmann., Until

1959 he served in the ministry in Wirbtesberyg and subsequently became

a lecturer and later external professcr in Tlhingen. In 1955 he became

11bid., p. LS. 2Ibid.

3Gerhard Bergmann, Alarm um dig Bibel (Gladbeck: Schriften-
missions-Verlag, 1963), p. L3.
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professor for New Testament in the Church Academy of Berlin, and in 1961
professor for New Testament at Marburg. In 1963 he was appolnted di-
rector of the newly formed Institute of Hermeneutics.l

Professor TFuchs aims to follouw in the foolsteps of Bultmann,
although he is even more radical than his teacher. In his writings be
concentrates on the problen of hermeneutics and on the question of the
historical Jesus. His untranslated work on the quest of the higtorical
Jesus places him in a position very close to thal of the nineteeuth-
century liberals. |

His position.--Bultmann had said thal the resurrection has to
do nothing whatsoever with a "historical event" but is the meaningful
expression for the fact that the cross is nob Lo be taken as an ordinary

dezath but as "liberating act of Ged. "2  Jesns becones present in the

kerygma, which is an eschatological event in itself., Since this is the

case, "all speculations concerning the essences of the resurrected Cne,
all narratives cf the empty tomb and all Easter legends . . . become
indifferent."3

Fuchs is even more conseguential and radical in his views.

Faith is without any relationship to the resurrection and must bz under-

1Ernst Fuchs, Studies of the Historical Jesus, trans. Karl E.
Braaten (Naperville, I1l.,: Alec R. Alleson, Inc., 196&), cover.

2Walter Klnneth, Glauben an Jesus? (Hamburg: Friedrich Wittig
Verlag, 1962), p. 158.

3Ibid., p. 159.
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stood as a strictly formal phenomena. Since faith is not like thought,
where content matters, but rather the freedom for faith "matlters," Fuchs
declares over against his own teacher:

Bultmann too still speazks of "Easter-faith." This concept lies
heavily on the discussion. . . . In truth, it must be maintained
that Jesus' execution as well as the confession of bis exaltation,
i. e. resurrection, has nothing at all to do with faith.

The fact>of the resurrection i: completely irrelevant to faith,
maintains Fuchs. Hevsingles out an aspect of Jesus' bshavior in the
gospels as being historical and relevant for faith. This was that Jesus
ate and felloushipped with simners. The church was nobt likely to change
what Christ did, although it most certainly changed what he said.2 The
essence of Fuchs' truncated theology therefore is this: nothing vhat
Jesus did in his death and resurrection nor enything he said is relevant
for us, bul Jesus' emphasis on man's relationship tc God, the gracious-
ness towards sinners, is pertinent to faith., For Bultmann there was a
continuity between Jesus' message and the kerygma. For Fuchs the be-
havior of Jesus is the real content of the proclamation. "This conduct
is neither that cf a prophet nor that of a wisdom teacher, but the con-

duct of a man who dares to act in God's place."3 In line with his exis-

1Tbid.

2Ernst Fuchs, Zur Frage nach dau historischen Jesus (Tibingen:
J. C. B. Mohr, 1960), p. 158. T

3giinneth, Glauben an Jesus?, p. 107.
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tential presuppositions, Fuchs sees in Christ's behavior Christ's under-
standing of himself, And this underslanding is expressel in the New
Testament by the believing church: "Faith in Jesus therefore means
essentially to repeat Jesus' decision. . . . Jesus now became the con-
tent of faith. . . . To believe in Jesus means to believe like Jesus,"l
This completely excludes a personal relationship to Christ.
And TFuchs admits this unequivocally:
The gospels record only that Jesus loved his ovm . . . and
that this love was not to be returned but to bs repeated. . . .
If we wanted to understand Jesus as a historical individuality,
we would have to love him in retuvrn, of course, but this we can-
not do and this we should not do.?2
Vle are only to repeat the decision of Jesus, that is, to live
for CGod. How does this relate to a belief in the resurrection, which
Fuchs montions rather frequentiy? To hiw there is no such thing as a
J &
salvation fact, which he criticizes as a "tahoo" and "foolish concept.”
"It is foreign to living faith. Failth does not reflect concerning facts,
but it creates them as well."3 How does faith relate to the resurrec-
tion? "Faith relates in this sense to the resurrection of the cruci-

fied, because it confess2s openly Jesus as Lord.," Fuchs explains this

by adding that "Christ is resurrected if this confession is a statement

1Fuchs, Zur Frage nach dem historischen Jesus, p. 16lL.

2Ibid., p. LB.

30tto Rodenberg, Um die Wahrheit der Heiligen Schrift (Wuppertal:
R. Brockhaus Verlag, 1952}, p. LH.
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of love,"!

As to the narratives of Christ's death and resurrection theimn-
selves, Fuchs eliminates their trustvorthiness with one clean suveep:
They "stem stylistically from the kerygua of the community."2

The resurrection appearances did indeed take place but faith
is not founded on them. In fact, Fuchs comes to the startling conclu~
sion that the witnesses believed the message of Jesus "nol because of),
but despite their having seen him."3 "The Taster experiences had only
personz). significance for those concerned. They were an 2id from Geod

ult Fuchs hinself asks the -

and hence a working of the Holy Spirit.
portant question whal these encounters with the resurrected Christ were,
They were of an eschatological nature. And an "eschatological encounter
is according to the preaching of Jesus, basically the encounter of wan
with himself, although in the togetherness cf Thou and I.m5 The dig~
ciples encountered Jesus because they suddenly saw him for what he wag:

the bearer of the will of God. And in faith they followed the example

of Jesus. This is coaversion.

P

11bid.

2Fm:hs, Studies of the Historical Jesus, p. 27.

3Wolfhars Pannenberg, Grundzllze der Christologie (Glitersloh:
Glitersloher Verlagshans, 196&), p. Li0. T

-

LFuchs, Studies in the Histerical Jesus, p. 28.

SFuchs, Zur Frage nach dam historischen desus, p. 31.

0Tvid., p. 32.
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The erpty tomb? "Easter has nothing o do with a2 single open
torb o . o bub with the féith in the happeniug of revelation."l  There
can be no resurrection appearances of a2 bodily resurrected Jesus. He
was merely a man., The resurrcction merely brings to light what already
existed, namely the faith of the disciples., It is nolhing more than an
existentizl loudspeaker, the proclamation of the disciples' faith, Since
this feith does not depeud on a historical fact but on itself, it ever

renains 2 venture (Wagnis) in which one dares to live as Jesus did.

The Resume of the Positicn

B

Bultmann and his followers agrec thal taoking the resurrection
as z fact of hisltory is more of an offfense to faith than a support of
it. The Aposltle Paul was so certeln that the resurrection tock place
on the slage of vorld history that he confidently adduced proofs of its
historicity (I Cor. 15:3~11). Any inmpartial examination will bring
~about a conviction that it actually occurred. However, Bultmann fzols
that Paul's argunent here is fatal., He is alermed at the prospect of
seeing the resurrection rendered uncertain by a critical investigation
of the accounts. Therefore, in the interest of faith, he attenpts to
remove the resurrection as a légitimate object for consideration for
the seculer historian., He does so by disassoclating the event from the

space-time line of werld history, and by relocating it on the shadouy

1Tvid., p. bLe.
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level of "theological history." One need not give himself over to opti-
msbic illusions: the existential interpretation of the Easter message
has wltimately dissolved the facticity of the resurrection of Christ
into a bundle of existential-theological meanings, into anthropcmorphic
subjectivism., By banishing the recurrection from reel history, the

istentialists have robbed‘it of its saving poter. For its value to
faith and thus to salvation consists precisely in this, that it occurred
in genuine history.

The detrimental consequences of such a position have become

obvious: (1) The historical facts of Jesus Christ are confused with

a present encounter. (2) Jesus Christ is not = living person with
whor a personal relationship is poasible. (3) The decisive factor is
not the New Tesloment meysage, nor even the content of the kerygma, but
the formal heppening of the proclemation; not the WHAT but the THAY,

(L}) Christology has becone completely dissolved. Man no longer be-
lieves on Jesus but as Jesus, (5) A theological confusion of concepts
is covplete. Words merely become theclogical concepts for philosophical

reflection,



CHAPTER V

THE POST-BULTUAAUNTAN SCHCOL

The Rationale of the School

In actvality, the title of "post-Bullmannian" might be applied
to half of all German scholars, siunce they at one time or another were
close followers of Bultmann., But the inevitable division in the ranls
of the Bultmann followers has introduced such a wide variety of theo-
logical opinion, that the use of the title of this school becomes well-
nigh neaningless. However, in the conlext of this paper it designates
those who at one time followed Bultmann, butl whose theological impetus
has carried them far beyond Bultﬁannian vievpoints. It is they who
have seized the intellectuzl initiative and who compromice this new
oligarchy of theologian whoze cne conmon charecteristic is its pointed
criticism of Bultmann and its sharp disagrecments within its own ranks.
The significance of the historical Jesus for Christian faith seems to
be the main factor which divides these scholars., They range from the
"conservative" Bornkamm, who sees the necessary connection belween the
historical Jesus and the content of the Christian message, to Pannenberg,
who stresses the reality of objective divine revelation in history, and
to Braun,'to whom divine revelation and "God" censist only in interper-

sonal relsticnships.



The Representatives of the Scheol

Glinther Bornkarm

The Bﬁ::p“.—-Gunther Bornkamn (born 1905) is professor of New
Testement excgesis at the ancient University of Heidelberg, whose fac-
ulty is one of the most liberal ones in Germany. Gerhard von Red, for
exanple, the professor for 0ld Testement, is to the Old Testament whatb
Bultmenn is to New Testezment interpretation. Bornkamm became known es
a conservative post-Bultmannian on the btasis of his book, Jesus von

Nazareth (Stutigart, 1956). MHore recent is a book written in collab-

oration with two of his students, Tradition and Interpretation in

Matthew (Vestminster, 1963). Bornkamm's brother Heinrich is lecturing
at the same school ard is a specialist in Referinablion history.

..

His positiecn,--Bornkamm is a majer proponent of the new quest

of the hishorical Jesus. For Bultmarnn the search of the historical

Jesus is theologically forbidden; for Bornkauma it is not only permitted

but enjoired. Bultmann writes in his book Jesus: "I am of the opinion

that we cen know practically nothing of the life and personality of

Jesus,"1 but Bornkarm writes:

The nature of the sources does not pernit us to paint a bio-
graphical picture of the life of Jesus against the background of
the history of his people and his age. DNeverlheless, what thes

sources do yield as regards the historical facts concerning the

1Rudolf Bultmenn, Jesus (Tibingen: J. C. B, Mchr, 1926), p. 12,
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personality and career of Jesus is not negligible, and demands
careful attenticn.

Bornkamm made thus the historical Jesus relevant for faith--
somebhing which Bultmann could not bring himself to do. But what is
the "nature of the sources" to which he malies reference? The scholar
must "desist from rash combinations of the blogrephical data and must
use the greatest critical caution,"2 for the birth narratives are teo
much overgromm by legends to be historically relisble and

should we reduce the tradition critically to that which cannot

be doubted on historical grounds, we shonld be left ultimately

with a mere iorso which bears no resemblance to the story set

forth in the Gospels.
To take the narratives as they stand is for Bornkamm a "senseless and
forced" solution. The gospels, though containing a historical kernel,
are the mere expression of the confession of the church, And so
Bornkaorm can write:

We possess no single word of Jesus and no single story of

Jesus, no matter how incontestably geuuine they may be, which

do not contain at the same time the confession of the bel?eving

congregation or at least are embedded in that confession.

It is the Easter faith of the church that pervades every part
of the gospels. The virgin birth, the nzture-nirecles, and the use

of Messienic titles are projected back into the life of Jesus by the

believing church, Their faith was brought 2bout by the appearances of

n
lclinther Bornkamm, Jesus of HNozareth, trans. Irene and Fraser
McLust:ey (Mew York: Harper and Brothers, 1959), p. 53.

2lbid,  3Ibid., p. 15.  bmid., p. b
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the risen Christ and the word of his witnesses., This reises a twofold
question: What was the resurrection and what werc the appcarances?
This rust be asked despile the fact thal Bornkaun asserts that “the
insistent question 'what actually heppened' in no wise brings us to
the point."l To every thoughtful person it seems very much to the
point, but ihen, Bornkamm and his Cerman colleagues are not men who
are easily side-tracked by basic facls when they set out to twist the
meaning of the Scriptures to their preconceived presuppositions. To
them the "that" of the event is more important than the "when" or the
llh0-~ n

Borinkamn removes from historical scholarship the resurrection
which led to this Easter faith: "History cannot aszcertain and esteblil
conclusively the facts"2 about the resurregtion as it can be done with
other events of the past. Borrnkamn denies thal the resurrection was
merely the overwhelming impression which Jesus? personality had made
on his disciples or that 1t has simply an analogy in the eternal dying
and rebirth of nature. The rekindled faith of the disciples cannot be
explained satisfactorily iu such terms., But Borkamm gives no substi-
tute view. He affirms that it happened but he refuses to szy what
happened: "The last historicel fact avai bl e o« o 1is the Easter fai
of the first dlSClpleq."B The Easter storie s‘are evidence of faith

and not records and chronicles. The resurrection appearances? They

sh

th

lvid., p. 15,  2Ibid., p. 180.  3Invid,



L8
are only descriptions of a reality by using "massive means of legends."l
The accounts stand in hopeless contradiction to each other and this is
a sure sign that "the LEaster message is at any rate earlier than the
Easter stories."2 The stories were later fabrications.

And the empbty tomb? All accounts of it are obviously legends.

Is its existence important? Not at all, says Bornkamm: "The resurrection
message and resurrection faith in the early church do not depend on uni-
form versions of the manner of the Easter event, or the physical nature
of the risen Christ."3 These versions are said to be not uniform because
they supposedly fail to make a distinction between the resurrection of
Christ and his ascension to the right hand of the Father.

So it is the appearances of the risen Christ (whatever they
might have been) and the word of the witnesses which gave rise to the
resurrection faith of the church. This message of the Easter faith
resulted in the Easter stories as we find them in the gospels. History,
therefore, has for Bornkamm some relevance for an already existent DEaster
faith. But he stops short of saying that the historical fact of the
resurrcction engenders this faith, What begame clear and grew to be a

certainty as a result of the word of the witnesses was

1Glinther Bornkamm, "Glaube und Geschichte in den E&angelien,"
Der historische Jesus und der kerygmatische Caristus (Berlln. Evan-
gelische Verlagsanstalt, 1961), p. 20L.

2Bornicamm, Jesus of Nazareth, pp. 182-83,

3Ibid., p. 183.



that God himself had intervencd wilh hig
wicked and rebellious life of the world,
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alwighty hand in the
and had wresbed thig

Jesus of Nazareth from the power of sin end death which_had
risen against him, and set him up as Lord of the world.

Wolfhart Panncnberg

The person.--Pannenberg was born in 1928 in Stettin,

- . . ", . N
theology in Berlin, Goltingen, Basel,

torate in 1953, Trom 1955 to 1958 he was ass

tenatic theology in Heidelberg and then, until 1961, profes

Kirchliche Hochschule of Wuppertal.
systenatic theology in Heingz

In fhe early 1
Dietrich Roessler, Klaus Koch, and DRolf Rendi
weell Lo discuss ~histor
feith and history. Soon they asked Pannenberg

they published Offenbarung als Geschichte, the

revelation is mediated only threough historical

theologian of the group, Pannenberg beceame the
nevw nevement, and in his numerous publications
God's revelation does not come to men irmediate
via the events of history. This

Barth, who insigst

and Heidelberg, receiv

istent professor for

Since 1961 he is preo

mevenent iz a

that revelation be controlled

He studied
ing his doc-
Sy s~
sor at the

or for

fese

190Gts four students al leidelbierg--Ulrich Wilckens,
torff--began meeting once a

jical questions and the relation Letween

Lo join them and ir 19561
thesis of which is that
eveats, As the systematic
chiief spolieuman for the
cets forlh the thezis
7 but 2lways mediately
decided reacticn against

by vhat comres inmedi-

1}})']:-_(1_0, ppo 183"‘8’4.
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ately from Jesus Christ, and against Bultmann, whom they formerly fol-
lowed, to whom revelation takes place in the kerygma.l
| The movement, under Pannenberg's able leadership, is gaining
great momentum and merits close attention. A discussion of Pannenberg's
views on the resurrection is warranted for the following reasons:
(1) Most German theologians and the evangelicals hopefully look to him
fo; leadership and a conservative brecak-through. In his bold insistence
on objective historical revelation, Pannenberg represents the farthest
contemporary bréak from Barth and Bultmann and the dialectical theology.
(2) He has written very extensively on the resurrection and an examin-

ation of his views will aid the evaluation of his entire system.

(3) His works, especially his recent Grundzlge der Christologie, will

appear in English before long and, judging from the practice of certain
evangelical scholars in this country, Pannenberg will be highly acclaimed
as an evangelical. Using Pannenberg's view of the resurrection as a

measuring rod, what can we say of his theology?

His position.--Pannenberg realizes that dialectical theology
undermines both historical revelation and the universal validity of
Christian truth. Hé insists that if one really takes history in earnest,
he will find that God has revealed himself in history. Maintaining the

. necessity of knowing something about the historical facts on which Chris-

1Robert L. Wilken, "Who is Wolfhart Pannenberg?" Dialog,
IV (Spring 1965), p. 1L0o. . . T B
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tianity depends, he strikes at the dialectical theology's disjunction
of revelation and reason, and at its consequent fefusal to relate Chris-
tianity to the realm of objective knowledge. For Pannenberg the history
throngh which revelation is mediated is not a special redemptive history
known only through faith, but is regular universal history. History
finds its unity in God who works toward a goal by constantly doing new
things in history. History thus becomes apocalyptic, and clearly the
resurrcction of Christ is suchkan apocalyptic event which challenges
the historian, ﬁecause here God performs something new with a specific
goal in mind.Ll

Pannenberg is drawn toward the resurrection because its histor-
ical question is an imposing task for his theological method. Moreover,
since for him the ground for faith and preaching does not rest on Christ's
claims but only on their confirmation, and since this confirmation is
found in the resurrection, it is to receive close attention.

As a historian, Pannenberg does not regard, a priori, the report
of Jesus' resurrection as impossible, nor does he accept it uncritically:

It is the close examination of the reports of the resurrection

that determine its historicity, and not the prior judgment that
all events must be more or less the same.2

What does Pannenberg say concerning the resurrection? He in-

1paniel P. Fuller, Easter Faith and History (Grand Rapids:
Wm, B, Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1965), pp. 178-79. "

2Ibid., p. 181,
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sists that the resurrection happened at a specifip time and a specific
place. He believes the reports of the empty tomb and of the objective
‘appearances of Christ. Furthermofe, the transformed body of Christ ap-
peared to the disciples and because of Christ's resurrection, the be-
lievers shall be raised in like manner. As biblical and as orthodox
as this view appears, it will be seen that it is unfortunately subject
to many modifications. ;

What grounds does Pannenberg have for declaring the resurréction
to be a historical event in the full sense of the term? He holds that
there are two independent strands of tradition connected with the resur-
rection: the appearances of the resurrected Lord and the finding of

the empty tomb.

The only account of the appearances which is suitable for his-

torical evidence is I Corinthians 15:11, which Pannenberg connects with
Paul's early contact with Jerusalem where he received a first-hand
knowledge of the events which the gospéls did not have. The appearances
reported in the gospels are rejected because they stand in contradiction
to Paul and
have in their whole literary form such strongly legendary character
that it is hardly possible to find any particular historical root
in them, . . . They have been shaped by strong legendary influ-

ences, mainly by a tendency to underline the bodily appearances of
Jesus,

lWolfhart Pannenberg, "Did Jesus Really Rise from the Dead?"
Dialog, IV (Spring 1965), p. 131. :
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Pannenberg assumes that Paul presupposes in I Corinthians 15
that the appearances he had were of the same character as the appear-
ances the other apostles had experienced. He then lists five points
which were probably true of the appearances: (1) The appearances
were of the Lord Jesus Christ, (2) They were of a spiritual, not
physical body. (3) The appearances were not an encounter on earth
but came from heaven. (L) The appearance near Damascus may have been
a phenomenon like a bright light. (5) This appearance entailed a
communication.t

Speaking of the mode of the appearances, Pannenberg claims that
"evidently they were not events which could be seen and understood by
everybody."2 Pannenberg understands the experiences as "objective
visions," far more comparable to recent discoveries in parapsychological
phenoimena (e.g., extrasensory perception) than to the "subjective" vi-
sions of pathological psychology. Too, Pénnenberg rejects the idea thatl
the appearances were caused by the enthusiastic imagination of the dis-
ciples.3 But that this appearance of the resurrected Lord was hardly
the person with flesh and bones who ate and talked with the disciples
in the Upper Room needs hardly to be pointed out. Pannenberg seems even

to weaken his own view of an "objective vision! by writing in a little

1Tbid., p. 132. 2Tbid., p. 133.

3Wolfhart Pannenberg, Grundzlige der Christologie (Glitersloh:
Glltersioher Verlagshaus, 196L), pp. 92-93.
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volume on anthropology, hitherto unnoticed by reviewers of Pannenberg's
‘theology, that the resurrection
is therefore that reality of Jesus, which was encountered by his
disciples after the catastrophe of his crucifixion and which so
overpovered them that they could not find in their language a
fitting word_except the intimating, parabolic term: resurrection
of the dead.
The statement seems to refer to a subjective vision, rather than an

objective one.

As far as the empty tomb is concerned, it is an inevitable

supposition on the basis of general historical consideration. The
Christian commﬁnity in Jerusalem would never have survived without
having the reliable testimony of the empty tamb. Because of the inde-
pendence of the two traditions, however--the finding of the empty tomb
and the appearances of the resurrected Lord--Pannenberg thinks it prob-
able that the disciples returned to Galilee before the resurrection,
perhaps already before the execution of Jesus.2 The gospels are clear
that the disciples were présent in Jerusalem on the day of the resur-
rection. Pannenberg rejects this, The women saw the empty tomb in
Jerusalem, says he. The disciples saw the resurrected Lord in Galilee.
Based upon this completely unscriptural interpretation, that these two
traditions arose independently of each other, he establishes the ﬁrob—

ability of the facticity and historicity of the raising of Jesus--"and

lWolfhart Pannenberg, Was ist der Mensch? (Gottlngen. Vanden-
hoeck and Ruprecht, 1962), p. 39.

2Pannenberg, Dialog, p. 13hL. -
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in historical investigation, that always means it is to be presupposed
pending further developments. "l
Daring to go farther than most theologians, Pannenberg discusses

the nature of the resurrection body. Here he follows Paul in I Corin-

thians 15 very closely. The believers will have a body like Christ's
body. It is the present physical body which will undergo complete
transformation. "A historical conéinuity relates the old to the new,"2
Man seeks his final destiny beyond death and this can only be in the -
unity of body and soul. This is the content of the hope for a resur-
rection from the dead. But where did this hope originate? We are star-
tled to hear that "the expectation of a futufe resurrection of the dead
was taken over by the Jews from the ?ersians and was bequeathed later
to Christianity as well as Islam."3 Is this not then a false hope;
because Christianity took over that which originated in a Pagan culture?
No, says Pannenberg. "Before Judaism and Christianity the resurrection'
was a picture of human longing and phantasy, but now it has become the
goal of confident hope."ll This hope, however, is not based upon God's
promiée and revelation in the Scriptures but upon the historical fact

of the resurrection. For Pannenberg, revelation is objective only in

lpannenberg, Grundzlige der Christologie, p. 103.

2Pannenberg; Dialog, p. 130.

3Pannenberg, Was ist der Hensch?, p. 37.

L1bid., p. 39.
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the form of historical events but not in concepts and words, neither
does he preserve the distinction between generél and special revelation.
It is therefore not surprising that he does not consider as genuine the
predictions of Christ concerning his own death and resurrection and he
'goes so far as to claim that

the expectation of the earthly Jesus was not focused . . . in

all probability on a so-to-speak private resurrection_of the

dead, but on a near general resurrection of the dead.l

Once Christ's resurrection had come, however, it could only

mean one inter-related complex of things: (1) the end of the world
had begun; (2) God had confirmed the earthly activity of Jesus; (3) the
church had received the insight that this was indeed the Son of Man;
(4) God is finally revealed in Christ; and (5) a motive is provided for

the mission to the nations.?2

The Resume of the Position

In distinction to Bultmann, Bornkamm in his book Jesus von
Nazareth regards the unmatched authority of Jesus as both historically
relevant for Christian faith and proclamation. Like Fuchs, he sets out
in his quest for the historical Jesus, whose authority manifests itself
to Fuchs in his behavior but t§ Bornkamm, who goes beyond Fuchs, it is

equally recognizable in his words and deeds. However, history itself

1Pannenberg, Grundzllge der Christologie, pp. 60-61.

2Tbid., pp. 60-69.
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cannot engender that faith. The resurrection faith is founded on a
historical event but that it happened is more important than what
happened.

Pannenberg, in opposition to all other men discussed, bases
the fact and meaning of the resurrection squarely on a revelatory
historical event. History is revelation of God. Lessing's "ugly
ditch," that historical events can provide no basis for faith, is a
false approach., History carries with itself its own explanation.
Pannenberg affirms that the resurrection took place at a datable time
and at a definite place. He believes the tomb was empty, the dead body
was transformed, and the appearances were real. But is it right to
emphasize these positive aspects of Pannenberg exclusively? Have not
evangelical Christians believed these things all along? Is it not
legitimate to stress the false presuppositions upon which this and the
other systems are built? To what avail is a beautifully-constructed
building if the foundation upon which it rests is faulty? A needed
shift in emphasis can be illustrated by a quote from Fuller's book,

Easter Faith and History, concerning Pannenberg, who delivered a lecture

at Fuller Theological Seminaryventitled,'"Did Jesus Really Rise from
the Déad?"i Fuller reports:

During the course of this lecture Pannenberg affirmed that while
there is much in the resurrection reports that is mythical, yet

it is impossible to explain them wholly as the work of the apos-
tles' imagination.

lpuller, pp. 181-82.
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Why not invert the statement and make it read thus:
During the course of this lecture Pannenberg affirmed that while
it is impossible to explain the resurrection reports wholly as
the work of the apostles' imagination, yet there is much in the
resurrection reports that is mythical.

It is only fair to list the negative aspects"of a system as
well, (1) Pannenberg traces the concept of the resurrection to the
pagan Persian religion. (2) The gospels are legendary and undepend-
able., (3) The incarnate Christ did not foresee nor predict his death
and resurrection. (h)‘ Revelation in concepts and words is rejected.
(5) Pannenberg accepts the higher critical views of the New Testament,
as expounded by Grass, von Campenhausen, and Bornkamm, (6) Christ
did not zppear bodily on earth to his disciples. .The contribution
which Pannenberg mékes to the understanding of revelation and the
resurrecﬁion is immediately vitiated by these factors. His conserva-
tive approach differs only slightly in degree, but not in kind, from

the other theologians.



CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION

The purpose of this study has been to examine representatives
of various theological directions in Ge;many, particularly in ﬁhe;r
view of the resurrection. The resurrection is the foundation and the
criterion of the Christian faith. It is thus decisive for any theo-

logical system.

The Failure of German Theology

None of the men and movements studied subscribe completely to
the orthodox biblical view of the resurrection., It is only logical to
assume that if a system errs in the central fact of Christianity, it
errs in other areas as well. Christian doctrines are not isolated

from each other but interrelated with each other,

A False Methodology

As divergent as the theological views might be, they have two
factors in common:

An errant Bible.--None of these men accepts the Bible as ob-

Jjective, divine revelation. This results in arbitrariness in choosing
the genuine portions--reason exalts itself above revelation, and ends
in alterations of the text as the higher critical views of the Scrip-

tures are accepted.

An erroneous world view,--Basic to their understanding of the
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Bible lies a false world view based on modern science, rationalist and
existentiai philosophies, and Kantian dualism, It is for this reason
that Barth and Bultmann dispense‘with history. Barth asks us to be-

lieve the resurrection but then goes on to relegate it to Urgeschichte

and insists we can only talk of resurrection in the language of faith.
Bultmann, rejecting the resurrection on historical and natural scien- |
tific grounds, nevertheless affirms that "Jesus arose in the kerygma."'

No matter what positive views some of these theologians may
hold, they will not, and on their own adimission, cannot, return to the
biblical vieuw of revelation and inspiration, which alone gives content,
certainty, and correctness to the Christian faith. These men disclaim
biblical inerrancy, and diéparage and disregard those that hold it.
Whatefer fits into their preconceived system is accepted, whatever
does not fit is eliminated as "mythological," "legendary," or as the
product of the "post-Easter church theology.“ To ask what actually
happened is to show complete ignorance of what history is all about.
One is reminded of the Greek legend of Procrustes who tried to fit all
guests on his single bed. If they were too long, he chopped them off;

if they were too short, he stretched them out. Thus deal these theo~

logians with the truths of the Bible. They are laid on the bed of their
system and chopped or stretched where necessary. | |

That great differences between these theologians exist, no one
will deny. DBut because their approach to the Scriptures is identical,

these differences are bound to be more acaderdc than actual. Barth's
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return to a theology of the Word was not a return to the Word, neither
is Pannenberg's return to historical revelation a return to historical
revelation.

In dealing with the gospel records, particularly those of the
resurrection of Christ, all the theologians discussed are certainly
seen to be something less than honest, by perrnitting their erroneous
world view to answer negatively these cbvious questions: (1) Is the
record to be intended to be historical? (2) Were the witnesses in a
position to know the facts? (3) Were the witnesses properly motivated

in cormunicating the facts? (L) Were the witnesses accurate in their

report?

A False Message

These German scholars do not even clzim to be conservative and
orthodox, as Americans understand those terms. They do not cleim that
they have returned to the position of the Reformers, nor do they think
that a theology based on the literal interpretation of the New Testament
is‘any longer possible. Theology is fluid, developing, ever changing.
There is nothing static, there are no absolutes.

| Hand in hand with a false theological methodology goes a false
Christian message.

A false Christ.--Their Christ is not the sinless Christ of the

Bible who offered himself as Messiah. At best he was the errihg Son
of Man without being Lord until his resurrection (Kllnneth). At worst

he was merely a man and prophet (Bultmann, Fuchs) and as such experienced
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no resurrection.

A false Christienity.--A Christianity without a historical

>resurrection~is no longer Christianity. As close as some of these men
may come to the biblical view, it is based on their own approach.

There is much talk of faith, but it is noﬁ the saving faith of
Christ. Man believes in Christ, not because an authoritative Word
speaks of him, but because man has an encounter with him (Althaus,
Kinneth, Barth, Brunner). For Bultmann and his followers, faith is
not faith in Christ but faith like Christ. Love for Christ and prayer
to Christ have become impossible. Looking to German theology for a
simple statement of the gospel and assurance of salvation is like head-
ing South when in search of the North Pole. Faith always remains a

venture; Brunner calls it "confident despair.”

The Future of German Theology

The results of such theology in German churches are all too
apparent. As one professor admitted privately: a typical Lutheran
church in Germany has three thousand members; three hundred members
attend church; thirty comeAto the midweek serviceg and there are three
persons with whom the pastor cah pray.

At the risk of sounding trite: Are not genuine theological
teachers a gift of the Holy Spirit for the building up of the church?
After all, theology and biblical scholarship are no sand-box maneuvers.
Both have to prove themselves in practice. In the seventeenth century

when people '"naively" believed the Bible, churches were filled to ca-
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pacity; now they are'empty. What has gone wrong? The elimination of
the facts of salvation and obfuscation of the gospel are but symptoms
of the sickness into which theology has fallen. The real problem,
simply put, is sin in modern theology. It is a twofold sin, as God's
Word points out:

For my people have committed two evils; they have forsaken

me the fountain of living waters, and hewed them out cisterns,
broken cisterns, that can hold no water. Jer, 2:13
The living well of the Word has been forsaken. With rationalistic
methods new wells are hewn. The de-historizing and demythologizing
are treason on the Scriptures., The springs have dried up and so the
streams have vanished,

The future looks bleak. University theology has universally
bowed to the rationalistic approach to the Scriptures. Even the tra-
ditional confessionalistic and Pietistic movements are strongly influ-
enced by historical criticism. There is no vigorous evangelical theo-
logical thrust in Germany today. Barring a God-send revival and a
‘return to the Scriptures, the eroding influence of the theologians will
beconie even more accute. These men are dispensers of doubt when they
should be champions of conviction. One is compelled fo cry out with
Goethe the imploring words which he directed to a friend: "Give me
the benefit of your convictions, if you have any; but keep ydur‘doubts
to'yourself, for I have enough of my own!" And in the words of Zin-

zendori one must say with unflinching devotion to the inspired Word:



Herr, dein Wort, die edle Gabe,
diesen Schatz erhalte mir;

denn ich zieh es aller Habe

und dem grdssten Reichtum £lir.

Wenn dein Wort nicht mehr soll gelten,
worauf soll der Glaube ruhn?

Mir ist's nicht um tausend elten,
aber um dein Wort zu tun,

6L
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