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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION: PAUL TILLICH AND THE FAILURE OF THE

QUEST OF THE HISTORICAL JESUS

I. The Problem of the Historiecal Jesus.

Christology! is a technical term describing the theological
attenpt to interpret the person of Christ, and, more particularly, the
union of the divine and human natures in that person. Although the
New Tesbtament narratives present the facts aboubt the person of Jesus
rather than any explanation of them, the Gospels witness nevertheless
that the historical Christ claimed to be both Man and Gods and,
judging by the tenor of the Acts and Epistles, it is evident that the
early Christians regarded Jesus in this way. To this exitenlt, we may
éay that Christology views certain historical events as possessing not
merely a specilal spiritual character but as disclosing the divine in-
curgion into history itself,

In the light of this definition of !Christology!, the problen
with vhich we are to deal in this thesis can be stabted simply. IT
Christology depends, as it manifestly does, upon some reference Lo an
higtorical person, then it entails claims which are capable of histori-
cal verification. In other words, if, as the New Tesltament stipulates,
the life of Jesus is coincident with the lives of other men, then the
evente of Jesus! life should be capable of examination in the same way
as the lives of other figures of the past have been examined. Bub this

in turn involves the theoretical risk that the mebhods of historical

science used by the biblical critic will find the historical evidence
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for Christological assertions either to be inadequate or non-existent.
Several questions are asked, therefore, of the Christologian, and they
are admirably swmmarized by the subject of our discusgion, Paul Tillich,

Doeg not the accepbance of the historicdal method fof dealing
with the source documents of the Christian faith introduce a
dangerous ingecurity into the thought and life of the church
and of every individual Christian? Could not historical
research lead to a complete scepticism about the biblical
records? Is it not imaginable thal historical criticism
could come to the judgment thalt the man Jesus of Nazareth
never lived? Did not some scholarg, though only a few and
not very important ones, make just this statement? And even
if such a statement can never be made with certainty, is it
not destructive for the Christian faith if the non-existence
of Jesug can somehow bg made probable, no matter how low the
degree of probability?

These questions are polemical and have their owm history. They
are the result of the awakening of that highly prbblematical affair,
tthe critical study of history!, a standpoint which, begun in the eigh-
teenth century, demands that we meke a critical distinction between the
traditions of history and the facts of history, between the plcture
that has been handed down of an event and the reality of the event
itself, In von Ranke's words, the aim is to discover 'how it actually
hapﬁened‘ (twie es eigentlich gewesen ist'), independent of what any or
all of the sources might say.2 Iord Acton tells how Leopold von Ranke

was himgelf launched on his career as a founder of the modern study of

history through noticing that Scotli's picture of Iewls XI in Quentin

1S,vstematic Theology, Volume Two (Iondon: James Nisbet and Co.,
1964) p.130. Hereafter cited as ST, 2.

2Ranke's celebrated phrase occurs in the Preface to his
Histories of the Latin and Germanic Hationg (1824), which Fritz Stern
hag translabed and included in his The Varietieg of History: From
Voltaire to the Present (New Yorks Meridian Books Inc., 1956) pp.55-58.
Stern points out that 'Ranke meant this now famous phrase as a modest
self-denial, feeling thalt history ought no longer to play the role of
philosopher or judge; only later wag it taken as a boast, as if histor
could in fact achieve this kind of exactitude'. (Ibid., p.16)
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Durward was inconsisﬁent with the original in the Memoires of Philippe
de Commynes.3 Such a contrast was typicals no source, however revered,
could be accepted until its own story had been tested by all the tech-
niques of historical research. '

Today, the relationship between biblical criticism and Christ-
ology lies in an ambivalent and highly complex position., There are
thoge who, while sceptical of the liberal Protestant attempt to frecon-
struct the real Jesus by means of an objective historical method which
would at the same time prove Jesus! religious superiority and his.

i 4
absoluteness?,”

affirm nevertheless a continuity with the old liberal
quest for the historical Jesus. Thus M, S. Enslin maintainsg that
'vhile we cannot write a biography, we can know the man, can see him
engaged in a life-and-death struggle, in the midst of real men,
enemies and friends alike . . .'5

Another group of scholars, largely those directly or indirectly
influenced by Rudolph Bultmann, believes that, while the liberal Proteg-
tant approach was both naive and illegitimate, a new quest is possible,

distinguished from the old both by its procedures and objectives. So

Jamesg M. Robinson, though objecting to the original quest's application

3‘The Study of History!, Iecbureg on Modern Hisbory (London:
Macmillan and Co., 1930) p.19., Quoted by D. B, Nineham, 'Some Reflec-
tions on the Present Pogition with regard to the Jesus of History!,
Hisboricity and Chronology in the New Testament (Tondon: S.P.C.K.
Theological Collections, No. 6, 1965) p.2

by, A, Harvey, The Historian and the Believer (New Yorks
Macmillan, 1966) p.168

5The Prophet from Nazareth (New Yorks McGraw-Hill, 1961)
P.14 Cf. Enslin's !'The Meaning of the Historical Jesus for Faith!,
Journal of Bible and Religion, XXX, No.3, (July, 1962) pp.219-233,
A continuity with the old quegt of the historical Jesus is upheld
algso by W. D. Davies, 'A Quest to be Resumed in New Testament Studies!,
Chrigtian Origins and Judaiem (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press,
1962) pp. 1-17, Davies prefers 'to advocabe resumption of the old




. be
of positivistic historiography to the Gospels,6 still holds that 'a new
quest cannot take place withoult the use of the objectivenphilological,
comparative-religious, and social-historical research indispensable for
historical knowledge'.7

Although a detailed exp§sition of the present state of biblical
research into the problem of the histofical Jesus is striétLy outside
the limits of this paper, such contributions, however briefly they may
be described, raise an important issue. Whatever the new criteria of
biblical scholarship, a profound difficulty remains in separating com-
pleteiy and successfully any new quest from the old;8 and to acknow-

ledge the importance (even residual importance) of the historical Jesus

quest on a new level, because the recovery of the intention of Jesus and
his understanding of exisbence, . . is inseparable from the recovery of
vhat He did and said!. (Ibid., p.15)

6&»E§gmggg§§hpf the Historical Jesus ("Studies in Biblical
Theology", XXV, London: S.C.M. Press, 1959) pp.38-47. Robinsonts
clasgification of nineteenth century historiography as 'pogitivigtic!
has been questioned by D. E. H. Whiteley, Journal of Theological
Studies, XII1I, No. 2 (October, 1962) p.392. A more convincing and
elaborate argument, though in essential agreement with Whiteley, i1s
presented by T. A, Roberts, 'Gospel Higtoricity: Some Philosophical

Observabions!, Religious Studies, I, No. 1 (April 1966) pp.185-202

7;Q£io, P.97. An enlarged version of Robinson's original work
appears in German: Kerygna und historischer Jesus (Zurichs Zwingli
Verlag, 1960); but the additional material is found in 'The Formal
Structuce of Jesus! Message!, Current Tssues in New Testament Inter-
prebation: Bssays in Honor of Otto A, Piper (New York: Harper and Row,
1962) pp.91-110. Cf. Robinson's !'The Recent Debale on the "New Questy',
The Journal of Bible and Religion, XXX, No. 3 (July 1962) pp.198-208;
and his review of Enslin's The Prophet from Nagareth in Journal of Bible
and Religion, XXX, No, 1 (January 1962) pp.46-48

8See Vo Ao Harvey and S. M, Ogden, 'How new is the new quest of
the Historical Jesus?' The Historical Jesus and the Kerygmatic Christ:
Besays on the New Quest of the Historical Jesus, trans. and ed. by C, B.
Braaten and R.A, Harrisville (Nashville, Tenn.: Abingdon Press, 1964)
PPe 197242
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is to pose yet again'fhe unsettled and crucial question of the degree
to which biblical criticism can affect Christology by examining the one
historical fact to which Christology is inextricably linkéd: the fact
of Jesus,

Paul Tillich sbands with those theologians, including Barth,
Gogarten and Bultmann, who seek to resolve the historical problem of
Christology by creatively reorientating theology away from its foun-
dation on the fact of Jesus. This intention, as D. Moody Smith correctly

remarks,

doeg not imply docetic leanings or an inbtentional diminution
of the importance of the earthly Jesus, but rather a refusal
to allow Christology to9be dominated by the changing results
of historical research.

For Tillich, the task evolves from a radical scepbicism as to

the possibility of reaching the historical Jesus at all by historical

methods,

This radical gsituvation is the background for my own attempt
to answer the gystematic question how we can say that Jesus
igs the Christ if historical research can never reach a sure
image of the historical Jesus. The second volume of my
Systematic Theology is an atlempt to draw out the consequen-
ceg for sgystematic theology created by this skeptical atti-
tude to the New Testigent generally and to the historical
Jesus in particular.

However, before examining the radical nature of Tillich's
assessment of the historical figure portrayed in the New Testament narra-

tives, which the second volume of his Systematic Theology details, we

must be careful Yo avoid one grave misunderstanding of Tillich's position.

His attempt to move Christology away from the results of biblical criti-

Q .
“1The Historical Jesus in Paul Tillich's Christology!, The
Journal of Religion, XIVI, No. 1, Part II (January 1966) p.132

10, s 5 oA
Perspectives on 19th and 20th Century Protestant Thought,
ed, C. B, Braaten (Wew York: Harper and Row, 1967) p.227. Hereafter
cited as Pergpsctives
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cigm doeg not entail the assumption that such criticlem is 'irrelevant!
toAChristologye Thus, for example, we find Tillich acknowledging'that-
the 'historical approach to biblical literature is one of the great

events in the higtory of Christianity and even of religion and human

cultureo'll

Every higtorical research criticises its sources, separabing
what has more probability from that which has less or is
altogether improbable. Nobody doubts the validity of this
method, since it is confirmed continuously by its success;

and nobody seriously protests.if it destroys beautiful legends
and deeply rooted prejudices.

Indeed, Tillich goes further and adds that the subjection of
the biblical literature to this tType of critical analysis is an expres-

sion of Protestant courage, of which Protestantism can justly be

-

proudpl By way of illusbration, Tillich proceeds to define the
‘relevance and influence of the critical historical approach in three
vays:s

Firgt, by giving an analysis of the three different semantic
levels of biblical literature. . . 3 second, by showing in
several steps the development of christological symbolgy and
finally, by providing a precise philological and higtorical
understanding of the biblical literature Ez means of the best
methods developed in all historical work.

The three 'semantic levels of biblical literature! are described
as 'the empirically historical, the legendary, and the mythological‘.l5

The extent to which each differs from the other is found, as David Kelsey

Mo, 2 124

op, 20 117

Bap 2: 124
Yhgr, 2 130

Brpia.
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suggests, 'in the extent to which historical fact-claims are made when
each is used'el6 This is a most helpful suggestion in explicabing a
statement which otherwise suffers from its brevity., If we accept
Kelseyls reading, it is evident that these three le%eis are enumerated
in a descending order of !'fact-claims!, Within the 'empirically his-
torical! narratives, such a claim is essential; legends 'emphasizé the
universal quality of particular stories?, 17 and myths are described
elsevhere as 'symbols of faith combined in stories aboubt divine-human
encoun‘oers'ol8

Higstorical research hag shown also how symbols develop, and to
this extent 'historical research has given systematic theology a tool
for dealing with the christological symbols of the Bible'.'’ First,
symbols sppear in a given religious culture and languaée; they are
then used both as an expression and self-interpretation of their own
exilstential situation; next, they are transformed in their appropri-
ation by Christians to interpret the original revelatory event of Christ;
and finally, they are distorted by popular superstition, supported by
’theological'liﬁeralism and supernaturalism, Thus, the process of hisbt-
orical biblical research can reveal whal symbols are and how they are

used. It can help the theologian to 'demythologize'! the biblical

16The Fabric of Paul Tillich's Theology (New Haven and Londons
Yale University Press, 1967) p.90

17

ST, 2¢ 17

Ut

T'

18Dynamics of Faith (New Yorks Harper and Row, 1957) p.49.
Hereafter cited as DF

193” 2: 125, OCf, 'Redemption in Cosmic and Social Historyt,
The Journal of Religlous Thought, II[ Wo.3 (Autumn-iinter, 1946)

pp.17-18




texts, stripping the symbols of their literalistic connotations.zo

" Tillich's positive evalustion of the historical approach to the
biblical records makes quite clear thaf hig otherwige pega%ive as8sess—
ment of the relevance of biblical criticism to Christology does not
move against historical study as such bubt rather at the injudicious
results attained by its exponents in the case of Jesus of Nazareth. It
is this negalive appreciation of all attempts to arrive at a minimum of
reliable facts concerning Jesus which provides the stimulus for Tillich's
christol@gioal reorientation away from biblical research. Our central
concern in this chepter is to examine, therefore, the formation of
Tillich's sceptical position in the light of the failure of the quest |
of the higtorical Jesus.

II. Tillich and the Failure of the Quest of the Higtorical Jesus.

Tillich hag indicated that the radical character of hig stand-
point ig largely determined by whalt GUnther Bornkamm has called the
'funeral oration'zl pronounced on the so-called !'Lives of Jesus! by

Albert Schweltzer in his famous book, The Quest of the Historical Jesuse22

Thus Tillich, in essential agreement with Schweitzer, writes on the 'quest!':

QOIbid, The christological symbols Son of David, Son of Man,
Heavenly Man, HMessish, Son of God, Kyrios, and Iogos are cited by
Tillich as exemplifying and corroborating the validity of the higtorical
analysis of symbol. SI, 2: 125-130

21Jesus of Nagareth, trans. I. and F, Mcluskey, with J. M. Robin-
son (Iondon: Hodder and Stoughton, 1960) p.l3

22The Quest of the Higtorical Jesus, trans. W. A. Montgomery
(Iondon: A. & C. Black Ltd., 1922), Tillich mentions this work in The
Interpretation of Hisbory, trans. N. Rasetzlki and E. Talmey (New Yorks
Charles Scribner's Song, 1936) p.33. Hereafter cited as Interpretation.
In the same work, Tillich also acknowledges his debt to Troeltsch,
Wellhausen, Gunkel and the so-called Religionsgeschichtliche Methode
as contributing to his radical historical position. (Ibid.) See
Perspectives, pp.226-229
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The attempt was courageous, noble and extremely significant in
meny respects. Its theological consequences are numerous and
rather important., Bub, seen in the light of its basic intention,
the atlempt of historical criticiem to find the empirical. truth
about Jesus of Nazareth was a failure. The historical Jesus,
namely, the Jesus behind the symbols of his reception as the
Christ, not only did not appear bulb receded farther and farther
with every new step. The history of the attempts to write a
11ife of Jesus!, elaborated by Albert Schweitzer in his S%rly
-work, The Quest of the Historical Jesus, is still valid.”

Schueitzer, in his famous history of the attempts between 1778
and 1901 to reach what Jesus had actually said and done, had castigated
particularly those liberal Protestant scholars who had maintained thatb
access to the historical Jesus could be reached by purifying the bibli- |
cal narratives of their eschatological and apocalyptic undertones. Yet,
as Schweitzer was quick to point out, the Jesus who emerged was a
modernization, reflecting the respective rationalist, soeialist or
romantic presuppositions of each individual historian, The multiplicity
and variely of these picbures of Jesus confirmed Schweitzer in his sus-
picion that no single picture was accurate. He concluded:

There is nothing more negative than the result of the critical
study of the life of Jesus. The Jesus of Nazareth who came
forward publicly as the Messlah, who preached the ethic of the
Kingdom of God, who founded the Kingdom of Heaven upon earth,
and dled to give this work its final consecration, never had
any exisbtence. He is the figure designed by rationalisation,
endoved with life by 1ibera%ism, and clothed by modern theo-
logy in an historical garb.

Tillich admits that even if we reject Schweibzer's own interpret-
ation of Jesus, we must confess that Schweitzer'!s history shows that twe

are in a position where we cannot kmow very much about the historical

Jesus'§25and though Tillich recognises that the constructive~-conjec-

291, 25 117-118
2%01’1&7’85_{7261‘, (_)‘E‘e‘ﬂgjﬁ.;tﬂey p0396

25Perspectives, PeR27
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tural attempt of historical research to discover the facts of Jesus
behind the gospel records was motivated by religious as well as sclen=
tific desires, he, like Schweitzer before him, atitacks the intrusion of
the historian's owm 'religious or philosophical convictions or preju-
dices‘26 in his search for the empirical truth asbout Jesus.

There is only one methodological procedure, and that is to

look at the subject matter and not at one's own looking at

the subject matter. Actually, such looking is determined

by meny psychological, sociclogical, and historical factors,

These aspects must be neglected intentionally by everyone

who approaches a fact objectively,

In view of this failure of the 'quest of the historical Jesus?,

Tillich tells us that some theologisns, like Wilhelm Herrmann, !'tried to
penetrate into the immer life of Jesus, into his relation to God, man
and himself.'28 This position is rejected by Tillich, for such conclu-
sions can only be drawn from expressions of Jesus' personality vhich are
talways questionable',zg Similarly, Tillich rejects all attempts to

reduce the historical Jesus to a plcture of 'essentials!, to develop a

Gestalt 'while leaving the particulars open to doubt . . .}

2657, 2: 120
27 bad.

2§§2, 2: 143, See W. Herrmann, Faith and Morals, trans., D.
Matheson and R. Stewart (London: Williams and Norgate, 1904) p.236,
Cf. Daniel L. Deegan, 'The Theology of Wilhelm Herrmann: A Reassesse
ment', The Journal of Religion, XLV, No., 2 (April 1965) pp.87-99

2sr, 21 143
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But.this is not é way out, Historical research oanﬂot paint
an essential picture after all the particular traits have
been eliminated because they are questionsble. It remains
dependent on the particulars,

This methodological impasse, Tillich continues, has led others
to confine themselves only to the 'words of Jesus', Since few of these'
words refer directly to Jesus, they can be separsted from the biograph-
ical content., Tillich says that usuvally ithe words of Jesus! were
treated either 'as general rules of human behaviour’31 (thereby being
refined interpretations of natural law or insights into men's nature),
or they aré made !concrete demands'.32 But for Tillich, the first
attempt 'reduces Jesus to the level of the Old Testament and implicitly
denies his claim to have overcome the 0ld Testament gontext§,33 whereas

34 though

the second attempt, clossly commected with Bullmann's wofk,
more profound than the first through emphasizing the msssage that the
Kingdom of God is tat hand! (and so demanding decision for or against
the Kingdom), nevertheless still does not indicate how the requirement
of deciding for the Kingdom can be fulfilled.

The situation of having to decide remains one of being under

the law, It does not transcend the 01d Tegtament situation,
the situvation of the quest for the Christ,>?

39§z, 2: 119
11 i

“sr, 21 122
321pid.

33 1bid,

see particularly, Jesus (Tbingen: J. C, B, Mohr, 1926); Eng.
trans., L. P. Smith and E. H. lantero; Jesus and the Word, 2nd ed, (New
York: Charles Scribnerts Sons, 1958)

35sr, 2: 122
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Although Tiliich‘s criticisms of these theological attempts

from ﬁerrmann to Bultmann to overcome the dangers attendant upon the
construction of a 'Life of Jesus! are important addenda for an overall
picture of Tillich's position, it is still evident that his own radical
assessment of the relevance of biblical criticism to Christology stems '
principally from his reaction to liberal Protestant theology. As he
explains, his viewpoint

pertains only to liberal dogmatics, not to the historical
accomplishments of the liberal theologians.

This is extremely important. It.makes quite clear that the
brunt of Tillich's eriticism is ﬁot directed against historical methodﬁ
ology as such but rather at the incursion of the historian's own philo-
sophical or historical prejudices when trying to diséover the facts
about Jesus. In many ways, Tillichl's protest is against the lack, not
the presence, of an objective method. Too often, the composers of the
liberal 'Lives of Jesus! were motivated by the subjective desire to see
Jesus as the epitome of Victorian mamners, eminently respectable and
unmysterious, and, in consequence, totally inadequate to account for
the faith in Christ,

Perhaps Tillich's attitude to liberal Protestantism can be seen
best by noting the impact of the work of Rudolf Bultmann upon him, for
despite his criticism of Bultmann,37 Tillich does designate his purpose

as 'demythologising' (in the sense that it is a necessary fight 'against

36Interpretation, Pe33

37560 above, p.il
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the literalistic distortion of symbols and myths'38), and does attach .

himself to the critical wing of the Theologie der Krise, of which Bult-

. .. 39 s
mann is the greatest representative. But most significant of all,

R . s~ . . s 0
Tillich cites Bultmann's Die Geschichte der synoptischen Tradition = as

being determinative in the forﬁation of his insights into the character

. . W1
of the biblical narratives,

It may be suggested that Bultmann demonstrated that it was the
actual historical accomplishments of the liberal movement which valid-
ated Tillich!s negative attitude towards liberal dogmatics, for Bultmann
indicated how the liberal Protestant evaluation of Jesus 'as he actually
was! allowed the methodological procedures of historical analysis to
Jjudge dogmatic presuppositions. In a classic way, Bultmann's famous
work on the synoplic trédition illustrated how the liberal pilcture of

Jesus was superceded within liberalism itself, Since this work appeared

388$, 2: 176, Although in substantial agreement with Bultmann's
Progyamnes (see Perspectives, pp.227-228), Tillich rejects Bultmann's con-
ception of myth, He writes: 'Myth is more than a primative world-view
with which Bultmann equates it; it is the necessary and adequate express
ion of revelation. In this I agree with Barth, who for some questionable
terminological reason calls it "Sage" (Saga).! !The Present Theological
Situation in the Light of the Continental European Development', Theology
Today, VI, No. 3 (October 1949) p,306. Cf, R, H. Ayers, '""Myth" in
Theological Discourse: A Profusion of Confusion', Anglican Theological
Review, XLVIIT, No., 2 (April 1966) pp.200-211

39See 'The Nature and the Significance of Existentialist Thought!,
Journal of Philosophy, LIII, No, 23 (November 1956) pp.739-748

HOpie Geschichte der synoptischen Tradition (GBttingen: Vanden-
hoeck und Ruprecht, 1921). Eng. trans. John Marsh, The History of the
Symoptic Tradition (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1963)

hilnterpretation, P33




1h,

before Bultmann's acquaintance with either 'dialectical! theology or
Martin Heldegger, it is generally recognized as emanatiﬁg from within the
liberal tradition itself. 'Rightly so,! comments Walter Schmithals, 'in
so far as Bultmann makes a historical critical investigation of the Jesus
tradition without any dogmatic prejudices. Wrongly so, in that this book
destroys any possibility of writing a "Life of Jesus", the beginning and
the end of liberal theolog,’fy.LP2
It is the second aspect of Bullmamn's work, which Schmithals

mentions, that had the most immediate effect upon Tillich, for Bultmann's
approach dismissed finally the possibility of getting back to the histor-
ical Jesus, a fact which is indicated by the character of the biblical
sources itself, Liberal theology had structured its account of Jesus's
personality upon St. Mark's Gospel, thought to be both the oldest of the
Gospels and historically reliable, Bultmann, using the 'form-critical!
method, started with the supposition that the Synoptic Gospels are all
collections of small individual units; originally transmitted orally.
The significance of this approach is not, as Bultmann states explicitly,
that it identifies 'the individual units of the tradition according to
their characteristics ~ aesthetic or o‘chemq:lse’,43 but that it recognizes
thét

the Jiterature in which the 1life of a given community, and

therefore also the primative Christian communilty, has taken

shape, arises from quite definilte needs and from expressions

of the life of this community. The result is a quite
definite style and quite specific forms and categories,

uzAn Introduction to the Theology of Rudolf Bultuann, trans,
J. Bowden (London: S.C.M. Press, 1968) p.198

H31pe History of the Synoptic Tradition, p.4

Mirpsa,
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The discovery of the originally individual and pericopic compos-
ition of the synoptic gospels terminated the liberal 'Life of Jesus! move-
ment. To admit that the synoptic account was constructed of individual
traditions, inserted, moreover, into a gospel framework designed for
that purpose at a later stage, simultaneously destroyed the liberal theo-
logical basis of the Marcan 'framework'!, which was thought to belong not
simply to the earliest stage of the tradition, but to the 'literary!?
tradition emanating from the pen of the evangelist himself, No longer
could the 'personality® of Jesus be exposed within a framework which now
could lay neo claim to ultimate historical reliability. The Gospels are
not to be read as simple blographical outlines since behind the framework
of each gospel lies the collective consciousness of the primative Chris-
tian commmnity, determined as it was by the practices, concerns and apol-
ogetic needs entailed in that community's situation. St. Mark's Gospel,

b5

far from being an historical document,; is in fact Gemeindetheologise,

In this way, Bultmann was redically critical of the old libsral
quest for the historical Jesus.,

Insofar as the old quest sought . . . to reconstruct a pic-
ture of the 1life and personality of the historical Jesus,
and in that way to provide historical legitimation for the
existential decision of faith, Bultmann completely rejects
that quest. In his view, such an effort is historically
impossible and theologically illegitimate., The knowledge
available to us through responsible critical analysis of
the Synoptic Gospels simply is Iinsufficient for the recon-

Y5cr, H, Anderson, Jesus and Christian Origins (New York: Ox-
ford University Press, 1964) p.31
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struction ofug picture of Jesus! character and inner
development.,

This conclusion is Tillich's also. Bultmann's stress on the
Vinterpretative! character of the biblical narratives could only lead
Tillich to assert that if Jesus said 'IT:am the truth!, this truth may
indeed be indistinguishable apart from the historical event of Jesus,
but it could not be discovered by & methodological approach, Biblical
criticism as exemplified by Bultmann, had shown above all the impossi-
bility of moving oul of one's concrete historical situation into the
situation in which one can meet the 'historical Jesus’.47

For Tillich there is no possibiliiy of getting bhehind the
kerygmatic Jesus Christ, that is, the Jesus as he was
recelved and interpreted and preached by the believing
disciples as the Christ of God, It i1s inaccurate to
speak of the thistcorical Jesus! if we mean by that term
the life of a person who stands behind the Gospels and
can be e~'racted from those witnesses by historical
research, "°

This is a Just appraisal of Tillich's position as we have attemp-
ted to describe it in this chapter. The failure of the liberal !'Lives
of Jesus! and the abandonment of the quest of the historical Jesus -

these are the legacies that Tillich inherited, and they determine his

own negative assessment of the attempt made by historical resea¥kch to

46Schubert M, Ogden,; 'Bultmann and the "New Quest"!, The Journal
of Bible and Religion, XXX, No., 3 (July 1962) p.210., Cf. G. E, Ladd,
1The Role of Jesus in Bultmann's Theology!, Scottish Journal of Theology,
XVIII, No, 1 (March 1965) pp.57-68

u7Cf. 'Realism and Faith!, The Protestant Era (London: James
Nisbet and Co., 1951) pp.81-82; trans. from the volume of Tillich's
collected writings; ReligiBse Verwicklichung (Berlin:. Furche-Verlag,
1929)

48James C. Livingston, 'Tillich's Christology and Hislorical
Research', Paul Tillich: Retrospect and Future (Nashville and New York:
Abingdon Press, 1066) p./t3. Reprinted from Religion in Life (Winter 1966)
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find the Jesus of history. bespite the various criticisms levelled
against Schweltzer and Bultmann, the methodological situation which
they outlined has ﬁoﬁ changed, The result of the critical biblical
approach is, Tillich concludes,

not a picture of the so-called historical Jesus but the
insight that there is no picture behind the biblical one
which could be made scientifically probable,
We must now turn to the implementation of this tinsight! in

Tillich's own constructive attempt to move Christology away from the

scepticism of historical research.

Mst, 2: 118



CHAPTER II

JESUS AS THE CHRIST: BIBLICAL CRITICISM AND FAITH

For our future discussions, the most important conclusion that
Tillich comes to from his survey of the ill=fated search for the hist-
orical Jesus is that the failure of this attempt would have besn more
easily recognised if it had not been 'for the semantic confusion about
the meaning of the term "historical Jesus"'.1 As we have seen alresady,
the term"historical Jesus! more commonly denotes the results of the
historian's research into the character and life of him who stands
behind the Gospel reports. However, 'historical Jesus! designates also
the factual element within,; what Tillich calls, the event 'Jesus as the
Christ’.2 As J. Heywood Thomas explains, this is
| simply a shorthand expression for the assertion that there
is a fact of which this event is the name and interpret-
ation,>
The sementic distinction which Tillich has made within the term
Thistorical Jesus! can be seen, therefore, to revolve around two ele-
ments: first, the historical evidence about Jesus which is the oulcone
of historical research; and second, the factual character of the event
'Jesus as the Christ!, Significantly, the term 'historical Jesus'! in

this second sense 'raises the question of faith and not the question of

Isr, 2: 123

2Thid,

3Paul Tillich: An Appraisal (London: SCM Press, 1963) p.81

18



19.
histofical :c‘eseeut‘ch'.l-;r Since, therefore, the phrase 'Jesus as the
Christ! appears to determine Tillich's discugsion on the relevance of
biblical criticism to Christology, we must now concern ouréelves with a
detailed analysis of its meaning. In a very real sense, it marks the
beginning of Tillich's attempt to steer Christology away from the fruit-
less avenues of the quest of the historical Jesus. OConsequently, in
Tillich's thought, it is not merely a central phrase but a transitional
one, moving away from the type of historical endesvours which we

described in the previous chapler.

I. Jesus ag the Christ.

The centrality of the statement 'Jesus as the Christ! is indi-
cated in the opening words of the chapter 'The Reality of the Christ'.5

Christianity is whabt it is through the affirmation that Jesus
of Nagareth, who has been called "the Christ", is actually

the Christ, namely he who brings the new state of things, the
New Being. Wherever the assertion that Jesus is the Christ

is maintained, there is the Chrigstian message; wherever this
assertion is denied, the Christian message is not affirmed.
Chrigtianity wag born, not with the birth of the man who is
called !'Jesus!, but in the moment in which one of his followers
wag driven to say to him, "Thou art the Chrigt®. And Christ-
ianity will live as long as there are people who repeat this
assertion. For the event on which Christianity is based has
two gides: +the fact which is called "Jesus of Nazareth" and thg
reception of this fact by those who received him as the Christ,

The Christian message is therefore equated with the assertion
that 'Jesus is the Christ!. The gtrange structure of this phrase is

intentional in that it rejects all liturgical and homilecltic use of

“sr, 20 123
osr, 23 112-135

65;, 2: 113
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tJesus Christ? as a proper name, This form is discarded since it tends -
to unite two elements which are in fact diétinct; namely, ‘Jesﬁs as tﬁe
‘Christ is béth an historical fact and a subject of believing réception.'7

Tillich has begun, therefore, with the principle that there are
two elements within the event 'Jesus as the Christ!., The first concerns
a fact which has happened, the second points to Jesus' reception as therf
Christ.

The receptive side of the Christian event is as important as
the factual side. And only their unity creates the event
upon which Christianity is based.

As early as 1911, Tillich insisted on the radical implementation
of this dichotony. He tells us that, in a set of propositions presented
to a group of theological f¥iends, .

I asked how Christian doctrine might be understood if the
non-existence of the historical Jesus was to become histo-

rically probable, and then attempted to answer my own
question.

This was clearly no youthful enterprise since in 1936 Tillich
continued to insist 'on raising this question radically rather than
falling back on the kind of compromlses that I encountered then,! He

continues:

"Thid.,

§§g, 2: 114, This insistence paves the way for the answer to
the question 'Would the destruction of mankind be a refutation of the
Christien message?' Tilllich answers that 'Jesus as the Christ is relat-
ed to that historical development of which he is the centre . . . It
begins the moment human beings start realizing their existentisl est-
rangement and raise the question of the New Being ... . the end is the
moment in which the continuily of that history in which Jesus as the
Christ is the centre is definitely broken.! (Ibid., p.116)

9Interpretation, P33
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The foundation of Christian belief is the biblical picture
of Christ, not the historical Jesus. The criterion of

human thought and action is the picture of Christ as it is
rooted in ecclesiastical belief and human experience, not

the shifting and artificial construct of historical research,

10

What we have here is a clear methodological distinction between
the fact and the interpretation, the former identified with 'Jesus', the
latter with 'the Christ'., The foundation of the Christian faith certaiﬁm
1y ;s 'a believing confession vis-a-vis a faet',ll but more specifically
it is 'the Christ' who provides this foundation.

However, before passing to an examination of Tillich's reasons
why this location of the foundation of faith upon tthe Christ' should
enable him to dismiss the investigations made by historical resédarch

into the historical Jesus, we nust examine individually the two elements

which are said %o embody the event 'Jesus as the Christ'. We turn first

10 '
Ibid., pp.33-34. Undoubtedly, Tillich reflects here the res-

earches done by his teacher, Martin Kahler, who similarly distinguished
between the historische Jesus (the so-called focus of historical=critical

research) and the geschichtliche, biblische Christus (the content of the
kerygma and the object of faith). Kihler himself frequently replaced
geschichtliche Jesus with the phrase biblisches Bild (biblical picture)
vhich is used consistently by Tillich to separate the Jesus of critical
research and the Christ of faith. See Martin K¥hler, The So-called Hig—
torical Jesus and the Historic Biblical Chrigt, trans, and ed. G, E.
Braaten (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1964). In the Foreword to this
work, Tillich writes; 'I do believe that one emphasis in KBhler's

answer is decisive for our present situation, namely, the necessity to
make the certainty of faith independent of the unavoidable incertitudes
of historical research.! (Ibid., p.xii). See also Perspectives, pp.213=
215, Cf. Daniel L. Deegan, 'Martin K#hler: 'Kerygma and Gospel History!,
Scottish Journal of Theology, XVI, No. 1 (March 1963) pp.50~67; and

C.E. Braaten, 'Martin Kéhler on the Historic, Biblical Christ!, The
Historical Jesus and the Kervematic Christ: RBssays on the New Quest of
the Historical Jesus (ed. Braasten and Harrisville), pp. 79=105

11J. H. Thomas, op, cit., p.78




to the tfact!.

IT, The Factual Element of the Bvent 'Jesus as the Christ!.

One serious misunderstanding of the factual side of the event
1Jesus as the Christ! must be avoided. This is pinpointea by Maria
Sulzbach, not in her illumination but in her implementation of the mis-
understanding. She writes:

Tn his Sysgtematic Theology, he (Tillich) distinguishes betucen
fact and interpretation. Though Jesus is the higtorical fact
on which all interpretation of the Chrisgtian faith is based,
it is of no major importance. Not Jesus, but the Christ as

the interpretation of the ‘fiﬁt', is the cornerstone of all
Chrigbian thought and faith.

Sulzbach's comment that it is the inberpretation (the Christ) of
the fact (Jesus) which is the foundation 'of all Christian thought and
faith! is correct., So much is clear from Tillich's opening sbtatement
that it was the Caesarea Philippi confegsion, not the birth of Jesus,

13

vhich saw the beginning of Christianity. Sulzbach!s mistake is to
deduce from this the apparently parallel contention that the historical
fact of Jesus ig of 'no major importancet.

-—-In fact, Tillich's proposition that the foundation of Christian
faith in 'Jesus ag the Christ' contains very positive statements about
%he,facticify of the historical side of the Christian message. Indeed,
his stress on the factual element is, in part, designed to counter, or

at least mitigate, any ensuing attack upon his separation between fact

and interpretation. The essential element of the historical reality of

12'The Place of Christology in Conbemporary Protestantism!,
Religion in Iife, XXIII, Wo.2 (Spring, 1954) p.R1l

13

See above, p.l19
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Jesus of Nazareth is mainﬁaiﬁed throughout: !Jesus as the Christ! is
both an historical fact and a subject of beiieving reception, In an
early formative essay, Tillich explicitly states that 'the Incarnation
is an historical event, and occurs only once in time and spac:e';ll1L and
in the same work he rejects the suggestion that the biblical picture of
the Christ is the product merely of man‘s.imagination:

I may express the hops that one false view is excluded by -
everyvhing I have tried to say: namely, the mistake of
supposing that the picture of the New Being in Jesus as

the Christ 13 the creation of existentialist thought or
experience.f5

Conssquently, A, T. Mollegen can state that the first prineciple of
Tillich's Christological position is that

the Incarnation happensd. Put bluntly, the Incarnational
events were photographable, A sound-recording cinema-
tograph could have captured the physicaligctions and words
of & human individual vho is the Christ.

Tillich's insistence on the 'Jesus! element in 'Jesus as the
Christ!. proceeds also on *theological! grounds.

If theology ignores the fact to which the name of Jesus of
Nazareth points, it ignores the basic Christian assertion
that Essential Ged-Manhood has appeared within existence
and subjscted itself to the conditions of existence without
being conquered by them., If there were no personal life

in which existential estrangement had been overcome, the
New Being would have remained a quest and an expectation
and would not be a reality in time and space. Only if
exlstence is conquered in one point - a personal life,
representing exlstence as a whole = is il conquered in

14'A Reinterpretation of the Doctrine of the Incarnationt,
Church Quarterly Review, CXLVII, No, 1 (January-March, 1949) p.145

o1,

16’Chrisiology and Biblical Criticism in Tillich!, The Theology

of Paul Tillich, ed, C. W. Kegley and R. W, Bretall (New York: Macmillan,

1964) p.231




pfinciple, which means "in beginning and in power", This

is the reason that Christian theology must insist on the

actvsl fact to which the name Jesus of Nazareth rofers,17

From what Tillich has said, it becomes clear that he has a real

sense of both the factval and human character of the person to which the
name !Jesus! points. Thus, for example, stories such as those dealing
with Jesus® birth in Bethlehem,; his flight to Egypt, the early threat
to his life by the political.powers, his agony at Gethsemane, all -
confirm that the picture of the Christ in the Gospels is of a personal
life, subject to existence, in which theVNGW‘Being has appeared.
Indeed, if there were not this emphasis upon the facticity of the man
who was the Christ, it would be very hard to see why Tillich strenuously
shuns docetismig (of which, however, Sulzbach accuses him?o), and why
he seeks to maintain the Chalcedonian balance of humanity and deity
within 'Jesus as the Christ’; for, though the doctrine of the two
natures used the 'wrong conceptual toolst, it raised 'the right
question‘.21

Any diminution of the human nature would deprive the Christ of

his totsl participation in the conditions of existence. And any

diminvtion of the divine nature would deprive the Christ of his

total victory over existential estrangement, In both cases, he

could not have created the New Being. His being would have been
less then the New Being.22

1781, 2: 113-114
18868 ST, 2: 183
1960 ST, 2: 114
2OSulzbaCh, op. cit.; p.2l2

2%23, 2: 164

“Z1pid,
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In conclusion, therefore, contra Sulzbach, we can only applaud
R. E. Cushman when he writegs
"Tillich intends to take the historic fact seriously. We do

not have to deal with 'Ege Christ! but with 'Jesus ag the
Christ!, it would seem.

ITI. The Interpretative Blement of the Event 'Jesus as the Chrigt!.

In view of the discussion of the factual side of 'Jesus as the
Christ?, the first thing that must be said aboubt the interpreta%ive gide,
the tbiblical picture of the Chrisgtt!, is that it is not intended 1o
replace the earthly Jesus, Although, as we sghall gee shorbtly, the New
Tegbament narrative of the ministry is indispensable, nevertheless, the
Kerygma, as the proclamation of the crucifixion and resurrection, would
not of itself provide the criteria for overcoming existential estrange-
ment. BExistential ambiguity can only be overcome in the earthly exist-
ence of the personal life of hin who is the bearer of the New Being.
Jesus as the Christ is indeed the crucified and risen, but 'in both
cases something happened within existence. Otherwise the Christ would

. ey 24
not have entered existence and could not have conquered it!,” ™

23'The Christology of Paul Tillich!, The Heritage of Chrigtian
Thoughts TFssays in Honor of Robert JTowry Calhoun, ed. R. E. Cushman and
B. Grislis (New York: Harper and Row, 1965) pp.l74-175

24§1, 2: 177. This position 1g similar to Bultmamn'!s. Bultmann,
in concentrating on the pure 'thatness! (Dass) of Jesus, and not specific
characberistics (Wie and Wasg) has been accused of being unzble to deter-
mine anything of the Jesus of history. OCf. M. S. Enslin's The Prophet
from Nazareth, p.5. In fact, Bultmann does make virtually cerbtain judg-
ments sbout the main events and feabures of Jesus! ministry and life. Cf.
Jesus and the Hord, pp.lb6-26, 28ff, 61LF, 173, Bulbtmann, also like
Tillich, stresses the necessity of the Cross as the central historical
fact, attesting to Jesus'! earthly existence. Cf. Keryema and Myths 4
Theological Debats, ed. H. W, Bartsch and trans. R. H. Fuller (Iondon:
S.P.CK., 1957) Vol 1, pp.37ff, A1fF, 115, 1170f, For Bultmamn's
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The indispensability of the biblicel narrative is, however, main-
tained in the following way. The Incarnation entails an event, the -
historical occurrence of which could have been photographed, This much
we have seen in our discussion of the factual side of the Christ-event.
But no such photograph exists;\ all we have is a portrait,’the "piblical
picture of Jesus as the Christ!, in which Jesus is regarded as the
Christ,bthe Son of God, the Logos. The sacceplance and reception of
Jesus as the Christ resulted in the collection of data zbout him, in
which both the activity of the Jewish expectation of the Messiah and of
receiving faith are manifest. Consequently, theApicture we have before
us of Jesus is one presenting Jesus as the Christ., !'Jesus as the Christ'
is the assertion of faith; and this is the only picture we have of hinm,
In this respect, the relation of fact to interpretation is as follows:
The Christian fact is not formally dismissed, Interpretation
must be interpretation of soms actual fact else it is not
valid interpretation but illusion, Yet,; functionally speaking,
"the Christ" (the interpretztion) becomes the foundation of
Christian thought and devotion, 2o
Fron this, impgrtant coﬁélusions follow, First, it illustrates
that Tillich's Christology revolves both around the fact of Jesus and The
New Testament as the original and basic document wherein appears the

picture of 'Jesus as the Christ!., All other sources, from the Apostolic

Fathers to modern theologians, depend upon this testimony.

understanding of the Cross, see Joseph C, Weber, 'Jesus and the Kerygma
in the Light of the Law and Gospel in Bultmann's Theology!', Dialog, III,
No. 3, (Autuman 1964) pp.291-293 '

25R. C. Johnson, 'The Jesus of History and the Christian Faitht,
Theology Today, X, No. 2, (July 1953) p.174
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In itself the New Testament is an integral part of the event
which it documents. The New Testament represents the recep-
tive side of that event and provides, as such, a witness to

the factual side. If this is true, one can say that the New !
Testament as a whole 1s the basigédocument of the event upon i
which the Christian faith rests, :

Second, it provides Tillich with the occasidn to state that,
despite the undoubted complexities of New Testament study, there is an
underlying unity within all the books: all unite in the assertion that
'Jesus is the Christ'. For this reason, against the so-called liberal
__%theology, Tillich believes that there is no significant difference
between the message of Christ given in the Gospels and Epistles., What
difference there is between the Synoptic account and the remainder of
the New Testament (including the Gospel of John) lies in the former
giving Ythe plcture on which the assertion that Jesus is the Christ is
based, while the latter give the elaboration of this assertion and its .
implications for Christian thought and 1ife.'?” But this distinction
is not exclusive, for it is one of emphasis not substance, Thust

The New Testament witness is unanimous in its witness to Jesus

_as the Chrigg. This witness is the foundation of the Christ-
jan church.

Third, it shows why Christ is not merely 'the head of the
Church'29 but also why Christ and his church are 'necessarily inter-

0
dependen’c,';3 for without the believing reception of Jesus as the Christ,

2651, 2: 134-135

?Tst, 2: 135

281bide
2951, 2: 114

30734,



Jesus could not have been the Christ 'even if he had claimed to be the

29.

Christ.'31 In this way, it is the indissoluble unity of the two elements,

faet and interpretation, upon which Christianity is based,

But fourth and finally, the functional emphasis upon the inter-
pretative side of 'Jesus as the Christ', and the convergence of the
aforementioned three points evolving from thal emphasis, provide us with
the first major argument which Tillich presents to resolve the question
of the relevance of biblical criticism to Christology. Christology is
not based on determineble empirical facts, for the New Testament writers
were not interested in reporting merély factual data; this, indeed, was
a secondary concern, They were interested only in transmitting a relig-
iously significant picture of Jesus,

The original picture which existed from the beginning was of
a numinous and interpreted character; and it was this which
proved to have the power to conquer existencs.

In other words, biblical criticism cannot effectually undermine
Christology_because the empirical truth of Jesus cannot be distinguished
apart from the faithful appropriation of that fact, in which the recip-
ient is guite as important as the fact itself.

Tillich fully endorses this understanding of his position.
First, it realizes the implications of the two-fold semantic distinction
which Tillich made within the term 'historical Jesus'.33 If the factual
character of the event 'Jesus es the Christ! is presented only within a

situvation of faith (which 'Jesus as the Christ! constitutes), then in

1pia,

3Z'Reinterpretation of the Doctrine of the Incarnation', Church
Quarterly Review, p.145

33see above, p.18




this sense the question of féith is raised and not of biblical criticism,
Second, the coincidence of fact and faith within the biblical picture
precludes historical research from finding the 'historical Jesus! because
in order to do this research it would have to separate two elements

which are, however, inseparable, namely, the factual from the receiving
side of the event 'Jesus as the Christ!., For this reason, the failure

of the 'quesl! is not a matter of the preliminary shortcomings of bibli-
cal research (which could, perhaps, be rectified at a later date) but is

3% Third, the essentially

fcaused by the nature of the sources itself!,
interpretative character of the biblical narratives does not imply the
dissolution of the factual historical element of the gospels, for 'if
the factual element in the Christian event were denied, the foundation
of Christianity would be denied.'35
2l statement (such as 'Thou art the Christ') st be rooted and grounded
in the factuality of Jesus! sarthly existence; and to be sceptical of
the work of biblical research is not to deny this element, for the event
VJesus as the Christ' would, as we have seen, be ncthing without it.
With these points in mind we may argusbly call Tillich a 'Keryg-
matic‘theologian, not of course in the sense that through the kerygma
we can know Jesus'! personality, inner development and the courss of his
1ife, nor in the sense of placing emphasis upon Jesus'! consciousness of
being the bearer of the Word of God to call men to decision in the last

hour, but rather through Tillich's stress on the mode whereby the fact

of Jesus is apprehended. ‘'Jesus 1s the Christ! is a kerygmatic proclam-

This can only mean that a confession-

Sst, 2: 118

e

3bst, 2: 123
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ation which has meaning only within a faith encounter-situation, From
this, Tillich can develop his thesis that the historical-critical effort
-~to discover the 'historical Jesus' is of little concern for faith because
from the beginning

the basls of faith was a certain fruitful confluence of fact
and modg o? approprigté?n °§6f30t - interpretation, and
appropriative appreciation.

We may regard Tillich's examination of the relationship of fact
to.faith within the event 'Jesus as the Christ! as the first major argu-
ment advanced by him to safeguard Christology from being determined by
higtorical criticism., It is the outcome of the bagic semantic distine-
tion which Tillich made within the term ‘'higtorical Jesus!. The only
valid meaning of the term 'historical Jesus! is that there is a factual
element within the event "Jesus as the Chright!. However, in view of
Tillich's distinction between the 'historical Jesusg' of biblical research
and 'the biblical picture of Jesus as the Christ'!, he can conclude that
the presence of thig factual element doeg not raise the question of
historical research, for the only 'hisborical Jesus!' that exists is
found within the biblical picture. This picture was formed in the situ~
ation of faith, and, as such, effectually precludes historical investi-
gation from undermining that factual element which faith receives and

to which faith responds.

IV. Faith and the limitations of higtorical enquiry.

Thus far in our discussion of Tillich's pogition, we have focused
attention exclusively upon the implications of the phrasge 'Jesus as the

Christ! for the relsvance of biblical criticism to Christology. A second

argument is proposed by Tillich within another, though clogely related,
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context., It too evolves from tﬁe semantic digbinction drawn by Tillich
within the meaning of 'hisborical Jesus'. It ig distinguished by
Tillich's definition of the word ‘'hisvoricalt,

Clearly, Tillich's primary use of the word 'higtorical! within
this second argument corresponds to hié earlier statement that the only
Whigborical® Jesus! is that apprehended by faith within the biblical
picture of Jesus as the Christ, 'Historicél' here refers only to the
immediate certainty of faith (the interpretation of the factual element
wiéhin the event 'Jesus as the Christ!) and does not involve any type of
hisgtorical invesgtigation. PFaith interprets this factual element for
faith only, and thereby transfers it to the realm of faith. In doing
this, faith determines the use of the word 'historical', for when used
in this way it can be known only through faith., This much we have geen
by examining the phrase 'Jesus as the Christ'.

This use of the word 'historical! within the term 'historical
Jesus! is not to be semantically confused with that definition of 'hig-
torical! which denotes the historiographical nethods employed by biblical
critics. Here, '"historical" for the scientific view of things are those
events which are verified within the limitg of every historical verifi-

37 It is through this second

cation by special methods of research,!
definition of 'higborical' that Tillich advances his second argument for
the removal of Chrisgstology from dependence on biblical criticism.

The most important characterization of historical research which
Tillich has given us is that it views 'those events which are verified

within the limits of historical verification'. The limitation of which

Tillich speaks is prompted by his view of historiography as that which

(] -
)7The Bible and Systematic Theology, an unpublished Ms., cited
by A. T. tollegen, op, cit., p.234




320

fcan only lend probability'.SB

|
Tt is on this basis that Tillich asserts
. °
that historical methodology is itself inadequate to serve as the crit-
erion of Christology. i
Historiesl research provided probabilities about Jesuu of a
higher or lower degree. On the basis of these probabilities,
it sketched 'Lives of Jesus!'s But they were more 1likeo novels
than bilographies; they certainly cggld not provide a gafe
foundation for the Christian faith.

This statement does not annul Tillich's previous stress on the
importance of the historical method in considering the trustworthiness,
composition and nature of the biblical records,uo any moro than the
kerygmatic character of the narratives did. Yet it is still clear that

whatever the success of this procedure, the historian

never can reach certainEX in this way, but he can reach high
degrees of probability.

Til1lich is saying that biblical criticism, like all historical
enquiry, can only achieve probable results of higher or lower degree;
and freligious certainty cannot rest on a probability tho degree of
which changes with more enquiry,'nz Thus, quite apart Irom the incur- é
sion of the historian's own prejudices or the scant amount of biblical
records, probability as such is inadequale as a basis for faith, To
identify faith 'with the belief in the historical validity of the bib-

lical stories? is, Tillich claims, 'a disastrous distortion of the

ﬁélnﬁegpretation, P.265

Psr, 2: 1at

See above, p.6

4{§2, 2: 120

4] .
l'Zl‘liolleg@n, ope_cit., p.234
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meaning of :E‘a:'d;hhu3 Certainly faith entails risk, but !'it is wrong .
. « to consider the risk concerning uncertain historical faots as part
of the risk of J‘.‘ai’t,h»'qip

There is nothing new in this contention. Ever since Lessing
noted a discontinuity between contiﬁgent historical truths and etsrnal
truths of reason in his famous formula that 'accidental truths of his-~
tory can never become the proof of necessary truths of reason,'u5 theo-
logians, wnwilling to erect a Christology upon the Jesus of historical
research, have pointed out persistently that recorded history can never
serve as the basis of faith; since historical judgments, by their very
nature, never attain anything more than a degree of Probability, they
cannot be the media of revealed truth,a

Tillich fully incorporates this type>of argument. Biblical
eriticism, he tells us, was 'suspect from its very beginning'! because
it appeared 'to criticize not only the historical sources but the revel-

ation contained in these sources « « Historical criticism seemed to

Q?QE, P87

Misp, 2: 134
450n the Proof of the Spirit and of Power (1777), trans. H., Chad-
wick, Lessing's Theological Writings (London: Adam and Charles Black,

1956) p.53

46For Lessing!s attitude towards historical judgments, see Karl
Barth, Protestant Thought: From Rousseau to Hitschl, trans., B. Cozens
(New York: Harper and Bros,, 1959) pp.136 ff; and L. De Moor, 'Problem
of Revelation in 18th century Germany: with particular reference to .
Lessing', Evangelical Quarterly, XXXIX, No. 2 (April-June, 1967) pp.66-74;
No. 3 (July-September 1967) pp.139-151; No. 4 (October-Decenber 1967)
Pp.205-215
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undercult faith itself'.47 This, however, is an erroneous judgment, and
results precisely from the semantic bonfusion that Tillich seeks to over-
come, In the first definition of *historical! we are concerned with the
factual element in 'Jesus as the Christ!, which demands and requires the
correlative apprehension by faith alone. In the second definition,; we
are concerned with the historicity of the biblical narratives, which is
always a matter of the degrees of probability reached by historical
research. These two definitions are utterly distinet, and are nevér to

be confused with one anothe:r".l"'8 In the first definition, the 'risk of

¥7s1, 20 117

ugThis argument appears most explicitly in Tillich's discussion
of 'revelation'! in Systematic Theology, Volume One (Chicago: The Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1951) pp,106-131, (Hereafier cited as ST, 1).
Historical research cannot dissolve revelation because revelation belongs
to a level of reality which fcontradicts the attitude of ordinary cogni-
tion'. (Ibid., p.108). It indicates the 'mystery of being! and directs
us to our 'ultimate concern' (Ibid., p.110). Thus, whatever scientific
analysis or historical research maey say about the conditions in and
through which revelation appears, revelation remains unaffected by
their discoveries, This is corroborated by Tillich's belief that 'no
conflict between different dimensions of reality is possible . . .
Reason is not destroyed by revelation, just as revelation is nol.emptied
by reason! (Ibid., pp.117-118). Noreover, since revelation is the
manifestation of the 'mystery of being', it does nol inform us about
'the structure of nature, history, and man? (gg;g., p.129). It does not
imply factual assertions, and its truth can only be judged by its own
eriteria (Ibid., p.130), Therefore, ordinary knowledge cannot clash
with knowledge of revelation. For these reasons, theologians 'need not
be afraid of any historical conjecture, for revealed truth lies in a
dimension where it can neither be confirmed nor negated by histori-
ography! (Ibid.) For a discussion of the significence of Tillich's
doctrine of ‘*revelalbion' for the historical value of the biblical
narratives, see A, R, Dulles, 'Paul Tillich and the Rible', Paul Tillich
in Catholic Thought, ed. T. A, O'Meara and C, D. Weisser (Dubuque, lowa:
The Priory Press, 1964) pp.109-132; and, in the same volume, G, Weigel,
'Myth, Symbol and Analogy', pp.187-191
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faith is existential', and does not imply the risk of historical judg-
ment which is 'theoretical and open to permanent scientific correction, t*?

Here are two different dimensions which should never be con-

fused, A wrong faith can destroy the meaning of one's life;

a wrong historical judgment cannot. It is misleading, there-
fore, to use the word 'risk! for both dimensions in the same

sense,

Thus, in order to protect the kerygma, and yet to guarantee the
importance and freedom of the historian, faith and criticism are placed
in two dimensions, which, Tillich insists, must be kept separate. In
one sense, of course, there is a similarity between the two dimensions,
for historiography, no less than faith, involves an inlerpreting

51

subject; this does not, howevsr, provide the historian with the
occasion to transform 'historical probability into positive or negative
ot s . paaang D2 . . .

historical certainty by a Judgment of faitht!. This would illegit-
imately confuse one dimension with the other by supposing that ‘'faith
can guarantee the truth of a questionable historical statement’.53 Faith
cannot so guarantee historical facts because this is not faith's concern.
For example,

It is not a matter of faith te decide how wuch legendary,

mythological and historical material is amalgamated in

the stories about the birth and the resurrection of the

Christ . . « All these questions must be decided, in

terms of more or less probability, by historical research,
They are questions of historical truth,; not of the truth

H9s7, 20 13k
50114,

51Cfe DF, p.86
52st, 21 120

532@, p.86
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of faith, St
In the light of this argument, Tillich can maintain that it is
not faith's task to determine the character of the Pentateuchal narra-
tives, or the degree to which Genesis is composed of myth and legend
rather than actual history.55 These are not questions of faith, but
are rather the concern of problemétical historical enquiry. Nowhere, of
course, is this more evident than in the crisis reached when historical
research investigated the biblical sources and so raised the dilemma
which we have frequently described: the historical validity of the
biblical picture of Jesus who is called the Christ. Once again,
Tillich's answer affirms that the investigaltions instigated by histor-
“ical research have no implications at all for Christian faith, !Faith
does not include historical knowledge aboul the way in which this event
took place.'56 Consequently, presupposing Tillich's two-dimensional
theory, faith is itself exclusive of historical fact-claims,
Tillich's reason for concluding that the sceptical results of
historical research into the 1life of Jesus should have no influence
on Christisn faith is not that faith guarantees the biblical por-
trait of Jesus to be historically accurats. Rather, his reason for
so concluding is that faith, when properly understood, makes no
factual claims whatsoever aboult some man named 'Jesus! who
flourished in the years 1 to 30.

It may be supposed that this type of argument disallows also

the factual basis of the event 'Jesus as the Christ!, which forms a

54DF, p.88
SSCfI QE, pp987"'88
56Dr, p.89

STwilliam L. Rowe, Religious Symbols and God (Chicago and London:

The University of Chicago Press, 1968) p.212




37
necessary elemept within that event., Two points are made by Tillich to
correct this féléé impression,

Fifsﬁ, the distinction that is being made is not between the
fact of Jesus as basis and its reception by faith, bul bstween knowledge
of the way in which that event took place and faith., The question
whether the event 'Jesus as the Christ! actually happened in the way it
is reported to have happened exists in a dimension which cannot come
into conflict with faith. 'Therefore, faith cannot Be shaken by histor-
iecal research even if ils resulis are critical of the traditions in which

d,’58

the event is reportec The importance of the event lies rather in its
existential implications for faith., It does not lie with its historical
component parts which could ﬁe examined historilographically.

Second,; the separation of historical research from faith does
not result in the losgs of the factual basis of Christology because,
Tillich tells us, there is a final sense in which faith itself can over-
come historical scepticism about the factual element: in *Jesus az The-
Christ!, Faith, 'through its own power, can . . . guarantee the exist-
ence of Jesus of Nazareth and at least the essenltials of the biblical
picture'.59 In other words, the factual basis of Christology can be
assured by means of faith alone.

This second point is, Tillich readily admits, ambiguous. He
proceeds, therefore, to define more exactly what it is that faith can

guarantee, That which is assured by faith is 'only its foundation,

591, 2: 131
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namely; the appearaﬁce of that reality which has created the faith’.éo
This -reality isvidentified with the New Being 'who conquers existentisl
estrangement and makes faith possible'.61 Faith, then, is 'the immed-
iate (not mediated by conclusions) evidence of the New Being within and
uwnder the conditions of existence!; 2 as such, it cannot bé investigated
by historical research, Referring to the Augustinian-Cartesisn refutat-
iqn of radical scepticism ('which pointed to the immediascy of a self-
consciousness which guaranteed itself by its participation in being'63),
Tillich stresses equally that it is faithful participation, not histor-
ical argument, which guarantees 'a personal life in which the New Being
has conguered the old being'.64

It would appear that Tillich's argument here revolves around thé
familiar two-fold structure of the event 'Jesus as the Christ', namely,
its factual and receptive character. Jesus as the Christ is the bearer
of the New Being, and he is received as such. Yet, as we have seen, the
New Being must include the reality of a 'personal! life, for the ambig-
uities of existence can only be overcome by the participation of the
bearer of the New Being in existence. 2 _Consequently, faith necessarily

receives the 'personal! realily of the New Being when it accepts and

69§3, 2: 131

611pig,

6
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631144,
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635ee above, Po 2k
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reéeives 'Jesus as the Christ!, Therefore, to say that a man has faith
analytically entails that he has received that which has overcome exis-
tence in existence. In this sense, faith does guarantee the historical
basis of Christology, for it gqarantees that 'someone! conquered exis-
tence, But it does not ensure that ’Jeéus of Nazareth! is that 'someonef.
This, Tillich agrees, is the historically absurd but 1ogica11yfnecessary
conclusion resulting from his appreciation of the historical method.66
The 'Jesus! elesment in the event 'Jesus as the Christ! indicates only the
personal and factual foundation of Christology. It is not, however, to
be equated with the historical person 'Jesus of Nazareth'. As Kelsey
succincetly remarks, in this argument !the fact‘ggggg by Jesus of Naza-
reth turns ocut to be different from the fact pointed to\by Jesus'.67
The first part, the fact 'named?, is subject to historiographic examin-
ation; but the second,; the fact 'pointed! to, is subject to faith alone.

Faith, therefore; cannot guarantee the empirical factuality of
the biblical picture since, by its very nature, it does not include
historical information aboult the way in which the event 'Jesus as the
Christ! occurred. Faith does, however, include 'certitude about its
own foundation‘,68 namely, a personal life in which the old being was
conquered by the New Being. 'Whatever his néme, the New Being was and
is actual in this man‘.69 Though photographable, no photograph exists

of this event, for neither faith nor the probabilities of historical

6§§2, 2: 131

6
7D° Xelsey, op. cit., p.93

6r p.89

62§2, 2: 131 (my emphasis)
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regearch provide such a photograph.

V. Tillich's concept of the 'analogia imaginis!.

However, if all that can be said about the factual basig of
Chrigtology is that a personal life existed, and if that factual baéis
is limited only to the biblical picture, then the final problem before
_Tillich now is: 'How can the New Being. who is called "the Christ® trans-

70

form reality if no concrete trait of his nature is left?! As Tavard

pubs it:
It is not enough to state that the original fact is the
Apostles! interpretation of Jesus., For how can we accept
an interpretation if we do not know what is to be inber-

preted?!

Tillich answers with his concept of the analogia imaginis,

wherein he claims an analogy between the !'biblical picture of Jesus as
the Christ! and the concrete, personal 1life from which the biblical
picture has evolved.

There is an analogia imaginig, namely, an analogy betlween

the picture and the actual personal life from which it

hag arisen., It wag this reality, whenzencountered by the
disciples, which created the picture.

Thus, as Mollegen expresses 1L, the New Tegtament confesgion of
- Jesus as the Christ 'means not only that a human individuality existed,
but that he was such as supports the Biblical picﬁure.'73 In other words,

faith guarantees not only a factual basis for Christology bubt also an

7OIbid.

: 71G. H., Tavard, Paul Tillich and the Christian Message (Wew York:
Charles Scribnerts Sons, 1962) p.109

a1, 2: 132

3

A. T, Mollegen, op. cib., P.234
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actual personal life whose concrete characteristics were such as to give
rise to the biblical picture. We have seen already why the first guar-
antee which faith provides is not open to historical eriticism: the
only factval element which exists is found within the biblical picture;
as such it is known and guaranteed only by falth, and is in no way to be
confused with the dimensioﬁ of probable historical knowledge, We must

now ask why the analogia imaginis also effecltively precludes Christology

from being potentially falsifiable by historical research,

The analogla imaginis represents Tillich's third and final argu-

ment concerning the relevance of biblical criticlsm to Christology

becavse it is his 'way of asserting the unity of a historical existence

and kerygmatic witness while at the same time claiming immunity from any
74

form of historical test.!?

Initially, it may be said that the analecgila imaginis is indepen-

dent of biblical research because the analogy entailed here does not
consist in the adequacy of 1ts historical representation of the actual
life presented in the biblical picture of the event 'Jesus as the
Christ!, The significance of the analogy lies rather in the continuance
o - Sl -5 - - Y] RPN 75 4. L 4
of the 'transforming power of the New Being! between that picture and
that event, It is this 'transforuing power! which forms the analogy, so
that the theologically important character of the biblical picture is
not its historical detail concerning Jesus of Nazareth, but the !power!

which it mediates,

™. c. Livingston, op. cit., p.48

7ost, 2: 132
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The power which has created and preserved the commmnity of
the New Being is not an abstract statement about its app-
earance; it is the picture of him in whom it has appeared.
No special trait of this picture can be verified with
certainty., But it can be definilely asserted that through
this picture the New Being gas_power to transform those
who are transformed by ite !

Tillich's argument, therefore, is that, despite the unrelia-
bility of the biblical narratives,; the biblical picture is never-
theless analogous to its subject because the 'transforming power of
the NeW'Beingz which the disciples encountered when they met Jesus, is
similarly encountered through the biblical picture., In this sense,
there is an analogy between the personal life of him who was received
as the Christ and the picture through which the New Being is now

received,

The analogia imoginis is similarly independent of historical

enquiry because it can be guaranteed only by each individual's parti-
cipation (in faith) in the 'transforming power of the New Beingt., In
this respect, Tillich's use of the analogy undergirds and evolves from
his earlier statement that Ffaith can, of itself, guarantee the factual
basis of Christology.77 If faith implies response to him who, as the
bearer of the New Being, has the 'power'! in him to conquer existential
éstrangement, then to say that a man now has faith through the biblical
picture entails that this picture is an adequate expression of the New
Being's 'transforming power!, and so, in turn, of the reality of the

New Being. 'Only in this sense!; Tillich tells us, 'does faith guarantee

TTid,

77366 above, pp.38-39
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the biblical picture of Jesuse'78

1
In this respect, Tillich continues, the analogia imaginis can }
|

be compared with the analogia entis, which he describes as not ‘'a

method of knowing God! but 'a way (uctually the only way) of speaking
gbout Godo'79 Tillich states thal those two analogies are comparable
to each other because in both cases
it is impossible to push behind the analogy and to state
directly what can be stated only indirectly, that is,
synbolically in the knowledge of God and mediated through
faith in the knowledge of Jesus,"0

It appears, therefore, that historical investigatlion cannot get

behind the biblical picture to discover the empirical truth about Jesus ' ‘

7?22, 2: 132, In his 'Rejolnder! to Moody Smith, Tillich is
emphatic on this pointi~ 'If I am acked, "Does Christian faith guaran-
tee that the synophic plcture of this man is guaranteed as historically
eorrect =~ including his name?" I would say "Noi'" If I am asked, "Does
Christian faith guarantee that this picture is an expression of the
bearer of the Spirit who, through this picture, creates and recreates
human beings spiritually? I would say "Yesi® If the Christien faith
can guarantee as much as this, it doos not need to call for the support
of human work, nawely historical rescarch, And il does not need to be
afraid of it.! The Journal of Relipion, XLVI, No. 1, Part II, (January
1966) p.192 '

"Ibid.

solbid» There is abundant Yoxtual evidence for Tillich's |
equation of the analogla entis with 'symbol', Cf. ST, 1: 239-240; :
IReply to Interpretation and Criticism!, The Theology of Paul Tillich,
$.239; 'Reply' in Gustave Weigel's 'The Theological Significance of
Paul Tillich', Paul Tillich in Catholic Thought, p.23. In a letter to
Welgel, cited in Weigel's fContemporancous Protestantism and Paul
T11lich!, Theological Studies, XI (June, 1950), Tillich writes: 1'I
speak of symbolic knowledge and mean by it exactly what St. Thomas
means with enalogia entis! (p.201). However, J. Heywood Thomas argues
that, in omitting many ontological distinctions made by Aquinas, Tillich
'is quite wrong when he says thal ho means by symbolic knowledge what
St. Thomas meant by analogy'. (Op. cit., p.198). In holding this view,
Heywood Thomas largely follows Edward O'Connor, 'Paul Tillich: An
Impression', Paul Tillich in Catholic Thought, pp.25~41
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of Nazareth because the analogia imaginis does not provide the means for
such an approach,

This 'Y"'picture analogy" is, like the analogy of being, not

a way given to man whereby he may "naturally' of empiri-

cally know the Christ, but a way through which he may

speak ab %t the one who makes himself known through that

picture.

Therefore, just as 'symbol! is the determinative form %hrough

which God is cognitively approached by means of the analogia entis, so

faith is the form through which a knowledge of Jesus as the Christ is

mediated through the analogia imaginis, Consequently, it is faith's

reception and experience of the 'transforming power of the New Being!
which slone vindicates the analogy between the individual existence of
the besrer of the New Being and the biblical picture. It is not sub-
sﬁantiated by the degres of historical correspondence between the picture

aqd that event.

Finally, the analogia imaginis makes no claim to historical

81A. J. McKelway, The Systematic Theology of Paul Tillich

(Richmond, Virginia: John Knox Press, 1964) p.159

82The same conclusion is reached when the analogia imaginis is
viewed within Tillich's discussion of 'revelation' in ST, 1: 106-131,
This connection between the analogy and revelsation is legitimate since
Tillich states that all manifestations which have 'shaking, transforming
and healing power! are ‘revelations! Qg;, 2: 192). Revelations tare
saving events in which the power of the New Being is present!. (Ibid.,
pp.192-193). The analogia imaginis stipulates, therefore, that both the
event 'Jesus as the Christ®! and the biblical yicture of that event are
'revelations® since through both the 'transforming powsr of the New Being!
was, and is, manifest. The picture here funcltions as a record of revel-
ation and as a revelation. Consequently, given Tillich's theory of
trevelation! as developed in ST, 1 (see above p.34 footnote 48), it can
be said that the analocia imaginis is contained within a dimension which
is incapable of historical examination. For an important discussion of
the analogia imaginis in the setting of 'revelation', see Kelsey, op.
cit., pp.96-107
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truth (nemely, that truth which could be evaluated by historical res-
earch) because if 'analogy is not identity, not one reference to the
historical Jesus in the biblical picture need be historically true?,
Therefore, wé find Tillich stressing again that it is impossible to

push behind the analogia imaginis because the medium through which the

'transforming power of the New Being! is now presented to us (viz., the
biblical picture) is not a photograph - which would be an exact replica
of the factual element in !Jesus as the Christ!.

However, if the biblical picture is not an empirical description
of an historical person, this does not imply that the picture is a work
purely of the imagination, It is not in the 'idealistic style of ar’c’84
whereby we would have to interpret the 'New Testament picture as the
painted projection of the experiences and ideals of the most feligiously
profound minds in the period of the Emperor Augustus’.85 It is not an
imaginary picture but a 'real pioture'.86 The word ‘real' here points
to the necessary 'reality! of the New Being, for, as we have seen al-~

ready,87 the experience in faith of the 'transforming power of the New

83B. J. R. Cameron, "The Historical Problem in Paul Tillich's
Christology!, Scotiish Journal of Theology, XVIII, No. 3 (September 1965)
pe265

Bsr, 20 133
851hida,
861114,
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87See above pp.24, 39
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Being'! must presuppose an individual life in which the ambiguities of .
existence were overcome. Faith also, then, guarantees the realism of
the biblical picture since the personal !'reality' to which it refers
mist have existed independent of the biblical picture., A picture
imagined by Jesus! contemporaries

would have expressed thelr untransformed existence and their
quest for e New Being. But it would not have been the New
Being itself. That is tested by its transforming power.

In this sense,; therefore, the biblical plcture of Jesus as the
Christ, through which the 'transforming power of the New Being! is
received, is neither a photograph nor an imaginary work., It is the

picture of an individval who existed apart from the picture, To this

89

extent, it may be appropriately called an '"expressionist" portrait!,

In this approach a painter would try to enter into the deepest
levels of the person with whom he deals., And he could do so
only by a profound participation in the reality and the mean-
ing of his subject matter. Only then could he paint this
person in such a way that his surface traits are neither
reproduced as in photography (or naturalistically imitated)
nor idealised according to the painter's ideal of beauly but
are used to express what the painter has experienced through
his participation in the being of his subject, This third

way is meant when we use the term 'real picture!,?V

Again,; the crucial element in the biblical pilcture is partici-
pation in Jesus as the bearer of the New Being. Our knowledge of Jesus
is not dependent upon knowing simply'the historical facts about him
('in terms of historical documentation we do know many people better than

1 . . . s
Jesus’)9 y but is occasioned only by faith's acceptance and experience of

“4:88sr, 20 133
891h3d.
PO1hida, (My emphasis)

918T, 2: 134
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the t{ransforming power'! of his being, which 1s the New Being. In this
way, the factual basis of Christology is appropriated and certified by
faith alone. We know that Jesus as the Christ lives in the biblical

picture by virtue of the analogia imaginis: +the power of the New Being |

is expressed in and through the picture. We know also that Jesus as the
Christ lived apart from the biblical picture: the trensforming power
experienced now by faith must have a correspondence to him whose power
it was to overcome existence in existence.

With this treatment of the analogia imaginis, Tillich concludes

his discussion of the relevance of biblical criticism to Christology.

For Tillich, thé question whether historical research can erode the
factual basis of Christology is resolved again by his radical reapprai--
sal of the nature of faith in relation to the event Jesus as the Christ,
Faith, in one sense, enables contemporaneity with a past event. This
does not imply participation in the historical details of Jesus who is
the bearer of the New Being, bul rather the immodiate,; existential aware~
ness of the 'power of New Being'. This 'power', originally mediated by
Jesus to the first disciples, is now expressed through the biblical pic-
ture of him as the Christ., In this way, 'we can say that we know nobody

192 and if faith can do this, then clearly there is no

as well as Jesus;
need to have the event 'Jesus as the Christ! corroborated by historical
research., Certeinly faith cannot know everything about this event (not

even that Jesus was called 'Jesus!), but it can guarantee that which is

%2sr, 2: 133
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sufficient and necessary fof‘Christology, despite the scepticism engen-
dered by biblical critioism, Faith can certify that the Ytransforwming
power of the New Being', expressed through the biblical picture and ex-
perienced in faith by succeeding generations of Christian believers,
evolves from the reception of Jesus as the Christ by the original dis-
ciples. Consequently, the picture is not one created by 'a hypothetical
description of what may lie behind the biblical picture!,”? bub it is
based on a concrete, personal 1life., This, in essence, constitutes the

anslogia Imaginis,

In view of this argument,.Tillich can reiterate the fundamental
principle of his thesis. However much research may indicate the unrel-
iability of those biblical narratives upon which the historical claims
of Christology are based, the factuval foundation of faith in Jesus as
the Christ can be, and is, affirmed. It is assured by faith itself. For
this reason, therefore, the historical basis of Christology is guaranteed
within a dimension which, at the same time; immunizes that basis from any

type of historical examination,

Bsr, 20 132



CHAPTER IITI
CONCLUSTON: A CRTTICAL APPRATSAT

Any evaluvation of Tillich!'s discussion of the relevance of bibli-
cal criticism to Christology must start with the recognition of the
problens, latent in nineteenth century biblical research, which he has
faced with courage and concern. In the first place, Tillich is fully
sware that the quest of the historical Jesus was incapable of supplying
a cause,; in the earthly man Jesus, adequate to account for the emergencé
of the community of the New Belng. For Tillicﬁ, this conclusion 1s sub-
stantisted by the opinion of form~critics, that the only Jesus we knou
is Jesus as the Christ and the Lord of the commnity of faith; and by
his own contention that the certainties of faith cannot rest upon probhable
historical enguiry. The task, thérefore, was to indicate how the Jesus
of history could be reunited with the Chr%st of faith, Tillich's
solution is a redefinition of the historicael Jesus as 'Jesus as the
Christ!, the Christ of the early church's faith. In this way, the
indispensability of the 'fact'! and the 'reception! gf the faclt is
indicated, and, in consequence,; the problem of historical sceplicism is
overcome, Thus Tillich recognized that an 'objective! quest into the
factual foundation of Christology is, in principle, misconcelved, if not
impossible,; for the only historical event of which we can speak lies

within the life of the community of faith,

b9
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Indeed, initisally we may say that Tillich's argument concerning
the problem of the place and function of the concrete his£orical fact of
Jesus in Christology appears very alluring. His insistence that it is
ihe biblical picture of Jesus as the Christ! upon which Christianity is
based, and that Jesus himself plays no functional role in determining the
faith of Christians, certainly leaves little incentive to probe !'behind!
the biblical picture to discover the empirical truth aboul Jesus. ~ More-
over, as 'Jesus' refers only to the factual basis of Christology, and
since ﬁiblical research can achieve at best only probable knowledge, then
it could never be proved conclusively that this !fact! did or di& not
exist, Thus, the whole question of the historical correspondence between
the 'pilcture! and 'Jesus of Nazareth' is resolved, The question of the
unreliability of the bibliecal sources need not be raised, and the
scepbicism engendered by historical research is done away with,

When we consider this position, we are struck immediately by the
pdsitive content of Tillich's analysis. Undoubtedly, modern critical
research into the Gospel narratives is very different from what it
was in the previous century; and Tillich, by teking the entire kerygma
into account, is at one with the present biblical standpoint. The
positive significance of this is extremely important, not least in
containing, as Cameron points out, 'a refreshing and valid emphasis
upon Christology as living existential faith rather than arid theoret-
ical speculation'.1 Nevertheless, there are grave dangers,; as well as

assets, in accepting this position. If it is the biblical picture, and

1B! J. R, Cameron, op. cit,, p.157
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not the historical Jesus, that is of central importance for Christian
faith, then we are in danger of surreﬁdering the affirmation tthe Word
became flesh', and of discarding the salvation-history of God!'s activity
in the man Jesus of Nazareth,

Tt is at this point that a large question mark must be placed over
Tillich's argument, as, indeed, has been done recently in a series of
interrogations by John Baillie, Gordon Kaufmann, Allen O. Miller, Albert
Outler, and D. Moody Smi‘th.2 Baillie's acute remarks are representative
of their criticism,

Tillich appears to imply that Christian faith would not be
affected by however greal a degree of skepticism regarding
the historicilty of Jesus of Nazareth. Yet he makes. the
idea of incarnation central in his understanding  of the
Christian faith., But surely the idea of incarnation is s
false idea if no incarnation actually took place on the
level of ordinasry history. Or to put it otherwise, how
can Christ be 'the centre of history' if he was not him-
self a real historical person, but only an idsa? An idea
can indeed be the center of a system of ideas, but only an
actual historical figure can be the center of history.

Tillich does, of course, insist that 'Jesus! denotes an histor-
ical individual, and that 'Jesus as the Christ' is eternal God-manhood
appearing in existence. In this respect, he cannot be accused of the
naive hermeneutical position of the liberals who did not take sufficient
account of the relation between the historical reality of Jesus and the

picture of him as the Christ, but instead substituted the picture for

the realily. Nevertheless, Tillich has not, we suggest, taken the

Z‘Interrogation of Paul Tillich!', Philosophical Interrogations,
ed, Sydney and Beatrice Rome (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,

1964) pp.357-409
31bid,, p.363
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implications of fhis historical emphasis seriously enough, and consequénm
tl& continuing doubt and perplexity remain concerning the degree of
importance he allows the historical dimension in Christology. His
semantic distinction made within the term Thistorical Jesus! is certainly
important, and is useful in overcoming some of the confusions arising
when the biblical eritic investigates the historical foundatioh of
faith, Yet, despite Tillich's emphasis upon the factual side of the
event 'Jesus as the Christ!, this semantic distinection requireé that he
cannot substantiate his claim historically. Thus, however much he may
stress a 'personal life! in which essential manhood has appeared,
Tillich can provide no single historical instance of this actually
happening. To this extent, Baillie's criticism is appropriate, Tillich
is overstating his case when he holds thal historical research is
irrelevant to the assertion that 'Jesus is the Christ!', since otherwise
it is difficult to see why Jesus is a reality and not an ideal category.
If this conclusion is alien to Tillich!s intentions, then, to avoid it
successfully, something more should be said concerning the historical
Jesus,

| Tillich's reply to this type of criticism is dependent upon
his conception of the kerygmatic character of the biblical sources, It
ris impossible to penetrate behind the gospels, and so discover the
'real Jesus', because the historical Jesus exists only in the kerygma,
The earthly Jesus cannot be examined critically apart from his recep-
tion (in faith) by the first disciples. The 'biblical picture of Jesus
as the Christ'! can only be interpreted as a document of faith rather
than as a source of strictly historical value. As Tillich correctly

sees, it was this interdependence of fact and reception which doomed
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the original quest to failure,

Our concern with this analysis of the biblical pictufe'does not
evolve from Tillich's premise that the gospels are kerygmatic but from
the conclusion he draws from this premise, namely the sharp distinction
made between the dimension of faith (to which the picture belongs). and
the dimension of historical research. In this connection, twotquestions
mist be asked and answered. First, does the failure of the original
_quest of the historical Jesus mean that we can never know anything of
Jesus through biblical research? And second, does the methodological

failure of that quest mean that it is logically impossible for histori-
cal knoﬁledge to serve as a basis of Christology?

The first of these questions centres on Tillich's assertion
that, since the historical Jesus exists only in the kerygmatic plcture
of him as the Christ, the factual foundation of Christology'lies out~-
side the sphere of biblical research. This argument revolves around
the supposition that to admit the kerygmalic nature of the biblical
picture is to deny its use as an historical document. That this
Judgment is by no means certain has been shown hy a number of New
Teétament scholars engaged in a "new quest! of the hisltorical Jesus.
Thus Hans Conzelmann states:

It is still being argued that the intent of the Gospels is

not to offer historical records;  therefore, they should
not be used as historical sources, Again, an impossible

hpecause of its brevily, the following analysis of the 'new
quest' may give the impression that the movement is unified, That this
is not the case is indicated by J., M. Robinson, 'Basic Shifts in German
Theology!, Interpretation, XVI; No, 1 (January, 1962) pp.76-97; and
J. B. Bedenbaugh, 'The First Decade of the New Quest of the Historical
Jesus', Lutheran Quarterly, XVI, No. 3 (fugust, 1964) pp.239-267
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conclusion is being derived from a true insight of form
critieism; » . o the intention of the Gospels does not
avtomatically decide how I should use them today. The
question is not whether they intend to be sources but
whether they are such , . . and whelther they can be used
as such by the historian,

The advent of this new approach to the biblical sources can be
traced to a lecture delivered at Marburg by Ernst Kélsemann.6 From the
first, KHsemann admitted that the kerygmatic character of the gospels
indicates that they were nol designed to impart historical information
about Jesus. They do not provide us with the opportunity to write a
-chronological account of him. But the significant question raised by
Kisemann was this: assuming the formecritical view that the gospels are
community proclamations of the risen Christ,; should this lead to a total
scepticism regarding the earthly Jesus? Or, to put it another way, can
we arrive at the pre=Crucifixion life of Jesus, and thereby establish to
what extent the kerygmatic 'biblical picture! is a faithful represent-
ation of the historical Jesus? This is not an attempt to probe behind
the kerygma in order to reach the historical Jesus, but rather an effort

to establish the 'continuity of the gospel . . . and the variation of

the kerygma.'7

5Conzelmann, !The Method of the Life of Jesus Research!, The
Historical. Jesus and the Kerypmatic Christ: Essays on the New Quest of
the Historical Jesus, trans, and ed. C, E, Braaten and R. A, Harrisville,
Pps 56-57. Quoted by Livingston, op. cit., p.44

6Kasemann, '"The Problem of the Historical Jesus!, Essays on New
Testament Themes ("Studies in Biblical Theology", XLI; London: S,C.M.
Press, 1964) pp.l=47 '

"Thid,, p.25
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The eriteria for establishing those authentic features of the
tradition which can properly be applied to Jesus are stringent.8 Fuller
outlines three basie steps commonly employe& by Kdsemann and his coll-
eagues., The major task is the elimination of aﬁything that has a keryg- .
matic tone (namely, those elements which reflect the post-Easter life of
the Church rather than the life of Jesus himself) from the sayings and
deeds of Jesus., Next, all material which has parallels either in con-
temporary Judaism or in Rabbinic tradition and Jewish apocalyptic is
excluded, And finally, all authentic sayings should exhibit Aramaic
features, and to increase the chance of authenticity, the structure of
Aramaic poetry.9 Upon this basis, the residue of historical materisl
left after this process can be reasonably assured authentic, and, as
such, may Jjustifiably form the basis of historical investigation.

The results of this use of the non-kerygmatic material of the
gospels are manifold. Using the valuable criteria provided by form-
eriticism, Hans Conzelmann maintains that the Reign of God (although
still. in the future) was already engaging men in the word of Jesus him-

self.lo Ernst Fuchs substantiates this by viewing Jesus! conduct in

8

Cf. J. Jeremias, 'The Present Positlon in the Controvsrsy Con-
cerning the Problem of the Historical Jesus', The Expository Times, IXIX,
No. 11 (August, 1958), pp.333-339; and N. A, Dahl, 'The Problem of the
Historical Jesus', Kervgma and History, trans. and ed. C. E. Braaten and
R. A, Harrisville (New York and Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1962) pp,138-
171

9, H, Fuller, The New Testament in Current Study (New York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1962) pp.32-3%. Fuller stipulates that the
Aramaic criterion can be used only in conjunction with the first two
criteria, The reason given is that 'the earliest Aramaic-speaking church
could also have used postic forms, and certainly its ecreation would un~
doubtedly exhibit Aramaic linguistic features, just as the authentic logia
of Jesus,' (Ibid., p.33)

1oSee Conzelmann, 'dJesus Christus!, Die Rellgion in Geschichte und
Gegenwart, ed. K, Galling, 3rd ed., (Tibingen: J.C.B.Mohr, 1959) III, p.621
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dining with publicans and sinners, and his parables and teaching (which
reflect his conduct) as a special redeeming activity of tﬁe Relgn making
itself felt in advance.11 Glinther Bornkamm stresses the minisfry as a
sign calling for>decision, so that the vital hour was already present
in Jesus. He too considers impressions made by Jesué as authentic: his
hunble submission to God, his authority, and his acceptance of the sin=
fule12 Finally, Gerhard Ebelling distinguishes 'elements in the message
of Jesus ~ the nearness of the rule of God, the clarity of his will, and

13

the simplicity of discipleship with Joy, freedom, and lack of anxiety!,
and in particular spotlights Jesus! teaching about faith.iu

In view of this work done by the scholars of the 'new quest!, we
muist seriously question Tillich's assumption that the biblical picture
cannol be used as an historical source because 1t is kerygmatic., It is
true that the biblical narratives are being used in a way which is
forelign to the intentions of their authors. But if, in thelr apostolic
wifness, the Evangelists employed historical or biographical material,
then it is legitimate to probe the kerygma to discover the authentic

traditions and logia of Jesus., To this extent, we agree with Livineston's
? 1=) (==

appraisal of Tillich's thesis:

11566 Fuchs, 'The Quest of the Historical Jesus!, Studies of the
Historical Jesus ('Studies in Biblical Theology', XLIII; London: S.C.H,
Press, 1964) pp.11-31

12 .
Bornkamm, op. cit., Ch.3

13566 Ebeling, The Hature of Faith (London: Collins, 1961) p.56

14Ebeling, tJesus and Faith', Word and Faith (London: S.C.H,
Press, 1963) pp.236-238
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Certainly there is no logical connection between saying that
"there is no picture behind the biblical one' and the

belief that such a condition of the sources implies that the
Gospels are not historical sources which serve as historicsl
bases or foundations of faith (the fides quae creditur

which serves as the object of the fides qua).t>

In some respects, of course, Tillich's position is similar to the
intentions of the 'new quest'. He too, seeks a fuller appreciation-of
the earthly Jesus within the New Testament accounlt, and, likewise, repud-
iates the erendence of faith upon historical research, 16 However, in his
assumption that there is a continuity between the kerygma and the histor-
ical Jesus (in the sense that the fact and reception are inseparable)
Tillich has insulated faith from any serious examination of its factual
foundation in a way which is clearly nol intended by the 'new quest!'.

The scholars engaged in this enterprise seek to show not that the kerygma
is true (this is beyond proof and does lie in the dimension of faith)
but thalt the biblical accomnt is a rellable represenltation of Jesus.
This does have implications for faith, As Ebeling points out, if it
“could be showm that the Christ of feilh was & misunderstanding of the
significance of the histordcal Jesus, then the ground would be removed

c s N 4
from under the Christian faith, Therefore, it is insufficient to say
with Tillich that nothing can militate against the object of faith,
because it leaves unresolved the crucial gquestion whether existential

participation in the 'biblical picture of Jesus as the Christ! is

15, . .
5L1v1ngston, 0p, clit., poil
16 ., i . . . .
Cfe Bornkemm, op. cit., p.9; and J. K., Robinson, A New Quest
of the Historical Josuu, P

1 . - .
7Eb611ng, The Hature of Faith, p.U6
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existential participation in the individual to which the name Jesus
points., Thus, in his clear-cult division between faith and historical
enquiry, one cannot avoid the suspicion ihai Tillich has sought in the
biblical picture a positivistic basis of belief, This is a cﬁrious
charge to make against a person who has so strenuously fought Biblicalism,
but it appears inescapable in view of the shift of ultimate interest from
the "Word made flesh' to the 'picture' of that event,

These considerations lead us to the second of our two questions.
Does the failure of the original quest of the historical Jesus_mean
that all subsequent atiempts must fail because historical knowledge is
lqgically inadequate as a foundation of Christology? The problem
involved here has to do with the so-called 'probabilities' entailed in
bibliecal research. It is significant that it is on the basis of this
argument that Tillich rejects the implications of the historical find-
ings of the 'new quest!. The scholars thus engaged, writes Tillich,
_are obviously more optimistic with respect to the prob-
abilities, but no change results for the systematic
situation, Our knowledge of the historical Jesus pever
gets beyond probabilities of one kind or anothero1§
MmmmtMs&wm%ﬁmﬁmof%em%ﬁﬂ%Mﬂr%ﬂm
of historical research is highly perplexing, and one wonders what
Tillich means when he says that the historian can never reach certainty.
As Heywood Thomas remarks,
. « + it is obvious that of any historical or empirical state-

ment we must admit that it is in one sense probable, namely
that it is not necessarily true. But the opposition is not

18Perspectives, P 227
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between certainty and probability, it is between two kinds
of truth, the truths of fact and the truths of logic. We
can indeed describe the former as contingent, bult this in
no way removes them from the possibility of verification.
A1l we can mean if we say they are probable is that when
they are verified they are not verified in the same way
as the propositions, which are necessarily true, 19

In other words, Tillich has confused two statements about‘
historical research, The first concerns fhe epistemological status of
historical assertions, namely the truism that they are contingent and
pfobable. The second, however, is an illicit deduction from the first,
namely that the historian can never reach certainty., But since the
opposite of 'probable! is 'necessarily true!, we can only assume that
Tillich is here suggesting that the historian can never possess a
certainty.which'would be impossible for him anyway,

We mey pursue the problem of historical probability with regard
to the crucial question of whether faith can; of itself, guvarantee the
factual basis of Christology. The nodal point of Tillich's argument is
that to say a man has faith analytically entails that he has received
the reality. of .a Vpersonal life!, that which has overcome existence in
existence., Thus, while empirical research can never ensure with any
degree of certainty the fact that the beafer of the New Being was 'Jesus?,
and while it is impossible to be sure that any detail of ithe biblical
narrative about him is truwe, faith can, and does, guarantee the sheer
tthatness! of the New Being.

The difficulty with this argument evolves from Tillich's insis-

tence that while an "historical! fact is assured by faith (here the

19J. Heywood Thomas, op. cit., p.86
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normal meaning of 'historical'.is implied: ‘'something which happened in
the past!) it is not the object of the probabilities of historical
investigation. In order to clarify the confusion at this point, let us
examine two statements, both crucial to Tillich's Christology.

A, A man (denoted by the name 'Jesus!) lived, had discipies, and died,
B, Jesus as the Christ is the bearer of the New Being in existence,

The relation beltween these £wo statements is complex. The truth
of A. does not show that B, is either true, probable or even meaningful.
To this extent one can agree with Tillich that faith's knowledge of
Jesus as the.Christ is not simply historical knowledge. B. is not the
product of research, nor is the assurance it provideg scilentific., The
historien has nothing to say about B. since it belongs entirely wiﬂ?in the
realm of theology,

The difficultyibsfore us arises with the status of A, While it
is true that Christology is not implied by historical statements (&, doss
not demand B.), Christolozy does imply certain factual statements (B,
does demaﬁd A.). Thus we find that each of the three parts of A, are
crucial to Tillich's exposition of B. 'A man' is important because the
bearer of the Hew Belng must be a concrete individual; he must have
'disciples! since the only record we have of him is a record of his recep~
tion; and he must 'die’ because only in this way could he participate
in existence completely. We may conclude thalt the elements of A,, if
found to be false, would require thalt B, is inappropriate,

However, for Tillich, to accept that historical knowledge is
always !probable! knowledge is to admit that A, can never be falsified
with any degree of certainty. Bubt if research into A, is always a matter

of probabilities, then, as Moody Smith remarks astutely, since 'any
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single item of the tradition may be false (i.e., unhistorical or mis-

20 If no

1eéding), it is logically possible that all may be false!,
statement is more true than another, then all statements could be equally
true., But if this is so, then all could be equally false - and so mean-
ingless, For this reason, to accept with Tillich that historical étateu
ments can never be verified with certainty is si@ultaneously‘fo deny any
'rule of interpretation'. If all statements sbout A. are probable,

then it seems impossible to distinguish more appropriate statements
about the 'thatness! of the individual mentioned in A, from the less
appropriate (did he heve disciples, did he die?) If we are prevented
from saying anything about 'that man' (other than that he existed)

then it appeérs difficult to see how one could prevent, or even
determine, contradiction. It would be a hard task, in fact an
impossible task, to distinguish how or in what way two statements

about 'that man! differed (while for Tillich he is the New Being,

for another he could be a puppet of the disciples, or even a

mirderer). Though one could distinguish between them in terms of
intent, one could not separdte them in terms of their 'appropriate
reiation’_to their subject. In this way we arrive back at the questions
posed by the 'new quest', What guarantee has one for saying that the
biblical picture is appropriate to its subject; or that our reception of
the biblical plcture 1s appropriate to Jesus' reception by the first
disciples? Tillich's rejection of the 'new quest! on the grounds that

all historical knowledge is probable does not selude these crucial and

200oody Smith, ope_cite; p.137 (my emphasis)
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legitimate questions.

Tillich counters these objections with the statement that faith,
can guarantee not only the factual element in 'Jesus as the Christ! but
also the 'essentlals of the biblical picture'.21 Presumably, the recep-
tion and the death of the concrete person mentioned in A. would be such
Yessentials!, But, given Tillich!'s own thesis, can these items be
verified as being historical? One cannol avoid the suspicion that
Tillich here wants to eat his cake and keep it too. Al one moment,
the assertion that the biblical picture was forged in the situation of
faith is used to prevent it from being examined historiographically.

But at the next, the biblical picture makes historical claims. To this
extent, we must agree with Kelsey that this use of the picture fails o
obey the rules set up by Tillich's own two-dimensional theory.

¢« + « the comparison of the biblical account of Jesus with

a picture is self~defeating because it is used to make

contradictory claims, On the one hand, it is used as a

way of denying that historical fact-claims are part of the

biblical picture's meaning. On the other hand, it is used

as the basis for an argument about what Tmust have been!

the nature of that personal life (pointed to by Jesus of

Nazareth) of which the picture is a picture -~ and that is

an argument making historical faci-claims, albelt on

improper grounds, 2

In this way, the argument that faith's guarantes of the histor-
ical foundation of Christology belongs in a dimensioh altogether
distinct from that of historical research flounders in the face of the

distinction itself., If no item of the historical tradition (A,) can be

guaranteed either historically (given the probable nature of historical

2¥§2, 2: 131, See above p.37

22p, Kelsey, op. cit,, p.101
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enquiry) or by faith in such a way that historical doubt is overcome
(given that faith cannot trespass into the dimension of historical know-
ledge), then how can any item of the traditlon be guaranteed as histor-
ically true? And how then can we proceed to the Christological asser-
tion (B.)? We may take an example, Tillich describes existence as
distorted and ambiguous. But how can he know of an actuval undistorted
bging at a particular time in the past other than through the historical
claims of the biblical narrative? An even more important example
suggests itself. Tillich admits that the concrete being of Jesus (the
1fact!) created the biblical picture; the biblical picture concerns an
individual who existed apart from the picture. But how does Tillich
know this? If neither the historian nor the man of faith can verify
historically the accuracy of the biblical picture with the event, how
can it be said that the pilcture was not a Tiction? Thus, we may say, in
conclusion, that when Tillich states that faith can guarantee a personal
life, but not the name 'Jesus'!', he has not followed his ouwn argument to
its logical conclusion. Given the so-called !'probhabilities? of histor-
ical investigation, and given that faith_cannot verify a fact which lies
outside its own domain, Tillich's argument demands not only that the
'personal life! of the New Being may have had another name but that the
life itself may be unhistorical. Tillich cannot guarantee either that
the New Being was not somebody else totally different from that portrayed
in the biblical picture, or that the picture is not a product of the
imagination,

Tillich's use of the analogia imaginis is open to the self-same

objections., This is not surprising since 1t too is dependent upon the

statement that faith alone can guarantee the historical basis of Christ-



6l
ology.‘23 The basic tenel of the analogy is that faith assures the real-
ity of its object because, according to Tillich, faith pafticipates in
the object of its concern, This argument may be stated as a syllogism:
Faithful individuals are 'transformed! by the biblical picfure. The New
Belng is the source of all 'transforming power's. Therefore, it is the
New Being which 'transforms! faithful persons through the biblical pic-
ture. The circularity of this argument lis obvious but, as it stands,
relatively inoffensive since‘it implies no factual assertion about the
man Jésus. However, in its use by Tillich, the 'transformation' of
contemporary people is supposed to-entall the existence of somebody, who
lived two thousand years ago, as its only possible cause, That this

conclusion is a non sequitur has been noted by others,24 The analogia

imaginis guarantees only the New Being as the source of participation.
Iﬂ does not guarantes that this source is historical, Since Tillich
provides us with no evidence for the truth of the analogy, it presents
a most dubious basis upon which to assert a continuity beﬁween the
biblical picture and an historical event. In this connecltion, Moody

Smith's remarks are appropriates

23366 above p.l2
24See G. H. Tavard, op, cit., p.109; Reinhold Niebuhr, !The
Contribution of Paul Tillich', Religion in Life, VI, No. 4 (Autumn,

1937) p.578, as quoted by Robert H., Ayers, 'Biblical Criticism and

Faith in Tillich and Niebuhr!, Journal of Bible and Religion, XXXI, No, 4
(October, 1963) p.316; Bernard Martin, Paul Tillich's Doctrine of Man
(London: James Nisbet and Coe, 1966) p.177; -Kenneth Hamilton, The
System and the Gospel (London: S.C.M. Press, 1963) pp.162-165
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s s+ o is it nolt conceivable that there could be a true portrayal
of the reality of the New Being in the form of an imagined pic-
ture capable of bringinz the New Being into reality, histor-
ical reality, in those who allowed themselves to be transformed
by it? The fact that transformations of a sort take place by
faith in Jesus Christ does not in any way guarantee the
historicity of faith's object. Obviously the non-historical

or fictional symbols of other religions have had transforming
power, and it is not even certain that the biblical picture of
Jesus as the Christ would completely lose its transforming
power if it could be shown to be unhistorical,?5 ‘

We have alveady expressed doublt as to whether Tillich can sub-
stantiate his elaim that faith guarantees the 'personal! reality of the
bearer of the New Being. DBut even if we accept, for the moment, that
New Being necessarily implies an historical figure as ils bearer, does

this still allow the analogla imaginis the degree of importance that

Tillich claims for it? For example, given Tillich's theological pre-
oceupation with the state of the Christian (viz., the existential trans~
formation of the faithful), what prevents us from saying that the
process of transformation is primary and the character of its histor-
ical source merely the reflection of this experience projected back into
history? In other words, can we rule out the possibility that Tillich
has inferred that the inltrinsic properties of the bearer of the New
Being, as pictured ih the biblical narrative, are true (namely, that he
did overcome existence in existence) from the experience of 'iransformm
ing power'? But if every item of the biblical piclture of Jesus as the
Christ could be false, except that a concrete individual existed, and
yet if throﬁgh the picture we experience the 'transforming power of New

Being'!, can we assume that the man depicted in the narratives was in

25‘D9 MOOdy Srﬂi-th, OEn ;‘Li'éo; p'138
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fact the Christ, that he did actually overcome the ambiguilies of exis-
tence? Although we may gran@,.for the purposes of this argument, that
the experience of transformation presupposes an historical source, can
we guarantée that the faith we have is distinctly Christian? It is by no
means certain that the historic character of the so-called 'bearsr of
the New Beling'! is commensurate with his tgansforming effects in us.

With these remarks in mind, we can hardly avoid the conclusion

that the analogia imaginis resolves the problem of correlating subject

and object in experience somewhat after the manner of Kant's critical
idealism. The 'given' (the 'fact!) is known only as it is received by
the participating response of the subject of experience - in this case,
the man of faith., It is the subject which determines the object, not
in its being (the ding-an-sich, the minislry and person of Jesus remains

unknowable) but, as Cushman puts it, in its being 'what it is known ggf.26

In view of the erosion of historical material by radical biblical éritic—
ism, this is the only way the evenlt 'Jesus as the Christ' can be known.

It is in this sense that the event is inclusive of both subject and
object. The event of Christ is so enlarged as to include not only the
career of the men pointed to by Jesus, but also the life of the commnity
of the faithful. In thils way, the historical problem of Christology is
resolved by relocating the empirical basis of faith within the life of
the comminity of the New Being, which is positively identifiable and
appropriable,

If this is the case, we may Justifiably ask whether Christology

26R. E. Cushman, op, cit., p.178 (my emphasis)
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has not in fact been supplanted by ecclesiology. On Tillich's theory,
it would appear that, though ecclesiology does include the !'fact! of
Jesus; nevertheless without the church Christology is impossible. The
interdependence of the factual and receptive elements of the event
tJesus as the Christ! seems to result in the view that the church is not
merely constitutive of the event but that apart from the church there can
be no appeal regarding the verity of the Christ-event. Nothing, it
appears, can be affirmed of the antecedent reality of the 'object"of
faith except by means of the availability of the phenomenon, that is, the
community established by the 'expérienoe of transforming power!, In this
way, the historical problem of Christology is resolved within a phenomen-
alistic epistemology. | .

Christology as ecclesiology is far from Tillich's intentions,

but it is not, we suggest, far from the logical conclusion of his own
arguments, Moreover, if the experience of the 'transforming powér of
New Being'! provides an 'immediate! certainty and if it is not 'mediated
by conclusions‘27, then it is hard to see how this experiential evidence
should necessarily incorporate belief in an historical occurrence, much
less assure it. As long as Tillich insists upon a correspondence
between the historical actualization of the New Beling and the kerygmatic
witness, then the truth of the correspondence‘can only Be asserted on the
basis of an historical claim. Otherwlise the continuity between the
'power! mediated through the picture and the ’powér' initiated by the

concrete manifestation of the New Being in existence cannot be affinmsd.

Z?EI’ 2: 131, See above p.38
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If the kerygmatic claims Tor the bearer of the New Beling cannot, logi--
_caily at least, be open to historical verification, no necessary connec-
tion between the kerygma and the historical figure portrayed within it
can be presumed. So long as Tillich claims that‘the kerygma faithfully
incorporates Jesus! oun actuvalization of essential God-manhood, he
cannot avoid a search for the empirical truth about Jesus.

Tillich's intention was to immunize the historical basis of
Christology from the radical historical method employed by the biblical
ceritic. Ironically, this aim is dependent upon Tillich's desire to
guarantee the distinetly historical framework of the Christian faith,
But the assertion that Christianity is uniquely historical is deveid of
content unless it be said also thal something unique happened in history,
This must involve an historical claim about the historical figure pro-
claimed as the Christ by the faithful, namely that in Jesus' own life
existential estrangement was overcome, If this is to be held, (and
Tillich clearly intends that it should be), and if we are not to
surround Christianity with all the dangers attendant upon belief in a
mere 'X' in history, then the claims of Christology must be tested in
sﬁch a way that a continuity between Jesus and the kerygme can be upheld.
For this reason; Tillich's distincltion between the dimensions of faith
and historical knowledge is not as clear-cut as he assumes, We grant
that faith’; knowledge of the salvation wrought by Jesus cannot bhe
exhibited simply by the methods of historical research; but faith can
clain immunity from such criticism only at the price of circumventing
the material importance of Jesus! earthly ministry. The significance of
Jesus for faith cannot be maintained by stressing only the 'thatness'! of

Jesus! existence independently of the special nature of his work and his



69,
own attitude toward it. It is precisely this problem of the continuity
between the career of Jesus and the kerygma which pushes to the fore the
efforts of biblical research to make intelligible the messianic identi~-
fication which is attached to Jesus! life and teaching. And to this
extent, the theoretical risk remains that- the biblical critic'may find
the historical evidence for Christological assertions either to be

inadequate or non-existent.
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