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PREFACE TO THE NEW EDITION .

THE last time I saw Bishop Stephen Neill was in Montreal in May
1984. He was there to give the Convocation Address at the
Montreal Diocesan Theological College—a year late, having been
prevented from doing so the previous year by a heart attack. [Such
occurrences were hardly surprising in a2 man in his early eighties
working on a schedule that would exhaust a 40-year-old.} We
talked for some time about the projected revision of the present
volume, for which 1 had already done some spadework. He was
irrepressible: 'I do hope you take the right view of the date of
Galatians?’ [As it happened, I did.)! He gave a superb lecture,
without notes, on the present state of world Christianity, with just
the right balance of generalization and fascinating facts and figures.
He visited many old friends and made several new ones. Then,
after Convocation, he left; a few months later we heard the news
of his death.? .

These biographical reflections may not, perhaps, seem out of
place in a book in which the author’s personal touch remains one
of its most endearing characteristics. In the additions which have
brought this book up to 1986 {thus giving it a range of 125 years),
I have tried, in my very limited way, to maintain this element, and
also to continue the basic method of the book, namely, the
preference for a detailed treatment of carefully selected works
rather than a broad survey amounting to little more than an
annotated bibliography. Most of the alterations to the original text
are small, consisting of updated references and so forth. However,
I have occasionally modified the text somewhat further where 1t
seemed that subsequent research had shed more light on that
particular part of the history of scholarship. Those interested in
Redaction-criticism will have little difficulty in spotting what has
gone on. Where there have appeared new English translations of
works previously only in German, I have tried to note them,
though usually keeping Bishop Neill’'s own renderings of

1 See below, pp. 154 ff,

2 Reference may be made to the full and sensitive obituary notice, by Owen
Chadwick and Kenneth Cragg, in Proceedings of the British Academy, lxxi {1985},
pp. 6013-14.
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quotations, which are often in fact smoother and more ﬂuent than
the official version. I have not altered the one or two points where
I happen to disagree with a particular judgement or comment. The
first-person references in all except the final chapter should be
taken as referring still to Bishop Neill. The pagination moves
gradually ahead of that of the first cdition.

The main alterations and additions come, of course, in the
concluding chapter. The original work indicated twelve points
where solid gains had been made, some of which now need quite
radical restating, and twelve points at which new work could and
should be done, in some of which there has been real advance
while in others comparatively little seems to have been achieved.
In chronicling these advances, the last twenty-five years clearly
demanded a completely new chapter to themselves. This I have
now provided, though leaving intact the last three masterly pages
of the original book. In the course of this I have allowed myself a
little more chronological freedom in the case of Pauline studies,
since the original work had given less attention to this area.

In attempting to write a brief history of the discipline in the
last twenty-five years, I have been conscicus of several great
limitations. Stephen Neill wrote as one who, having himself (like
St. Luke] followed all things closely for some time, could look
down from a great height and see, more clearly than most, the
main movements of which he wrote. With the benefit neither of
height nor {much} hindsight, I have simply tried to sketch what
seem to me the main movements and issues, in full consciousness
of omissions and of the extreme probability of distortions. Por
these I beg forgiveness, particularly of my colleagues and friends in
the field.

In his own Preface, Stephen Neill mentioned his gratitude to
Professor C. F. D. Moule of Cambridge University for encourage-
ment, rescue from error, and illumination. It gives me great
pleasure that [ am able to say exactly the same thing, magnified,
of course, because in my case considerably more of each were
needed. The generosity and kindness with which Charlie Moule
has given such help is beyond praise. I am grateful, too, to the
authorities and editors of the Oxford University Press, who readily
accepted the challenge of a new edition, and have shown both
patience and skill in handling it.
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To those who knew him, Stephen Neill was an extraordinary
combination: a scholar of exceptional breadth and depth, a pastor
who knew a very great deal about how people can suifer pain and
also find healing from it, a trenchant critic of certain aspects of the
modern Church, a wise and generous friend, and perhaps above all
a truly great teacher. This book reveals the reasons for that: his
great love of the subject {only one of many, of course, which he had
made his own) and his incomparably lucid exposition of it. It has
been a joy to relive, in working through the book again, many
happy memories of time spent with him, and a privilege to have
a small share in making his work available to a new generation.

Oxford
June 1987 N.T. W,

I have taken the opportunity of the second printing to correct a number
of misprints in the original, and am very grateful to the many friends

who have kindly taken the trouble to point these out to me.

April 1989 N.T. W



PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

Tuis book has grown out of the Firth Lectures delivered in the
University of Nottingham in November 1962. My appointment to
this lectureship both gave me great pleasure, and compelled me to
put into shape material which I had been rather unsystematically
assembling over a number of years.

I knew ‘Budge’ Firth fairly well. It is typical of his modesty and
simplicity that Inever had any idea that he was a wealthy man, and
I was surprised to learn that it was he who had founded the Firth
Lectureship. Having known him, I thought that I understood
exactly what he had intended by this foundation—a Christian
witness in the University on the highest possible intellectual level,
yet presented in such a manner as not to repel those who have no
technical acquaintance with theology. When I announced as my
subject ‘The Interpretation of the New Testament’, | was warned
not to be surprised if my hearers were rather few. I was greatly
‘encouraged both by the number of those who came to the lectures,
and by the close attention with which tightly packed and rather
lengthy discourses were followed. This has confirmed my
impression that many outside the charmed circle of theologians are
anxious to know what the theologians are at, if only the material
can be presented in a form that does not make demands for
previous knowledge that they are unable to meet.

This is a not a book for the expert. As far as possible the
necessary apparatus of scholarship has been relegated to the
footnotes. I have tried to provide a narrative that can be read
without too much trouble by the non-theologian who is anxious to
know and is prepared to devote some time and thought to the
subject. The difficulty throughout has been that of selection. T have
tried to feel the movement of thought over a century, to
concentrate on a small number of writers rather than to expatiate
over many, and at the risk of over-simplification to draw attention
to what seems to me to be of permanent significance.

At a great many points I am indebted to Professor C. F. D. Moule
of Cambridge, who has encouraged me by his enthusiasm for the
book, has saved me from a number of errors, and has drawn my
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i therwise have overlooked. I am
attenfti(l:’n totlfz I::frl:(}:;ttii:: Elfjltdhz Oxford University Pltess,‘ who
B e a toted without demur responsibility for the pub}watmn of
fat‘:joakcct?)pat has grown considerably beyond the limits a; first
assigned to it. Once again Miss G I Mathe.r has eu:-:orn[zi 15}?ed
prodigies of skill and intelligence in deciphering and reproducing

. ot
Imost flawlessly a complicated manuscrip ‘
) Looking through the list of writers referred to in the book, I am

moved to find how many of these scholars I h.a\w been privileged
to know personally during the forty years since | hrst.devoted
myself to the intensive study of the New Testament, Durmg _most :
of this period I have had to be an onlooker rather than a participant
in the game; but, if any of these learned men should chance to read
my book, I hope that they may feel that I have not wholly failed
to profit by the laborious researches in which it has not been

possible for me to share.

Hamburg
April 1963 S.C.N.

The production of a paperback edition of this book has made it
possible to correct a number of errors and misprints, surprisingly
few considering the range of country covered. I am grateful to
reviewers and others who have helped to make these corrections
possible, and to many friends who have been good enough to say
that they have found my book useful.

January 1966 ' S.C.N.



CONTENTS

I CHALLENGE TO ORTHODOXY
II THE NEW TESTAMENT AND HISTORY

III WHAT THE NEW TESTAMENT SAYS,
AND WHAT IT MEANS

IV JESUS AND THE GOSPEL
V GREEKS AND CHRISTIANS
VI RE-ENTER THEOLOGY
VII THE GOSPEL BEHIND THE GOSPELS
VIII SALVATION IS OF THE JEWS
IX HISTORY AND THEOLOGY

INDEX

35

65
112
147
205
252
313
360
451



Chapter I
CHALLENGE TO ORTHODOXY

I

BRITAIN has always found it difficult to decide whether it is part of
Europe or not. At times, as under William the Conqueror and
“throughout the Plantagenet period, the connexion was close, and
the English Channel merely a troublesome accident of geography
without religious or political significance. In the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries Englishmen seemed to spend most of their time
fighting everyone else in every conceivable part of the world; and
it is not surprising that by the end of the Napoleonic era Britain,
and the English Churches, were as much isolated from the continent
of Europe as they had ever been in their history. There were
exceptions; but it is probably true to say that, at the turn of the
eighteenth century, hardly anyone in England was aware of the great
things that had been happening in the intellectual world of Germany.

Germany, in fact, came late on the scene of European intel-
lectual development. In the early eighteenth century England had
been the teacher of Europe. The influence of Locke and Newton,
Berkeley and Hume was omnipresent and persuasive.! About the
middie of the century a change took place, and the siren voices of
Voltaire and Rousseau tended to drown those of the older and more
technical philosophers. Frederick II of Prussia was not alone in
finding Voltaire very much to his taste; in the Germany of his day
to be able to speak French well was the mark of an educated
gentleman. The young English lord still made the grand tour, when
war was not positively keeping the roads closed; he came back
with a good knowledge of French, a collection of Italian pictures,
some first-hand ideas about the Palladian style of architecture, and
at least a smattering of the Italian tongue. In most cases it did not
occur to him to learn German.

I This has been brilliantly shown by Paul Hazard in his great book La Crise de la
conscience européenne, 3 vols. (Paris, 1935; English trans., The European Mind,
1680-1715, 1953).
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The recovery of Germany from the dreadful devastation of the
Thirty Years War was necessarily slow and painful. Whole areas
had been depopulated. The country was divided up into endless
petty principalities, without political or economic unity. Some of
the most famous universities of the country had not yet been
founded.! In those that existed, scholarship was pedantic and
lethargic rather than adventurous. There were learned men, but
there seemed to be little originality in their contribution to the
world of letters.

Then, about the middle of the century, everything was changed
within a few years by the emergence of an astonishing con-
stellation of men of eminence in almost every department of
learning, thought, and literature. In small and remote Konigsberg,
Master Immanuel Kant [{1724-1804] sat and brooded on all the
mysteries of thought and existence; having destroyed metaphysics
with one hand he proceeded to restore it with the other, and has
perhaps a stronger claim than Descartes to be the founder and
creator of modern philosophy. Just across the road from him,
Johann Georg Hamann {1730-88| saw more clearly than any
of his contemporaries, or indeed than anyone else for long after
his day, the significance of history as the medium of revelation.?
The friend and pupil of both, Johann Gottfried Herder (1744~
1807), spoke in tones which heralded the coming of the Ger-
man Romantic movement; and by his book—Vom Geist der
Hebrdischen Poesie {'On the Spirit of Hebrew Poetry’j (1782-3}—
prepared the way for a new and more living understanding of the
Old Testament and its message. Philosophy, history, and poetry
are not the same as religion; yet each is a proper concern of men
to whom the Christian understanding of the world is of paramount
importance, °

Outside the Konigsberg circle, Gotthold Ephraim Lessing
{1729-81) gave new form to the German language as a means$ of
literary expression; in Laokoon {1766) laid new foundations for
literary criticism; in Nathan der Weise (1778-9} put forward a
notable plea for freedom and tolerance in matters of religion; and

| Géttingen dates from 1734; Berlin only from 1810. ] gecond

t This in part accounts for the revival of the study of Hamann since the 5e
World War; the meaning of history is one of the maijor theological preoccup
the present day.

ations
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through his publication of the so-called Wolfenbrittel Fragmente of
Hermann Samuel Reimarus {1774-8) set a-going that quest of the
historical Jesus of which Albert Schweitzer was to write the Story
more than a century later. Johann Wolfgang von Goethe
(1749-1832], with his almost universal interests in all directions,
developed 2 strain of German lyric poetry which was without
precedent except in the greatest of the Lutheran Christian hymns.
Twao later hgures, whose achievements begin to be notable before
the end of the century, are Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel
{1770-1831}, who in 1818 moved from Heidelberg to Berlin; and
Friedrich Daniel Ernst Schleiermacher {1768-1834), whose famous
Speeches {Reden| on Religion to its Cultured Despisers were
delivered in 1799.1 '

It is a memorable record. And, of all this, at the turn of the
century, England was almost wholly unaware. Few had troubled to
learn German; there were not many translations, and those that
there were had been produced by hacks rather than by scholars.

One of the first to recognize the importance of Germany and of
the new German thought was the poet Samuel Taylor Coleridge.
Coleridge spent the greater part of the year 1798 in Germany,
attended lectures in Gottingen, and applied himself to the study of
the language with such zeal that he was able in a few weeks to
produce a translation of Schiller's Wallenstein. Coleridge was one
of the first to realize the importance of Kant; and no doubt some
of the oracular wisdom of the Sage of Kénigsberg was heard to echo
through the oracular utterances of the Sage of Hampstead. The
influence of Coleridge on British philosophical and theological
thinking can be traced throughout the whole of the nineteenth
century; though not himself a theologian, he was one of the first
to attempt to deliver the British mind from what he was perhaps
the first to call bibliolatry,? that literal and pedantic under-
standing of the Bible which is too narrow to allow it to speak in
the freshness of its own original and glowing inspiration.

The most notable of all the interpreters of the new Germany to
Britain was Thomas Carlyle. It is hard to imagine by what strange

. 1 English tans. by John Oman {1893, now available in paperback form [New
York, 1958].

2 The Oxford English Dictionary has an earlier reference: 'If to adore an image be
idolatry To deify a book is bibliolatry’, 1763; but this does not seem to be used
specifically of the Bible.
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process of hidden affinity Carlyle arrived at his boundless
admiration for Goethe; it would be almost impossible to imagine
cwo men more different in every respect. But somehow the affinity
was there, and the devotion it engendered lasted over many years.
The first outward manifestation of it was the translation of
Wilhelm Meister which appeared in 1824, Hardly anyone today
reads Carlyle’s endless book on Frederick the Great; it bears
witness both to Carlyle’s erudition, and to his indomitable
determination to make all things German an intelligible reality to

the British public.

II

Of the theological ferment which accompanied the German
Enlightenment rather more than an echo had reached England by
the end of the eighteenth century. What was happening in
Germany was an awakening of the critical spirit in a new form, and
particularly in relation to the use and handling of historical
evidence. In the past much had been taken for granted; now
nothing was to be taken for granted. In earlier days authority in
Church and State had had the last word, almost as much in
Protestant Europe as in the lands still controlled by the Roman
Catholic Church; for within fifty years of Luther's death Lutheran
Orthodoxy had hardened down into a scholasticism as rigid and
unimaginative as anything that the Middle Ages had produced. The
doctrine of the verbal inspiration and inerrancy of every part of
Scripture, treated as one single whole without any recognition of
the differing value of different parts, made an intelligent and
imaginative approach to the Bible almost impossible, and tended
to brand as infidelity any attempt to apply the principles of
historical criticism to the sacred text. But, once the critical spirit
}md been aroused, no boundaries could be set to the areas to which
it would be applied; the Scriptures have played so important a part
in the life of Europe that it was quite certain that sooner or later,
and whatever the cries and horrified protests of orthodoxy,
criticism would lay hands on the sacred books, and would ask with
Inexorable persistence every kind of question as to their origin,
nature, and authority,

English no less than German orthodoxy had accepted the
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doctrine of the verbal inerrancy of Holy Scripture. The man who

first made the English-speaking world aware that it was possible to

doubt this doctrine and still to remain a Christian was Herbert

Marsh (1757-1839), Professor of Divinity at Cambridge in 1807,

Bishop of Llandaff in 1816, and Bishop of Peterborough in 1819.

Marsh has a little niche of his own in English church history. He

had an intense dislike of Evangelicals, and was determined to have
none in his diocese, if he could possibly prevent it. Long before the
better-remembered Bishop Henry Phillpotts of Exeter (1778-1869)
he hit upon the device of framing a series of eighty-seven
questions, a ‘trap to catch Calvinists’, to which no Evangelical
could possibly give a satisfactory answer (from the bishop’s point
of view}; and so none were licensed to serve in the diocese of
Peterborough. But Marsh has better claims to fame than this. In
the first place, he was the first in the theological school at
Cambridge to abandon the age-old tradition according to which all
lectures in divinity had been given in Latin, and to give his own
lectures in English. Secondly, wishing to introduce to English
readers an idea of the New Testament different from that to which
they had traditionally been accustomed, between 1793 and 1801 he
translated into English and published the Introduction to the New
Testament of the Gottingen professor Johann David Michaelis.
This was the fruit of earlier adventure on the part of Marsh. He was
one of the few English theological students who in the eighteenth
century penetrated the world of Germany and mastered its secrets
for themselves. In 1785 and following years he was in Gottingen,
and sat at the feet of Michaelis; it was the work of his own master
that he had decided to make available in English.}

J. D. Michaelis (1717-91} was one of the most remarkable figures
of the eighteenth century. At the age of thirty-three he became
professor of oriental languages at the University of Gottingen, and
made that the centre of his activity for the remaining forty-one
vears of his life. He worked with enormous diligence and wrote on
a great many subjects connected with the Old Testament, the New
Testament, and dogmatic theology. He was one of the first to see

! Both the lectures and the books of Marsh were highly popular. Though
Michaelis's work fills four considerable volumes, edition after edition came from the
press, each enriched by additional studies from the pen of Marsh himself. The edition

which ] have used myself is the fourth—of 1824. Apparentty no life of Marsh has ever
been written; 1 am sure that the subject would well repay detailed study.
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the importance of Arabic for the understanding of classica]
Hebrew, and to insist that the Old Testament must be read
historically, and interpreted in the light of the times and of the
situation of those to whom it was addressed. When he turned tq
the New Testament, his aim was to read it and to interpret it
without dogmatic presuppositions. An illustration will make clear
what he meant by this. The orthodoxy of the time took it for
granted that, because the New Testament is divinely inspired in
every part, it is a priori impossible that there should be any
contradictions between the Gospels; any apparent contradiction
must be due only to the imperfection of our understanding,
and must be susceptible of resolution into harmony. Michaelis was
prepared to face the possibility that there really might be
contradictions. His own views were generally conservative; but, as
we shall see again and again in this study, what matters is not so
much the particular views that any scholar holds as the validity of
the methods which he uses, and the integrity of his devotion to
them. Michaelis accepted the ancient view that what guarantees
the inspiration of 2 New Testament book is its apostolic author-
ship. No claim to apostolic authorship has ever been made on
behalf of Mark, Luke, or Acts; therefore, they do not stand on the
same level of inspiration as Matthew and John. Michaelis could
regard Hebrews, James, and Jude as being, in the strict sense of the
term, non-canonical works. If, however, we are prepared to go as
far as that, the unity and integrity of the Canon as one single
inspired whole falls completely to the ground. But, Michaelis goes
on to say, this does not really very much matter; Mark, Luke, and
Acts are historical works; even though they be not supernaturally
guaranteed as free from error, we can still learn just as much from
them as we can from any other historical work regarding the
general historical reliability of which we have become convinced
on purely rational grounds. _

Up to about 1770 the reputation of Michaelis was prodigious;
honours were heaped upon him both by government and in !;he
learned world. But his later years were darkened by discredit whlgh
came upon him by reason of his own lack of scruple in certal?
transactions. At the same time, it was felt by the learned that hg
had not kept himself up to date with the movement of thought ‘f”h
scholarship in that era of rapid progress. By the time at whic
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Marsh translated his great work, he had become a legendary figure,
but was no longer a2 living influence,

English opinion was in general so conservative at the time that
it can occasion no surprise that Marsh’s publications aroused no
small contention. John Randolph, Bishop of Oxford, condemned
Marsh's researches as 'derogating from the character of the sacred
books, and injurious to Christianity as fostering a spirit of scep-
ticism’—an objection to which Marsh replied in what Randolph
complained of as 'a coarse strain of low abuse’.! But beyond the
learned world of the universities this side of Marsh's activities
seems to have aroused no more than passing attention.

It was by a very different route that the modern methods of
critical study as developed in Germany came to exercise a deep and
lasting influence on English thinking. In 1810-12 a Prussian
diplomat named Georg Bartold Niebuhr published two volumes of
a history of Rome. This book marked an epoch, since it was the
first clear manifestation of a new form of learning—critical history;
that is, the writing of history in the light of the new critical
method that had been developed in the first half of the eighteenth
century in relation to the physical sciences, and was now being
progressively extended to other spheres. Niebuhr's influence on all
the later historians of the nineteenth century was immense; they
went to him to learn the delicate art of handling historical mater-
ial and of weighing historical evidence.? G. P. Gooch, no mean
authority, has referred to him as ‘the first commanding figure in
modern historiography, the scholar who raised history from a
subordinate place to the dignity of an independent science, the
noble personality in whom the greatest historians of the
succeeding generations found their model or inspiration’.’
Niebuhr's aim, like that of Michaelis, was to approach his subject
without presuppositions; two questions only are to be asked: What
is the evidence? What is the value of this evidence? No tradition
must be allowed to stand merely because it is venerable or is
supported by endless later authorities. Niebuhr's ‘scepticism’

) See Dictionary of National Biography, vol. xxxvi, p. 212.

2 1 am inclined to think that Niebuhr's influence was greater in Britain than
elsewhere. On the continent of Europe it seems to have been to some extent
neutralized by the very different influences stemming from the school of Hegel.

3 History and Historians in the Nineteenth Century [1913), p. 47, quoted in |. C.
Thirlwall, Connop Thirlwall (1936], p. 41.
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produced devastating results in his chosen field, the early history
of Rome. Fifty generations had devoutly gccepted the‘ stories of the
seven kings of Rome as literal history; Niebuhr }}ad little difficuity
in showing that the traditions preserved by Livy and the other
ancient historians had little, if any, foundation in fact; to account
for their origin, he made use of the fruitful, but dangerous, concept
of ‘myth’!

Niebuhr was fortunate in finding as disciples in England two of
the most notable men of the age. Thomas Arnold (1795-1842),
who was to become famous as headmaster of Rugby School {1828),
was himself planning to write a history of Rome when his
attention was drawn to the work of Niebuhr; he became an
immediate enthusiast for the new methods and their results, and,
though critical of Niebuhr at certain points, made up his mind
never to differ from him, unless he was quite certain that the
difference rested upon necessary considerations. Connop Thirlwall
[1797-1875) was perhaps an even more remarkable figure than
Arnold. He was certainly one of the greatest Christians of the
nineteenth century, and no man in that troubled age made a greater
contribution to sanity in religion and to true freedom of thought.
Justice has hardly been done him by later generations, perhaps
because his best writing is hidden away in the eleven
comprehensive charges which he delivered to the clergy of the
diocese of St. David's. Thirlwall’s attention had been directed to
German thought and literature by his friend Julius Hare
{1795-1855], himself a man of considerable learning though little
originality.2 As a young fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge,
Thirlwall had not very much to do, so threw himself with avidity
into the task of assisting his friend in the translation of Niebuhr’s
Roman History (1828-32].

Now, if critical methods can be applied to the early history of
Rpme, they can be applied to the early history of Israel. Niebuhr
himself was well aware of this possibility, and, though it was not

_ ! Dangerous, as we shall see later, because the word has so constantly been used
in theology without the precaution of adequately careful dekmnition. On this, se¢ DOW
ﬁ-QC‘ Thiselton, The Two Horizons {1980], pp. 252-63 and 288-92.

Hare was the only Anglican in more than a century to write anything on Luthef
that is worth reading. His Vindication of Luther (1855 is scientifically objective, aB
for its date a remarkably percipient picce of work. Hare at the age of ten had first

leamnt 1o throw inkstands at the devil' at the Wartburg in 1805.
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his special subject, had made some passing comments on Genesis
which could not be reconciled with the doctrine of verbal
inspiration. This was enough to alarm the cohorts of orthodoxy,
and even the fanatically loyal Arnold passed through some anxious
moments, His doubts were allayed when he was able to visit
Niebuhr at Bonn in August 1830. 1. . . talked with him for three
hours’, he wrote to a friend, 'and I am satisfied from my own ears,
if I had had any doubts before, of the grossness of the slander which
called him an unbeliever.’! A review of the translation in the
Quarterly Review, which referred to ‘works . . . pregnant with
crude and dangerous speculation’, called forth the wrath of
Thirlwall, who replied to it in defence of Niebuhr. In a letter to the
Chevalier Bunsen written in 1831 he remarked:;

In Germany I hear most persons were at a loss to conceive on what
grounds Niebuhr could have been assailed in England as irreligious. That
persons of this description would be scandalised by Niebuhr's divergency
from the book of Genesis I knew to be an unavoidable misfortune, and 1
only hoped that his speculations might not fall into their hands, But 1 had
scarcely imagined that the Quarterly would have degraded itself by such a
stupid and bestial attack as that with which it evaded the more difhcult
task of reviewing the book.2

But translation of books on Roman history was not the only
means employed by Thirlwall to fall foul of the paragons of Biblical
orthodoxy. In 1825 he had had the temerity to translate
Schleiermacher's Critical Essay on the Gospel of St. Luke {1821}
This is far from being Schleiermacher’s best work. He was not
primarily a historical or literary critic; his book on St. Luke had no
lasting influence on the progress of the study of the Synoptic
problem in Germany or elsewhere. It is interesting to note,
however, that, abandoning the idea of an 'original Gospel’ which
was supposed to underlie our present Gospels, he maintained the
view, not unlike that which much later was to be associated with
the school of ‘Form-criticism’, that the Gospel material had earlier
circulated in the form of brief 'memorabilia’, on which the
evangelists had later worked, each with a particular understanding

1 Letter to the Rev. George Comnish, in Stanley’s Life and Cortespondence of
Thomas Arnold, D.D. (4th ed., 1891}, pp. 152-3.

2 Quoted in J. C. Thirlwall, op. cit., p. 47. Plus ¢a change: in our own day
Germans have expressed similar surprise at the English reaction to Bultmann.
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of the life of the Lord in his mind. What was clear was that
Schleiermacher’s view, and any view remotel}_r resempling it, was
incompatible with a belief in verbal inspiration; Thirlwall tran-
slated the book because he wanted to make 2 wider circle of
English readers acquainted with a view whicl_'n he pelieved to be
important. Schleiermacher had couched his views in language of
considerable obscurity, as ‘the best method of keeping off improper
readers’; Thirlwall laboured to be lucid; but it cannot be said that
either the translation, or the able account of the various competing
theories with which he prefaced it, makes easy reading.

The result is well known. In the furore that followed, the name
of Schleiermacher became a kind of bogey word, as standing for
infidelity in its most virulent form. And some of the odium
naturally attached itself to the translator. A good many years later,
in 1837, Lord Melbourne, himself no mean scholar, was anxious to
recommend Thirlwall, whom he recognized to be one of the ablest
scholars in the English Church, for the bishopric of Norwich. The
feeling against Thirlwall was too strong, and this came to nothing.
Three years later Melbourne returned to the charge in connexion
with the vacancy in the remote and impoverished see of St.
David’s. He was, however, particularly anxious to appoint no
bishop suspected of heterodoxy. It took a considerable time,
and consultation with the Archbishop of Canterbury, before the
Prime Minister’s anxieties could be set at rest. The story of
what happened when the offer had been made and accepted has
passed into history. The Prime Minister received Dr. Thirlwall
in his bedroom; after an interview of some length, Melbourne
turned to his departing guest and said: ‘T have done you a
favour by presenting you with a bishopric; now I want you
to do me a favour in return.’ Thirlwall having agreed in advance,
Melbourne continued: “Then what the devil made you translate
Schleiermacher?" History has, alas, concealed the answer to the
question.!

The next stage in the enlightenment of the British public brings
us into touch with two unexpected actors.

1 The authority for this appears to be Professor A. H. Sayce, the Assyriologist, who
records it in his Reminiscences {London, 1923], p. 91. But it seems to be one o those
tales supported only by an oral tradition; Sayce cites no authority other than his owD

memory, which is likely to be reliable, as he was born in 1845 and had many
opportunities of meeting Thirlwali, who died in 1875.
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In May 1825, two months after the publication of Thirlwall’s
offending translation of Schleiermacher, Hugh James Rose
{1795-1838}, one of the forerunners of the Anglo-Catholic
movement in its Cambridge form, preached a series of four
sermons from the university pulpit on The State of the Protestant
Religion in Germany. He had recently spent nearly a year in that
country for the sake of his health, and had been horrified by what
he had discovered; he was deeply concerned that such poisonous
views should not penetrate England. The Church in Germany,
according to Rose, was 'the mere shadow of a name’, the scene of
‘an abdication of Christianity’, in which rationalism reigned
supreme, reason was made the judge of every doctrine, and
ministers held themselves free to preach from the pulpit whatever
views happened to appeal to them, without any regard for the
historical confessions of faith to which they might at one time or
another have pledged their loyalty. Rose’s book was translated into
German, and not unnaturally was very badly received; what the
Germans criticized was not simply the views of Rose, which might
be regarded as due to ignorance and spleen, but also the whole state
of academic and ecclesiastical life in England, judged by them to
have become completely identified with obscurantism and the
suppression of free inquiry.

It happened that in 1826 Edward Bouverie Pusey [1800-82] was
in Germany, spending fourteen hours a day perfecting his
knowledge of the Hebrew and Arabic languages, and sitting at the
feet of some of the greatest scholars of the day. His attention was
drawn to Rose's book, and, living in the midst of German friends,
he could not but be aware of the universally unfavourable reaction
to it. He decided to write and present a different point of view. His
study, entitled An Historical Enquiry into the Probable Causes of
the Rationalist Character of the Theology of Germany, is a most
remarkable production to have come from the pen of a young man
of twenty-seven, already heavily engaged in his own professional
obligations. Pusey, although not robust in health, must have been
possessed of amazing powers of concentration to have attained in
so short a time to such a mastery of the history of German theology
since the Reformation. And no less remarkable than his knowledge
is the width of his sympathies, in directions which are unexpected
in the light of his later developments. He sees in the Pietists, and
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in particular in his hero Philipp Jakob Spener,! a stream of pure
spiritual life in Churches that had been smothered under the
weight of a dead conformity to which he gave tht? name of
‘Orthodoxism’. But he took a much less hopeless view of the
situation than Rose; while there was much that could, from the
Christian point of view, be regarded only as deplorable, there were
signs of life in many quarters; and the development of the scientific
spirit and freedom from prejudice could never be harmful to the
true spirit of the faith.

Pusey was not sanguine as to the reception which would be

accorded to his book:

1 do not expect very merciful handling from reviews. The sentiments
scattered up and down [the book] will fare still worse than the style; and
I expect to be thought one-third mystic, one-third sceptic, and one-third
{which will be thought the worst imputation of all} a Methodist, though I
am none of the three.?

As far as Germany was concerned Pusey need have had no
anxiety; as soon as a translation was published, his book was
commended for its accuracy, its fairness, and the breadth of its
observations.® In England things were worse even than Pusey
could have anticipated. Rose read, misunderstood, and fulminated.
Pusey had written that historical passages of the Bible in which no
religious truth was contained should not be regarded as equally
inspired with other passages of Scripture. Rose quoted this,
substituting ‘parts’ for ‘passages’, and accused Pusey of
undermining faith in the historical sections of the Bible, in which
of course the Gospels can be included. Pusey, to defend himself,
published in 1830 a second part of his work. He continued to
expand, to explain, and to justify. But it was long before the
reputation he had earned for unorthodoxy in the matter of Biblical
inspiration was allowed to die a natural death.

The consequences for Pusey were grave. He came to regret the
publication of the two books as a mistake. In his will, dated 19

1 Tt is interesting to note that F, W. Farrar, in his Bampton Lectures on the History
Oflthe !merpretacion of the Bible (1887} also speaks very warmly of Spener.
LiddQum'ed in H. P. Liddon, Life of Edward Bouverie Pusey, vol. i (1893}, pp. 152-3.

d on gives a fgll and temperate account of the whole episode.

a It is interesting to observe that a translation was needed. Then, as often, many
erman scholars seem to have been doubtful whether anything existed in English
which could compensate them for the Jabour of jearning the language.
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November 1875, he expressed a wish that these books should not
be republished. He retreated into a rigid conservatism, which
refused even to see that certain questions might need to be
reopened, certain old doctrines re-expressed. Fifty years after the
period of his studies in Germany, he was still writing on the Old
Testament in 2 manner which implied that nothing had happened
in theology since the days of those ancient fathers of the Church,
of whom he had so monumental a knowledge, and whom he was .
able to cite with such perfect appositeness in illustration of the
doctrine of the Minor Prophets,!

HIL

If Englishmen, having dealt with the mild unorthodoxies of Mr.
Pusey, imagined that they could settle down untroubled to the
enjoyment of their traditional beliefs, they were destined to
undergo before long a rude awakening. In 1835 David Friedrich
Strauss {1808-74} published the two volumes of his Life of Jesus.
This year and this book marked, as few others have done, a
turning-point in the history of the Christian faith.

In order to understand Strauss one must love him. He was not the
greatest, and not the deepest of theologians, but he was the most absolutely
sincere. His insight and his errors were alike the insight and the errors of
a prophet. And he had a prophet’s fate. Disappointment and suffering gave
his life its consecration. It unrolls itself before us like a tragedy, in which,
in the end, the gloom is lightened by the mild radiance which shines forth

from the nobility of the sufferer.

So Albert Schweitzer in his famous Quest.? The terms are
rather rhetorical; they do justice, however, to the fact that the
godly of Strauss’s day recognized, however muddily and unfairly,

1 ‘Pusey on the Minor Prophets’ is a spiritual classic. But no one, reading it, would
guess what had been happening in the world of Old Testament studies in the
nineteenth century.

* The Quest of the Historical Jesus (Macrnillan paperback ed., 1961], p. 68. It is to
be noted that Karl Barth, in his far from unsympathetic study of Strauss, takes the
view that he was a very untragic figure, See¢ Die Protestantische Theologie im 19.
Jahrhundert (1947: English trans., Protestant Theology in the Nineteenth Century
{1972); an earlier translation of part of the book was published in 1961 under the tlt!e
From Rousseau to Ritschi), pp. 490-516 (E. T. 541-68). Here and for the rest of this
chapter I am much indebted to what, in my opinion, is the best book that Karl Barth
has ever written, and the one that is likely to have a longer life than any other.
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that, if Strauss’s interpretation of the Gospels came to be 'accepted,
Christianity as it has been understood through the centuries would
come to an end in a generation.

Emanuel Hirsch, in his account of Strauss, remnarks, rightly in
my judgement, that ‘out of the power of truth a question-mark has
been set up over against our religion, with which up to the present
day theology and the Church have not dealt adequately and in the
manner appropriate to the question’.

What, then, was this revolutionary doctrine? Strauss had
realized that, in the interpretation of the Gospels, the super-
naturalists who accepted everything more or less as it was
written, and the rationalists who were prepared to explain almost
everything if not to explain it away, had run themselves to a
standstill, and that there was an urgent need that some new
principle of interpretation should be found. This principle Strauss
believed himself to have discovered in ‘the mythical’. Wherever
our sources indicate the presence of the supernatural or abnormal,
the mythopoeic faculty has been at work; only by recognizing this
can we do justice to the sources that we have.

Strauss never defined too clearly what he meant by the mythical,
and many woes have descended on theology through this lack of
precision. The word ‘rayth’ is commonly used in one of three
connexions. A myth may relate to the doings of gods and other
more-than-human beings; in many cases we can see that the myth
is a rude and poetic attempt to understand the world, in fact, a kind
of ‘philosophy before philosophy’. Secondly, the word is used of
those majestic tales, such as the early stories in Genesis, in which
a profoundly religious understanding of the human situation, such
as can hardly be better conveyed than through such a tale, is made
known to us. In the third place, as in the case of the Qedipus
sequence, the myth may be a projection outwards of the human
sense of man’s inner problems as he wrestles with a dark and
perplexing destiny. In none of these cases has the myth any direct
connexion with history; and it makes no difference to the
significance of the myth whether there is any basis in history for
the tale or not. For a different kind of exercise of the creative
lmagination, other words—for instance, saga and legend-—are used.
Here_the action takes place definitely within the field of history;
imagination has been at work on the historical material to
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interpret it in accordance with certain categories of understanding
which do not necessarily arise out of the material itself. Most
readers of the great saga of Gideon will recognize the purely human
and historical features in it; this is a story of courage and
adventure, of a self-taught military genius and his achievements.
The imagination of Israel, however, saw this tale as part of the
dealing of God with his chosen people; he is, of a truth, the only
deliverer; it must be made plain that Gideon is only an instrument
in the hand of the LORD most high. But history and interpretation
cannot be completely separated; the deliverance could not have
taken place in this way, unless Gideon had been the kind of person
depicted in the narrative of the book of Judges. Not many modern
readers, probably, take as literal history the story of the wolf of
Gubbio, who was converted by St. Francis and died at a great age
in the odour of sanctity. Yet who that has read the exquisite tale
in the Fioretti doubts that it is ‘true’? Unless Prancis of Assisi had
been the kind of man that we know him to have been, this kind
of tale would not have been made up about him. The legend is not
history; but in its own way the legend bears witness to the truth
of history.

Nothing could be more dangerous than to use the term 'myth’
without the clearest possible delimitation of the sense in which it
is being used. At the very outset, we encounter one of the
imperfections of the method of Strauss. The ‘mythical’ is used as
the key to unlock all the mysteries of the Gospels; but in point of
fact the Gospels are a phenomenon far too complex to be unlocked
by any single key, especially when that key is itself so simplified
and lacking in subtlety.

Let it be agreed, however, that the admiration of the early
Christians for Jesus found expression in the fashioning of myths,
in Strauss’s sense of the word. But this process does not take place
in vacuo; what were the raw materials on which the minds of the
disciples worked in order to produce this particular kind of myth
and no other? Here Strauss is at once ready with his answer. The
two main factors are the supetnatural elements in the Old
Testament, and the conviction of the disciples that Jesus was the
Messiah of Jewish expectation. The handling of the story of the

Transhguration provides a typical example of the application of
the method:
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We may suppose, then, that we have here a myth, in which two dive‘rse )
tendencies are apparent. The first is the desire to repeat the transfiguration
of Moses in yet higher measure in the experience of Jesus; the second to
bring Jesus as Messiah into contact with his two forerunners; and through
this appearance of the Lawgiver and the Prophet, the founder and the
reformer of the jewish theocracy, to present Jesus as the perfecter of the
kingdom of God, as the fulfilment of the law and the prophets; and
furthermore to represent his messianic dignity as confirmed by a voice from
heaven.!

By the time that Strauss had finished this work, there is very
little in the Gospel records that has not yielded to the mythical
disintegration. The book is called The Life of Jesus; but in what
sense is the title appropriate? Strauss has his answer ready for this,
as for all other questions. The life of Jesus cannot be written.? To
write the life of Jesus means to fit him into our ordinary human
categories, to make that life a part of the existence of the human
race. But that is exactly what the Gospels refuse to do. Throughout
and in every part they present Jesus as the one who breaks through
all these categories, who refuses at any point to be fitted into
them.? If we come to the Gospels with questions which were
never asked by the writers, and which they never intended to
answer, we may produce a pious work of our own imagination, but
this will bear little or no relation to the reality of Jesus as this is
presented in the Gospels. This does not, of course, mean that there
i no historical substratum to the Gospel story. Strauss expressly
safeguards himself against this idea: ‘The author of this work
wishes especially to guard himself in those places where he
declares that he knows not what happened, from the imputation
of asserting that he knows that nothing happened.’*

In another sense also Strauss affirmed that it was impossible to
write the life of Christ. When we consider the differences in order
Th‘e ‘;";‘;ilg;rmsihgiaﬁg: ;Jf Jesus Critically Examined [reprint of 1972/3), p. 545,
h . ater draws between the transhguration of Jesus and the

uansfiguration’ of Socrates in Plato’s Symposium, highly characteristic of his
mgtli(;i], 1s perhaps not likely to carry conviction to many readers.
er in life Strauss was to make certain concessions to more traditional

opinions; but there is no reason to doubt that his basic conviction to the end of his
hf;: was that which has just been staced.
\ ‘d V:l.le shall see Jater that at this point the voice of Strauss was genuinely prophetic,
nd that the greater part of modern scholarship would go with him in this general
principle, though not in every detail of its application
4 Strauss, op. cit., p. 97. .
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between the several Gospels, the way in which sayings of Jesus are
reported in different contexts, the inner contradictions, we become
aware that what we have are no more than isolated fragments, on
which some kind of order has been imposed by the evangelists. The
facts and sayings are like a necklace of pearls, of which the string
has broken. “The hard grit of these sayings of Jesus has not indeed
been dissolved by the flood of oral tradition, but they have been
worked away from their original position and like rolling pebbles
have been deposited in places to which they do not properly
belong.’ If we try to write the life of Christ, we shall merely be
imposing another order, purely subjective, on materials the true
order and connexion of which must for ever escape us.

Strauss himself is not unduly concerned at this volatilization of
the story of Christ, since he is convinced that all that has been
taken away by historical criticism is given back by philosophy.
The all-important thing is the idea. The central idea in the
Christian faith is the overcoming of the natural by the spiritual.
Traditionally, faith has seen this process concentrated and
perfectly achieved in one individual, Jesus Christ. What we now
have to realize is that the subject in this great drama is not one
individual but mankind as a whole. And this is reasonable; for it
is the nature of an idea not to pour out its fullness in one single
example, but to make known its fullness in a number of examples
which mutually complement one another.!

Mankind is the union of the two natures, the incarnate God . . . Mankind
is the child of the visible mother and the invisible father, of spirit and of
nature. It is the miracle worker, in so far as in the course of human history
spirit ever more completely asserts its mastery over nature. It is the sinless
one, in so far as the course of its development is blameless . . . Mankind
is the one who dies, who rises again and ascends to heaven, since from the
negation of the element of nature ever higher spiritual life arises. Through
belief in this Christ, that is, in his death and resurrection, man is justified
before God.2

At alater stage in his development Strauss was to put the question:

.1 His actual words, in the concluding section of his second volume, are: “This is
by no means the way in which the ides realizes itself, pouring out its whole
abundance upon one example and begrudging itself to all others. Rather it llyes o
unfold its wealth in a diversity of examples which complement each other, in the
interchange of individualities, one in decline, the other rising.’

% Strauss, op. cit,, p. 780.
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‘Are we still Christians?’, and was to answer it in the negative, at
least in so far as any traditional content can be read into the word.
But there is no reason to doubt that, from his own point of view,
he was a sincere believer, and was convinced that only through an
interpretation of the Gospels such as he had given was it possible
to save the Christian faith for the nineteenth century.

England did not immediately become aware of Strauss—the
language barrier was still strong. But certain intellectual circles
were deeply interested in the new movement of thought in
Germany, and from them awareness of the ideas of Strauss began
to spread, It was felt desirable that the Life should be translated;
and this work was entrusted to no less a person than George Eliot
the novelist. The task was not completed until 1846.1 In
Germany, however, as may be supposed, the Life attracted
immediate attention, and the furore was tremendous. Various
attempts were made to have the book suppressed;? answers
poured from the press, most of them characterized by a failure to
grasp what the issues really were, and none of them successful in
striking at the foundations of the grear edifice that Strauss had
erected.

In what sense is it ever possible to answer a great work of the
intellect? It is possible to go through it point by point, indicating
inaccuracies or errors in detail. Such demonstration is usually
highly tedious; and for the most part it is ineffective, because it
leaves the main structure unshaken. A principle may still be valid,
even though the working out in detail of its applications may leave
much to be desired. In dealing with such a work as that of Strauss,
there are only two possibilities. Either it must be shown that the
method adopted is inappropriate to the material to be considered,
or, granted that the method is not illegitimate, it must be shown
that the application of the method has been vitiated from the start
by concealed presuppositions and prejudices, by the neglect of
relevant evidence, or by the failure to see what kind of conclusions

th:e I‘{She found much of it repulsive, especially his ’dissecting the beautiful story of
the esurrect’lcn - She could only endure to continue her task by gazing at a cast of
T ﬁnyalc[sen s figure of the risen Christ’-{Life, i, p. 112}. See L. E. Elliotc-Binns,
ezxgmn in the Vietorian Erg {1936}, p. 183.
The conservative theologian ]. A. W. Neander {1789-1850), very greatly to his

credit, was one of those most stro i ‘
, opposed t f which
he most heartily disapproved. PHLY 0P © the suppression of s hook o
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really follow from the evidence adduced, and what kind of
evidence must be produced if certain conclusions are to be
maintained as tenable.

In point of fact, Strauss’s method and his conclusions were
vulnerable at a number of crucial points.

In the first place, he had not subjected his sources, the Gospels,
to any careful literary and historical criticism before beginning to
work upon them. He had, for instance, played off John against the
Synoptic Gospels, and the Synoptic Gospels against John, without
taking serious account of the historical, literary, and theological
characteristics which separate John from the other Gospels, and
account of which must be taken if the use of it as a historical source
is not to lead to confusion. Strauss himself admitted that textual
and literary criticism of this kind did not really interest him; yet
the drudgery of this kind of approach has to be gone through, if
historical reconstruction is to have any chance of proving itself
permanently valid.

Secondly, Strauss overlooked the most obvious fact of all—the
existence of the Christian Church. Here is a tremendous
movement in history, which started in Palestine in the first
century A.D., which spread rapidly through the ancient world, and
the spiritnal impulses of which have not died away after so many
centuries. How is all this to be accounted for! What was the power
that launched the movement? What kind of a stone could it be
that, once thrown into the pool of human existence, could set in
motion ripples that would go on spreading until the utmost rim of
the life of the world had been reached? When Strauss has finished
his critical work, and given us Jesus as he understands him to have
been, has sufficient account been given of what lies at the origins
of a great world movement?! To this there can be only one
answer. As Strauss understands it, Jesus lived on in the faith of his
disciples, and this faith was strong enough to create the belief in
his resurrection. But the kind of Jesus who is indicated in Strauss's
Pages was not the kind of person to create that kind of faith. The
Causes, as suggested by Strauss, do not measure up to the
consequences; something in the evidence that is of the greatest
significance must somehow have been overlooked.

! Itistobenoted that in his first Life of Jesus Strauss made no attempt to bring together
inasingle picture the dismembered fragments into which he had reduced the Gospel.
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We have learned a good deal in recent years of the relationship
between personalities and movements. Historians have tended of
late to think and speak in terms of movements almost as though
they came into being automatically and of themselves; Carlyle’s
view of history in terms of ‘Heroes’ has been out of fashion. But
it is impossible completely to discount the role of personalities in
the fashioning of history. If every word written and spoken by
Adolf Hitler had completely disappeared, it would still be pos-
sible to reconstruct a fairly complete picture of Hitler from
the movement of which he was the directing mind and spirit.
Napoleon became a legend in France; much of the legend is
unhistorical,! but it would never have come into existence at all
if Napoleon had not had the gift of imposing himself on the
imagination of men and calling out their utmost devotion. Jean
Pierre de Béranger, in his touching poem Les Souvenirs du Peuple,
has caught exactly the accent:

On parlera de sa gloire

Sous le chanme bien longtemps.
L'humble toit, dans cinquante ans,
Ne connaitra plus d'autre histoire.

It is certain that a great deal in Jesus Christ will always remain
mysterious to us; it is equally certain that the figure which stands
behind the Christian movement is greater than either Hitler or
Napoleon. That is the way in which history happens; and it can
happen in no other way.

v

One of the men who recognized the first great weakness in
the work of Strauss and set himself, not to put the clock back,
but to work over the material in a far more critical fashion,
and to reconsider Strauss’s work in the light of the results
of this documentary criticism, was Ferdinand Christian Baur
(1792-18601.

. Baur, who had earlier been one of Strauss’s teachers, was called
in 1826 to be professor at Tiibingen, and there remained till the

. 1 F.hA. Simpson, in The Rise of Louis Napoleon {1909}, p. 15, has written of the
renchmen of 1848, who ‘turned from the realities of a not very glorious present ¢
the glories of a not very real past’.
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end of his life.! The type of interpretation which he called into
being is commonly called that of the Tubingen school. Baur was
a heroic figure, a representative of German scholarship at its best
in its tireless industry, in the range of its operations, and in it_s;
fearless eagerness to advance to the knowledge of the truth without
regard for what the consequences may be in relation to convictions
and traditions dearly held and cherished. He was at his desk by four
o'clock every morning. The works published during his lifetime
amount to ten thousand pages; those published after his death from
his notes or those of his students to another six thousand—the
equivalentof a book of four hundred pages every year for forty years.
Baur's strength was in his capacity for seeing things as wholes.
There is always a tendency in theology, as elsewhere, towards
specialization. We think of the New Testament as a separate
world, neatly framed off by the Canon, and observing laws of its
own which are not applicable in other fields. It was one great
contribution of Baur that he recognized that the New Testament
itself is part of chnrch history. There is indeed a difference—the
apostolic age has a character all its own; but there is no break in
continuity. Similarly, the history of doctrine does not begin where
the New Testament ends; the New Testament itself is concerned
with the work of interpretation; it shows men of very different
backgrounds and points of view wrestling with the phenomenon of
Jesus Christ, and reaching widely differing conclusions in their
understanding of that phenomenon. Church history and the
history of doctrine are only further stages in the working out of 2
process which already has its roots deep in the New Testament
itself. With these convictions, Baur set himself nothing less than
the gigantic task of working out a complete picture of Christian
antiquity. The tasks of the exegete, the church historian, and the
systematic theologian are very different, and require different
training and gifts. The exegete is akin to the philologist and the
_literary critic; his concern is with language, with words and their
Meanings, separately and in sentences, phrases, and whole books.
The church historian works on exactly the same methods, and

hl Professor W. G. Kiimmel refers to the influence of Niebuhr's History of Rome on
the development of the thought and outlook of Baur, in the period before his election
0 the professorship at Tibingen during which Strauss had been his pupil. The New

Testament {English trans., 1973), p. 127,
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requires exactly the same training, as the secular historia_n in ‘the
weighing of historical evidence and tl}e assessment of' historical
probability. The systematic theologian i more akm. to the
philosopher; his task is to relate theological und‘ersta’nd}ng to a
total understanding of the universe and of human life within it. To
reach eminence in so many varying disciplines is almost beyond
the limits of human possibilities. But the task that Baur had set
himself could not be accomplished without eminence in al} three
fields. .

For all his greatness, Baur's work was marred by two weak-
nesses, which are to be found also in the work of a number of other
German theologians—provincialism,! and special pleading.

Baur lived in a small German university town. Of all that was
going on in Germany he had an acute awareness; to the rest of the
world he seems to have paid less attention. This comes out
interestingly in what is perhaps the best book that he ever wrote,
and the only one that today can be read for other than historical
reasons—his Die Epochen der kirchlichen Geschichtsschreibung
{"Epochs in the writing of Church History') (1852).2 Starting from
Eusebius, the father of church history, Baur delineates the various
methods of writing history that have been followed by
ecclesiastical historians up to his own time. Until he has dealt
with the Magdeburg Centuriators and Cardinal Baronius in the
sixteenth century, he is excellent; but then the book becomes a
study of church history writing in Germany. There is no mention
of either Gibbon or Bossuet. The omission of Gibbon is perhaps
excusable; he was not strictly a church historian, though with only
a slight stretch of language he might be called the greatest of all
ecclesiastical historians. But Bossuet was the last great figure of

1 On this, see a fascinating essay by Paul Tillich on 'The Conquest of Intellectual
Provincialism’ in Theology of Culture (1959], pp. 159-76. Tillich writes: ‘If one
studied theology in the first decade of this century at famous theclogical gaculugs
within Germany, such as those of Tiibingen, Halle, or Berlin, one identified th
history of theoiogy in the last four centuries with the history of German theology
- .. It was our feeling that only in Germany was the problem of how to unit
Christianity and the modern mind taken absolutely seriously.’ by a

2 Of this book Emanuel Hirsch remarks that ‘it has not yet been replaced lyv
comparable or better work’ {Geschichte der neuem evangelischen Theologie, vo éné
p- 524, a judgement with which [ heartily concur. It is strange that, in all the ':':;;Issi.;
debz;:es on the meaning of history, so lictle reference seems to be made to this ¢
work.
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the Middle Ages; and his Discours sur I’histofre universelle {1681)
is the last attempt on a major scale to depict the history of the
world in those categories of providence and divine purpose that are
the guiding principles of Eusebius.

It was a great misfortune that in 1833 Baur became acquainted
with the philosophy of Hegel and, like many of his con-
temporaries, fell deeply under its sway. Hegel had worked out
the dialectic of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis. Progress takes
place in human affairs when one movement is carried to such a
point that it necessarily produces by reaction its contrary. Then in
process of time the opposites coalesce into a higher unity, from
which in time the same process can commence again. This is the
dialectic which Karl Marx claimed to have caused to stand on its
head. It may be disputed whether there is any sphere of human
affairs to which the Hegelian dialectic is really applicable;
certainly theology is not one of them; and in all the realms of
theology there is none im which the principle is more wholly
inapplicable than the study of Christian origins. But it was just
here that Baur believed that Hegel had given him the needed
illumination. Judaic Christianity, Pauline Christianity, the
reconciliation of both in the Catholic Church—these things run
like 2 King Charles’s head through the whole of Baur’'s researches;
and this means that from 1833 onwards his work was gravely
vitiated by an irrelevant and unproved presupposition.

Rarely can a theologian bave received a more comprehensive
certificate of merit than that paid to Baur by Mark Pattison, Rector
of Lincoln College, Oxford. In his essay on 'Theology in Germany’,
Pattison writes:

The characteristic of Baur's method has been already indicated. The
animation and force of his reasoning is derived from the directness and
distinctness of his purpose. The vigour and inspiration, which many
theorists have drawn from theological passion, is supplied to him from his
confidence in his scientific method. Every fact with him tells and is referred
to its place. He is no historical painter, to bring forward events because
they make a good picture. He values nothing but what is significant. With
the same fine tact with which Niebuhr follows the trail of a national
migration, Baur tracks a dogma. Not an inflexion, however minute, scapes
him; not a complication, however perplexed, that he does not unravel.
The traverses and passes of dialectic, the flights and vagaries
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of mysticism, the solid and the frivolous, the heights and depths through
which the doctrine in its passage down the stream of time has ranged, are
all marshalled in their due relation to the general development of the
thought.!

Yet the question will not be stilled, whether Baur might not
equally well be the object of another brilliant piece of delineation,
in which Pattison indulged at the expense of a scholar whose
diligence and erudition were equal to those of Baur:

To take his side is at the beginning, and not at the end of his intellectual
process . . . He must start at once with a proposition, and then ransack
libraries for material out of which to forge the proof of it . . . The more
copious his citations, the more dexterous his ingenuity, the more
irrefragable his logic, the more vehement his determination to make us
think so, the more the reason revolts from the determination. The
intellectuzl character exemplified by Warburton is common enough in life,
But it only attracts wonder when it is conpled with powers and industry
like Warburton's, and dedicated to some literary theme of widely-extended
interest . . . A comprehensive general reading, an heroic industry in
marshalling the particulars of the proof, a dialectical force of aim, which
would twist a bar of iron to its purposes; and all brought to bear to prove
a perverse and preposterous proposition. The mischief done by such
powerful efforts of human reason is not in the diffusion of erroncous
opinion on the subjects of which they treat, but in setting brilliant
examples of a false method.2

There is Baur to the life, in so far as incautious assumptions at the
start lead him into error on every principal point of New
Testament criticism. Baur's industry and erudition, and the
brilliance of his critical insight at certain points, cannot
compensate for the fatal weakness of the foundation on which the
whole structure has been erected. '

Baur saw, and here his intuition was perfectly correct, that the
starting-point of all critical study of the New Testament must be
the Epistles of St. Paul. These are the earliest Christian documents
which we possess; here we come directly into contact with the life
of the earliest Christian communities, and it is only through them
and their faith that we can penetrate into the mysterious world of
Iesug Christ, and of those events which le at the origins of
Christian faith. Baur started out from a conservative and orthodox

' Essays [collected and arranged by H : i< 1-2.
2 Thid., pp. 165-6. ged by Henry Nettleship, 1889), vol. ii, pp. 23



CHALLENGE TO ORTHODOXY 25

position; gradually he was led to the cfonc}usion that only the four
great epistles, Romans, 1 apd 2 Corinthians, and Galatians, are
indubitably authentic; and it was on the study of these four that
he based his reconstruction of Christian origins.

The study of the First Epistle to the Corinthians reveals to us the
presence of parties and party strife among the earliest Christians.
There seems to have been in Corinth a party which attached itself
to the name of Cephas [Peter}, the leader of the original apostles,
questioned the apostolic authority of Paul, opposed itself to his
teaching and set itself to destroy his work. A similar phenomenon
presents itself in the Epistle to the Galatians. On this indubitable
fact of tensions in the early Church arising out of different
attitudes to the Law and to the faith of Israel, Baur bases his
reconstruction of the history of the Church, a reconstruction
which differs at almost every point from the traditional
understanding. He sees the whole history in terms of bitter
hostility between the Jewish and Gentile, the Petrine and the
Pauline, wings of the new community. Members of the original
Christian group in Jerusalem regarded themselves still as Jews; the
Old Covenant retained its validity, and the one point of difference
which marked them off from other Jews was the acceptance of
Jesus as Messiah. Paul had set himself free from Judaism and the
Law. He alone had understood the true significance of the work of
Jesus; while not denying the Messiahship he does not emphasize
it; for him Jesus has become the great deliverer, through faith in
whose death man is reconciled to God and quickened through the
presence of the Spirit. Gradually the sharp difference between
these views led to a total separation between the communities, and
one of the main aims of the Judaizing party was the hindering,
and if possible the destruction, of the work of Paul. Pauline
Christianity is far more authentic, since based on a deeper
apprehension of the meaning of the work of Christ; it alone had
within it the promise of universality, since it alone had broken free
from the swaddling-bands of the old Jewish faith. But this was
actually the weaker side, since the Jewish party could glory in the
great names of Peter and the other apostles.

Here we have the thesis and the antithesis. The synthesis is to
follow. It was impossible that two groups, both bearing the name
of Christ, should for ever remain in separation. Gradually feelers,
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with a view to reconciliation, were put forward, the first from the
side of the weaker or Pauline party. About the middle of the second
century, final reconciliation took place, and, under the grave
threats of the Gnostic movement, both parties found a home in the
developing Catholic Church, in which something of each was
retained but each underwent considerable modifications through
its fusion with the other. _ _
Having arrived at this general picture, Baur goes on to classify
the documents of the New Testament, and of early Christian
literature as a whole, according to the relationship which he traces
in them to this history of strife and reconciliation. As we have
seen, on the Pauline side the four ‘authentic’ epistles are our true
and reliable guides. On the Judaizing side, the classic document is
the Apocalypse, and later the pseudo-Clementine writings. The
other books of the New Testament represent stages in the
movement towards compromise. The Acts of the Apostles, which
is throughout an eirenic book, minimizes the conflicts, and tries
-t present a harmonious, or at least a harmonized, picture of
Christian origins.! The Epistle to the Hebrews represents a muach
carlier stage in this development:

TheEpistie to the Hebrews is, perhaps, to be regarded as the first member of
this group of eirenical writings, which forin a separate class and belong toa
specific peried . . . Withits own peculiar character. .. it can perhaps be regarded
as a first and still somewhat ambiguous attempt coundertake the assimilation
of the two parties, and the establishment of peace by means of the written word,
through letters which were circulated in the name of the Apostles.?

It is hardly necessary to insist that this attempt to classify the
varied literature of the New Testament according to one single
principle leads Baur not infrequently to the use of methods which
are neither critical, scientific, nor historical. An example is to be
found in the essay from which we have just quoted. Next to the
Pastoral Epistles in this field of reconciliation, says Baur,

s:apFls, as has become increasingly evident to me, the Epistle to the
Philippians, in which, in addition to the reference to ‘bishops’ and

1 As Baur himself puts it, by making Paul ook as Petrine as possible, and Peter as
Pauline as possible.

2 This is frpm an essay on the origins of the episcopate, published in 1838 in the
Tubingen Zeitschrift fiir Theologie, and quoted in W. G. Kammel, The New
Testament (English trans., 1973, p. 133,
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ideacons’ in the opening sentences of the Epistle, and much else, into
which this is not the place to enter, Clement the pupil of Peter is brought
in as the first of the fellow-workers of the apostle Paul (4. 3|,

This is the kind of aberration which in Baur so disconcertingly
runs parallel with those brilliant historical insights, based on
genuine scholarship, which make parts of his work permanently
valunable. It is true that at a much later date anti-Pauline literature
was circulating under the name of Clement. But in the first
century there were as many people called Clement as there were
people called.Judas; and this identification of the Clement of the
Epistle to the Philippians with the critic of Paul is a flight of fancy
which rests on no evidence whatever, and has no shade of
probability to recommend it.

Bishop Lightfoot complains somewhat tartly of this absurdity,
and of others which had been piled on top of it by followers in the
school of Baur. After quoting a passage from Matthew Arnold's
Essays in Criticism {p. 57}, where it is stated that ‘an extravagance
of this kind could never have come from Germany where there is
a great force of critical opinion controlling a learned man's vagaries
and keeping him straight’, Lightfoot goes on to say that his own
experiences of the critical literature of Germany have not been so
fortunate. He adduces:

Baur’s suggesting that the pivot of the Epistle, which has a conciliatory
tendency, is the mention of Clement, a mythical or almost mythical
person, who represents the union of the Petrine and Pauline parties in the
Church; then Schwegler, carrying the theory a step further, and declaring
that the two names Buodia and Syntyche [Phil. 4. 2], actually represent
these two parties, while the true yokefellow is St. Peter himself; then
Votkmar improving the occasion, and showing that this fact is indicated in
their very names, Fuodia or ‘Right way’, and Syntyche or 'Consort’,
denoting the orthodoxy of the one party, and the incorporation of the
other; lastly Hitzig lamenting that interpreters of the New Testament are
not thoroughly imbued with the langnage and spirit of the Old, and
maintaining that these two names are reproductions of the patriarchs Asher
and Gad, their sex having been changed in the transition from one language
to another, and representing the Greek and Roman elements in the Church,
while the Epistle to the Philippians is itseif a plagiarism from the Agricola
of Tacitus,!

1 1. B. Lightfoot, Essays on ‘Supemnatural Religion’ (1889). The essay from which
the quotation is taken was first published in the Contemporary Review in 1875.
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At one crucial point at least Baur did make a permanent
contribution to New Testament criticism. He recognized and
asserted the difference in character between the Fourth Gospel and
the other three. Until his time, almost all those who had dealt with
the historical issues of the life of Jesus had taken the Fourth Gospel
as their starting-point; the traditional ascription of its authorship
to the beloved disciple had hardly been questioned; and who could
be a better authority for the life and teaching of Jesus than the one
who had lived in closest intimacy with him? This being taken as
the basis, the other Gospels were then fitted in as well as possible
into the picture. Baur saw, and argued persuasively, that the true
relationship is exactly the other way round. If we wish to study the
life of Jesus historically, the Synoptic Gospels bring us nearer to
what we seek. Much of what Baur wrote about the Fourth Gospel
is critically indefensible. Working still from his fatal principle of
the division between Jew and Gentile as the central clue to
Christian history, he affirms that the aim of the Fourth Gospel is
not the writing of history but the presentation of an idea; and that
the Johannine ideal {John 10. 16} ‘of a Christian community made
up equally of Gentiles and of Jews’ belongs to a time ‘in which
Christianity has grown beyond the oppositions of its early days’.
He is accordingly convinced that the Gospel cannot have been

written earlier than the second half of the second century.
When he comes to the Synoptic Gospels, Baur continues to be
misled by his presuppositions. Luke is the Gospel of the Gentiles,
and is thus markedly Pauline in character. Now the Pauline
understanding of the Gospel is authentic in that it has drawn out that
which is essential in the Gospel message and which gives it its
universal character. But chronologically this understanding comes
later and can only to a limited degree bring us into contact with the
original historical material. Wherever Luke and Matthew disagree,
Matthew is to be unconditionally preferred. In Mark, Baur could ind
no trace of the opposition between Jew and Genrile. Therefore, on
his principle, this must be a late document, belonging to the period
not eatlier than the middle of the second century, when
reconciliation has finally taken place. So he takes Mark to be a
compilation dependent on both Matthew and Luke, and written
with the express purpose of reconciling the differences between
them. Having disposed of the other Gospels, Baur now turns to
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Matthew. Here, too, from this point of view, much must be
rejected as mythical in character and as later additions to the
original narrative. But here, in this primarily Jewish Gospel and
especially in the speeches, Baur believes that we can find at least
some authentic evidence of what Jesus believed and taught.

\Y

Ferdinand Christian Baur has enjoyed an immense reputation in
Germany, both during his lifetime and since his death. The
Tubingen school, of which he was the central figure, dominated
the scene for a whole generation. As we have seen, up to a point
the reputation of Baur was well deserved by his immense industry,
by his steadfast refusal to take anything for granted—this is the
starting-point of any serious critical study—by his insistence that
every book of the New Testament must be considered in relation
to the historical circumstances of its origin in so far as that can be
ascertained, and by certain brilliant insights of permanent validity,
But there is a great deal to be set on the other side. At very few
points indeed has subsequent investigation confirmed the
rightness of Baur's solutions, even when it has approved his
formulations of the questions. This suggests that either the
method employed was basically wrong or that there were grave
imperfections in the application of it. It is in the field of its
presuppositions, which in themselves have nothing to do with
critical or historical method, that the whole great structure of the
work of Baur comes to grief. Again and again, when the
presuppositions are exercising their unfortunate influence, critical
method is for the time being abandoned.

It is impossible for any of us to work without presuppositions.
What is important is that we should ourselves be aware of what our
presuppositions are, and that we should make allowance for the
~distorting influence that they are likely to have on work which
professes to be critical and unprejudiced. Baur was well aware of
this. In the introduction to his history of the Church he tells us
that the task of the historian is 'to place before ourselves the
materials given in the history as they are objectively, and not
otherwise, as far as that is possible’.! Yet a little later he can

1 Vorrede to Kirchengeschichte, vol. i (3rd ed.,. 1863}, p. vii, (English trans., 1878],
p. X.
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quote Schelling to the effect that ‘history proves satisfying to the
intellect when the empirical causes have been used as the means
to the manifestation of a higher unity'.! It is from the dominance
of the idea that the danger comes. Critical and historical study
must be purely empirical; assumptions must be reduced to the
minimum possible or the work cannot be carried out with any
hope of success. If history is no more than the self-realization of
the idea according to the laws of an immanent necessity, history
really ceases to be history, and the Christian faith, as a faith rooted
in history and conditioned by it, ceases to have anything more than
relative significance.

This point has been correctly grasped by two twentieth-century
scholars, neither of whom could be accused of any prejudice

against Baur.
Horst Stephan writes:

The use of the Hegelian ideas proved to be a Procrustes’ bed. Baur could
not grasp the richness of concrete historical life, the importance of personal .
life and of the outstanding personality, the supra-historical factor, which
cannot simply be absorbed into the idea. This use of the idea makes it
possible to present Church history as a necessary, dialectical, advancing
process, and takes from it the living character which it derives from the
Christian belief in God.?

Karl Barth’s comments and questions are alike penetrating:

From this point of view, then, we may ask Baur without a sneering sense
of superiority, but also without levity, how the concept of the idea of history,
according to the characteristics determined by him, may be related to the
concept of God. What is history? Baur's answer is that history ‘is the eternal
clear mirror, in which Spirit beholds itself, contemplates its own visage in
order to be for itself and in its own consciousness that which in itself it is,
and to recognize itself as the moving power of that which historically has
come 10 be' (Dogmengeschichte, p. 59). ‘Really?” we may be inclined to ask.
But, if it were the case that the history of the Church is that kind of history
in which God speaks to us in our neighbour, and in which God speaks to
us in our neighbour, would it be right that the history of the Church also
should be understood and presented as that kind of self-contemplation??

1 Vorrede to Kirchengeschichte, vol. il [2nd ed., 1863), p. ¥vi.

% H. Stephan, Geschichte der evangelischen Theologie {ed. of 19604, p. 148.

3 K. Barth, Protestant Theology in the Nineteenth Century (English trans., 1972),
p. 507. On_ Baur see now P. C. Hodgson, Ferdinand Christian Baur on the Writing of
Church History (1968) and C. K. Barrett's article in New Testament Studies {1983].
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While Baur and his colleagues had been endlessly studying the
New Testament in Tabingen, English theology had been in the
main concerned with other things.’ In the year {1845} in which
Baur gathered together his thoughts on the Pauline problem in his
great book Paulus der Apostel, John Henry Newman reached the
end of the long pilgrimage which finally brought him to haven in
the Church of Rome. England was rocked by this controversy,
which may well have seemed more important than obscure
dissertations on points of New Testament grammar and exegesis.
Just in the same period, Frederic Denison Maurice with his friends
was developing those views on Christian Socialism which have
served as an active leaven in the Christian thought of England up
to the present day. The frenzies of the Baptismal controversy and
the Gorham case [1847-50} kept bishops and journalists alike
busy. And then came the Great Exhibition of 1851, the war in the
Crimea, the Indian Mutiny—public opinion had a great deal on
which to exercise itself.

But isolation cannot last for ever, and sooner or later the clear
awareness of what was happening in Germany was bound to break
in on the English-speaking world. The explosion came in 1860,
with the publication of a book called Essays and Reviews, in which
seven scholars, mostly of the University of Oxford, put forth their
views on the contemporary situation in relation to Christian
thought and faith. It was stated that there was no common
planning between the writers; the book was an attempt 'to
illustrate the advantages derivable to the cause of moral and
religious truth from a free handling, in a becoming spirit, of
subjects peculiarly liable to suffer by the repetition of conventional
langnage and from traditional methods of treatment’. Essays and
Reviews is a dull book, and, like so many other manifestos of the
kind, would have passed unnoticed, except for a chance circum-
stance—the Westminster Review congratulated the authors on
their courage, but urged them to go further and to cut themselves
off more completely from those trammels of orthodoxy by which

1 Two of Baur's works have been translated into English—Paul, the Apostle of
Jesus Christ (1873-5) and The Church History of the First Three Centuries (1878-9];
as s often happens, the books were translated into English after they had begun to
Yose influence in the country of their origin.
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they were still fettered through their position in the establisheq
Church. The Quarterly Review came to the defence of orthodc.xy,
and then the book began to sell.

From their own point of view, the orthodox had every reason to
be alarmed. The Rhipe and the Main were flowing into the
Thames; German theology had overflowed its banks and flooded
into England with a vengeance. One of the writers in Essays and
Reviews was the Reverend Benjamin Jowett of Balliol College, who
a good many years before had studied in Germany {1845-6}, and
was in part responsible for that Hegelian influence by which
much Oxford philosophy was coloured for a considerable period.!
In 1855 Jowett had published a commentary on the Epistles to
the Romans, Galatians, and Thessalonians in which he had
maintained what were held to be unorthodox views on the
Atonement. The book had, however, been reviewed in somewhat
favourable terms by a young fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge,
in the Journal of Classical and Sacred Philology. J. B. Lightfoot,
while criticizing rather sharply the weaknesses of the book in
matters of accuracy and precise knowledge of the language of the
New Testament, drew attention to its importance as the first
serious attempt in England to apply to the New Testament the
critical methods which were being developed on the continent of
Burope. Mark Pattison, whose views on Baur we have already
quoted, chose for his contribution a safe subject—certain aspects
of religious thought in England in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries. But he was known to have an immense admiration for
the German university system, and spent his whole life in the vain
pursuit of a total erudition, like that of the great renaissance
scholars, Casaubon and the Scaligers, of whom he wrote so
admirably.? '

Put in the simplest words, the question that orthodox Christians

1 The most notable Oxford Hegelian was T. H. Green (1836-82}, whose rather
unorthodox Christian faith made possible for many young men faith in spiritual
realngles as against the closed mechanical view of the world which was prevalent at
the time. There is a sympathetic study of Green in W. Sanday, Christologies Ancient
and Modern {1910), pp. 65 ff. The succession was carried on by F. H. Bradley
(1846~1924) and Bernard Bosanquet [1848-1923). The only Cambridge Hegelian of
emmnence was ). McT. E. McTaggart {1866-1925).

2 Pattison is best known from his own admirable Memoirs (1885); but V. H. H.

Green, Oxford Common Room [1957), throws much light on the story of an unhappy
and frustrated man.
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had to face was this: ‘Is the Bible to be treated like any other book
or not?’ Of course, the question is too simple; we do not treat
Shakespeare as we treat Edgar Wallace. Yet it does go to the heart
of the problem. Traditional Christian reverence held a view of
Biblical inspiration which separated it off from every other book;
these were the authentic words of God himself; and though up to
a point grammatical, textual, and linguistic criticism might have
their place, all awkward questions were supposed to be stilled by
the protection of inspiration. It must be remembered that at that
time almost all good Christians in England were what would now
be called 'fundamentalists’. Whether it was Mr. Newman or Dr.
Pusey, Lord Shaftesbury or Dean Close, Mr. Gladstone or Dr, Dale,
there was very little between them; all accorded the Bible an
unqualified reverence, and all believed that, if its inerrancy were
successfully impugned, the whole Christian faith would collapse.
Not many were prepared to take the temerarious position that, if
the Bible is inspired, its inspiration is likely to shine all the
brighter as a result of patient, impartial, and rathlessly honest
critical work upon it. :

The handling of Essays and Reviews by the Church is a warning
to all times that may be faced by a similar crisis. Everything was
done exactly in the way in which it ought not to have been done.
The Upper House of the Convocation of Canterbury condemned
the book. The Lower House by a large majority commended the
action of the bishops. Ten thousand Anglican clergymen signed a
memorial to the bishops condemming the Essayists. Legal
proceedings were started against them in the Court of Arches. The
airing of ecclesiastical controversy in the law courts is one of the
more deplorable aspects of the history of the Church of England in
the nineteenth century.

No proceeding could possibly be more useless than the official
condemnation of a book such as Essays and Reviews. It could
reasonably be held that the writers, as clergymen of the Church of
England, had gone against obligations which they had taken upon
themselves when they were ordained. It could be maintained that
the Essays were a bad piece of work, and that the evidence
produced by the Essayists did not as a matter of fact support the
conclusions which they put forward. But the tide could not be
turned back. It was quite certain in 1860 that criticism had come
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tostay, and that henceforward the Bible would be treated like any other
book. No holds would be barred. The Scriptures would be subjected
toruthless investigation. Unless they were able on their own merits
to stand up to the challenge, the cause might be held to be lost in
advance,

For it must be recognized that the threat presented to the Christian
cause by the school of Tiibingen was very grave. Itis, of course, afact
that no one is saved merely by believing that certain events happened
alongtime ago. But itis along way from this naive belief to the bland
assertion that the idea is all that matters, that the historical self-
clothing of the idea is in a certain measure fortuitous, and that the
validity of the idea would remain even if it could be proved that none
of the historical events, which have been regarded as the foundation
of the Christian faith, had ever occurred at all. If the incarnation of
Jesus Christ is the great act of God in history, then much does depend
on the extent and reliability of our historical evidence for what
happened. If the Gospels were written well on in the second century,
what faces us is a set of tendencies, faint memories, reconstructions,
tales invented to give historical form to what in reality are theological
and not historical convictions. This is not, of course, to say that
because certain critical conclusions are inconvenient from the point
of view of our faith, faith or inspiration should be called in to impede
the work of historical criticism. It does mean that we should be careful
not to pretend that one thing is another, and to imagine that the
Christian faith as presented by Strauss or Baur is the same as the
Christian faith of the Church in the earlier centuries.

In the years that followed 1860, Christians in England were almost
in a state of panic. The status quo could never be restored. A way out
of the panic could be found only if men would come forward who
would carry out the work of critical investigation in a spirit of complete
fearlessness, with willingness to face every fact and every issue, to
meet them less hampered by presuppositions than the representatives
of the German schools, and to show on the basis of minutely critical
work that the answers given to the critical questions in Germany
between 1830 and 1860 were not the only answers that were
compatible with the known facts. The hour brought forth the man; in

1861 Joseph Barber Lightfoot was appointed to the Hulsean

P;ofessorship of Divinity at Cambridge, being then thirty-three years
of age.



Chapter II

THE NEW TESTAMENT
AND HISTORY

FoR forty years, from 1860 to 1900, Lightfoot, Westcott, and Hort
were names profoundly venerated throughout the whole world of
scholarship, and especially in the English-speaking world. Hardly
ever in the history of the Church have three men of such
distinction worked together over so long a period on the
accomplishment of what was essentially one great purpose.

At certain points the three men very closely resembled one
another. There was little difference in age, Brooke Foss Westcott
being a little older than the other two.l All three were Scholars,
and later Fellows, of Trinity College, Cambridge. All had made an
intensive study of the Latin and Greek classics, and were masters
of both languages in their classical form. All were members and
ministers of the Church of England. All were profoundly com-
mitted to the faith of the incarnation, holding that in Jesus Christ
God himself had entered into human life for the redemption of that
life from all evil. The differences, however, were also many and
interesting; it was because of these differences that each of the trio
was able to make his own special contribution, and at certain
special points to compensate for the weaknesses of the others.
Lightfoot was the only one of the three who was able to live a
continuously academic life. In their day Fellows of colleges who
married had to resign their fellowships. Thus it came about that for
eighteen years Westcott was a master at Harrow School, and Hort
was incumbent of the parish of St. Ippolyts cum Great
Wymondley, some twenty miles from Cambridge, from 1857 to
1872. What these men produced is all the more remarkable in view
of the heavy demands made on their time and strength by these
other responsibilities. Hort was not altogether suited to parish life;

| Brooke Foss Westcott {1825-1901); Joseph Barber Lightfoot {1828-89); Fenton
John Anthony Hort |1828-92).
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his son has described how he would sit for hours with ap
uncompleted sermon in front of him, unable because of a curious
kind of literary aphasia to add a single word to what he had written.

Though all shared many gifts in common, Lightfoot was
primarily the historian, Hort the philosopher, and Westcott the
exegete. When Lightfoot’s first great commentary, that on the
Epistle to the Galatians, appeared (1865), Hort was inclined ta

" criticize it on the ground that some of the doctrinal problems
involved had been inadequately treated.! But Lightfoot knew his
own limitations. What he could handle as an historian he would
handle superbly; what was not within his field must be left to
others whose gifts were different from his own. Hort, who among
other things had taken high honours in the School of Botany and
Physiology at Cambridge, had a far wider knowledge of philosophy
and of natural science than the others, and was more aware of the
changing climate of thought resulting from the writings of Darwin
and other discoveries in the field of science. Westcott had an
extraordinary sensitiveness to shades of spiritual meaning, and this
made him an almost ideal commentator. Of the three, Hort had the
strongest feeling for the institutional side of the Christian religion,
and Lightfoot, though he became a highly successful bishop, the
least interest in that aspect of it.

The three scholars were well aware of the rising tide of criticism
in Germany. Baur, who died in 1860, had attempted single-handed
the vast enterprise of a complete survey of the whole of Christian
antiquity, and had reached conclusions which appeared to the
Cambridge three to be vulnerable at a great many points. Essays
and Reviews had brought the critical problems to the notice of
every thinking Christian in England.? The only way adequately to
deal with this situation was to carry out an equally comprehensive

1 A. F. Hort, Life and Letters of Fenton J. A. Hort, vol. ii {1896}, pp. 79-80;
‘Certainty his doctrinal statements are far from satisfying me. One misses the real
attempt to fathom St. Paul’s own mind, and to compare it with the facts of life which
one finds in Jowett. On the other hand, he is surely always admirable on historical
ground . . . as alse in all matters of grammar and language and such like essential
externalities.’

2 Lightfoot, Westcott, and Hort, while disagreeing with the writers of Essays and
Reviews at many points, felt that they had been scurvily treated by the church
authorities, and that far too little recognition had been given to their genuine honesty
of purpose. They even for a short time contemplated writing a reply, but fortunately
this plan was given up—a very different approach to the whole problem was needed.
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survey, on basically the same critical principles, but far more
soberly, far more realistically, with far greater attention to
accuracy, and with far fewer presuppositions than those which
Baur had brought with him into the field. The three friends
planned nothing less than a complete commentary on the New
Testament, to be based on a critically edited Greek text, to be
philological, historical, exegetical, and doctrinal, and so to present
the whole panorama of Christian truth against the setting of ‘ts
historical origins. Lightfoot was to deal with the Pauline Epistles
and Hebrews, Westcott with the Johannine writings, to which
Hebrews was later added, and Hort with the other books of the
New Testament. The plan was never carried out in its entirety;
what we have from the three originators of it is a magnificent
fragment, and much of their achievement is of permanent and
unchangeable value.

From the moment of his appointment to the professorship at
Cambridge in 1861 Lightfoot was an immense success as a lecturer
and teacher. Nothing like his lectures had been heard before in
Cambridge. The New Testament had been treated as a repository
of grammatical peculiarities, or of proof-texts, to be quoted and co-
ordinated in support of the traditional doctrines, with little regard
to the origin or background of any particular text. Lightfoot’s
method was from the start strictly historical. As he expounded the
Epistle to the Galatians, the old words came to life, and the hearers
became aware of the Apostle standing at one of the great crises of
his life, as the whole stability and continuity of his work was
menaced by ‘the other gospel’ brought in by the Judaizers. So great
was the number of those desiring to hear Lightfoot’s lectures that
they had to be moved to the Hall of Trinity College. A great many
people felt that something was astir in the theological world.

Lightfoot was a tremendous worker. It was said in Cambridge
that, however late you-went to bed, you would still see the light
on in his rooms in the Great Court of Trinity College. His mind
was systematic, clear, and vigorous, his memory capacious and
exact. Bishop Westcott has given a convincing picture of his
method of handling his materials:

His method of working was characteristic. When a subject was chosen,
he mastered, stored, arranged in his mind, all the materials which were
available for its complete treatment, but he drew up no systematic notes,
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and sketched no plan. As soon as the scope of the Essay was distinetly
conceived, he wrote continuously and rapidly, trusting to his memory for
the authorities which he used, and adding them as he went forward, but so
that every reference was again carefully verified in proof.!

in the hands of anyone else this method could well have been
dangerous; but undoubtedly it was for Lightfoot the right method.
He was fortunately gifted with a style of singular hucidity; and the
vigour of the thought is reflected in the forthright, manly, and
unaffected presentation of it.2 And the integrity of Lightfoot’s
mind and the scrupulous accuracy of his scholarship make it
impossible to imagine that his work ever suffered from haste or
carelessness. He had earned to the letter the praise accorded to him
by Westcott, who at the end of the tribute from which we have
already quoted comments: ‘the last mature fruit of labours pursued
-with unwearied devotion at Cambridge, at St. Paul's, and at
Durham, by one whose ‘'sole desire’” it was, in his own words
written a few months before his death, in “‘great things and in
small, to be found ovvepyos tff aAnBeiq’’—.'3

Like Baur, Lightfoot had recognized that the Epistles of Paul
must always be the starting-point for the historical study of the
New Testament. During the twenty vears which followed his
appointment to the professorship at Cambridge, a great deal of his
time was given to the preparation of his stately series of
commentaries on the Pauline Epistles. In 1865 his first series of
lectures was brought together in the commentary on the Epistle to
the Galatians, a work so valuable that by the date of Lightfoot’s
death in 1889 it had already passed through ten editions. This was
followed by commentaries on the Epistle to the Philippians (1868),
and on Colossians and Philemon {1875}, which have proved no less
indispensable to the serious student of the New Testament, and
have been reprinted again in America in quite recent times.

During this period Lightfoot was drawn almost accidentally into
an exciting controversy directly related to those radical views of

! Prefatory Note to The Apostolic Fathers: Part I §. Clement of Rome [1890),
p. vil. This note was written ahout a year after Lightfoot's deatk.

2 The same, alas, cannot be said of Bishop Westcott, In 1919 1 heard Henry Jackson
say in a lecture that Westcott had once told him that he had never rewritten a single
sentence; ‘and that’, said Jackson, 'is perhaps why I find some of his sentences so
extraordinarily difficalt to understand’.

3 Op. cit., p. viii.
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the New Testament and of Christian origins which had been put
forward by the Titbingen school. A writer of very small distinction
named J. A. Cassels in 1874 published anonymously a book under
the title Supernatural Religion. Cassels was convinced that the
supposedly supernatural element in religion, as opposed to its
ethical content, was harmful and ought to be eliminated: 'We gain
far more than we lose in abandoning belief in the reality of Divine
Revelation. Whilst we retain pure and unimpaired the light of
Christian Morality, we relinquish nothing but the debasing
elements added to it by human superstition.’?

Having acquired a superficial knowledge of the Tiibingen theo-
logy and its reconstruction of early Christian history, Cassels set
to work with the help of its methods to show that the Gospels in
particular are so far removed in time from the events they purport
to record that they are in fact historically worthless, and can afford
no solid foundation for that structure of revelation which has been
built up upon them.

In those gusty and combative days of the Victorian era there were
many who were doubtful whether the Christian faith was true, and
perhaps as many more who were very eagerly desirous that it
should not be true. Supernatural Religion seemed to provide the
answer to these anxieties and hopes. In no time the book became
the vogue; edition after edition was called for, and the publishers
could hardly keep up with the demand. And then suddenly the
wind changed.

At one point Cassels had gravely over-reached himself. He had
criticized the scholarship of Canon B. F. Westcott in terms which
scemed to impugn that great man’s intellectval integrity. The
matter was brought to the notice of Lightfoot, who was incensed,
and was readily persuaded to deal faithfully with Supernatuzal
Religion in a series of articles in the Contemporary Review. With
his perfect mastery of all the evidence, Lightfoot was able to
write rapidly and easily, and with a zest which immediately
communicates itself to the reader. He has no difficulty in tearing
to shreds the borrowed robes of Cassels’ supposed scholarship, in
vindicating the integrity and accuracy of his friend, in showing
how grossly the argument from silence has been mishandled and
misapplied, and in presenting the case for a much more favourable

1 Supernatural Religion {1874), vol. ii, p. 489.
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estimate of the historical value of the Gospels. The effect was
immediate and deadly. Stone dead hath no fellow. 'In no time
Supernatural Religion was a glut in the second-hand market.’! A
book which is so permanently and justly dead is hardly even of
bistorical interest today; but Lightfoot’'s Essays on ‘Supernatural
Religion’ {1889} are still a joy to read, as the best controversial
writing in English since Bentley wrote on the Letters of Phalaris
{1699} and delivered ‘the most crushing blow that was ever dealt
to insolent and aggressive sciolism’'.?

This parenthetical controversy has drawn our attention to the
immense importance of the dating of the New Testament
documents. The Tibingen school had questioned the dates
ascribed by tradition to most of the New Testament books, and had
brought them down to a period at which, though they might be of
the greatest value as evidence for the thought of the Church in the
second century, they must be almost without value in relation to
Jesus Christ himself and to the earliest stages of the Christian
story. Almost at the beginning of his studies Lightfoot had become
convinced that many New Testament problems can be solved only
when the New Testament is considered not only in itself, but in
relation to the whole corpus of Christian literature of the first two
centuries. Where there is so much doubt as to dating and
chronology, is it possible to ind outside the New Testament itself
a fixed point, chronologically exact and determined, an Archi-
medean point on which it is possible to take one's stand, and from
there to shake the world?

In the modern world we are so accustomed to history books, in
which each event is assigned to a precise date, and to the modern
printed book, the date of the publication of which is clearly
indicated on the title-page, that it is difficult for us to realize the
patient and tedious labour by which the chronology of the world's
history has gradually been established on a scientific basis. Many
nations have had little interest in chronology, indeed in history
itself. The dates given in the Bible are notoriously inadequate from
the standpoint of modern historical research; it is astonishing but
true that we cannot ix with absolute certainty the date of those

1 G. R. Eden and F. C. Macdonald, Lightfoot of Dutham (1932), pp. 9 .
b R C,_]cbb, in Dictionary of National Biography, vol. iv, p. 310. The Oxford
English Dictionary defines 'sciolism’ as 'pretentious superhciality of knowledge’.
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crucial events in the history of the world, the birth and death of
Jesus Christ. At a number of points we are reduced to mere
conjecture, or to reasonably probable inference from wholly
insufficient data.

The extreme case is the early history of India. We possess an
immense and classic literature in the ancient Vedic and Sanskrit
tongues; yet in all this vast field there is hardly so much as a single
indication, through which the dates of the documents, and of the
events to which they refer, can be established. We are dependent
on an external and almost fortuitous occurrence; the invasion of
the Punjab by Alexander the Great in 330 B.C. provides the
Archimedean point from which it is possible to survey Indian
history backwards and forwards and to bring order out of chaos.
Starting from this one fixed point, it has been possible to
determine, with reasonable accuracy, the course of the develop-
ment of Indian thought and literature, and to fix in time such
crucial turning-points as the life and teaching of Gautama the
Buddha.! _

Some ancient documents contain precise information as to their
authorship and date, but a great many do not. To the former class
belong such works as the Commentaries of Julius Caesar and the
Letters of Cicero. Hardly anyone has ever doubted the authenticity
of these works. If they are authentic, they give us clear and lucid
information, such as we have for hardly any other period of ancient
history, concerning life and thought in the Roman world in the
middle of the first century B.C. To the second class belong the
Gospels. No one of them gives, in its text, the name of the author;
the titles which we find in the ancient Greek manuscripts form no
part of the original text. No one of them gives any indication as to
the date and place of writing. If an ancient writing is of this
anonymous and homeless character, by what means, if any, is it
possible to fix it in time, and to establish with some probability the
name of the writer?

Use can be made of a number of delicate criteria—of literary
style, of attitude and atmosphere, of reference or absence of

1 It is interesting to note that the learned Abbé Dubois, writing in 1817 {English
trans., 1897) of the manners and customs of the Hindas, tentatively assngped‘ the
Buddha te the twelfth century B.C. Modern scholarship has fixed the date of his birth,
with fair precision, in 563 B.C., and of his death in 483 B.C.



42 THE INTERPRETATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

reference to known historical events. Any reader who is interesteg
in trying out this method can satisfy himself of its validity by a
chronological study of that charming series of tales The Irish R. M,
and his Experiences. The stories evidently form a sequence, and
there are subtle clues as to the period of time that they cover. But
at only two points are they related directly to any period in the
history of the world outside the charmed sphere in which they
move. The first is the point at which the Major purchases a2 motor-
car. The second, far more precise, is the departure of Mr. Flunry
Knox for the South African war; this can have taken place only in
one of two years, 1900 or 1901; and much more probably the
former. This fixes for us, beyond all doubt, the period to which the
stories refer. Many little points of detail make it certain that the
stories can only have been written by authors who had themselves
lived in the period that they record; all the internal evidence goes
to show that the stories were written down within that period or
very shortly after.

But how long after? Is there any criterion by which we can fix with
absolute certainty the latest date by which a document can have
been written? There is. If a document is quoted in another document,
of which the date is previously known, it is unshakeably certain that
the first antedates the second. Now we ind that Sir Arthur Quiller-
Couch, King Edward VII Professor of English Literature in the
University of Cambridge, devoted one of his professorial lectures
to the writings of E. (E. Somerville and Martin Ross, and referred
in particular to the glorious peripeteia in the story ‘Lisheen Races
Secondhand’. The lecture was published, in the book entitled The
Poet as Citizen, in 1934, but internal evidence suggests that it was
actually delivered in 1917 or 1918. It is, then, absolutely certain that
the story was written before that date. It is a reasonable, though not
an absolutely certain, supposition that we must allow a period of
not less than ten and more probably of twenty years for the story
to become sufficiently well known to become a suitable subject for
a professorial discourse.!

1 Of course, the date of the writing of ‘Lisheen Races’ is perfectly well known.
Jome Experiences of an Irish R.M. was published by E. CE. Somerville and Martin
Ross in 1899. I am asking the reader to use his imagination, and to suppose himself
1o have encountered in the heart of Africa an undated copy of the Irish R.M. and a

dated copy of Quiller-Couch’s lectures, and to have employed his leisure in scientific
chronological study.
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Precisely such are the methods that are applied by scholars to the
New Testament books, as to all other ancient documents. Using
such methods, can we determine the very latest date at which the
New Testament books can have been written?

In the 1860s the study of early Christian literature was in
confusion. Little had been done to sort out the genuine works
from the spurious compositions that clothed themselves with
such great names as those of Athanasius, Ambrose, and Augustine.
A great many problems of chronology remained unsolved; for
instance, the dates of so famous an early Christian writer as Justin
Martyr were still a matter of controversy. On our immediate
problem, however, the dates of the New Testament books, it was
possible to make one certain and incontrovertible statement; every
book of the New Testament, except the Epistle to Philemon, is
quoted by Irenaeus, who became bishop of Lyons in the South of
France somewhere about A.D. 178 and died probably not later than
200. It is, therefore, impossible that the New Testament books
should have come into being later than this date. This is not
irreconcilable with the view of the Tiibingen school, which as we
have seen was inclined to judge that considerable sections of the
New Testament were written about the middie of the second
century, though this leaves rather little time for the books to
acquire the unquestioned authority in the Church which Irenaeus
seems to ascribe to them. The question arises whether it is possible
to move the absolute terminus ad quem back to an earlier period
than that of Irenacus. This was the question that Lightfoot set
himself to answer.

There were in existence two considerable bodies of Christian
literature, for parts of which at least the claim had been made that
they arose in the very carly years of the second century, or, in the
case of one of them, even in the closing years of the first. It was
clear that, if this claim could be made out, the effect on the critical
study of the New Testament would be immense.

The Clementine writings are a highly miscellaneous collection.
Apart from a first Epistle, purporting to have been written by a
certain Clement on behalf of the Church of Rome to the Church
of Corinth in a time of crisis, and a second ‘Epistle’, which is in
reality a sermon, this literature consists of a whole variety of more
or less romantic documents, of which the most important are the
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Clementine Homilies and the Clementine Recognitions.! The
Homilies describe the travels of Clement in the East, and the
conflict between Peter and Simon Magus, which Clement claims
to have witnessed. This work, ascribed by Baur and his colleagues
to an early date, became almost the corperstone of the Tibingen
theory, since these scholars believed that the name Simon Magus
really concealed no less a person than the Apostle Paul, and found
here striking confirmation for their view that the clue to the whole
of early Christian history is the passionate opposition between the
Pauline and Petrine parties in the Church. But Baur denied any
connexion between any part of this literature and that Clement of
Rome who was believed to have been the successor of Peter as
bishop of the Roman Church.

The name of Ignatius, who was bishop in Syria, and died as a
martyr in Rome not later than AD. 115, had become attached to
a number of letters or collections of letters, some addressed to
churches and some to individuals. A number of these were
obviously very late documents, the character of which made it
clear that they could have had no connexion with any historical
Ignatius. The authenticity, or spuriousness, of the thirteen older
letters had long been a subject of learned and acrimonious debate.
Baur would not admit the authenticity, or early date, of any of the
letters; since, if the authenticity of any of them could be
established, the whole Tibingen structure would be undermined
at its most sensitive and precarions point; none of the Ignatian
letters shows any awareness of the kind of tension between the
Petrine and the Pauline factions, which was the cornerstone of the
Tibingen theory.

Lightfoot was convinced that somewhere in the mass of
literature, and principally in the Ignatian letters, his Archimedean
point was to be found. With unwearied diligence and perspicacity
he set himself to the elucidation of the truth.

The Ignatian problem with which Lightfoot proposed to deal was
one of extraordinary complexity; only the essential elements in it
can be briefly sketched in this chapter.

Nothing is known in detail of the life and work of Ignatius as

! For a complete list of the documents, and an admirably concise statement of the
problems arising from them, see The Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church
(1958}, p. 301.
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bishop of the Church in Syria at the beginning of the second
century. But various records of his martyrdom, not at Antioch but
at Rome, have been preserved. Eusebius in his Ecclesiastical
History gives an account of it, in which he informs us that Ignatins
was the second successor of Peter in the episcopate at Antioch.!
He quotes at length from the Epistle of Ignatius to the Romans, in
which Ignatius expresses his eagerness for martyrdom, and
picturesquely speaks of himself as 'bound to ten leopards’'—the
soldiers of the maniples who were entrusted with the duty of
guarding him—'who the better they are treated, the worse they
become'. Furthermore, Eusebius gives a list of seven letters
written by Ignatius, six to churches and one to Polycarp the bishop
of Smyrmna.* The History of Eusebius was one of the most widely
read books in the ancient world; and this passage alone was
sufficient to keep alive the memory of Ignatius. But, in addition,
letters bearing his name were in circulation, and were specially
popular with the Monophysites because of certain passages which
seemed to favour the Monophysite position. If these seven letters
are genuine, and date from about 110, they will shed a fiood of light
on the dark sub-apostolic period about which we know so little. If
they can be shown to be spurious, they are of course of no value
whatever as evidence for that period and that stage of Christian
development.

The letters of Ignatius were among the carliest of the monu-
ments of Christian antiquity to be printéd. A Latin translation
was published at Paris by J. Faber (Stapulensis) as early as 1498,
to be followed by another edition, produced at Cologne, in 1536;
and by the Greek text, once more at Paris, in 1557. But the
trouble was that in these editions there were too many letters
of Ignatius. Eusebius had given the names of seven—but the first
Latin edition included eleven, the second twelve, and the Greek
again eleven. Altogether thirteen were known. What was to be
thought of the six of which no mention had been made by
Eusebius, which are never cited by any of the ancient authors
before the sixth century, and which seem to show clear signs of
having been written at a date considerably later than the second

! Origen states that Ignatius was the direct successor of Peter.
1 Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History, 1, 36, 1-15. Translation l_)}r H. J. Lawlor and
J.E. L. Qulton, vol. i {1927}, pp. 95-97; see also the notes in val. ii {1928}, pp. 106-9.



46 THE INTERPRETATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

century? To make matrers worse, in the seven letters recognized
by Eusebius, along with much that seemed to be primitive there
were passages which appeared to bear the stamp of later times; and,
when the printed text was compared with the quotations in
Eusebius and Theodoret of Cyrrthus {d. 458), many divergencies
were noted. Bad money always tends to drive out good. The
presence of these doubtful letters and doubtful passages brought
discredit on the collection as a2 whole; Ignatius seemed to be a very
shaky witness for the period to which he was alleged to belong.

The sixteenth century was a learned rather than a critical age,
and anxiety as to the authenticity of the letters did not
immediately develop. In fact, views on the questions tended to
develop as a function of views about episcopacy rather than on
the basis of a careful and critical handling of the material. The
New Testament says hardly anything about episcopacy. Ignatius
says a great deal. Writing at a time at which the Church was
gravely threatened by heresy, he regards the bishop as the very
centre of the unity of the Church and as the guardian of its life. He
presents no doctrine of succession as that was later to develop in,
for instance, the writings of Irenaeus. But, even without that,
the letters provided plenty of material for violent controversy in
the sixteenth century, in which some churches, having abandoned
the only form of church order known in more than a thousand
years, were looking about for justification for their actions,
and others which more conservatively had retained the episcopate
were looking for historical as well as theological support for
their position. If you approved of episcopacy, Ignatins was just
your man; if you disapproved of episcopacy, Ignatius just would
not do.

One of those who disapproved of bishops, and therefore of
Ignatius, was John Milton, who expressed himself on the subject
in a typical tirade:

Had God intended that we should have sought any part of useful
instruction from Ignatius, doubtless he would not have so ill-provided for
our knowledge as to send him to our hands in this broken and disjointed
plight; and, if he intended no such thing, we do injuricusly in thinking to
taste better the pure evangelic manna by seasoning our mouths with the
tainted scraps and fragments of an unknown table, and searching among
the verminous and polluted rags dropt overworn from the toiling shoulders
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of Time, with these deformedly to quilt and interlace the entire, the
spotless, and undecaying robe of truth.?

Anglican divines, on the contrary, taking a gentler view of
bishops, on the whole read Ignatius with pleasure and without
suspicion. Richard Hooker and Lancelot Andrewes seem alike to
have accepted the thirteen letters as genuine. But the dating of
documents and questions of their genuineness cannot be settled on
the ground of prejudice or parti pris; only a rigid and impartial
scrutiny of the internal and external evidence can provide the
materials for an answer. It was time that Ignatius should be tried
by these methods and no others.

Within a year or two of Milton's diatribe, remarkable new light
was thrown on the whole question as the result of one of the most
remarkable pieces of detective work in the whole history of
Christian scholarship. Archbishop James Ussher is known to most
people today only as the man who worked out those curious dates
(4004 B.C. the creation of the world, etc.) which till quite recently
adorned the pages of most Bibles printed in England; or as the
prelate who tried to soften the rage of the sectaries by proposals for
a mild form of episcopacy diluted by presbytery. But Ussher was
much more than this. He was a man of immense learning—Mark
Pattison, who knew a great deal about the seventeenth century,
once referred to him as the most learned man of his age-—and of
impeccable critical acamen. He had noticed that quotations from
Ignatius in the Latin works of three English writers of the
thirteenth and fourteenth centuries agreed exactly with the
quotations in Eusebius and Theodoret as against the printed
versions. He rightly concluded that at that period a Latin
translation of the Epistles in this earlier form must have existed in
England, and hoped that some manuscripts of this version might
survive.? Now about this there could be no certainty; many

U J. Miiton, Of Prelatical Episcopacy (Works, vol. iii, p. 72]. This was written in
1641. Ignatius can be troublesome in the twentieth century as well as in the
seventeenth. During the discussions on church union in South India, the Swiss
A. Streckeisen of the Basel Mission on 21 March 1938 wrote to the American
Congregationalist . }. Banninga: ‘I therefore do not think to trouble more about it,
but to leave my Ignatius during holidays in the bookshelf, enjoying the same rest he
:llagd had practically ali these years.’ B. G. M. Sundkler, 7he Church of South India

541, p. 410,

2 Reasons have been given for thinking that this version was actually made by the
#reat Robert Grosseteste, Bishop of Lincoln, about 1250.
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factors of chance enter into the survival or destruction of manu-
scripts, and Ussher’s researches might well have been in vain. But
good fortune was with him. He was able to find two Latin
manuscripts, one in the library of Caius College, Cambridge, and
one in the library of Bishop Richard Montague of Norwich. These
gave a Latin translation, which is so literal that the original Greek
can be almost exactly reconstructed from it; and the text so
reconstructed agrees exactly with the quotations in the ancient
fathers at every point where comparison can be made.! All that was
lacking to Ussher was the uninterpolated Greek text; two years after
the publication of his book in 1644, the lack was supplied by the
Dutch scholar Isaac Voss, who was able to track down a manusecript
in Florence, of which Ussher had heard but which he had been
unable to acquire or consult, and from it to print the Greek text of six
epistles in their original and uninterpolated form.2 The reader who
was familiar with Greek now had in his hands the original text, freed
from the interpolations of later times, of this very early witness to
the Christian faith outside the New Testament,

Ussher's book ought to have settled the main question for good
and all; but Ignatius was destined to have a further long and
controversial history. In 1666 the Swiss Protestant pastor Jean Daillé
{Dallaeus, 1594-1670] entered the lists with a large controversial
work on the writings which pass under the names of Dionysius the
Areopagite and of Ignatius. With regard to the former Daillé had an
easy task; no one now believes the writings of the so-called
Areopagite to be other than the work of a monk of the sixth century,
whohad become deeply imbued with the neo-Platonic philosophy in
its later form. With Ignatius he is less successful. Few are likely to
believe that the Ignatian letters were unknown till about the end of
the third century, at which time they were forged. It is hard to resist
the impression that Daillé is more concerned to defend his own
views as to the late origin of episcopacy, which he places as late as
the beginning of the third century, than to take seriously the literary
and historical evidence for the authenticity of the seven letters of

I Ussher made the mistake of rejecting as spurious the letter to Polycarp, which
subsequent scholarship has accepted as genuine.

2 The Medicean manuscript did not contain the letter of Ignatius to the Romans;
this was later discovered, and printed for the first time in Paris in 1689. Translations
in Armenian and Syriac, and in part in Coptic, have since been added to the textual
evidence for Ignatius.
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Ignatius which was available in his time. Daillé’s challenge was
met by the great John Pearson (1613-86), Bishop of Chester, who
in 1672 brought forward once again all the arguments in favour of
the genuineness of the Epistles, in his Vindiciae Epistolarum 8.
Ignatii. In most parts of the world his work seemed to have been
accepted as closing the controversy.

From one point of view the work of Daill¢ was wholly justified.
The shelves of the libraries are weighed down by spurious and
apocryphal works from the early Christian centuries. It is essential
that the genuine works should be enabled to emerge from the
chrysalis of the spurious in which they have become enveloped. The
recovery of the genuine Ignatius by Ussher and Pearson made it
possible to see in its full extent the work of the interpolator, who
composed the whole of six letters, and inserted passages of
considerable length into the seven which are now held to be genuine.
Who was the interpolator, and where did he work? Once again, the
detective genius of Ussher gave the right answer. The interpolator
lived in Syria, probably in Antioch, in the last third of the fourth
century a.D. His work so closely resembles that of the author of the
so-called Apostolic Constitutions that Ussher came to the conclusion
that we here have to do with one man and not with two—the author
is the interpolator, a view which in modern times can claim in its
support the more than respectable authority of Harnack.

The work known as the Apostolic Constitutions deserves a brief
paragraph, in illustration of the theme that the accurate dating of
early Christian documents is of the utmost importance. This
work, which is now recognized by all to have been composed not
earlier than the middle of the fourth century, was first printed at
Venice in 1563. Most critical readers with any capacity for
weighing historical evidence recognized that the book had only the
most tenuous of connexions with the Apostles. But the eighth
book contains a document of really great significance—the so-
called Clementine Liturgy, the oldest complete Eucharistic liturgy
that we possess. A whole succession of devout Anglican scholars,
who were deeply interested in liturgy and in liturgical reform,
believed that this was the original apostolic liturgy, to which all
others ought to be made to conform.’ This is one of the points

! One of the most passionate and extravagant defenders of this point‘of view was
Williamm Whiston (16671752}, the successor of Newton in the Lucasian Chair of
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at which critical scholarship has said a decisive No; the thoughts
of the late fourth century cannot be read back into the apostolic
age, or into the Ignatian age which followed so closely upon it. The
work of Ignatius himself and that of his interpolator have been
finally and permanently separated from one another.

We come now to the nineteenth century, in which two new
factors brought the Ignatian letters back to the centre of attention
in the world of learning. The discovery of a short Syriac version of
only three letters raised once again the whole question of the
authenticity of the Vossian seven.

Ussher and many others had believed with some confidence that
a Syriac version of the Ignatian Epistles was in existence; but all
their efforts to trace it and to discover a manuscript ended in
failure. This was the state of affairs when, in 1845, Dr Cureton, a
Canon of Westminster, at last published the Syriac Ignatius. But
the publication contained a great surprise; only three letters were
to be found in the Syriac text—the Epistles to Polycarp, to the
Ephesians, and to the Romans, and these in a form considerably
shorter than the Greek text. At once the question arose whether
the Syriac was a shortening of the Vossian form of the seven
letters, which in that case could still be taken to be original; or
whether the short Syriac represented the original, which at some
later date had been expanded into the longer and Vossian form. The
discussion was vigorous and lively, and opinion was sharply
divided. Cureton, with natural pride in his own discovery,
maintained against all comers that the Syriac represented the
original. He found a number of supporters, among them the
outstanding German scholar Albrecht Ritschl {1822-89). Lightfoot
himself for a considerable period held this view, and changed it

Mathematics at Cambridge: ‘These Constitutions . . . will well deserve to be
considered by every Christian with that caution and awful regard to their contents
which the Authority of the Apostles of Christ, nay of Christ himself, and of God his
Father, so visibly appearing therein does demand from us. And indeed I must own, as
ta myself, that I cannot read them without the same regard that I pay to any book of
the Bible, since T have fully satisfy’d myself that they are Genuine, Sacred, and
Apostolical; and the Original Repository of those Sacred Laws of Christ, by which he
will govern his Church’ (Primitive Christianity Reviv'd, (1711-12), vol. iii, pp. 11-12,
quoted in W. |. Grisbrooke, Anglican Liturgies of the Seventeenth and Eighteenth
Centuries {1958), p. 57). But Whiston was not alone in his opinion. There was a
danger, though only a passing danger, that the liturgy of the Church of England might
come to be influenced by the views of an unknown author of the fourth century, on
the mistaken understanding that he was directly the mouthpiece of the Apostles.
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only when extensive study of the whole field of the Ignatian
problem convinced him that it was untenable. Others, notably
Baur, continued to deny the authenticity of any of the Ignatian
Epistles in any form. A few defended the seven Vossian letters as
authentic and truly Ignatian.

This matter was brought closer to settlement by the great con-
servative scholar Theodor Zahn {1838-1933), who had been working
on the Ignatian problem for many years. In 1875 he came out with his
big book, the most important work on the subject which had appeared
in any language since the Vindicige of Bishop Pearson just two
centuries before. Zahn was by temperament so conservative that he
was inclined to maintain positions which had been given up even by
other conservative scholars; but here he was on solid ground. He
showed clearly that the Curetonian letters could have been produced
by shortening from the Vossian, and that it was almost impossible that
the shorter version should have been expanded into the longer.
Lightfoot worked independently, and in greater detail, on the same
lines; since the publication of his work hardly a single scholar has been
found to maintain the priority of the Curetonian form.

Here, then, at last is an answer. We can be done with the thirteen
letters and the three; only the seven remain to instruct or to trouble
us. Eusebius, so to say, has been vindicated; the seven letters known
to the ancient Church are the only ones which have any claim to
authenticity. But to say that they have a claim to authenticity is not
to say that they can be accepted without question as authentic.
Eusebius could have been mistaken in attributing the seven letters
toIgnatius, the martyr of two centuries earlier. We have to go further
back in time. The external evidence of quotations and allusions has
to be looked at. Further testing on the grounds of internal
consistency and probability, further checking of alleged ana-
chronisms, have to be carried out. Here Lightfoot expends many
pages in going into every single difficulty that had been raised, and
showing that some of these rested on misunderstandings of the text,
others on unfamiliarity with the thought and practices of the times;
but that in the end the probability of their genuineness immensely
outweighs anything that can be said on the other side.

Two instances may be given as an illustration of the range of
Lightfoot's knowledge, the practical intelligence which he brought
to every question, and the vigour and trenchancy of his style.
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One point refers to those 'leopards’ who had been set to guard
the martyr on his way to Rome. A scholar named Bochart had
maintained that the word 'leopard’ was not known in Greek before
the age of Constantine, two centuries later, and therefore could not
have been used by Ignatius writing in A.D. 110. Lightfoot was able
to point out that the word does occur in Greek in a writing of the
physician Galen only about fifty years after the time of Ignatius,
that it occurs also in a rescript of the emperors Marcus and
Commodus (177-80}; and that the elder Pliny, writing in Latin
fifty years before Ignatius, refers to leones quos pardi generavere
(‘lions brought forth by pards’). With characteristic modesty he
writes: 'As a very imperfect knowledge and casual research have.
enabled me to supply these important passages, which have
hitherto escaped notice, it is not unreasonable to surmise that in
the extant literature of the intervening period other examples may
occur, which have not yet been brought to light.’!

Critics had raised the question: How could a prisoner carefully
guarded by ten leopards find means to write letters and to
communicate freely with his friends? The question betrays a
modern attitude to prisons which is quite different from that of the
ancient world. In all the records of the early persecutions of
Christians nothing surprises the modern reader more than the
freedom enjoyed by the prisoners to receive their friends, to
communicate with them, and to write. The best-known example
of all is that of the Acts of Perpetua and Felicitas, to which
Lightfoot refers; but there are many others. He then proceeds:

Unhappily for criticism, but happily for humanity, history is not logically
consistent. Men are not automata, which move on certain rigid mechanical -
principles, but complex living souls with various motives, impulses,
passions, reluctances. The keepers of John Hus at Constance were far more
deeply and personally interested in preventing his disseminating the
opinions which had locked the prison doors on him and for which he
ultimately suffered, than the keepers of Ignatius at Smyrna and Troas. Indeed
it is not probable that the human ’leopards’, who maltreated this early
martyr, cared a straw whether Ignatius made an additional convert or not.
The Bohemian prisoner t00 was guarded far more rigidly and treated far more
cruelly than the Antiochene. Yet John Hus found means to communicate

1 The Apostolic Fathers, Part If, vol. i, p. 412. Lightfoot was probably right; but the
latest edition of Liddell and Scott’s Greek Lexicon {1940; so also the 1968 Supplement)
does not in fact cite any earlier instance. '
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with his friends, enunciating his tenets with absolute freedom and
denouncing his judges without any reserve of language. Here is a passage
from one of his letters:

‘Oh, if the Lord Jesus had said to the Council “Let him that is without
the sin of simony among you condemn Pope John", me seemeth they
would have gone out one after another . . . The great abomination is pride,
covetousness and simony . . . Written on the festival of S. John the Baptist,
in a dungeon and in fetters, in the recollection that John was likewise
beheaded in a dungeon and in fetters for the sake of Cod's tmath’
{Wratislaw's John Hus, p. 379 sq.).

. . . with much more to the same effect. Is John Hus then a myth, or the
Council of Constance a fiction?!

There is much more of the same kind, and this must all be read
in detail, if the full excitement of the chase is to be realized, and
the patient methodical precision with which each detailed point is
handled is to be appreciated. But at last the chase comes to an end;
Ignatius is fnally vindicated, and we can be assured beyond all
reasonable doubt that we have here a considerable body of
literature outside the canonical New Testament, but dating from
exactly that period to which some of the later books of the New
Testament are often thought to belong.

Research into the nature and history of another very ancient
document, the so-called first Epistle of Clement, was going on at
the same time. Here the problems were much less difficult, the
main complication being, as we have seen, the existence of a whole
collection of other works bearing the name of Clement, in which
a strictly Judaistic form of Christianity is defended and Paul is the
arch-enemy. But, when these have been correctly dated in the first
half of the third century, the first Epistle of Clement, which in
certain churches was for a long time regarded as canonical or
almost canonical, emerges as an authentic production of the
Church of Rome in about A.D. 96. The circumstances are well
known. There had been divisions in the Church of Corinth, in the
course of which some of the presbyters had been repudiated by one
section of the congregation. The Church in Rome has for a time
been greatly disturbed by persecution {this can hardly be other than
the persecution under the Emperor Domitian in or about AD. 95
and 96); but now that peace has been restored the Church of Rome
can write to the sister Church in Corinth in terms of quiet but

1 Thid., pp. 359-60.
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affectionate authority, endeavouring to bring the dissenting
brethren to a better mind. The letter is attributed to Clement, who
can hardly be any other than that Clement who is referred to by
other authorities as the second or third bishop of the Church in
Rome. The author does not refer to himself as bishop—in fact there
is no reference in the Epistle to a bishop in Rome; the letter is
written on behalf of the Church as a whole, and it is the authority
of the Church that is throughout invoked. If this dating and
identification are accepted, as they are by almost all scholars
today,! we are brought even mnearer to the world of the New
Testament.

Now comes the crucial question. The reader may have wondered
why it has seemed worth while, in a book on the New Testament,
to devote so much space to matters which lie outside the Biblical
material. The chase may have been exciting, but is it really of more
than archaeological interest? Is it relevant to the interpretation of
the New Testament? The answer of the historian must be that it
is of cardinal importance; these texts give us a picture of the life
of the Church at the end of the first century and the beginning of
the second, invaluable as a point of departure, from which we can
turn back to look at the New Testament documents themselves.
By great good fortune these letters do not come to us from obscure
corners of the Church. Antioch, Ephesus, Rome, the three greatest
centres of early Christianity outside Jerusalem, are represented in
them. Ignatius has been bishop in Syria. He is passing through Asia
Minor, and there he writes his letters to the various churches. He
is on his way to martyrdom in Rome. And in the letter of Clement
the great Church of Rome, which is to play such an immense part
in the life of the Church, for the first time becomes vocal. What
Kind of picture of the life and thought of these churches is to be
derived from the Clementine and Ignatian letters?

It has to be admitted that Ignatius is a peculiar and not altogether
attractive person, unlike any other of whom we have record in the
early Church.

He writes a very odd kind of Greek-~short staccato sentences,
difficult and sometimes almost unintelligible. An English scholar,

1 See]. A. T. Robinson, Redating the New Testament (1976}, pp. 327-33. We shall
note a little later the attitude of the Tabingen school to this earliest of the Clementine
writings.
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wilfred Knox, refers to ‘the extraordinary medley of New Testa-
ment phrases and heathen religious and astrological language
which forms the Greek of Ignatins’. ’

The eagerness for martyrdom and the passionate desire not to be
delivered from it, which Ignatius expresses, suggest a pathological
or neurotic strain which is less than attractive to the modern
reader. But this trait has been very much exaggerated. In six of the
seven Epistles Ignatius makes no reference at all to martyrdom,
though he speaks often of his captivity and its hardships. It is only
in the letter to the Romans that he refers to his approaching death.
In the later records of the persecutions there is undoubtedly a
pathelogical strain; we read of those who deliberately provoked the
anger of the crowds and of the authorities in order 1o compass
martyrdom—the Church had to rule that those who thus
voluntarily brought about their own death would not be included
in the official roll of martyrs. But this is not the case with Ignatius;
there is no suggestion that he had sought ariest or tried to secure
his own condemnation. Once condemned, he glories in the fact; he
had perhaps heard that influential friends in Rome might try to
bring about his release, and this he did not desire, since he was
convinced that the cause of Christ would be promoted by his death
and could be hindered by his survival. This is not, perhaps, the way
in which we would write today; but that is not to say that it would
be felt to be inappropriate by the recipients of the Roman letter.
The fact that this letter exercised so profound an influence on the
understanding and delineation of martyrdom in the later years of
the Church suggests that, on the contrary, what Ignatius wrote
was felt to be proper and suitable. And, even if it were otherwise,
why should we suppose that even fathers of the Church must
always be wise and temperate? As Lightfoot most appositely
remarks:

A like answer holds with regard to any extravagances in sentiment or
opinion or character. Why should Ignatius not have exceeded the bounds
of sober reason or correct taste? Other men in his own and immediately
succeeding ages did both. As an apostolic father he was not exempt from
the failings, if failings they were, of his age and position.!

The weighty emphasis on episcopacy is surprising, when we

1 The Apostolic Fathers, Part 11, vol. i, p. 423.
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compare Ignatius with the New Testament and its lack of
empbhasis on the formal organization of the Church. But here we
sce part of the defensive reaction of the Church against the threat
of false doctrine by which its unity was imperilled. There is no
trace in Ignatius of Gnosticism in its later and developed form, as
we And it about the middle of the second century; he is concerned
with docetism—the denial that Jesus had really come in the
flesh—and with the idea that the humanity of the Redeemer was
only an appearance. Now this is exactly the problem that meets us
in the first Epistle of John: ‘Every spirit which confesses that Jesus
Christ has come in the flesh is of God, and every spirit which does
not confess Jesus is not of God.’! This Epistle almost certainly
had its origin in Asia Minor; and all the evidence suggests that this
was the area in which episcopacy, as it gradually came to.be
universally accepted in the Church, first appeared in a developed
form. Under the threat of dissolution, the Church found it
necessary to have in every place a recognized centre of unity, of
authority, of teaching, and of ministry,

We must turn once again to look at the reconstruction of
Christian history provided by Baur and his colleagues of the
Tiibingen school. If Clement and Ignatius are accepted as
authentic, what effect will this have on their theories?

It will be recalled that the main plank in the Tibingen platform
is the theory of an intense opposition between Jewish and Gentile
Christianity, between Peter as the representative of the one party
and Paul as the leader of the other. It was only, we are told, towards
the middle of the second century that the reconciliation between
the two factions became an accomplished fact. If this is a correct
account of the history, it would be expected that clear traces of the
conflict would be found in Clement and Ignatius: either the
reconciliation has not taken place, or it is so recent that memories
of the great controversy will still be living and vibrant. In point of
fact in neither Clement nor Ignatius do we find any trace that there
had ever been such a conflict. It-is specially to be noted that each
refers to Peter and Paul together, Ignatius writing to the Romans,
'l do not command you, like Peter and Paul’ {§4], and Clement
referring to the two Apostles as the two chief among the Christians
of their time (§5). In neither case is there any hint that either of

1 1 John 4.'2-3.
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the writers has ever heard of any lasting controversy between the
two Apostles. The churches represented by Clement and Ignatins
are churches of the Gentiles, but they show no trace of any
hostility towards churches of the Jewish tradition. They show
singularly little understanding of the real significance of the
teaching of Paul, but equally no sign of any idea that this teach-
ing stands in radical opposition to the teaching of any other
Apostle. It is clear that the bitter hostility to Paul displayed
by certain sections in the Church is not a primitive feature,
overlaid as time went on by the spirit of compromise; but that it
is a later, second-century development, as Judaic Christianity
took on that highly negative form which ultimately led to its
disappearance.

If Baur was right, large parts of the New Testament were written
subsequently to A.D. 130. The letters we are studying give no
support whatever to this view, and at certain points emphatically
contradict it. It is true that neither writer gives the impression of
being aware of the existence of anything like a2 Canon of New
Testament Scripture, a collection of sacred books venerated by all
the churches, such as we find already in Irenaeus {c. AD. 180}.!
Moreovez, there are few actual quotations from New Testament
books. The tendency, especially in Ignatius, is far more to refer to
Christian writings of an earlier date, to summarize their teaching,
or to represent it in language less exact than that of quotation.
- Similarly, Clement refers to the Gospels, to Epistles of Paul, to
the teaching of the Epistle of James, and again and again to the
teaching of the Epistle to the Hebrews. There is nothing
specifically Johannine; but, if Clement is rightly dated in AD. 96,
this is exactly what is to be expected; even if the Gospel of John
had been written as early as this, its diffusion seems to have been
limited for a considerable period to Asia Minor and perhaps to
Egypt. It is important, however, that though Ignatius never quoted
the Fourth Gospel, and indeed does not refer at any point to John
the Apostle, his letters are full of Johannine material; it is unlikely
that he knew the Gospel in written form, but he seems to have
lived in the same theological world which is the background of the
Fourth Gospel, and out of which the written Gospel eventually

! In Ignatius péypanra:, ‘it is written’, is used to introduce quotations from the
Old Testament only.
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assumed shape and form.! In so far as these early writers have 4
theology of their own, it is a theology compounded of aimost al}
the strains of Christian thinking which are to be found in the New
Testament; the New Testament as a single volume is only very
gradually taking shape, but it is in essentials already the common
possession of the Church.

Baur himself had been aware from an early date that all his
theories stood or fell with the spuriousness of the Clementine and
Ignatian Epistles. In his study of the origin of the episcopate,? he
had put forward as early as 1838 the view that the Ignatian letters
were forged in Rome some time in the second half of the second
century, at a time at which the place of the episcopate in the
Church was a matter of living controversy.® This was a singularly
unfortunate suggestion. As we have seen, Ignatius refers
constantly to the episcopate in his letters; there is one single
exception—in his letter to the Romans there is no reference to the
episcopate or to the bishop. This attitude exactly corresponds to
the period 105-115. There is reason to think that in Rome the
episcopate, as a separate and central office, developed more slowly
than in centres of Christianity further to the east. But it is almost
incredible that a forger, writing in Rome at a time at which the
bishops of Rome were already coming to play a considerable part
in the life of the Church as a whole, should have made no reference
at all to the bishop, or to that idea of succession in apostolic
authority which we know to have developed not long after the
middle of the second century.

For the Clementine letter Baur had a different solution. We
know of two people named Clement in the first century at Rome.
One was Flavius Clemens the consul, a relation of the Emperor
Domitian, who was put to death during the persecution in A.D. 95
or 96. The other was the ‘bishop’ and reputed author of our letter.
Until the nineteenth century it was always taken for granted that

! This is exactly what we should expect, if Dr. W, Sanday was right in thinking
that there was 'an anticipatory stage of johannine teaching, localised somewhere in
Syria, before the apostle reached his final home in Ephesus’ [The Criticism of the
Fourth Gospel (1905), p. 199), an idea now elaborated differently in H. Koester,
Introduction to the New Testament {English trans., 1982}, pp. 178-98.

2 ‘Uber den Ursprung des Episcopats in der Christlichen Kirche’ [Tdbingen
Zeitschr. fiir Theologie, 1838),

3 It is to be remembered that Baur, who died in 1860, never had the advantage of
acquaintance with the careful researches of Zahn and Lightfoot.
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these were two distinct people. But Baur and other theologians of
his school put forward the idea that there w s only the one Clement
in Rome, the consul, who is also the Clement referred to in
Philippians 4. 3. Out of a variety of confusions later Christian
thought invented the legend of the bishop who never reaily had any
existence at all. The Clementine writer is an entirely different
Clement, who lived not at Rome but in the eastern part of the Roman
Empire. This remarkable theory became so popular in Germany that
Lightfoot is able to quote the nineteenth-century scholar Hasenclever
as saying that ‘later Protestant theology almost without exception
has declared itself for the identification'. But the identification of
the two Clements rests, in point of fact, on no evidence whatsoever
and belongs purely to the realm of fantasy; it is never heard of today,
and the student is unlikely to find any reference to it unless he delves
into books written the best part of a century ago.

Zahn and Lightfoot had done their work. They had identified the
precise point at which the Tubingen theories were most open to
attack; if the attack was successful here, the champions of the
Tiibingen theories would have no power to defend themselves
elsewhere. The theories had been killed stone dead.

It is not often that a theory can be so completely overthrown. Most
theories, even though heavily attacked, can find something to say
for themselves, at least as an alternative theory if not as the only
possible theory. But occasionally the contrary evidence is of such
a kind that the theory has no possibility of survival at all. It may
be interesting to give one example, which will make clear exactly
what is meant. Three generations ago Dr. D. S. Margoliouth, Laudian
Professor of Arabic in the University of Oxford, was not merely one
of the most erudite of orientalists, but also one of the most notable
spinners of theories in the learned world. He was convinced that
the Book of Ecclesiasticus {Sirach) had originally existed in Hebrew.
In an essay published in a book called Lines of Defence of the Biblical
Revelation (1900} he had maintained that, if the Greek text were
translated simply back into Hebrew, it would be found that the words
would fall into a simple rhythmical, even metrical, form.! Until

' Op. cit, pp. 32 ff.: ‘Ben-Sira's verses can ordinarily be restored by simple
retranslation from the Greek’ . . . *That rhythm is, as we should expect, analogous
to the thythm employed in the contemporary Canaanitish document, the Punic of
Plantus: both are imitations of Greek metres.’
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the very end of the nineteenth century, no Hebrew text of any
part of Ecclesiasticus was known. But between 1896 and 1898
considerable fragments of the Hebrew Ecclesiasticus were found in
a QGeniza! in Cairo; at no point did the Hebrew text thus
discovered correspond to the Hebrew text as provided by Mar-
goliouth through retranslation from the Greek, and it presented
no signs of the thythmical structure which Margoliouth believed
himself to have discovered. No more was heard of this particular
theory.?

Hardly less crushing was the blow delivered to the Tibingen
theories by the genuine Clement and Ignatius. If the theories were
correct, certain phenomena should have been observable in these
letters. In point of fact, not merely is none of these phenomena to
be observed, but what is to be found is so contradictory of what was
to be expected as to raise the question whether any of these
phenomena were ever at any time anywhere to be found in the
Christian world. To Baur and his colleagues we shall always be
indebted for the sharp raising of many questions, and for a number
of brilliant insights. But the whole mythology of the enmity
between Peter and Paul, of the later reconciliation in the Church,

- and of the dating of New Testament books in the middle of the
second century, had collapsed like a house of cards,

This significance of the work of Lightfoot was at once and
generally recognized in England. Bishop A. C. Headlam, no mean
authority, affirms that Lightfoot had accomplished exactly what he
set out to do; he had brought the study of Christian antiquity back
from the realms of theory and fantasy to the sober realities of
genuinely critical investigation.3 The general sense of British
scholarship approved and applauded what he had done.

In a sense he had done it too well. Every elementary text-book of

I The chamber attached to a synagogue inte which manuscripts which were no
longer in use, but which were too sacred to be destroyed, were thrown.

2 In fairness it should be added that Professor Margoliouth was not convinced even
by this evidence; he stoutly maintained (The Origin of the 'Original’ Hebtew of

Ecclesiasticus} that the Hebrew fragments from Cairo were not original but
represented a late retranslation from the Greek. He has had very few followers in this
View.

3 G.R. Eden and F. C. Macdonald, Lightfoot of Durham {1932). Chapter by A. C.
Headlam, 'Bishop Lightfoot as a Historian’, pp. 136—41. Note especially p. 136: ‘For
myself as for Church history, the publication of Lightfoot's Ignatius represented a
quite definire epoch. It was the defmite assertion of the scientific method of study over
the speculative for early Church history.’
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Church history today takes for granted the authenticity of the letters
of Clement and of the seven letters of Ignatius, and uses them as
primary source material for the history of the sub-apostolic age. As a
result the majority of theological students do not even know that
their authenticity was ever seriously questioned, and that one of the
greatest critical battles of the century was fought about them. Who
now reads Newton’s Principia Mathematica? We all know the
conclusions; who troubles himself today with those proofs which it
took the great mind of Newton fifteen years to work out? This is a
pity. It is good sometimes to go back over the tracks of the great
discoverers, to rethink their thoughts and to learn from the sobriety
and discipline with which they developed and followed up their
methods. If T had my way, at least five hundred pages of Lightfoot's
Apostolic Fathers would be required reading for every theological
student in his first year. I cannot imagine any better introduction to
critical method, or a better preparation for facing some of the
difficult problems of New Testament interpretation that yet remain

unsolved.

Opinion in Germany was less unanimous. But notable among
those who recognized at once the significance of the work of
Lightfoot was Adolf Harnack (1851~1930), at the time of the
appearance of Ignatius Professor in the University of Giessen.
Harnack was just coming te the fore as one of the most distinguished
Biblical scholars in Germany. A few years later _his History of Dogma
(1886-9} was to make him famous; and until his death he was one of
the most influential thinkers in the whole world of Christian
theology. He had no hesitation in hailing Lightfoot’s work as the
greatest treatise of the century in patristic theology. When Lightfoot
died, Harnack wrote of him that his work was ‘of imperishable value
. . . There was never an apologist who was less of an advocate than
Lightfoot.” By these words Harnack meant to indicate Lightfoot’s
complete freedom from parti pris, and from that spirit of special
pleading which we noted as one of those vices of scholars under
which New Testament interpretation has suffered. He is never
pleading a cause; he is never trying to make out a case. His one
concern is to present the whole of the evidence clearly and without
prejudice, to let facts speak for themselves, and to support no
position unless it seems to be based, with probability approaching to
certainty, on an absolutely impartial consideration of the cvidence.
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It was in this connexion that Harnack let fall his famous remark
about ‘the return to tradition’. By this he did not mean a return to
traditional methods of study, or to the acceptance of the New
Testament merely on the authority of earlier ages in the Church.
The clock can never be put back in that way. Nothing may be
accepted on authority. Every tradition, however venerable, must
be questioned, and no more respect may be accorded to it than is
justified by the evidence on which it rests. What Harnack meant
by the return to tradition was something quite different. In the two
generations before his rise, critical scholars had rejected almost all
the traditions that were current in the ancient Church with regard
to the origin and growth of the books of the New Testament, and
of the Christian Church which produced those books. It had now
become clear that that rejection had been hasty and intemperate,
and that the resulting picture of the early Church had been not
historical but imaginary. Working on just the same critical
principles as his predecessors, but with a wider outlook and
a keener historical sense, Harnack arrived at much more
conservative conclusions than they.! In his book Luke the
Physician, published in 1906 {English trans., 1907}, he maintained
the view that the Gospel of Luke and the Acts of the Apostles are
by the same author, and that anthor Luke the Physician, the travel-
companion of Paul; this was a startling reversal of views which had
been confidently held by a great many scholars for sixty years.

One of the curious features in German theology is that no ghost
is ever laid. A century after his death Baur still walks abroad, and
echoes of his ideas are found in all kinds of places.? It is still not
uncommon to hear references to the ‘four undoubted Epistles of
Paul’ {Galatians, 1 and 2 Corinthians, and Romans), a view which
was first put forward by Baur. It is odd that the phrase should have
had such a long life. In the first place, these four are not undoubted.
For instance, the Dutch scholar Van Manen, in his article on
Romans in the Encyclopaedia Biblica (1903}, refused to admit the

! Much confusion is caused by the use of the word ‘conservative’ in two radically
different senses, A conservative may be one who refuses o face the challenge of
evidence that may diseurb his comfortably accepted conclusions. He may be one who
faces all chailenges, considers all evidence, and comes to the conclusion that there is
no need radically to change the views which have been generally held on a particular
subject. it is, of course, only in the latter sense that Harnack was conservative.

2 The complete works of Baur have now been republished as K. Scholder {ed.,
F. C. Baur, Ausgewihlte Werker in Einzelausgaben [5 vols., 1963~75).
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Epistle to the Romans as genuine; those who are interested in the
gentle art of special pleading should read the article in order to see
what a suprisingly strong case Van Manen is able to make out for
what is generally regarded as an eccentric view. On the other side
very few critics have doubted 1 Thessalonians or Philemon, theré
is an increasingly strong consensus in favour of Philippians; and
British scholarship is almost unanimous in accepting the
authenticity of Colossians.

The continuing influence of Baur goes deeper than this. A
Danish scholar, Professor Johannes Munck, has pointed out that,
although the literary results of the Tibingen school have been
universally abandoned, the historical results attained on the basis
of those abandoned views continue to meet with wide acceptance:

But though the literary hypotheses were dropped, the historical points of
view of the Tubingen School were still regarded as valid. While the
Scriptures were [now] assigned to the first and early second centuries, the
contrast between Paul and the primitive chuarch, between Gentile and
Jewish Christianity, remained. The contrast that was originally thought to
have lasted through two centuries was transferred to approximately the
three decades between Paul’s conversion and his death . . . The picture of
Paul therefore becomes the picture of a lonely apostle, giving all his
strength in the unparalleled effort of calling into life church after church of
newly converted Gentiles, but losing those churches at once to the
Judaizing emissaries from Jerusalem who follow hard on his heels . . .
Instead of a richly-faceted historical reality, there has been found a
colourless homogeneity, caused by making inferences everywhere from a
one-sided interpretation of early Christianity.!

The whole of Professor Munck’s elaborate study of 350 pages is
devoted to the careful consideration of this theme. He has his own
point of view, and it is not likely that all his conclusions will in
the long run prove acceptable. But his main point is well taken:
historical study of the New Testament has been long and widely
distorted by the acceptance of assumptions which rest on no
evidence whatever. The truly historical reconstruction of the story
of the primitive Church is still in its very early stages.

Again and again in this chapter stress has been laid on the
importance of the accurate dating of documents, wherever this is

L. Muan, Paulus und die Heilsgeschichte (1954], English trans., Paul and the
Salvation of Mankind {1959}, pp. 69 ff.
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possible. Harnack took up this matter, and one of his great books is
entitled Chronologie der alt-christlichen Literatur, ‘The Chronology
of Barly Christian Literature’ (1896}. Much hasbeen done, and many
problems have been definitively solved. But at one crucial point we still
await our Zahn or our Lightfoot. The complete Greek text of the first
and second Epistles of Clement was published from a manuscript
discovered in Constantinople in 1875. Another of the treasures
contained in this manuscript, and published for the first time by the
Metropolitan Bryennios in 1883, was the little book known as the
Didache, or the Teaching of the Twelve Apostles. The Didache, which
consists of two parts, a simple moral catechism and the outlines of a
‘church order’, contains many features that seem to be extremely
ancient. When and where in the world did it come to be written?

To this simple question nothing approaching a definite answer
can be given. Since fragments of the book have been found in Latin,
Coptic, Syriac, and Arabic translations, it is clear that it was
widely known and used. Lightfoot was inclined to place it as early
as the closing years of the first century. Quite a number of scholars,
believing that the Didache is deliberately archaizing and not
genuinely archaic, place it as late as the end of the second century
or even later. Others, and this seems on the whole to be the most
probable view, think that the book came into existence in Syria
some time in the first third of the second century. But we have to
admit that we simply do not know; and perhaps, without the
discovery of new evidence of manuscripts or other early works, we
may never know. Qur ignorance here is a warning against hasty
conclusions in other spheres, where the evidence is almost as
fragmentary and conclusions are equally uncertain.?

Christianity as seen in the Didache is curiously thin and arid, if
we come to it from the Fourth Gospel or even from the Apocalypse.
Yet it does contain one of the great prayers of Christian history:
'Let grace come, and let this world pass away.’

1 The most recent study of the Didache is by Jean-Paul Audet, La Didaché: Instruction
des Apbires [Paris, 1958). On the basis of an immensely learned survey of alt the materials,
F1. Audet comes to the conclusion that the Dideche was written in Syria betweea A.D. 50
and 70. It is hardly likely that this conclusion will meet with general acceptance; bucit
is exciting to consider the possibility that we have here a work outside the New Testament
which may have been written earlier than most of the New Testament books. See review
by |. N. D. Kelly in Journal of Theological Studies, New Series, vol. ii, October 1961,
pp. 329-33. §. A. T. Robinson, Redating the New New Testament {1976], pp. 322-7,
reaches substantially the same conciusion as Audet.



Chapter III

WHAT THE NEW TESTAMENT
SAYS, AND WHAT IT MEANS

A. WHAT IT SAYS—THE TEXT
I

THE need for critical study of the Scriptures had come to be
generally admitted. Essential questions had been asked. Mistaken
methods of inquiry, leading to demonstrably wrong conclusions,
~had been put on one side. The field was at last wide open for the
positive and scientific interpretation of the New Testament
documents.

But before we can set to work on the interpretation of an ancient
writer, quite a lot of preliminary jungle-clearing and bridge-
building has to be accomplished. In the first place, it is not a bad
idea to ascertain as far as possible what the ancient document
actually says.

Nothing in the history of New Testament study is more
astonishing than the willingness of scholars through generation
after generation to put up with what they knew to be an inferior
text of the New Testament.!

At this point it may be useful to make clear what is meant by a
good and an inferior text of an ancient author, or of the New
Testament. We are so used to printed books that it requires a great
effort of imagination to put ourselves back into the world of only
five centuries ago, when everything had to be written by hand, and
the multiplication of books was a slow and laborious process. Yet
anyone who has written a book or even read the proofs of one
knows well that even the printed book has passed through exactly
the same hazards and the same possibilities of error as an ancient

! See B. M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: its Transmission Cor-
ruption and Restoration (2nd ed., 1968), and the derailed outworking of the prin-

Tiples in B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament
1971).
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manuscript, and that, though these possibilities have been greatly
reduced by modern methods, the human brain and eye and hand
remain imperfect instruments, just as they were two thousand
years ago.

It is practically impossible to copy a manuscript without making
a mistake. This is true today even when a writer is copying a
quotation from print; the likelihood of mistake is immensely
increased if the text to be copied is itself a manuscript, and
naturally increases still further, if the manuscript is old, worn, and
imperfectly legible. Some types of mistake are so common, in
ancient as in modern times, as to be easily classifiable. Among the
commonest of all is the inversion of two letters, or the omission
of one letter to make a familiar but wholly inappropriate word;
‘scared’ for ‘sacred’, and 'fiend’ for ‘friend’, have long since ceased
to surprise any proof-reader. The repetition or omission of a word
or a line is a frequent occurrence—and the omission of a single
word can have somewhat grave consequences, as when the printers
of the so-called Wicked Bible accidentally omitted the word not’
in the Seventh Commandment.

In most cases such errors can be easily corrected. But much more
serious causes of corruption lie near at hand. A sentence which has
been accidentally omitted is written in at the bottom of the page;
the next scribe to copy the manuscript carelessly introduces it in
the wrong place. What was really a reader’'s comment in the
margin gets incorporated into the text. There is an inveterate
tendency for a scribe to substitute a familiar form for an
unfamiliar, especially when copying proper names; the pool with
five porches in John 5 appears in the Authorized Version as
Bethesda, but quite a number of Greek manuscripts read
Bethsaida, others Bezatha or other forms; and no really ancient
manuscript gives the verse about the angel coming down and
troubling the water. Quite often a scribe writes down what he
remembers and not what he sees. On what is now page 591 of the
History of the Ecumenical Movement 1517-1948, there occurred
what struck me as a curious reference to the duty of the Church
‘to teach both young and old to observe the ten commandments’.
Eventually, after several readings of the proof, I checked it against
the report of the Oxford Conference (1937} on Church,
Community and State, The Churches Survey their Task, and found
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that the eminent Church leaders at the conference had spoken of
the ‘divine commandments’. The only possible explanation for the
error was that the secretary who typed the chapter had been misled
by memory into putting in a very familiar phrase instead of the less
familiar one which actually stood in the text before her. An error
of this kind, which makes tolerably good sense, is far more diffrcult
to detect than one which makes nonsense.

There are three still graver causes of cormuption, which are not
uncommonly at work. The first operates when a scribe cannot
make out what is in front of him and in faithful fulfilment of his
task writes down a meaningless jumble of letters. The second, and
worse, occurs when the scribe sees, or thinks, that what is in front
of him is nonsense, and tries to correct it by the light of his own
unaided intelligence; there is only a slender chance that he will
accidentally get things right. The last, and worst case of all, is
when the scribe disagrees with what he sees in the text, and
deliberately alters the text to suit his own understanding of
orthodoxy. So, where the Seer of the Apocalypse wrote in Rev. 21.
24 that 'the nations shall walk in the light of’ the heavenly city,
some less generous-hearted scribe turned it into ‘the nations of
them which are saved’—and you will find this error in your
Authorized Version.

We have to face the fact that every ancient manuscript, even the
~ best, is full of errors. It is obvious that the more often a manuscript
is copied, the more numerous the errors which become
incorporated in its descendants, and that, in general, we may say
that the older the manuscript the better and truer it is likely to be.
This is not always the case. A scribe of the fourteenth century who
had the luck to copy 2 manuscript of the fourth century might give
us a very valuable text indeed; and, conversely, the careless copyist
of a good text may produce such a botched and depraved copy that
his work is little better than useless.

The New Testament is a very old book. The latest part of it can
hardly have been written later than the year 116. This means that
for fourteen hundred years, until 1516, it was exposed to all the
hazards of manuscript tradition. Whatever view we may hold of
the inspiration of the New Testament, we are bound to admit that
it has been immune from none of the chances, the perils, and the
corruptions which have assailed all other manuscript traditions of
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similar length. When those who have no expert knowledge of the
subject hear of all these errors and corruptions, they tend to be
afflicted with grave anxiety as to the reliability of the New
Testament. Have we any means at all of knowing what Jesus and
the Apostles really said or wrote? Here it may be said at once that
only in very bad manuscripts indeed is the substance of the text
gravely affected by the errors. Indeed, I think it is no exaggeration
to say that the very worst Greek manuscript now in existence (I
have no idea which it is} contains enough of the Gospel in
unadulterated form to lead the reader into the way of salvation.
But, when this has been said, it is still clear that the careful study
of the manuscripts is important. Even in the case of Shakespeare,
we want to know, if we can, amid the confusions of the Folios and
Quartos, what he really wrote. Far more worth while is it to spend
any amount of labour in order to come a little nearer, if we can, to
the authentic words of Jesus Christ and the Apostles.

The printed New Testament in Greek had got off to a bad start.
Erasmus (1516) had worked from only four late manuscripts, one
of them imperfect.! A few other manuscripts later became
available, and some improvements were made in the text, though
without any real understanding of the critical problems involved.
By the middle of the seventeenth century the world settled down
with some equanimity to the use of what came to be called the
Textus Receptus, the received text,? on which Dr. Hort tartly
remarks: ‘This arbitrary and uncritical variation gave way to a
comparative fixity equally fortuitous, having no more trustworthy
basis than the external beauty of two editions brought out by
famous printers.* And so things remained for nearly two
centuries. It is easy to understand why this was so. The Textus
Receptus had become so familiar to the scholars of the time that
they knew it almost by heart; and it was also very near to the text
which underlay the various European versions—German, French,

1 The other early sixteenth-century text, the Complutensian {1522), was rather
better, and was widely used by Roman Catholics,

2 This term has no autherity other than that of 2 note in the second Elzevir edition
of 1633, informing the reader that he has in his hands ‘the text now received by all’.
Much unfortunate superstition later became attached to the term, as though the
‘Received Text’ was infallible and beyond criticism.

3 The New Testament in the Original Greek (1881}, p. 12. Richard Bentley
caustically remarked that this text, produced originally by the Swiss publisher
Stephanus, was venerated 'as though his compositor had been an angel’.
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English—which churchmen north of the Alps used in church, and
often at their family devotions, We all love the familiar, and prefer
not to be disturbed. In any case, the science of the critical study
of ancient texts was still in its infancy.

The first serious questions about the New Testament text seem
to have been raised in consequence of the study of Codex
Alexandrinus (A}, the splendid manuscript presented to James I of
England by the unfortunate Patriarch of Constantinople, Cyril
Lucar.! The text of ‘A’ as it is generally called, differed at a great
many points from the Receptus. As other manuscripts were
discovered and studied, it became clear that, though the great
majority of them agreed at most points with the Receptus, this was
very far from being the only possible type of New Testament text.
Scholars in England, such as Bishop Fell {1625-86] and Brian
Walton (¢.1600-61}, and Richard Simon {1638-1712) in France,
were well aware of the unsatisfactory state of the text, but little
was done to take account of the new evidence, or to work directly
towards a new and tmproved text.

The first enunciation of the principles on which a critical text
ought to be constructed was made, in 1716 and 1720, by the
greatest of all English classical scholars, Richard Bentley, Master
of Trinity College, Cambridge {1662-1742). Bentley had had wide
experience in the editing of classical texts, and astonishing skill,
amounting almost to genius, in emending them where they were
faulty.

Bentley saw the cardinal importance of agreement between
evidence of Greek and of Latin provenance; he maintained,
correctly, that where we find New Testament quotations in the
Greek father Origen (A.D. 170240} in agreement with the text of
the Latin Vulgate, we shall have before us the text of the New
Testament as it was at the time of the Council of Nicaea in AD.
325. He believed that we can go further; he claimed more than
once that it should be possible to ‘make the text so undoubtedly
true ut a manibus apostolorum vix purior et sincerior evasert’
(that it hardly came from the hands of the Apostles themselves in
a purer or more faultless state]. Bentley did not go so far as to
produce a text of the Greek New Testament; perhaps it is as well

_ 1 The manuscript arrived in London in 1628; in consequence the arms it bears on
1ts present cover are those of Charles L
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that he did not do so. Authoritarian and haughty in his persona)
habits, he was authoritarian and haughty also in his attitude
towards classical manuscripts; in the remarkable expression of
Professor A. E. Housman, he was rather inclined to treat them ag
though they were refractory fellows of Trinity, and, if they did not
say what he felt that they ought to have said, to take steps to
ensure that they should. His emendations of the text of Milton's
Paradise Lost are plain evidence of the occasional perversity of
genius. A New Testament text edited by Bentley would almost
certainly have been brilliant, illuminating, and perverse. Yet, in
the two specimen pages which he did produce, in spite of the
limited materials at his disposal he set forth a text which is almost
as correct as anything in the most modern editions.

The greatest service to the improvement of the New Testament
text, prior to 1831, was rendered by John Mill (1642-1707), who 2
few days before his death brought out the Greek text with a
valuable introduction, and an elaborate Apparatus Criticus
showing the variations from the Received Text in a large number
of Greek manuscripts, in the ancient translations, and in
quotations in the fathers of the Church.! Mill's work was
laborious, patient, and accurate; it showed something of the
wealth of the evidence, and of the complexity of the problems that
had to be dealt with if order was ever to be brought out of the chaos
of these apparently conflicting materials. What Mill failed to
supply was any theoretical principle to serve as a guide in sorting
out the immense mass of evidence that he had collected. It was left
for later generations to work out sound principles for the
classification of the manuscripts which were being recovered in
ever increasing numbers, and a scientific exposition of the methods
that must be followed by the textual critic, if he is to arrive at
conclusions which are genuinely determined by the evidence and
not dependent merely on his personal preferences.

The period between Mill and the middle of the nineteenth

L There is a quite admirable study of the work of Mill in Canon Adam Fox’'s John
Mill and Richard Bentley: A Study of the Textual Criticism of the New Testament
1675-1729 (1954), a book which deserves to be better known than it appears to be.
Not long ago I had in my hands Dr. Hott’s own copy of Mill's Greek Testament; it
is now in the possession of Mrs. Mary Naylor of Montreal, having been given ro her
ls;tthu;band, Archdeacon Naylor, by Dr. Philip Carrington, at that time Archbishop
of Quebec.



WHAT THE NEW TESTAMENT SAYS 71

century is filled by a number of famous scholars, who worked on
the critical problems of the New Testament text. The greatest
contribution of this period was made by J. J. Griesbach {1745-
1812}, whose work appeared in the years 1774~1800. He had
clearly grasped the principle that no final results can be obtained
until a complete classification has been made of all the materials
according to the families of manuscripts to which they belong. It
may be well at this point to explain just what is meant by the
principle of 'genealogy’, of families of manuscripts. '

At first sight, it might appear that the important thing is the
number of manuscripts which contain a particular reading, let us
say, 'Who has loosed us from our sins’ as against ‘Who has washed
us from our sins’ in Rev. 1. 5.2 But a litile thought will show that
mere number is of no value whatever as a criterion. If ten copies
have been made from one manuscript, and we have both the
original and the ten copies, we can disregard all the copies, since
they tell us nothing that is not already to be learned from the
original; that is to say, they have no independent weight. They
may be shown as belonging to a family; but all together they can
carry no more weight than that of the single older manuscript from
which they were copied.

If all manuscripts were perfectly copied, none would be of any
greater value than any other, and the latest would give us as true
and reliable a text as the earliest. But, in point of fact, as we have
already stated, hardly any copy is perfectly free from error. Even in
our modem world, with all the superior accuracy of typescript and
printing, with all the labour of proof-reading and correction, it is
hardly ever the case that a book reaches the point of publication
entirely free from error; and nothing is more extraordinary than the
errors which escape the notice of aunthor, readers, and correctors,
and remain until they are spotted by some careful reviewer.® All

1 Griesbach was building on the very important work of J. A. Bengel [1687-1752],
who first introduced the idez of seeing the manuscripts as 'families, tribes, and
nations’; and of J. $. Semler {1725-91). ,

1 In Greek there is a difference of only one letter, Jusanti, against lousanti.

3 I'may give a personal illustration. It was only in comrecting the proofs of my book
Anglicanism that T noticed that the text stated that Cardinal Wolsey had become
Bishop of Touraine in 1513; the name should have been Tournai. I have not been able
to check at what point in the production of the book the error crept into the text. The
hardest cases to deal with are those in which the error itself seems to make perfectly
2ood sense.
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ancient manuscripts are full of errors in copying. Naturally,
mistake once made will appear in all subsequent copies of the text
in which the mistake appears, unless it is corrected either by an
intelligent scribe, or by comparison with some copy which has
retained a better text. It is by comparing the errors and:the
deviations that it is possible to armrive at a classification of
manuscripts according to their origins, and in many cases to
determine what the original text must have been.

It may be interesting to give an illustration of the practical use
to which this method can occasionally be put. Many years ago,
when I was teaching in a high scheol in India, I had given my class
some work to do in their own time, and had told them that they
were not to get help from one another. When the papers came in,
it was quite clear that collaboration had taken place. I decided to
sece whether, by close application of the methods of textual
criticism, and particularly by noting the errors in the various texts,
I could work out the process of this collaboration. It quickly
became evident that the source of all the incriminated papers was
the work of one clever boy. He had lent his paper to two boys, each
of whom had lent his to others; and so it went on. As far as I
remember, eleven boys were involved. [ was able to write up on the
blackboard a chart in the form of a family tree, showing exactly
what had happened, and who had copied from whom. The boys
were fain to admit that my chart was exact in every particular. To
them this seemed little short of witchcraft, but then they had not
had the advantage of studying the first principles of textual
criticism.!

It quickly became clear to Griesbach that the vast majority of the
then-known manuscripts, including those with which Erasmus
had worked, and all those on which the Textus Receptus was
based, belonged to one single family, which he called the
Constantinopolitan. This goes back to a carefully prepared edition
of the text, which by the eighth century had acquired almost
official status in the Greek-speaking churches, which because of
this official status came to be far more often copied than any other,

1 One of the most notable examples of the identification of a group of manuscripts
related to one another is that of the so-calted Ferrar group, alt of which have the

common characteristic that they give the story of the woman taken in adultery not

ah_er John 7. 52 but after Luke 2}. 38. Twelve manuscripts of this type are known to
X151, .
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and which gradually came to reign almost alone. To discover
the general character of this edition, no more is needed than
to read through a chapter of the Gospels in the Authorized
Version, comparing it verse by verse with either the English
Revised Version or the Revised Standard Version; a chapter 1
particularly commend for this purpose is Luke 9. Through the
study of the older manuscripts available to him, Griesbach became
aware of the existence of two other and older families, to which he
gave the names 'Western’ and ‘Alexandrian’; in neither case was
the name particularly well chosen, and this analysis was a
simplification of a highly complex situation. But Griesbach was on
the right lines; chaos was beginning to yield to the principles of
order.

Unfortunately Griesbach was not entirely successful in carrying
out in practice the excellent critical principles he had worked
out, and his editions of the New Testament, published from
1774 onwards, were less valuable than might have been
expected. He retained as the basis of his text the Textus
Receptus, instead of going back to what he himself recognized
‘as the older and better authorities; and he was not always
successful in handling the rich and varied materials that he had
collected.

In 1831 the classical scholar Karl Lachmann (1793-1851)
brought out the first text which abandoned the Textus Receptus,
and was based on the most ancient authorities. Lachmann was
followed by Tregelles (1813-75), and Tregelles by Tischendorf
(1815-74). Much of the work of textual criticism consists of °
patient poring over partly illegible manuscripts, trying to make out
exactly what they say, and of endless minute comparison of one
manuscript and its readings with the traditions to be found in
others, But Tischendotf was successful in bringing something of an
element of romance into this so often tedious study. He travelled
far and wide in the search for manuscripts. Every book on the New
Testament text tells the story of his visits in 1844 and 1859 to the
convent on Mount Sinai, where he discovered, lying amid the
waste paper of the monks and likely shortly to be burned, what
proved to be one of the most ancient and valuable of all New
Testament manuscripts—the Codex Sinaiticus, which was for
many years in St. Petersburg (Leningrad) and is now in the British
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Museurn in London.! Tischendorf was a great collector of
materials; the eighth edition of his text, published in 1894 some
years after his death, is still the most complete presentation of the
evidence, though, of course, it is now badly in need of revision.?
One of the advantages enjoyed by Tischendorf was that the
authorities of the Vatican had at last allowed the readings of its
famous manuscript, the Codex Vaticanus, B, to become known;
earlier scholars, who had had to work without accurate knowledge
of this manuscript, were condemned to operate to some extent in
the dark, being deprived of one of the most important of all our
sources of information.

It

Such, roughly, was the situation when the two great Cambridge
scholars, Westcott and Hort, decided that a more critically reliable
text of the New Testament was an indispensable preliminary to
that great work of reinterpretation which they had taken in hand.
The idea was by no means new to them. We can identify the
moment at which Hort became aware of the problem of the New
Testament text from a letter written on 29 and 30 December 1851,
when he was twenty-three years old:

I had no idea till the last few weeks of the importance of texts, having
read so little Greek Testament, and dragged on with the villainous Textus
Receptus . . . Tischendorf I find a great acquisition, above all, because he
gives the various readings at the bottom of his page, and his Prolegomena
are invaluable. Think of that vile Textus Receptus leaning entirely on late
MSS; it is a blessing that there are such early ones.

1 Codex Sinaiticus (# ], which contains, in addition to the Canonical books, the
Epistie of Bamabas, and pare of the ‘Shepherd’ of Hermas, was written almost
certainly in the latter part of the fourth century A.D. At the time of its discovery it
ranked with Codex Vaticanus [B) as the oldest of all known manuscripts of the New
Testament in Greek.

! Many plans for 'a new Tischendorf’ have been made; but we still await the
accomplishment of the task, Two volumes, containing the Gospels according to Mark
and Matthew with a very complete statement of the evidence, were published in 1935
and 1940 respectively by Mr. S. C. E. Legg. But the work is far too heavy to be
- undertaken by on¢ man alone, and these volumes have not escaped criticism. Legg's
successors, the American and British Committees of the International Greek New
Testament Project, produced the first fruits of their immense kabours in 1984 with the
publication of their critical edition of Luke 1-12. A tough idea of the scale of this
operation can be gained from the fact that this section alone occupies nearly 300 large
and full pages.
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[t is a blessing to learn that H:ort, whose later style was s0
excessively restrained and uqemot1onal, copld on occasion express
himself so pungently. He did not know, in those cold nights of

December, that he had been drawn into a comsuming interest
which would never leave him.

The two friends set to work in 1863. The results of their labours
appeared from the press in 1881. B_ut, once again, there was an
essential preliminary; before tackling the question of the text
itself, the scholar must settle the question of the method which he
is going to follow. The time had come when textual criticism must
finally be rescued from the slap-dash methods of hit and miss, and
put on the basis of a reasoned and scientific technique.!

Since the invention of the printing press and the rediscovery of the
Greek language in western Europe, a great deal had been done by
scholars towards providing clear and accurate texts of the ancient
writers. But the New Testament posed what was in effect a new
problem. In discussing 1 Clement Lightfoot had remarked that, for
the determination of the text of this letter, we are muchbetter placed
than in the case of the majority of Latin and Greek writers. At that
time we had as authorities for the text of Clement one incomplete
and imperfect Greek text in a2 manuscript of the fourth or fifth
century; one complete but very badly written Greek text of the
eleventh century; and a Syriac translation, so literal as usually to
enable us to see what Greek text must underlie it. With this we are
better off than for most Greek or Latin writers. Lightfoot is not
exaggerating. For parts of the Greek dramatist Aeschylus we depend
on a single late manuseript. For the Roman poet Catullus we depend
on one late manuscript, which was known in the fifteenth century
and was fortunately copied, but has since disappeared. No other
ancient writing can compare with the New Testament in the wealth
of the evidence by which it is supported; only in the case of Virgil is
anything like comparison even remotely possible.

! Dr. G. Zuniz in The Text of the Epistles {1953), pp. 10-11, rightly points out the
1'{m1ts of science and reason in this connexion: ‘This tradition . . . is essentially a
historical phenomenon, and history is not rational. There are ways of dealing
scientifically with irrational phenomena, but these cannot be subjected to the same
categories as rational objects. We must strive to combine the indications which the
exeant evidence 5o amply supplies with a coherent picture of the tradition in its
constant flux and change.’ This is a necessary warning; but it in no way reduces the

i{bh_ga:ion resting on scholars to push the use of scientific methods to the utmost
Imits of the service that they are able to render.
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Where manuscripts are few, late, and corrupt, the greater part of
textual criticism can be concerned only with conjectural
emendation. At many points the scribes have misunderstood their
text and reduced it to nonsense; the editor must do his best tg
guess what the original may have been, and to put back sense in
place of nonsense. A few scholars have had especial gifts for this
cross-word puzzle kind of work. The two greatest of whom we
have record anywhere were Richard Bentley, already referred to,
and Richard Porson (1759-1808], Professor of Greek in the
University of Cambridge,! both of whom could look at a hopeless
jumble of Greek or Latin letters, and by some mysterious sixth
sense divine what the hidden original must have been; but Porson
was more reliable than Bentley, since Bentley had a tendency to
emend where no emendation was really necessary, and to delight
a little too much in the ingenuity of his own speculations.?

If more than one manuscript existed, the scholar had a number
of possibilities before him. He might decide that one manuscript
was the best and follow it through thick and thin, through sense
and nonsense—a procedure mercilessly castigated by the notable
textual critic A. E. Housman. Or he could make a selective text,
relying on inner intuition to guide him as between the various
readings offered by the manuscripts where they differed. Or he
could try to classify manuscripts according to date, origin, and
mutual dependence, and to assess their value accordingly. But,
though a good deal of progress had been made, no one had ever set
out in plain terms just what textual criticism is, how the textual
critic should proceed, and what exactly he may hope to achieve. It
was this gap that Hort set out to fill; and the study of the
manuscripts of the New Testament gave him exactly the material
on the basis of which it was possible to proceed to the formulation
of a genuinely scientific method of textual criticism.

One of the troubles is that he did his work too well. In fAfty-three
pages of the Introduction to The New Testament in Greek,

} Porson rendered one direct service to the problem of the text of the Greek New
Testament. In his Letters to Archdeacon Travis, on the Spurious verse 1 john 5.7
[1790] he shows beyond the possibility of doubt that the verse about the ‘three
heavenly witnesses’, which appears in the English Authorized Version as 1 John 5. 7,
cannot possibly have formed part of the original text of the Epistle.

2 We all exercise this faculty in an elementary way, when we correct almost

automatically and unconsciously the misprints which are not uncommon in our daily
newspapers.
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published in 1882, Hort set out the complete theory and science of
textual criticism. Nothing like this had previously been written in
any language. Nothing of comparable value was to be written, until
A. E. Housman published in 1903 his celebrated Preface to Manili us,
a work of a very different character, enlivened by the author's
characteristic and mordant wit. And, in point of fact, the work never
had to be done again in exactly the same way. Hort’s statement is
definitive; his principles have been so generally accepted that few
students trouble to read the original work in which they were first
set forth.! The canons of criticism established by Hort have passed
into every mannal on the subject, and into every Introduction to
the New Testament, often without acknowledgment. No sane
scholar would ever think today of tackling the work of textual
criticism on any principles other than these; but he may be unaware
of the direction in which his main indebtedness lies.?

These priceless fifty pages were written in a cool, judicious,
perfectly lucid prose; so orderly, so closely connected, so
unadorned, so concentrated, that it is almost impossible to abridge
or summarize them, and almost any passage could be quoted in
illustration of the tone and method of the whole.

Hort starts with a general statement of what textual criticism is
all about:

Every method of textual criticism corresponds to some.one class of
textual facts: the best criticism is that which takes account of every class
of textual facts, and assigns to each method its proper use and rank. The
leading principles of textual criticism are identical for all writings
whatever. Differences in application arise only from differences in the
amount, variety and quality of evidence; no method is ever inapplicable
except through defectiveness of evidence.

We are then led, through the internal evidence of readings with
their problems of intrinsic and transcriptional probability, to the
crucial section—The Internal Evidence of Documents; 2
characteristic passage makes clear the subject under discussion:

1 This author, who has been interested in textual criticism for a good de:?l‘more
than forty years, read it for the first time as part of the preparation for the writing of
this book. .

 Naturally there is progress in this field as in every other. Notable introductions
te the study of textual criticism have been written in later times, among them the
Critique Textuelle of the French Dominican scholar Pére Lagrange. But every one of
these is based ultimately on the principles which Hort so lucidly laid down.
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A moment's consideration of the process of transmission shews how
precarious it is to attempt to judge which of two or more readings is more
likely to be right, without considering which of the attesting documents or
combinations of documents are the most likely to convey an unadulterated
transcript of the original text; in other words, in dealing with mattex purely
traditional, to ignore the relative antecedent credibility of witnesses, and
trust exclusively to our own inward power of singling out the true readings
from among their conterfeits, wherever we see them . . . The furst step
towards obtaining a sure foundation is a constant application of the
principle that KNOWLEDGE OF DOCUMENTS SHOULD PRECEDE FINAL JUDGEMENT
UPON READINGS. !

Next follows the long central section on the principle of
genealogy, the nature of which we have already indicated—the
affiliation of manuscripts with one another, and the possiblities
and the limitations of this method. Textual criticism is no
irrational procedure; like any other science, it moves forward as -
fast and as far as it is able in the direction of 'rationally framed or
discovered rules’; and thus it serves to impose ‘salutary restraints
on the arbitrary and impulsive caprice which has marred the
criticism of some of those whose scholarship and insight have
deservedly been held in the highest honour’. But, however
effective and extensive the rules, it is impossible to eliminate the
element of personal choice and decision. There are situations in
which the evidence is so complex that no solution can be worked
out as by mathematical formulae:

Here different minds will be impressed by different parts of the evidence
as clearer than the rest, and so virtually ruling the rest: here therefore
personal discernment would seem the surest ground for confidence. Yet
here 100, once more, the true supremacy of method is vindicated; for it is
from the past exercise of methods that personal discernment receives the
education which tends to extinguish its illusions and mature its power. All
instinctive processes of criticistn which deserve confidence are rooted in

experience, and that an experience which has undergone perpetual
correction and recorrection.?

“To extinguish its illusions and mature its power.’ Could the
Cambridge philosophy of education possibly find more precise and

t Hort, op. cit., pp. 30-31. 2 Ibid., pp. 65-66. {talics ours.
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more pregnant expression? Certainly the words sum up the career
of Hort himself—massive knowledge, intense concentration and
minute accuracy, quiet humility, and an adoring reverence for
¢ruth, Germans have not always had the highest opinion of British
scholarship; but it was a German who wrote of Hort that

he was a great man, and at every moment a complete man, whether he was
caring for the children suffering from scarlet fever in his rural parish, or
occupying himself with the translation of Plato, or discovering and
describing some new plant, or recovering some forgotten utterance of a
Father of the Church, or sitting in his study wrestling with some problem
of the transmission of a text, or standing on the summit of the Matterhorn
and concerned to identify the surrounding mountains . . . He was a student
of the things and the people whom God has created; and in this study he
forgot one thing only—himself.

Like Griesbach, Hort was not always so successful in the
application of his principles as in the formulation of them.
Carrying the work of Griesbach a step further, he identified a
further family of textual tradition, to which he assigned the title
'Neutral’, and which he found represented specially in the two
* great and ancient manuscripts Sinaiticus {X) and Vaticanus (B,
both of the fourth century. Each of the other three families, which
he called Syrian, Western, and Alexandrian, he regarded as being
due to deliberate and conscious revision; the Neutral he believed
to represent a purer tradition than any other, as having escaped the
hand of the reviser, and in the main representing unaltered the true
apostolic tradition. We now know that the text represented in
Sinaiticus and Vaticanus is also the result of a revision, a very
scholarly and sober revision indeed, but still a revision, and we see
that Hort’s dream of an uncorrupted and unadulterated text is one
of those illusions from which he himself had not yet been set free.

Yet Hort was, after all, not so far astray. B is by far the greatest
and the best of all the manuscripts of the New Testament that have
come down to us. Like every other ancient manuscript it is marred

! Caspar René Gregory in Realencyklopidie fiir protestantische Theologie und
Kizche, {1900), vol. viii, p. 370. Gregory {1846-1917], an American by birth, who
became a professor in Germany [Leipzig), was also a distinguished authority on the
text of the New Testament, and was largely responsible for fixing the Sigla, the

co;“'fmi‘:’nal signs by which the New Testament manuscripts are known among
scholars.



80 THE INTERPRETATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

by countless errors; but most of these are trivial and easily
corrected. If every other manuscript of the New Testament had
perished, and the text was printed from B alone with only the
correction of the opvious and superficial errors, we should stil}
have in all essentials a true text of the words of Jesus and the
Apostles.

When Westcott and Hort published their Greek text in 1881, the
scientific study of the New Testament took a long step forward. For
reasons that have just been given, this could not be the final and
definitive text. But it was an immense advance on anything that
had preceded it. In a vast number of places the errors and additions
of the scribes had been cleared away and the true reading restored.
The effect was comparable to that which is attained when an
ancient Greek statue that has lain for hundreds of years at the
bottom of the sea is raised and cleaned and seen again in its pristine
beauty. Some scholars to this day still use this text in preference
to any other.

The Westcott and Hort text, which is in the main though not
exactly the Greek text which underlies the English Revised
Version {1881), was so revolutionary that, though its value was
immediately recognized by almost everyone competent to judge, it
was not to be expected that it would everywhere be accepted with
enthusiasm. It was, in point of fact, subjected to fierce and virulent
criticism by a number of conservative scholars, most notable
among them Dean Burgon of Chichester {1813-88) who still clung
with blind and touching devotion to the inerrancy of the Textus
Receptus. Burgon is described in the Oxford Dictionary of the
Christian Church as 'famous for his support of a long series of lost
causes’.! He carried his conservatism to the point of defending
(1871) even the authenticity of Mark 16. 9-20, though the massive
evidence of the older manuscripts makes it plain that these twelve
verses are an ancient addition to the Gospel, the authentic text of
which as we have it ends abruptly at 16. 8.2 For the Westcott and
Hort text he had no single good word to say. These controversies
have long since been forgotten in England; but Burgon's influence
still lives on in out-of-the-way places to which his book has

! p. 208, s.v. 'Burgon, John William’,
1 We shall later have occasion to consider the significance of this remarkably
abrupt ending.
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penetrated.The new Tamil transl.ati‘on of the Bible was subjected,
ffty years ago, to bitter and vitriolic attacks on the part of some
South Indian Christians, who had read their Burgon, and believed
that the new translation was a subtle attempt to debase and
deprave the pure word of God—a charge all too readily listened to
by simple Christians, whose love for the Bible is greater than their
understanding of the problems which it presents.

I

The achievement of Westcott and Hort was notable, and of
permanent value. The work, however, did not stand still. Hitherto
unknown Greek manuscripts have come to light, notably one of
the ninth century from Koridethi in the Crimea, a coarsely written
manuscript, which in spite of its late date has proved to be highly
important, because it undoubtedly represents a very ancient
tradition.! The ancient translations—Syriac, Latin, Armenian,
Georgian, Coptic, and the rest—have been intensively studied,
their texts published in careful and critical editions, and evidence
gathered through them for a period earlier than that of any Greek
manuscript that has survived. Better texts of the early Fathers have
given us their Biblical quotations in reliable form; some of those
who quote the Bible most extensively, such as Clement of
Alexandria and Origen, also lived at a period earlier than that of the
oldest of our existing Greek manuscripts.

The most exciting discoveries, however, are those of the great
papyri, most notable among them the Chester-Beatty and Bodmer
Papyri, dug up in Egypt, which have carried our direct evidence
backwards in time by at least a century and perhaps by a good deal
more. Scholars are of the opinion that the Chester-Beatty papyri
cannot have been written much later than A.p. 200. The Biblical
Papyri in this group are all impérfect, but we have in them large
sections of the New Testament; and this new evidence, together
with that of other and more fragmentary papyri, brings us face to
face with a whole new set of problems, and has led to a
considerable revision of our picture of the way in which the New
Testament has come down to us.

1 : . R ) . .
it This manuscript, commonly known as @, is one of the chief representatives of
ourth type of tradition, identified by Dr. B. H. Streeter and others as ‘Caesarean’.
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We have referred to the general, and reasonable, assumption that
the older the manuscript, the fewer errors it is likely to contaip_
But, in the case of the New Testament, fact does not seem tg
march with theory. The evidence suggests that the early Christiang
were voracious and avid readers; no sooner were ‘the apostolic
writings’ recognized as having normative value for the Christiag
life than the faithful wished to have their own copies to possess
and to read for themselves. These Christians seem to have been at
least in part responsible for a remarkable change in the theory and
practice of book-making. The traditional form of the book had been
the papyrus roll; the author knew roughly the limits dictated to
him by the length of the ordinary roll—the Acts of the Apostles
represents about the extreme limit of what can be written without
overflowing on to a second roll. It is obvious that the papyrus roll
is extremely inconvenient for purposes of reference—you have to
go on turning the roll in one direction or another, until you reach
the particular column that you happen to need. From a very early
date Christians seem to have preferred the Codex—the form with
which we are familiar in the modern book. This had obvious
advantages—if you wished you could have all the four Gospels
bound up together; and later, as techmical skill increased, the
whole New Testament could be brought together between the
covers of one single volume.!

In the ancient world the copying of manuscripts was a highly
developed profession. In the scriptorium a whole gang of
thoroughly trained men, usually slaves, would be steadily
employed, writing from dictation. When a popular author like
Martial [first century AD.} completed a book, a considerable
number of copies would be made, and the book would be almost
immediately on sale at an astonishingly moderate price. Copying
was on the whole accurate, and considerable care was taken to
check and to correct the copies. The early Christians were on the
whole poor people, and had no such facilities; their copies were
cheaply made by amateurs, and from a time not later than the
beginning of the second century inaccuracy in copying, multiplied
and repeated, began to play havoc with the correctness of the text.
Moreover, people of that time and of that level of culture had a very

1 Note, however, that almost all the greate. among the ancient manuscripts ¢
written on parchment, which is 2 much more durable material than papyrus.
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different attitude towards the text of an author from that which
is current among us today. We regard precise accuracy as
all-important—

an attitude of mind almost the opposite of that which, at the time,
prevailed among Christians of all classes and all denominations, The
common respect for the sacredness of the Word, with them, was not an
incentive to preserve the text in its original purity. On the contrary, the
strange fact has long since been observed that devotion to the founder and
His apostles did not prevent the Christians of that age from interfering with
their transmitted utterances, The reliance of the believers upon the
continuing action of the Spirit easily led them to regard the letter less
highly; where the two appeared to be at variance, the urge to interpolate
what was felt to be true was not always resisted.!

This is well and truly said. The result was that the second
century, so far from being a period in which the books of the New
Testament circulated in a small number of carefully controlled
copies, was in fact what Dr. Zuntz has picturesquely called ‘the
wild period’—many copies in existence, uncontrolled, copied at
random, corrected from one another, so that there was a real
danger that the purity of the original text might be irreparably lost,
and the words of Christ and the Apostles submerged under the
traditions of men. But fortunately there were those, even at that
early period, who realized the danger and set themselves, by the
collection of better manuscripts and the control of aberrations, to
see that the text was not allowed to depart too far from what had
been originally written. There was a tradition of careful textual
scholarship among the Greeks, as we can see from the tradition of
the texts of such writers as Homer and Plato. The centre of this
tradition was Alexandria, which had become the home of a great
Christian tradition probably no later than the closing years of the
first century. It is almost certainly to Alexandria that we should
look—though this is based on inference, and not on direct
‘evidence—for this second tradition of the New Testament, based
on careful scholarship and the weighing of evidence. If this view
can be accepted as correct, the great manuscripts X and B represent
a rather late form of this process of revision. The Alexandrian
scholars were not always right; but we owe them an immense debt

1 G. Zuntz, op. cit., p. 268.
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for their careful work, and for the preservation of a textual
tradition that without their help might easily have been lost.

The papyri have opened up to us a phase of the New Testament
tradition earlier than any of which we previously had knowledge,
and scholars are engaged today in the work of interpreting this new
evidence, and of working back ever nearer to what was originally
written by the Apostles. Yet strangely enough the possession of
this new evidence makes us less certain than we were, and than
Bentley was, of being able to get back to the wording of the original
texts.

This need not seriously trouble us. We have a far better and more
reliable text of the New Testament than of any other ancient work
whatever, and the measure of uncertainty is really rather small.
But the question will not be stilled, whether with all the varied
evidence that we have there may not be certain passages in which
the corruption goes so far back that no manuscript at all gives us
what was originally written. In regard to the text of almost all
ancient authors this is certainly true; manuscripts are few, and in
passage after passage it is certain that none of them presents what
the author himself can possibly have written. In that case there is
nothing for it but to emend conjecturally. This is not mere guess-
work; it takes account of all the evidence that there is of the
author’s style and vocabulary, and of what he is likely to have
written. In some cases, the conjecture is almost certainly right; in
others many guesses have been made, and all we can say is that
some are more likely than others. We cannot rule out the
possibility that the same may be true of the New Testament, and
that in certain passages, which are likely to be very few, nothing
but inspired guess-work will take us back to the original.

The great conservative scholar C. H. Turner {1860-1930) be-
lieved that in one famous passage the correct reading is not to be
found in any Greek manuscript that we possess, but that the right
clue is given by one manuscript of the Old Latin, a version which
dates from the second century. In Mark 15. 35-36, the Greek
manuscripts give '‘Behold, he is calling Elijah . . . Wait, let us see
whether Elijah will come to take him down.’ Now there seems no
particular reason why these pagan soldiers should know anything
about the Old Testament prophet Elijah; the change of a single
letter would give us Helion, the sun. At once perfect sense is
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restored. The sun was widely regarded in the ancient world as the
supreme God, or as the manifestation of the supreme God. At the
time of the crucifixion the sun’'s light had failed; what more
natural than that the victim should call upon the sun, by whom he
has been deserted? I think that Turner is right.! In the same
Gospel, 10. 32, we read: ‘Jesus was walking ahead of them; and
they were amazed, and those who followed were afraid.’ Turner
believed that, in the face of all the manuscript evidence, we should
read ‘he was amazed'. As Jesus goes up to face his cross, he enters
into the very human cloud of dismay and anguish, of which
Gethsemane is a second manifestation. Once again I think that
Turner is right.?

In regard to two passages, [ am convinced that what is needed is
a change not of words or of letters, but of order. In our texts of
Romans 7. 25, Paul, after his joyful outburst "Thanks be to God
through Jesus Christ our Lord’, goes back to the melancholy note
of ‘So then, I of myself serve the law of God with my mind, but
with my flesh 1 serve the law of sin’, thus making nonsense of his
whole argument. If this clause is transferred a little higher, say after
verse 23, it fits in there perfectly with the sense; and *Thanks be to
God’ is followed immediately by the joyful continuation of the
argument, "There is therefore now no condemnation . . ." in 8. 1.

In the Sermon on the Mount, commentators have found very
puzzling the sequence:

You have heard that it was said to the men of old,
‘You shall not kill:
and whoever kills shall be liable to judgement’.
But I say to you
that everyone who is angry with his brother
shall be liable to judgement;
whoever insults his brother
shall be liable to the Council,
and whoever says “You fool’
shall be liable to the hell of fire.

This is not at all the kind of thing that we should expect Jesus to
say; this legal logic-chopping is not in the least in th’e style either
of his utterance or of his thought. Peace is restored, if we see that

1 A New Commentary on the Holy Scriptures {1928), p. 118.
2 C. H. Tumner, The Study of the New Testament, 1883 and 1920 [1920), P 62-
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the last four lines should be moved up ahead of ‘But Isay to you’. This
kind of argument is exactly in the style of the Pharisees; it is they who
would be likely to speak of the Council and of the fires of hell. The
answer of Jesus then stands in its brief and lapidary splendour—
‘everyone who is angry with his brother shall be liable to the judgement
of God'.

At certain points it seems impossible with the evidence that we
have to decide which of two readings is correct. In Mark 1. 41
‘Tesus, being moved with pity’, stretched forth his hand and
touched the leper and made him clean. But a number of old and
very important witnesses read ‘being moved with anger’, and this
has been adopted by the New English Bible. Now one of the canons
on which we constantly rely is that the harder reading is to be
preferred to the easier; a scribe is hardly likely to invent the harder
reading; he is very liable to change a hard reading into something
easier. 'Moved with anger’ is certainly the harder reading here; 1
suppose that as a critic I ought to accept it, and yet I feel that it
is certainly wrong, though I cannot explain the origin of this
reading,! nor can I logically defend my prejudice against it.

There are such passages. Probably there always will be. The
astonishing thing is that they are so few. Anyone who reads the
New Testament in any one of half a dozen recent Greek editions,
or in any modern translation, can feel confident that, though there
may be uncertainties in detail, in almost everything of importance
he is very close indeed to the text of the New Testament books as
these were originally written.

B. WHAT IT MEANS: WORDS, SENTENCES,
AND BOOKS

I

Itisagreat thing to know what the New Testament says. The next
peoint to be considered is what the New Testament means. A book
is made up of words; words have histories; they are flexible, living
things; only rarely, if ever, is it possible to tie a word down to one
unchangeable meaning that it will retain through all the changes
and chances of language. This is true of even apparently simple

1 Professor C. F. D. Moule has communicated to me in a letter the suggestion made

by Dr. W. F. Howard that ‘moved with anger’ may have been originally a marginat
comment in explanation of the difficult word translated 'sternly charged him’.
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words like ‘table’ and ‘chair’. In Greek ‘table’ frequently has the
secondary sense ‘a banker’s table’; in Matthew 25 927 ‘the
exchangers’ are literally ‘the men who sit at tables’.

Yet another of the achievements of that extraordinarily prolific
nineteenth century was the invention and development of
Comparative Philology. The starting-point was the discovery,
announced in 1798 by Sir William Jones in Bengal, of the affinity
between Latin, Greek, and the ancient classical language of India,
Sanskrit. Grammar and vocabulary became the subject of
extensive and excited study; Latin and Greek were seen in an
entirely new perspective; and it was impossible that the study of
the New Testament should be unaffected by these new ideas and
these new methods. One of the most effective popularizers of the
new science was another Trinity man, Richard Chenevix Trench
{1807-86), who became successively Dean of Westminster and
Archbishop of Dublin. In 1851 Trench had published a little book,
The Study of Words, and followed this up in 1855 with Synonyms
of the New Testament. Both books were reprinted many times,
and exercised great influence. Trench was not himself a great
scholar,! but his words inspired others to great enterprises; his
criticism of existing English dictionaries had no small share in
setting in motion that tremendous work of scholarship, A New
English Dictionary on Historical Principles, commonly known as
The Oxford English Dictionary.

A century ago the student of the New Testament who wished to
make a scientific study of its vocabulary had much less to help him
than his successor today. The greatest weakness was on the side of
the Old Testament and the Semitic languages: scholars had
realized how much light could be shed on ancient Hebrew by the
study of classical Arabic, but most of the philological work still
remained to be done, and the results of the new discoveries which
had made the Assyrian and Babylonian languages available to the
scholar were only gradually inding their way into the dictionaries.
For Latin and Greek things were rather better. Liddell and Scott
had published in 1843 the first edition of their famous Greek
Lexicon, which in its ninth revision [1940) is still the classic
~lexicon in English. For the New Testament, Hermann Cremer

1 The biography recently published under the title The Man of Ten Talents does
him more than justice.
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(1834-1903) was at work on a book which was to appear in 1866-7,
a Biblical and theological dictionary of New Testament Greek, to
be followed in 1867 by Grimm's Greek-Latin Dictionary of the
Books of the New Testament. Cremer's work was of special
jmportance; he had recognized that, though the words of the Greek
New Testament might be the same as the words of classical Greek,
something had happened which had put new content into them,
the experience of Christian faith had brought about a revolution,
as a result of which the starting-point and the goal of human
thought had been emotionally changed. It was the purpose of his
work to bring to light the new content in this living language, the
new energy which it derived from the Christian experience. Yet
when all the helps had been amassed, it remained true that a great
deal had still to be done. In consequence much of the time of the
great scholars of a century ago was spent on lexical work.

Lightfoot, Westcott, and Hort were agreed as to the lexical
method to be followed. The Old Testament lies at the root of the
New. So, when any word is to be handled, we must first question
it as to its Jewish origins. At least as important as the Hebrew for
this inquiry is the ancient Greek translation, the Septuagint. But
here once again we see the difficulties. The frst scientific text of
the Septuagint still lay far in the future {H. B. Swete's short
Cambridge edition of 1887-94); and Hatch and Redpath had not yet
begun that monumental Concordance {1897}, which is today one
of the indispensable companions of the advanced student of the
New Testament. For the later Jewish thought of the scribes and
Rabbis there were certain helps, and good work had been done in
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.! But here, too, there
was a large field which had hardly been surveyed.

Greek words, however, are Greek words; and their history in the
Greek-speaking world is of primary importance for their meaning
in the New Testament. There are some specifically Christian
words, and others which have come in through the Septuagint;?

1 In a subsequent chapter we shall encounter the work of the first Lightfoot {1602-75).

1 Dr. P. Karz has made the very interesting observation that the Septuagint
practically coins a number of new Greek words by using them in entirely new senses
because of a resemblance in sound to certain words in the Hebrew text. {Quoted by
N‘. Turner, “The Language of the New Testament’ in Peake's Commentary on the
Bible {new ed., 1962, p. 662). See now the study of G. B. Caird in Jews, Greeks and

Christians (R. G. Hamerton—Kelly and R. Scroggs [eds.), W. D. Davies Festschuift,
1976, pp. 74-88.
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but the greater part of the vocabulary of the New Testament ig
made up of perfectly familiar Greek words. Sometimes the history
of the word cannot be traced, since so much of Greek literature is
lost to us; but in many cases there is a sense of continuity, even
when the exact steps of the succession cannot be shown. Lightfoot
showed extraordinary perception, when in a lecture delivered in
1863, commenting on a New Testament word which at that time
was otherwise known only from the historian Herodotus more
than 400 years before, he remarked:

You are not to suppose that this word . . . had fallen out of use in the
interval, only that it had not been used in the books that remain to us;
probably it had been part of the common speech all along. I will go further,
and say that if we could only recover letters that ordinary people wrote to
each other without the thought of being literary, we should have the
greatest possible help for the understanding of the language of the New
Testament generally,!

Sometimes the continuity is delightfully clear and illuminating. In
Acts 12. 13 we read in the English Authorized Version that a
damsel named Rhoda came to hearken. The word uwsed here is
ordinarily translated ‘obey’; and it had considerably puzzled the
revisers of the Tamil translation of the Bible. It happened that I
remembered my Aristophanes, one of my favourite Greek classical
writers; in his days in Athens, if you went to visit a friend, you beat
upon the door and shouted 'Pai, Pai’, just as in India you shouted
‘Boy’; and then the slave came—here is exactly Rhoda’s word-—to
‘answer the door’—only in Tamil you have to translate ‘came to
ask Who is it?* So there, in the narrative of Acts five hundred years
later, is exactly the word and the idiom that is familiar to us from
the golden age of Attic literature.?

But Greek is a language that had undergone many changes in the
course of centuries. It was important not to forget later writers, and
especially those, such as Philo of Alexandria and Josephus, who
were Jews writing in Greek. And, since the New Testament is in

! Quoted in L. E. Elliot-Binns, Religion in the Victorian Era {1936}, p. 305. For the
experimental confirmation of Lightfoot’s view see the next chapter. .

2 G. Kittel in Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (English trans.,
vol. 1, 1964}, p. 223, refers to Plato and Xenophon. The idiom is not uncommor, b_Bf
it could easily be overlooked by someone who had not studied classical G‘reek [*Attic
is that dialect of Greek spoken in Attica, the part of the country including Athens).
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a real sense popular writing, the contemporary popular writing in
Greek is of the greatest possible importance. Here, as we shall see
in the next chapter, we have riches such as were not available to
the scholars of a century ago.

Of course, the literature of the New Testament itself had to be
carefully surveyed. And here the need for an alert and flexible mind
becomes immediately apparent. Take a familiax word such as
‘faith'. With the help of a concordance trace it through the New
Testament. Is it not the case that we find almost startlingly
different uses of the word in Paul, in James, and in the Epistle to
the Hebrews? And what are we to make of the fact that the Fourth
Gospel, in which the word 'believe’ is so common, never once uses
the substantive ‘faith'? It is clear that our study of words is going
to land us in a great variety of problems. We are accustomed to
keep the New Testament books separate from all others. For this
kind of study, it is important not to separate them from those other
writings of the early Church which are almost contemporary with
the New Testament itself, and in which the vocabularly is still to
a considerable extent fluid and original. Occasionally we can use
these later writings for the interpretation of the New Testament;
but this has to be done with care, since the New Testament itself
is so creative that in most cases it is necessary to work forwards
from it, and not backwards towards it from later uses of the
language.

As we have said, the scholars of a century ago had a keen sense
for words and for study of words. Without this preliminary
knowledge they felt that it was not possible to go on to the study
of the larger complexes of sentences, paragraphs, and books. Some
of their studies have become classical; and with all the new light
that has come through a century of further study, only a few
modifications have to be made in their conclusions.! But
scientific work on the New Testament does not stand still; and the
work of the dictionary-makers has gone forward, mainly in
Germany, in two directions.

The first is that of the dictionary as such, in which the aim is to

1 I hind that Professor C. K. Barrett, in his characteristically careful and thorough
study of Westcott as Commentator |1958|, pp. 17-18, has drawn up a list of twenty-
four Greek words or groups of words on which Westcott has left notable studies, in

some of which he ‘strikingly anticipates recent conclusions’ and the method followed
in Kiteel's great Werterbuch, What he has written of Westcott is no less true of Hort.
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find, in each connexion, the nearest German (or English] word
which will convey the meaning of the Greek.! Here the latest and
most admirable tool that we have in our hands is the lineéal
successor of the work of Grimm nearly a century ago. Carefully
revised a number of times by Walter Bauer {1877-1960), who
devoted the greater part of a lifetime to this lexijcal work, this
dictionary has now been translated into English by an American
Lutheran, Dr. Arndt,> and printed in beautiful format by the
Cambridge University Press. Here is every word in the New
Testament, and in the other very early Christian writings, with the
views of various scholars as to what every word may meszn, and
copious references to books and articles with the help of which the
student can find his way through the learned research of the last
sixty vears.

The other great work is far more ambitions and on a truly
monumental scale--Kittel’'s Theologisches Wérterbuch zum
neuen Testament {"Theological Wordbook of the New Testament’,
T.W.N.T.} In writing the Preface to this work in 1932, the editor
Gerhard Kittel {1888~1948] stated plainly that he and his
colleagues understood their work as the continuation of the work
of Cremer., Every word in the New Testament which has any
theological significance (including Old Testament names, such as
Adam, Abraham, and so forth, which are used in the New
Testament with theological significance) is to be considered in the
light of those new factors, that new vigour, which have come
in with the revelation of God in Jesus Christ. The word
Theologisches in the title is the operative word. It was suggested
in the first edition of the present work that this gigantic
undertaking, already more than thirty years in progress, might
rival Herod's temple, which was forty-six years a-building. It fell
short of this (somewhat ominous} precedent by only one year,

1 See an illuminating passage on ‘elucidation by translation’ as the primary
function of a dictionary in the new Cambridge Italian Dictionary [1962), p- X. 'An
example of an unnecessary paraphrase in Hoare [2nd ed., 1925] is maglia: closely
knit}t::d bodycovering worn by dancers to simulate nudity'’. The word required is
“tights' 1

? Whose death shortly after the completion of this noble work of scholarship was
a sad loss. In the later stages much help had been given by Dr. Gingrich, whose
contribution was also notable, and whose name rightly appears on the t§t1€ page
together with that of Dr. Arndt. A further revision has now appeared {1980, in which
Dr. Gingrich has been joined in his labours by Dr. F. W. Danker.
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being triumphantly completed, under the editorship of G.
Friedrich, in 1973 with the publication of volume 9. The almost
Herculean task of translating the whole into English, under the
title Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (T.D.N.T.},
had by then almost caught up with the original. An English Index
volume, edited by R. Pitkin, was published in 1976, and an
additional volume of bibliographical information was published, as
a supplement to the ten German volumes, in 1979. The work is the
end-product of an incomparably complete assemblage of materials
from every kind of source, Greek, Jewish, and biblical.!

As we shall see later, this great work has been subjected to
certain fundamental criticisms; at times it seems as though the
principles adopted by the contributors stood in the way of the
successful fulilment of their own purpose. Yet, whatever its
defects may be, Kittel presents, on the largest scale, information
as to the history and background of Greek words; and starts from
the correct presupposition that we cannot know what is new and
dynamic in the New Testament usage unless we know what words
meant, and how they were used, before the New Testament writers
took hold of them and poured into them the new content derived
from the new act of God in Jesus Christ. What the great men of the
nineteenth century had indicated in outline has been raised to a
higher power in the twentieth by the co-operative labours of a
multitude of scholars.

I

As we have seen, one of the aims of Lightfoot, Westcott, and
Hort was to produce a complete commentary on the books of the
New Testament.

Almost from the beginning of the Christian era, Christians have
been writing commentaries of every sort. One of the earliest and
most famous in history is the commentary of Origen on the Gospel
according to St. John. Many of the commentaries of the ancient
Church take the form of homilies; thus the great John Chrysostom
preached steadily through whole books of the New Testament,

1A shorter Dictionary of New Testament Theology, a translation, expansion, and
adaptation of a German original, has appeared more recently |1975-8), edited by Dr.

Colin Brown. A particularly useful feature of this work is its substantial and up-to-
date bibliographies.
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taking a few verses at a time,' and trying to’rnake plain the
significance of these verses for his hearers at their own particular
conjuncture of history.

with the rise of the critical method, an entirely new type of
commentary was found to be necessary. Germany stepped into the
breach with the famous series edited by Heinrich August Wilthelm
Meyer (1800-73] in sixteen volumes between 1832 and 1852,
Meyer himself contributed the volumes on the Gospels and on
some other books as well; an English translation was issued
between 1873 and 1895. The series has been edited and re-edited;
in some cases the same scholar has produced two or three editions
of his own commentary, revising all the time; in others, as one
volume has become antiquated, some other scholar has been asked
to take over the work and carry it out entirely afresh. The copy of
Rudolf Bultmann’s commentary on the Gospel according to St.
John which stands on my shelves belongs to the eleventh edition.
This enterprise, which has produced many classic commentaries,
was for a long while unique, only recently being imitated by other
series such as the International Critical Commentary.

The strength of the early Meyer commentaries was on the
philological side. Let us pay the most minute attention to the
Greek words and to the formation of Greek sentences, and the
meaning will emerge. The better this work is done, the more
certain we shall be of the meaning of the original text—and then
the work of the commentator is done, until fresh evidence compels
him to reconsider his conclusions. It may at once be conceded that
work of this kind is indispensable. But is this really all that a
commentary is required to do? Does not the real work begin when
the philological work has ended? The New Testament is made up
of religious documents; must not the commentator move forward,
lt‘langerous as the task may be, into the field of theological
Interpretation?

Lightfoot, Westcott, and Hort wrestled with this problem, and
from the beginning. they were agreed on certain principles which
diverged rather radically from those generally accepted by the
Germans. A New Testament commentary, they held, must be
critical; it must be based on the most accurate Greek text that
could be produced. It must be linguistic, and must accept the
necessity of minute philological study of the meaning of words and
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sentences. It must be historical, relating each book to the situation
in which it appears to have been written, but at the same time
seeing it as part of an immensely broad revelation of which history
is the scene and the medium. It must be exegetical; it must
endeavour to make plain to the reader what the words meant, as
far as we can grasp this, to the one who wrote them and to his first
readers. It must not aim directly at edification. There is a place for
the devotional commentary; but in strictly scientific work
edification must come only as a result of the manifestation of the
truth. The Christian is naturally convinced that out of any careful
study of the New Testament edification will emerge; but in this
connexion it must emerge spontaneously from the value of the text
considered, and not as sormething deliberately aimed at and
fostered by the commentator. On all this there would be wide
agreement among Biblical scholars of every school.

To these general principles, however, the Cambridge Three
added one further principle of the greatest significance. Their
work was to be done 'from faith to faith’ [Rom. 1. 17 A.V.}). This
demands some explanation. The exposition of a religious
document by one who does not share the religion set forth in the
document presents enormous difficulties. We owe a great debt to
the Christian scholars who have made available to us the treasures
of the Islamic faith through critical and sympathetic study; yet an
exposition of the Qur'an by a Muslim must always have in it a
certain element of understanding from which the Christian
scholar, by his own religious profession, is debarred. We owe much
to the Jewish scholars—C. G. Montefiore, Martin Buber and
others—who have written on the New Testament; but at all times
the Christian feels himself to be in possession of certain keys
which are not in their hands. The Cambridge Three were
convinced and practising Christians; accepting Jesus Christ as
Revealer, Redeemer, and Ruler, they believed themselves to share
the faith of the early Christians among whom and for whom the
New Testament was written. The use of the key of faith they
regarded as wholly compatible with a strictly scientific use of
evidence, and in no way as a substitute for it.

Clearly, this attitude points the way to the solution of certain
problems, but it at once brings to light a number of others. To what
extent does faith mean that certain dogmatic affirmations are
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accepted as true and in no circumstances to be questioned? For the
Roman Catholic the answer is clear; any conclusions he may reach
as a resuit of his scientific studies must be found to be compatible
with a number of dogmatic declarations as to the faith, and a
number of authoritative decisions with regard to the inspiration
and authorship of a number of Biblical books.! But this is a
position which cannot be taken up by the completely independent
student. His position is 'dialectical’. He starts, perhaps, as a
convinced Christian; but he must maintain a completely open
mind, with the conviction that absolutely anything may be true
provided that it does not offend against the logical law of
contradiction, and also the readiness to modify even his deepest
convictions, if the evidence makes it clear that they can no longer
be held.

This is a difficult position to maintain; and the problem is
illustrated by a most interesting controversy between the two
intimate friends Westcott and Hort. Westcott, great man as he
was, seems to me to have been a timid man, and to have been
afraid to ask questions to which the answers might prove to be
deeply disturbing.? At a certain point he became anxious lest
certain lines of investigation which were being followed might lead
to a weakening of what to him were essential convictions, and
wrote to Hort asking for a guarantee in advance that the results of
the investigations would be satisfactory from the point of view
of orthodox convictions with regard to the nature of divine
revelation. The asperity of Hort's answer is interesting and
revealing. He was prepared to go on in collaboration with his friend
only if he could be assured of absolute freedom in the carrying on
of the investigation. Nothing must be injected on the ground of

1 The resultant difficulties can be seen by comparing the text and the notes in Mgr.
R. A. Knox’s translation of the New Testameént. The translation is made from the
Latin Vulgate, which is still the official Bible of the Roman Catholic Church, a noble
and powerful translation, which yet at many points does not correctly represent the
meaning of the Greek. Truth has often to be looked for not in the text, but in the
footnotes, in which the delicate linguistic scholarship of Mgr. Knox is to be seen. It
should be mentioned that the attitude of the Vatican has become steadily more libt?ral
in recent times: 'In September 1943 the publication of the "liberating” encyclical
Divino afflante Spiritu brought official sanction to serious Biblical study and dehnite
encouragement to scholars to advance prudently on a path of progress.” R. Aubert in
S. C. Neill (ed.}, Twentieth Century Christianity {1961}, p. 55. ,

2 The late John Baillie once remarked to me of another great scholar, a friend of his
and mine: ‘The man was afraid to ask ultimate questions.’
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faith which could not be found in the evidence. If this guarantee
of complete academic freedom could not be given, he was prepared
to withdraw from the work.! Hort was himself a man of profound
Christian faith; he was convinced that the kind of investigations
that he was carrying on could tend only to the strengthening and
amplification of the faith; that the discovery of new truth might
involve the modification of positions previously held, but that no
new truth was likely to shake the foundation of the Christian faith
as the Church had understood it for centuries. But this confidence
in the general direction in which the evidence was moving was
something quite different from the claim that the evidence must
be made to conform to certain conclusions which had been reached
independently of it. Misunderstandings were removed by the
correspondence; the difficulty was overcome, and the friends
continued to work together in harmony; but the episode is reveal-
ing, and the problem is no less difficult today than it was when the
two friends so nearly feil out over it more than a century ago.?

The Cambridge commentaries of the nineteenth century are
only a fragment of the whole which had been planned; but they are
a stately and impressive fragment. They are unique, both in the
general agreement that underlies them, and in the fascinating
divergence of individual talent and idiosyncrasy by which the work
of the three contributors is marked.

Lightfoot’'s great commentaries are evidence of a capacious and
forthright mind. Everything he writes is marked by vigour,
lucidity, and an extraordinary command of the whole subject with
which he is dealing. Perhaps he missed some of the deeper issues,
but, as we have earlier suggested, he knew his own limitations and
was prepared to work within them. Again and again he astonishes
by the extent of his erudition. A few years ago, in a book called The
Apostolic Ministry (1947), the late Dom Gregory Dix dwelt at
length on the Jewish comcept of the shaliach, the delegate or
representative, ‘a man's shaliach is as himself’ —and for some

! See the letters of 1 May, 2 May, and 4 May 1860 in A. F. Hort Life and Letters
of Fenton J. A. Hort {1896), vol. i. pp. 418-22; and especially the phrases: 'If you make
a decided conviction of the absolute infallibility of the N.T. practically a sine gua non
for co-operation, I fear I could not join you . . . 1 shall be glad to know whether, after
this express explanation, you still are perfectly content to take me as a coadjutor in
the commentary.’

2 C. K. Barrett [op. cit.,, pp. 7-13) deals interestingly with this episode, and
contrasts the views and methods of Westcott with those of Jowert.
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years shaliach was one of the terms most constantly heard in

academic debate about the origins of the Christian ministry.

professor C. F. D. Moule pointed ocut to me that everything that

needs to be said on the subject of the shaliach is already there in half

a page of Lightfoot's Commentary on the Epistle to the

Galatians'—and the Jewish background to Christian beginnings
was one of the fields in which he never claimed to be a master. To his
Commentary on the Epistle to the Philippians Lightfoot appended a
dissertation on the origins of the Christian ministry. This was later
published scparately with some answers to criticisms. Some
evidence has come to light since Lightfoot wrote; but his
dissertation is still after a century the best introduction to the
subject.? A few sentences will make clear the range of Lightfoot's
understanding, and the kind of approach which he made to every
subject of theological significance:

The Kingdom of Christ, not being a kingdom of this world, isnot limited by
the restrictions which fetter other societies political or religious. It is in the
fullest sense free, comprehensive, universal, It displays this character, not
only in the acceptance of all comers who seck admission, irrespective of race
or caste or sex, but also in the instruction and treatment of those who are
already its members. It has no sacred days or seasons, no special sanctuaries,
because every time and every place alike are holy. Above all it has no
sacerdotal system. It interposes no sacrificial tribe or class between God and
men, by whose intervention alone God is reconciled and men forgiven. Each
individual member holds personal communion with the Divine Head. To
him immediately he is responsible, and from him directly he obtains pardon
and draws strength.3

Hort's production was lamentably limited. As C. R. Gregory
remarks in the article already cited, much of the best of Hort went
into the work of other, and often lesser, men, to whom he was end-
lessly generous in the way of help, stimulus, and encouragement. In
carly life he had injured his health by the excessive ardour of his
studies, and later was debarred for weeks and months at a time from
any concentration on serious theological work. And he was
influenced in extreme degree by the typical Cambridge hesitation
to publish anything, lest one might be caught out in one single

! Ninth edition {1887}, pp. 93-94.

2 A very different but equally thorough discussion of the evidence has recently been

made available in W. Telfer's The Office of a Bishop [1962).
3 }. B. Lightfoot, The Christian Ministry (ed. of 1501}, p. 1.



98 THE INTERPRETATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

mistake, or be shown to have overlooked one minute fragment of
the evidence. As a result, he wrote little, and we lack any major
commentary from his hand.! In the fragments that we have, we note
the steady determination to approach the subject from every
possible angle, the patient fitting together of all the pieces of
evidence into a pattern, the combination of an acute sense of the
value of words with an understanding of the relation of words to
thought. But, as a result of this concentration on detail, it is
sometimes difficult for the reader to win through to any grasp of the
whole. In awhole term’s lecturing he would cover perhaps ten verses
of an Epistle. The more intelligent of his students retained the deep
impression of his methods to the end of their lives; the average man
sat bewildered by a multitude of evidences which he found it
impossible to draw together into a unity.

As a commentator Westcott was the most famous, though not
necessarily the most distinguished, of the three.

At one point he possessed unquestioned supremacy; he had a
wide knowledge of patristic literature, especially of the Greek
commentators on the New Testament; indeed, one of his great
contributions was the introduction of British scholars to the world
of Greek patristic thought. Much in the patristic commentaries is
quaint, unscientific, even absurd. But Westcott's attention to this
source of information was not just a waste of time. As he often
pointed out, Origen, Athanasius, and Chrysostom used Greek as
their own language, a thing that none of us can ever do, and therefore
had an instinctive knowledge of the language such as no foreigner
can ever possess. As a freshman I once heard Sir John Sheppard
remark in a lecture: ‘None of us knows enough Greek to say what
that means.’ Supposing that one who could lecture so divinely on
Greek literature must know absolutely everything about it, I was
deeply disconcerted by this remark; what had I then come to
Cambridge for? Many years later Professor C. H. Dodd remarked to
me in conversation: ‘It is surprising how little of the New Testament
there is of which we can say that we know exactly what it means.’2
Now it is not the case that the early commentators always

! The First Epistle of St. Peter i. 1-ii. 17 was published after his death, in 1898, as
were his Hulsean Lectures, The Way, the Truth, and the Life (1893), Judaistic
Christianity {1894), and The Christian Ecclesia {1897).

% The word ‘exactly’ is of course the operative word. The general sense of the New
Testament is, happily, open 10 anyone who reads it with patience and humility.
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understood the New Testament correctly; they spoke and wrote
Greek in a different way, and they had their own prejudices and
shortcomings. But they stood far nearer than we to the time and the
world of the originals; the quotations that Westcott brings in from
these ancient writers both Greek and Latin are almost always apt,
and sometimes brilliantly illuminating.

It is strange that Westcott’'s Commentary on St. John'’s Gospel in
English, which appeared originally in 1880, should have been
republished in 1958. In between, if we take account only of English
works of major stature, there have been three stately commentaries,
those by Archbishop Bernard {1928), by Sir Clement Hoskyns
{1940), and by Professor C. K. Barrett {1955}, not to mention
Archbishop Temple’s invaluable Readings in St. John’s Gospel
(1939-40), Professor C. H. Dodd’s monumental introductory study,
The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel {1953}, and a moving and
sensitive commentary by Professor R. H. Lightfoot {1956, the last
work from his patient and careful pen, beautifully edited and
produced after Lighttoot’s death by his friend Professor C. ¥. Evans.
And yet, as Canon Adam Fox remarks in his Introduction to the new
edition: 'Westcott remains in its own way the classic exposition.’
‘This is due’, he says, 'to the author having had a great fund of
learning, a profoundly analytical and penetrating mind, and a deep
reverence for every word of the Gospel, as well as a great familiarity
with it,’?
- Of the reverence there could be no doubt. One of his pupils

records that, when he and a fellow-student had rashly expressed
their opinions on a certain passage and then turned to the master
for guidance, Westcott stated in hushed tones that this was a
passage on which he had never as yet ventured to express an
opinion. This humble respect for the text meant that for Westcott
no labour was too great, if it would help him to determine the exact
meaning of a single particle. But he had the defects of his qualities.
He could be tiresomely detailed in elucidating shades of meaning
which did not really exist;? he often seemed so absorbed in the
detail as to have lost the sense of the whole. The text is sometimes
treated as though it had fallen down directly from heaven—'Did he

1 Westcott's St. John [1958), p. il a.
2 On the defects in his understanding of New Testament
chapter.

Greek, see the next
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ever ask himself what the Epistle can have meant to those who first
read it? was the comment of a not unintelligent student of his
Commentary on the Epistle to the Hebrews. Perhaps for that reason
his best work was done on the Johannine writings, in which the
theological content can be treated without direct reference to time
and circumstance, in a way that is not possible in handling the
Epistles of St. Paul.

The strength of Westcott is that his is a profoundly theological
mind. Behind the particularities of text and particles and grammar
lies a revelation of the living God; until the message is received as
revelation, it cannot be understood; and since, with all the changes
in the climate of human thought, the revelation itself is unchanging,
there are elements of permanent value in any exposition that
penetrates to the heart of what is there to be understood. This is far
from being true of all commentators. It is true of Augustine, from
whose sermons on the Gospels Westcott guotes so often and so
appositely; of Calvin; and of some other great expositors. It is this
penetration that accounts for the value which readers still attach to
Westcott's exposition.

The nature of his theological approach is admirably and succmctly
set out in what he has to say of the plan of the Fourth Gospel:

This is, to express it as briefly as possible, the parallel developments of
faith and unbelief through the historical Presence of Christ , . . He makes
no promise te compose a life of Christ, or to give a general view of his
teaching, or to preserve a lively picture of the general effect which he
produced on average observers, or to compose a chapter on the general
history of his own times, or to add his personal recollections to memoirs
of the Loxd already current; nor have we any right to judge his narrative by
the standards which would be applicable to any one of such writings.!

Two brief quotations from the commentary may indicate the
kind of method by which Westcott makes his impression on our
minds.

On 7. 17, 'If any man will do his will, he shall know of the
doctrine, whether it be of God’, he writes:

Religion is a matter of life and not of thought only. The principle is
universal in its application. The will of God is not to be limited to the Old
Testament revelation, or to the claims of Christ, but inciudes every

1 Westcott’s St. John, p. xlii.
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manifestation of the purpose of God. A fine saying is attributed to Rabban-
Gamaliel, the son of R. Jehudah ba-Nasi: ‘Do his will as if it were thy will,
that he may do thy will as if it were his will’ {Aboth, H. 4).!

On 16. 16, 'Ye behold me no more . . . ye shall see me':

As contrasted with the world the disciples never lost the vision of Christ.
Their life was unbroken even as his life, and so also their direct relation to
him. But on the other hand, the form of their vision was altered. The vision
of wondering contemplation, in which they observed little by little the
outward manifestation of the Lord {frwgia |, was changed and transfigured
into sight |3y« ) in which they seized intuitively all that Christ was. As
long as his earthly presence was the object on which their eyes were fixed,
their view was necessarily imperfect. His glorified presence shewed him in
his true nature.?

The only other commentaries of that period which could be
reprinted with any hope of being read today are the very different
works of the learned and devout Swiss, Frédéric Godet (1812-1900]
of Neuchitel ({Luke, John, Romans, 1 Corinthians). Fifty years ago
these were to be found in translations in the library of almost every
pious clergyman in England. Godet is diffuse and long-winded. He
is not a match for his English contemporaries in learning. But of
every text he asks implacably the question, 'What does this really
mean?’; he goes on patiently until he thinks that he has discovered
the answer, sets out the results with all the lucidity of the French
mind, and leaves no doubt at all as to what he believes to be the
message of the text for the reader.

m

The Cambridge Three left behind them a vast mass of work
done, methods and principles thoroughly tried and tested by
experience, and a great many tasks still to be accomplished. The
Cambridge tradition of exegesis is still a living thing, which has
found expression in a notable series of commentaries; the original
impulse given by Lightfoot a century ago has not yet finally died
away. In the generation immediately following the pioneers, H. B.
Swete (1835-1917) dealt with St. Mark {1895} and the Apocalypse

1 Ihid., p. 118. 2 Ibid., p. 231.
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(1906, and Armitage Robinson {1858-1933) with Ephesians
{1903}, a most elegant piece of work. A little later A, E. Brooke
(1863-1939] produced a solid, cautious, and until quite recently
unsurpassed commentary on the Johannine Epistles in the
International Critical Commentary {1912]. A. H. McNeile dealt
with St. Matthew in what is still one of the best large-scale English
commentaries on the Gospel (1915], though some would hesitate
to put it in the same class with the other works mentioned. J. B.
Mayor expounded James {1892) and 2 Peter and Jude (1907} heavily
and with enormous erudition. Alexander Nairne accomplished
delicate and memorable work on the Epistle to the Hebrews {1913,
1917). Later still, E. G. Selwyn brought out a commentary on 1
Peter (1946), classic in scale and quality, though maintaining
views that have not proved acceptable to all scholars. As we move
towards the end of the century we come back to the Prison
Epistles, with the small, expert, and admirable volumes of
Professors C. F. D. Moule [1957] and G. B. Caird (1976)}. Lightfoot
might have been gratified by the testimonial to the excellence of
his work rendered by two patient and independent scholars a
century after the appearance of the original Cambridge Colossians
and Philemon.

No human work is perfect, and the achievement of even the
greatest theologians is open to criticism at certain points. A variety
of criticisms has been directed at the Cambridge school of New
Testament exegesis.

In the first place, it is maintained, and rightly, that these great
scholars were men of their own time and suffered under its
limitations. They were born just at the wrong time for those
studies in which they most greatly excelled. They had been
brought up in the rigid English tradition of classical studies, and all
had won distinction in this ficld before turning to theology. They
came just too early to profit by the enormous enrichment of our
knowledge of the world of the New Testament, which will be the
subject of another chapter, and by the consequent changes in our
understanding of the Greek of the New Testament. Some of their
exegesis is antiquated; and some things that they said truly we
would wish to express otherwise today.

It has often been maintained that they were unwilling to face
fundamental problems. At one point we have seen reason to think
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that this was true of Westcott. But perhaps the formulation is not
really correct. The task of New Testament interpretation was so
igantic that it almost wholly absorbed the energies of these men.
But, behind this task, other questions necessarily emerge. What do
we mean by revelation? What do we mean by inspiration? What is
the nature of faith? What is the process by which the knowledge
of God can be received by men? These are not questions of Biblical
exegesis; they belong to the realm of systematic theology, of the
philosophy of religion, or of the border line between the two.
Anyone who has looked at Lightfoot's sermons in St. Paul’s
Cathedral, still more at Hort's Hulsean Lectures, The Way, the
Truth and the Life, is immediately aware that these men were not
ignorant of the problems of their times, and of the new perplexities
that had come into being with the rise of natural science and the
widespread adoption of a mechanistic view of the world. But, with
the exception of Hort, they were not specially well qualified to deal
with these questions; they concentrated on those things which
they could do excellently, and believed that other men would be
raised up to fulfil the tasks which were beyond their reach.

The gravest failure of the Cambridge school seems to me to have
been its neglect of the problems of the Synoptic Gospels and of
the life of Christ. The three great scholars were led by the
circumstances of their time to the study of St. Paul, of the
Johannine writings, and of other Epistles. As we said, in dealing
with Baur, this must always be the starting-point of scientific
study of the New Testament. But behind these writings lies the
question of Jesus Christ himself. It was not enough to say that
Strauss and Baur had not provided the right answer. The questions
taised by them were still clamant, and were being asked in a great
variety of forms by others. The central question, which cannot be
evaded, and which faith attempts to evade only at great peril to
itself, is always this: 'What think ye of Christ? Whose Son is he?’
But, before we come to theology, the historical question demands
an answer; the next stage in New Testament interpretation, left
almost untouched by the men of Cambridge, could not but concern
itself with what are commonly called the Synoptic Gospels, and
\(\;Lth the historical problems of the life and death of Jesus

Irist.
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EXCURSUS: ON THE TEXTUAL CRITICISM OF A
MCODERN AUTHOR '

Those who are unfamiliar with the processes of textual criticism
sometimes receive the impression, as they hear all this talk of
variations and corruptions in the manuscript of the New Testament,
that we are very far from having any certainty as to what the original
text really was; and Muslims, who have become aware of what is
in the wind, not infrequently use the uncertainties of the New
Testament text, as contrasted with the complete uniformity and
reliability of the text of the Qur’an,! as an argument against the
truth and trustworthiness of the New Testament. There is no need
for any alarm. Textual criticism is only one aspect of a problem and
a process which goes to the making of every single book that has
ever been produced. As long as the human eyes and fingers are
imperfect servants, errors will creep in, and it is by no means certain
that they will all be elirminated.?

It is sometimes thought that, now that we have the printed
book, with all the paraphernalia of compositors, proof correction,
printers’ readers and all the rest of it, the possibility of exror has
been eliminated, and that textual criticism is a hobby of aged
professors poring over crabbed and half-illegible manuscripts. It
may be interesting and helpful to submit one example, drawn from
one of the best-known modern classics, to show that this is very
far from being the case. Some years ago, the chance reading of a
review in the Tribune de Genéve put me on to a modern detective
story calculated to be quite fascinating to anyone who like myself
has a liking for ancient texts, and so closely parallel in remarkable
ways to some features of the history of the transmission of the New
Testament text as to be by no means irrelevant in a book on the
interpretation of the New Testament.

1 The text of the Qur’an is of course, in fact, neither as uniform nor as reliable as
the Muslims suppose!

2 Let me nete one which has always given me a good deal of pleasure. When
Trinity College, Cambridge, celebrated the sixth century of Michaelhouse in 1924, an
attractive history of the early foundation was written. When the proofs were being
read, one of the authorities of the college wrote to the author and mentioned that,
though he himself would have no obiection to the phrase ‘the antics of the medieval
monks’, there were those to whom it might give offence. The writer replied that what
he had actually written was 'the duties of the medieval monks’; from which it is

possible to infer rather accurately what the handwriting of this particular author must
have been like!



A MODERN AUTHOR 105

The problem related to the letters of Madame de Sévigné, a
favourite French classic of the second half of the seventeenth
century. This work has been printed and reprinted dozens of times.
Yet it is the strange fact that it was not until 1953 that anything
like a reliable text saw the light. This is the remarkable
phenomenon which is the subject of this excursus. :

Marie de Rabutin-Chantal, Marquise de $évigné, was born in
1626 and died in 1696. For the greater part of her life she lived in
Paris, and was an acute and often irreverent observer of all that
happened in that great city in that great century of great men and
great events. She was attached by links of passionate, and indeed
of almost pathological, affection to her daughter the Comtesse de
Grignan; and, whenever the two were separated, two or three
times a week she set pen to paper to communicate to her daughter,
in lengthy, anecdotic, and often highly indiscreet letters, all the
events which were passing around her in their gay, significant, and
not rarely scandalous forms.! After the death of Madame de
Sévigné and Madame de Grignan, the collection of more than 500
letters passed into the possession of the daughter of the latter,
Madame Pauline de Simiane. Some letters of Madame de Sévigné
had appeared in the memoirs of those to whom she had written,
and the interest aroused was such that it seemed likely that there
would be a demand for a more extensive selection of her letters.
Accordingly Madame de Simiane engaged a copyist, and set him to
work to reproduce in fair copy the collection of the letters. Six large
quarto volumes, covering about half the letters, were the result of
this excellent arrangement. In the meantime, however, Madame
de Simiane had lent a collection of 137 letters, to which a further
fifty were later added, to the Abbé Celse de Bussy in Paris. De
Bussy, who had become Bishop of Lugon, lent the letters to two
friends, one of whom lent them to Voltaire. Voltaire, in whom
scrupulousness was not ome of the most highly developed
characteristics, at once realized the value of the material that had
come into his hands, and handed the text of thirty-seven letters to
the printer Lefevre at Troyes, with the result that a printed text of
these letters was soon ready and awaiting publication. Word of this

! 1 take it that the Marquise is the original of the lady in Thomton Wilder's Bridge

of San Luis Rey, who is linked to her daughter by a similar passion of epistolary
devotion.
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came to the ears of Thiériot, one of the friends of de Bussy, who
succeeded in getting the piratical edition of Voltaire suppressed
before it had even been published, so successfully that only three
copies of it are known to survive. But, perhaps in order to forestall
further tricks of the same kind, the two friends proceeded tq
publish all that they had in their hands, and in 1726 they produced
at Rouen an edition of 138 letters in two volumes comprising 705
pages.

Madame de Simiane was furious, and desired to have the entire
edition withdrawn. But for this there were no legal grounds; the
only result of her protest was the publication of a further edition
of 642 pages which appeared at The Hague. The only way to
suppress bad material is to replace it by better. Pauline decided to
place the entire correspondence in the hands of a trusted friend,
Denis Marius Perrier, in Paris, with orders that he should produce
a complete edition, including a great deal of material that had not
been printed in any of the three earlier editions. But strict orders
were issued to Monsieur Perrier as to the manner in which he was
to carry out his work. He was to suppress everything that could
cause embarrassment to persons still living or to the descendants
of those recently dead; everything that related rather closely to
great affairs of state; everything that suggested quarrels or
disagreements between the devoted mother and her daughter;
phrases and expressions that the temper of the eighteenth century
found rather too bold; references to sordid details of household
management and economy, and anything that might cast doubt on
the strict Christian orthodoxy of Madame de Sévigné. A formidable
list, and one involving considerable expurgations. Madame de
Sévigné was to be presented to the world not as she was, erratic,
spontaneous, intense in her affections and sometimes violent in
her expressions, but tamed, domesticated, nicely made up in order
to secure the respect and approbation of future generations.

In 1734 Monsieur Perrier published four volumes of the
correspondence between Madame de Sévigné and her daughter in
the form prescribed, with many passages omitted, and many
modifications of the actual phrases used in the original letters. The
result was an immediate explosion; Perrier had been far from
successful in excluding all the offending passages: Madame de
Simiane complained that she had been inundated with millions
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{sic} of letters. Her first act was to burn all the letters addressed by
her mother Madame de Grignan to Madame de Sévigné, a sad loss
to the world. Then she told Perrier to send back to her all the
originals, especially those which had not yet been printed, with the
intenttion of destroying them. Perrier hedged and excused himself ;
in 1737 he brought out two further volumes, containing 212 letters
to add to the 402 already published. Madame de Sévigné, revised
and civilized, was now, for good or ill, in the hands of the world.
This was the completion of version number two.

But Perrier had not vet finished his devoted labours. He set to
work and produced a third version of Madame de Sévigné. During
the seventeen years in which this work was going on, Perrier to a
considerable extent restored the matter of the letters, but took
even greater liberties with the form. Many of the passages formerly
suppressed as indiscreet were now reintroduced; but Madame de
Sévigné was coerced into a strict observance of the rules of French
grammar and epistolary etiquette of a kind that she had never feit
to be necessary during her lifetime. Thus, she had almost always
addressed her beloved daughter as ‘ma bonne’, an affectionate but
not very elegant form of address; this will not do at all for Monsieur
Perrier, who nine times out of ten changes it to ‘ma hlle’, 'ma
chére enfant’, '‘ma chérie’. Monsieur Perrier would have been
entirely at home with the Alexandrian editors of ancient texts!

Soin 1751 the third Madame de Sévigné appeared from the press,
with a good deal of her irrepressible verve restored, but talking an
impeccable French that was not her own. And for two centuries
this was in fact Madame as the world knew her. In the seventy
years between 1751 and 1821 a certain number of her letters had
turned up from a variety of sources, and even a small number of
the original letters written with her own hand. And so matters
remained, until in 1818-19 Monsicur Monmergué produced the
first modern and scientific edition of the letters, But what could he
do? In 1784 the originals had finally been destroyed, in accordance
with the orders left fifty years before by Madame Simiane at her
death. The work of Monmergué was careful and critical; but in
effect he produced nothing but a Perrier revised and restored, and
the image of Madame de Sévigné remained much as Perrier had
devised and embellished it.

Then occurred one of those chance events for which the literary
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editor waits eagerly, and almost always in vain. A certain Marquisde
Grosbois had in his castle in Burgundy a thick manuscript volume of
1,055 pages, well bound, and bearing on the cover the title Lettresde
Madame de Sévigné. He had never bothered to read it; but, having
acquired the admirable edition of Monsieur Monmergué, he entered
into contact with the editor and lent him the manuscript. No sooner
had Monmergué begun to read than he felt like Keats’s watcher of
the skies; he knew that a treasure had been discovered. The
manuscript was in many ways an abomination; it had accumulated
every kind of fault that a manuscript can have—misreading,
misspelling, blanks, omissions, confusions. Since Iread of it, L have
always thought of it as @, that late Koridethi mamuscript of the
Gospels, so ugly and so ill-written, and yet so important since
clearly it was copied from an old and excellent manuscript.
Monmergué discovered in this folio fragments which were not to be
found in any of the current texts of Madame de Sévigné; at point after
point it evidently went behind. all existing printed texts to
something much nearer the original—this was plain, when the style
of the letters in this manuscript was compared with that of the few
autograph letters of Madame de Sévigné which had come to light.
Monmergué was naturally enchanted; he had in his hands
something far nearer to the originals than anyone had ever seen since
these were destroyed in 1784. He worked patiently for forty years,
and in 1862 produced his new edition, fourteen volumes of the
Letters of Madame de Sévigné, her family, and her friends.

Unfortunately Monmergué had fallen a victim to that vice, so
severely castigated by Housman, of always relying on ‘the best
manuscript’. He had fallen in love with his own discovery, and
printed the readings of the Grosbois folio, whether they made
sense or not. Thus, in a letter of 19 April 1694, Madame is made
to say of God 'Cet héte divin, avec qui on ne saurait rien faire du
bien’—a scarcely reverent remark; we now know, from a source
which will appear immediately, that what Madame really wrote
was: 'Cet héte divin avec qui on ne compte jamais assez, et sans
gui on ne saurait rien faire du bien.’ The sentiment is perfectly
orthodox, indeed pious; the wretched copyist had simply omitted
a line, his eye having been caught and misled by the repeated on
ne, and this, as every palacographer knows, is one of the
commonest causes of errors in manuscripts.
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We are not yet at the end of this strange history. The scene now
passes to the charming little fortified town of Semur-en-Auxois. In
1872 the possessions of a once prosperous family named Massol
were being sold by auction; the owner of 2 second-hand shop in
Dijon, Madame Caquelin, founc‘i herself almost unwillingly the
pOSSESSOT of six large manuscript volumes entitled Lettres de
Madame la Marquise de Sévigné. These volumes lay for thirteen
months exposed on a stall to all passers-by; but no one is interested
in manuscript copies of a work which has long been printed, and
the books remained unsold. Then a professor of law at the
University of Dijon, Charles Capmas, moved by some impulse,
acquired the lot. He started to compare the text with that of the
Hachette edition of 1862; in the inspired phrase of the most recent
editor, Monsieur Gérard-Gailly, he found that he had just
discovered Herculaneum and Pompeii.

Careful research has made it certain that we have in our hands
the actual copies of half the letters made from the originals by order
of Madame de Simiane from 1720 onwards, and then discontinued.
We shall never know the originals, since these, as we have seen,
were destroyed in 1784; but we have a copy taken directly from the
originals, and a very good, neat, and careful copy at that, marred
only by such errors as are invariably to be found in any manuscript.

The excitement aroused by the discovery was tremendous. But,
before use could be made of it, the relationship between the
Capmas copy and the Grosbois copy had to be established. Were
they independent authorities, or was one dependent on the other?
Methodical study of the kind that we have indicated elsewhere in
this book has shown conclusively that the Grosbois text is simply
a copy of the Capmas text. Someone, we do not know when or
where, must have borrowed the six Capmas volumes for a limited
time, and, because of their intrinsic interest, arranged to have a
copy made of them. As time began to press, the copyist wrote more
and more rapidly, omissions and errors begin to multiply, and the
value of the text decreases steadily towards the end. With all its
faults, Monsieur Monmergué was right in regarding it as an _
exceedingly valuable piece of evidence. But now, since the
Groshois is a copy of the Capmas and we have recovered the earlier
Mmanuscript from which it was made, it loses all independent value
and becomes simply a curiosity.
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Because of the magnitude of the labour involved, the Hachette
text was not re-edited; the new discoveries made by Monsieur
Capmas were put together in two supplementary volumes. Bug
now at last a critical text based on all the existing evidence has
been produced in the Pléiade edition by the Paris publishers
Gallimard. In 1953, more than two centuries after the appearance
of Monsieur Perrier’s first efforts, for the first time something like
a critical and reliable text of one of the best-known and best-loved
of French classics has appeared. But, even now, it is important to
notice the limitations of what the editor has been able to achieve.
For nearly half the letters we have no better text than that provided
by Monsieur Perrier—the originals have even been destroyed
without having been copied, and there is hardly a possibility that
any other evidence for their text will ever be forthcoming. So
Madame de Sévigné stands before us, even in this magisterial
edition, in four different degrees of verity:

1. There are the few letters of which the original autographs
have been found. Here we know exactly what Madame de Sévigné
wrote, because we have it from her own hand without change or
alteration.

2. We have the excellent copy of nearly half the letters provided
by the Capmas volurmes.

3. We have certain letters in the early editions of Troyes and
Rouen, a text hurriedly prepared but unedited and uncorrupted.

4. We have the revised and manipulated text of Perrier, which
for a considerable part of the collection is all that we have and all
that we are ever likely to have.

It has been thought that this history of the adventures of 2 modern
classic might prove not uninteresting to those who are unfamiliar
with the processes of textual criticism. So many of the problems
that have to be faced in dealing with the New Testament reproduce
themselves with singular exactitude here. And, if all this can
happen in the age of printing to the work of a woman who died less
than three hundred years ago, we may well be amazed that we have
anything like reliable texts for many of the ancient classics. But,
miraculously, it is just the fact that for the most part we have a
better and more reliable text of the letters of the Apostle Paul than
we have of the letters of Madame de Sévigné.
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The principal lesson to be derived from this history is that you
never know what may turn up. How did the Capmas text ever get
to Semur-en-Auxois, and how did it come about that it had never
peen destroyed? We do not know. In our own country and in our
own time we have had the astonishing discovery of the Boswell
manuscripts that everyone had supposed to be irretrievably lost.
All the known libraries of the world have been so carefully
searched for Biblical manuscripts that it is not likely that any great
new discoveries will be made in that direction. But what do the
sands of Egypt and the caves of the Dead Sea still hold? There may
still be treasures of darkness awaiting us or our children, to bring
us ever nearer to that perfect text of the New Testament to which
we aspire.

Note. Lest any reader should give me credit for having carried
out research to which I lay no claim, I must make it clear that 1
have done no more than to summarize pp. 62-93 of the Pléiade
edition of the Letters of Madame de Sévigné (Paris, Gallimard,
1953]). My knowledge is limited to the admirable presentation of
the facts by the editor, Monsieur Gérard-Gailly.



Chapter IV
JESUS AND THE GOSPEL

I

WE have seen that one of the greatest weaknesses in the work
of Lightfoot, Westcott, and Hort was that none of the three had
done any intensive work on the Synoptic Gospels and their
problems. This was at the time natural and inevitable. All
scientific New Testament study must start with the letters of Paul.
If we place the Epistle to the Galatians between the first and
second ‘missionary journeys’ of St. Paul, as many do, and accept
the authenticity of 1 Thessalonians, then in these two letters we
stand at a distance of not much more than twenty years from the
events of the Cross and Resurrection; and in history an interval of
twenty years is a very short period indeed. So Lightfoot and his
colleagues were right to start where they did. But sooner or later
we must come back to the Synoptic Gospels; there all the most
acute and burning problems are to be found, and our judgement as
to the value of these three Gospels as historical evidence will to a
large extent determine our understanding of the Christian faith as
a whole.

The general agreement of the first three Gospels as against the
fourth is so obvious that no reader of the New Testament, however
unskilled theologically, could fail to notice it. As long as the theory
of verbal inspiration held the field, it was generally supposed that
the Fourth Gospel, being the work of the beloved disciple, was the
most authoritative of the four; a great many ingenious har-
monizations of the Gospels were carried out, but almost always
with the Fourth Gospel as the starting-point, and the material from
the other three inserted into the framework provided by it. In this
way it was possible to minimize the differences between the
Gospels, and to give the impression that they all really say the
same thing.

One of the first to realize that this method would not do was
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Griesbach, whom we have already met in connexion with the text
of the New Testament. Griesbach saw clearly that all four Gospels
cannot be treated together, and so separated off the fourth from the
_other three. Then he committed himself to ‘the heresy’, as he
himself called it, that not very much can be gained by the attempt
to create a harmony even of the first three Gospels, since it is
not likely that any one of the evangelists strictly followed
chronological sequence, and our evidence is insufficient to make
plain what the chronological order of events actually was. What
can be done is to atrange the first three Gospels in a Synopsis,
printing them in three parallel columns; and this is what
Griesbach actually did, thus for the first time making possible
accurate assessment of the resemblances and differences between
the three Gospels. It is for this reason and for no other that these
three are now universally known as the Synoptic Gospels; the
word has no mysterious inner significance, as though the writers
had all written from the same, or from a similar, point of view, or
had all followed a common impulse. All it means is that these
three Gospels can be, have been, and still frequently are, arranged
in this way in three columns in the form of a Synopsis, in which
the whole text of each of the three is printed, and no aitempt is
made to combine them.

When these Gospels are thus set side by side, it is clear that they
present a literary problem which is as fascinating as it is
tormidable. How are we to explain the obvious similarities in
general outlook and construction between the three, and at the
same time account for the startling differences in order, in
emphasis, and in expression?

Our first business is to ascertain the facts and to locate the
problems. For this purpose there is one, and only one, satisfactory
method—the student must acquire a Synopsis, and work at it on
his own, not trusting to anyone else's results, until he begins
himself to see the extraordinary complexity of the lines of
similarity and change.! We tend today to like quick returns, and

! Amid a plethora of modern synopses, the most practical are probably that of K.
Aland on the Greek text {Synopsis Quattuor Evangeliorum, 20d ed., 1967}, and that
of B. H. Throckmorton [Gospel Parailels, 4th ed, 1979) on the English. Students
would also do well to consult the fascinating chart published in 1938 by Allan Barr
under the title A Diagram of Synoptic Relationships.
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all too easily to suppose that, because someone else has worked at
a problem, there is no need for us to apply our own brains ang
energies to it. There is also, perhaps, a tendency to think that such
minute attention to the text of the Bible is pedantic and enslaving,
For this reason I was delighted to find, in 2 solid modern study of
the Gospels, that the learned author, Dr. Frederick C. Grant,
makes exactly the suggestion that I would have made myself. As
a first guide in method he suggests the following:

Go through Matthew and Luke and mark the exact equivalents to Mark
by underlining the words in unhroken black lines {breaking the lines only
to indicate inversions in order) and underlining in dotted black lines words
and groups of words which are similar and represent only slight
grammatical changes {person, case, tense, mood, voice, or number). This
is laborious and minute work; but it is worth all the trouble—one gains a
grasp of the problein and of the proposed selution which nothing else can
supply . . . Nothing can take the place of that first-hand acquaintance with
the text which will result from the minute and exacting work, carefully and
accurately done, which this task involves.!

It is likely that only professed theological students will have
time to carry out such work for the whole Gospel; but to do it
carefully even for a single chapter would be an experience of the
utmost value for the ordinary student of the Bible, who is prepared
to bring to his studies the expenditure of some time and trouble.
Once this has been done, the student will be in a position to judge
how much of the material in Matthew and Luke is also to be found in
Mark, and how much is independent of him; he will begin to
observe, as he studies the differences, certain habits and
mannerisms which seem to be characteristic of Matthew and Luke.

This is only a first step; for a thorough study, various other
processes have to be gone through, and the expert will probably be
using all the colours of the rainbow before he is finished.

And now, having some of the materials before us, we come to the
heart of the problem. What is the relationship between these
Gospels? Have they all borrowed from some common source? Or
have they borrowed from one another? Or, although entirely
independent of one another, have they come by some mysterious
process to be singularly alike?

! F. C. Grant, The Gospels: their Origin and their Growth [1959], pp. 41-42.
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Every conceivable hypothesis has been put forward at one time
or another, each being supported rather by intelligent guess-work
than by careful and scientific reasoning. One theory which had a
long run was that of an original Aramaic Gospel, now lost, on
which all the three evangelists depended. Another hardy plant was
the theory of oral transmission; it is quite clear that there must
have been a period, before anything was written down, in which
the deeds and words of Jesus were passed on from one witness to
another only by word of mouth; it is probable that this oral
iradition contained a great deal more than has ever found its way
into any written Gospel.! This oral material, it is supposed, was
available to each of the evangelists, though no doubt with local
variations; each took as much as he needed to carry out his own
particular purpose, leaving aside much which has found its way
into the pages of one or more of the other evangelists. One of the
earliest books of Bishop Westcott was an Introduction to the Study
of the Gospels,? in which he committed himself to the theory of
oral transmission. Unfortunately he allowed the book to be
reprinted time and time again without ever subjecting it to a
thorough revision; as a result it is the least satisfactory of all his
works, taking no account of the progress in the understanding of
the problems of the Gospels which was one leading feature in New
Testament studies in the second half of the nineteenth century.

Each of these theories contains a measure of truth, The Gospel
was originally preached in Aramaic, and to some extent traces of
this Aramaic origin can be identified even in the Greek Gospels as
we have them today.? Similarly, no theory of the relationships
between the Gospels can do justice to the complexity of the facts,
unless it takes into account the period of purely oral transmission.
But each theory falls down on the same point. The resemblances
between the Gospels in Greek are at points so close as to be
inexplicable, unless there was some kind of literary dependence

! As evidence for this, we may take the interesting example of the verse abput a
man working on the Sabbath day which is found in the Codex Bezae [D), md, n no
other manuscript, in place of Luke 6. 5: ‘the same day, seeing someone working on
the Sabbath day, he said to him: “My man, if you know what you are doing, you are
blest; but if you do not know, you are accurst and a law-breaker." '

% First edition, 1851; many times reprinted.

3 See M. Black, An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts [3rd ed., 1967),
cautous and reliable survey of the evidence.
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between them after some part at least of the Gospel material hag
been written down, and written down in Greek.

If this is true, who was dependent on whom, and how?

Among the evangelists, Mark has always had a rather poor press,
Augustine spoke somewhat contemptuously of him as a follower
and abbreviator of Matthew.! Augustine’s authority was so great
throughout the Middle Ages that this view was generally accepted.
It is reflected in the fact that of the more than seventy Gospel
lections for Sundays and Saints’ Days in the Prayer Book of the
Church of England only three are drawn from Mark 2 It is easy to
see how this judgement was reached; Mark has very few of the
words of Christ; it is to Matthew and Luke that we are indebted
for most of the parables, and in particular for the Sermon on the
Mount. Mark seems inferior in grandeur and beauty to the other
two. Baur, also, took a rather low view of Mark. He found in him
few signs of 'tendency’, and so relegated him to the position of the
latest and therefore historically least valuable of the Gospels.

But, before Baur had reached this conclusion, a change in thought
was quictly and gradually taking place, which was exactly toreverse
Baur's judgement, to recognize that Mark is the earliest of all the
Gospels, and to ascribe to this little book unique historical value.

I

When did the priority of Mark come to be generally accepted? It
is exceedingly difficult to say. In 1850 the idea was little known
even as a hypothesis. Twenty years later it was coming to be
seriously reckoned with as a possibility. From then on it was very
much in the air. By the end of the century it had come to be looked
on as one of the assured results of the critical study of the New
Testament.

The first scholar to approach the correct solution of the problem
on the basis of careful observation of the facts seems to have been

1 Marcus eum {Matthaeum|] subsecutus tanquam pedisequus et breviator efus
wdgtur—'Mark seems to have followed Matthew as a kind of camp-follower and
abridger.’ Augustine, De Consensu Evang. it.

2 An interesting parallel is to be found in the sezmons of John Donne. Of the 160
sermons which have survived, thirty-seven were preached on texts from the Gospels:

Matthew is represented by sixteen texts, John by ten, Luke by nine, and Mark by only
two. See. E. M. Simpson and G. R. Potter, The Sermons of John Donne, vol. x (1962}
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Karl Lachmann, whom we have already met as the editor of the first
Greek text of the New Testament to be genuinely based on the
evidence of the manuscripts. In 1835 Lachmann produced an article
on 'The Order of the Narration of Events in the Synoptic Gospels'.!In
his studies of the New Testament text Lachmann had found it
impossible to accept the generally received theory that Mark had made
use of the Gospels of Matthew and Luke. He now pursued his intuition
further, using for his study the simple, but extraordinarily valuable and
fruitful, criterion of the order in which events are narrated in the
Gospels: ‘Iintend here to consider only the order of events. Since this
is the simplest of all points of departure, and, as far asIam aware, has
previously been taken by no one—we are to consider at what definite
results we may arrive by taking this as our starting-point.’2
When comparison is made on the basis of this principle, it isat once
clear that, where Matthew and Luke are using the material which is
also found in Mark, the order of events in the two very nearly
corresponds; but when they are using material which is not found in
Mark, there is no such correspondence in the order of events as they
relate them. From this fact Lachmann drew the conclusion that all
three Synoptic Gospels used an older written or oral source, but that
Mark had followed more exactly the order of events as presented in the
older source, and that therefore he represents to us more accurately
than either of the other two the tradition of the Gospels at an earlier
stage of its development thanis available to us in any written source.
This was a deduction based on correct scientific observation of the
facts. Lachmann, starting with the assumption that Matthew and
Luke could not have had a copy of Mark before them, does not go on
tomake the further inference as to the priority of Mark as a source of
the other two.3 He does point in the right direction, and indicates,

1 'De Ordine Narrationum in Evangeliis Synopticis’, Theologische Studien und
Kritiken, 8 {1835), pp. 5701f. Lachmann wrote, like many of his contemporaries, in Latin
and not in German.

2 Ibid. Quoted in W. G. Kismmel, The New Testament (English trans., 1973}, p. 147.

3 It is constantly stated in-later authorities that he did take this step. The Ahpot of
Downside, Dr. B. C, Butler, makesit plain, with the relevant quotations, that hedid not
do so: The Originality of St. Matthew; A Critique of the Two-Document H ypo‘thesw
(1951}, chap. v. "The Lachmann Fallacy’, pp. 62 ff. It is characteristic that in Schweitzer's
great survey, The Quest of the Historical Jesus, Lachmann'’s epoch-making ‘5911“1‘3““_0“
isdismissed ina single sentence, or rather part of 2 sentence, in which he is linked with
the wholty undistinguished Credner. Schweitzer has, however, noted atsore length that
Herder, with the literary intuition of genius, had recognized and defended the priority of
Mark {Quest, pp. 34-37). But Herder was not a technical scholay; he could not advance
the scientific reasons for what he knew and felt to be true.
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what later scholars were more fully to realize, the supreme
historical value of the Second Gospel. His article seems not to have
attracted much attention at the time; years were to pass before the
second step in the inference was clearly taken.

Shortly after the appearance of Lachmann’s article, the question
of the priority of Mark was taken up by another scholar, Christian
Hermann Weisse {1801-66}, who was primarily a philosopher, not
a theologian. In his critical study of the Gospels, which appeared
in 1838, Weisse made two acutely penetrating remarks. It had long
been noticed that the account of various events in Mark is fuller
than that in Matthew and Luke, and that Mark adds a number of
vivid touches, such as the ‘green grass' in Mark 5. 39 on which the
multitudes are told to sit down.! Those who held the view that
Mark had copied from Matthew and Luke supposed that he had
added the details, if not to give 'verisimilitude to an otherwise bald
and unconvincing narrative’, at least to lend a certain liveliness
to the scene. But Weisse saw, and his observation is confirmed
by what we see of the expansion of Gospel narratives in the
apocryphal Gospels,? that this is not the kind of detail that is
added by an author who wants to touch up an original picture.
There is a strong probability in the opposite direction—that
Matthew and Luke omitted many of the details in Mark, because
they needed their space for other purposes and regarded these
details as trivial. If this is true, it seems natural to conclude that
Mark is indépendent of, and perhaps older than, Matthew and
Luke. Weisse, like Lachmann, did not suppose Matthew and Luke
actually to have used the Gospel of Mark. His view was that Mark
had reproduced more simply and fully than the other two an older
document, which was one common source of all the three. He then
followed up this observation by another—that Matthew and Luke
must have had another coonmon source, a written collection of the
sayings of Jesus, from which much of the material that is common
to both of them is derived. Here we find in embryo the "Two-
Source’ theory of the composition of the Gospels, which at the end
of the century was to hold the field. It is striking to find it put

! Incidentally this word ‘green’ is much more than a merely picturesque touch.
_Smr.e in Palestine the grass is green for such a short time in the year, this is an
important chronological indication.

2 Notably in the story of the resurrection in the apocryphal Gospel of Peter.
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forward as early as 1838, though without the support of the
necessary weight of scientific argument.

Lachmann and Weisse had worked to a large extent by intuition.
The patient, careful work by which alone a hypothesis can be
verified was provided by Heinrich Julius Holtzmann (18321910},
who at the age of thirty-one produced a notable work on the Synoptic
Gospels.! Holtzmann was a typical German professor of the late
nineteenth century. Slow, ponderous in style, without a trace of
humour and with no concessions to the possible human weaknesses
of his readers, he moves rather laboriously from point to point. But,
when he has done his work in his own way, something of real value
has been established. Holtzmann survived by forty-seven years the
publication of his first great work, and had to his credit a long list of
other compositions; but it is doubtful whether he ever produced
anything of importance comparable to that of his first work on the
Synoptic Gospels.

Holtzmann has, of course, his own eccentricity, such as must be
allowed to learned men. He invents a wholly unnecessary document
A, supposed to be prior to our Mark, and to have been shortened by
Mark through the omission of the speeches which it contained. But,
when allowance has been made for one such aberrant hypothesis,
with Holtzmann we are in the main on solid ground. Mark is the
original apostolic document, and can be treated as being for the most
part historically reliable. Here, as Holtzmann himself remarks, we
part company with the Titbingen school; they would have allowed
us no more than the echoes of conflicts and tendencies in the
primitive Church, from which we could pick up faint gleams and
shadows of a real Jesus of Nazareth. If Holtzmann is right, we are
almost a hundred years nearer to the actual events than Tiibingen
had admitted; a real encounter with Jesus of Nazareth as he actually
was becomes possible. Holtzmann goes further than this; accepting
the view that behind Matthew and Luke, where they agree, lies a
written document consisting mainly of speeches or utterances of
Jesus, he proceeds with considerable perspicacity to work out the
kind of document that this must have been.? Both documents,
according to him, are historically reliable, and evidence for this is

¥ Die synoptischen Evangelien: Ihr Ursprung und geschichtlicher Charakter {1863].

% This is the later-to-be-famous and ever memorable ‘Q’; but this term had not been

invented in the days of Holtzmann; we shall have later 1o consider the doubts as to its
aciuval parentage,
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their agreement in the kind of picture of Jesus that they give. If we
are to make a choice, it must be in favour of Mark. Holtzmann
gives evidence of his acuteness as a critic by his remarks on the
Passion narrative; here at point after point we see how the later
writers have softened down a little the roughness and almost
violence of the Marcan narrative; we have the impression that our
picture of Jesus has, through these later contributions, ‘gained in
completeness, rather than in the intensity of its living contents’.

The materials were now present for the beginnings of scientific
study of the life of Jesus. Unhappily neither Weisse nor Holtzmann
was able to free himself from the distorting influence of that
German idealistic philosophy which had wrought havoc in so
many directions. Each allowed himself to be influenced by
considerations which had nothing to do with historical method or
with the evidence of the Gospels themselves; and the result was,
inevitably, failure to wrestle scientifically with the evidence. The
Gospels show that the kingdom of God, as announced by Jesus, is
the rule of God breaking in to the history of Israel and the world
through the direct and personal action of God himself. We may
disagree as to the interpretation of the Jewish ‘eschatological’
vocabulary in which this fact finds expression. As to the fact itself
there can be no doubt, But, in the circles in which Weisse and
Holtzmann had grown up, the kingdom of God had been
understood as an inner and spiritual change within the hearts of
men,; this is to be a kingdom of reason, intelligence, and good will.
And so the Gospels, instead of serving as the critic and the judge
of all human imaginings, have to be reduced to the level of what
scholars in the middle of the nineteenth century regarded as
possible and suitable. Jesus is spiritualized; the kingdom of God is
reduced to a psychological phenomenon. For another forty years
men will go on writing liberal lives of Jesus, each more subjective,
more 'situation-conditioned’, than the last. The time for the

beginning of fully scientific work on the life of Jesus had not yet
come.

111

For another reason, scientific work on the Gospels was hardly
possible in 1863. If we are to work in detail on the Gospels, we
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must know with some accuracy what the Gospels really say; and
at that date, as we have seen, no fully reliable text of the Gospels
in Greek was yet available,

The text of the Gospels has suffered more than that of any other
part of the New Testament fropl what is c:'alled assimilation, the
inveterate tendency of the scribes to put into one Gospel what
really belongs to another. The scribe may have written without
due attention, with the result that what he wrote down was what
he had often heard in church, and not what was actually before him
in the text that he was copying; or, if the text was shorter than that
with which he was familiar, he might insert what seemed to him
to be the missing words, in the honest desire that nothing of the
Gospel should be lost. It is easy for the reader to check this for
himself. Nothing is more difficult than to remember exactly what
is in each Gospel. If the reader will write down what he remembers
of one familiar passage, such as the story of the paralytic who was
first given the forgiveness of his sins and then healed of his
infirmity, or the parable of the sower, and will then compare it
carefully with the three Gospels, in all of which these passages are
to be found, he will almost certainly find that what he has written
down is a conflation—bits and pieces of all the Gospels have been
brought together into something which does not exactly
correspond to any of them. It is in this form that Christians, for the
most part, carry the Gospels in their heads.

Instances of scribal assimilation are numbered by the hundred.
A particularly interesting example is to be found in John 6. 69; the
later and assimilated texts read ‘thou art the Christ, the Son of the
living God’, and this appears in the Authorized Version of the Bible
in English. But it is quite certain that the original reading was
‘thou art the holy one of God’. This is not found in so many
manuscripts; but it is found in those which by their age and
reliability, when they agree with one another, enable us to say
with absolute certainty that this or that was the original reading.
What has happened is that a scribe, or 2 number of scribes, at a
rather early date, correctly spotted that this passage is the
Johannine parallel to the story of Peter’s confession in Matthew 16,
and either unconsciously or deliberately put into the mouth of
Peter here the words which are to be found in all the best
manuscripts of Matthew 16. The most interesting thing of all is
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that the scribal conscience seems to have been not wholly
unperturbed by this interference with the original reading, and that
we have in consequence at this point an extraordinary variety of
readings in the manuscripts:

Thou art
(1] the holy one of God
{2} the Christ, the Son of the living God
(3) the Christ, the holy one of God
(4} the Christ, the Son of God
(5} the Son of God
(6} the Son of the living God
(7} the Christ.

This variety does not at all affect what I have called our certainty
as to the original reading; it does illustrate the kind of variation
that we shall find in the manuscripts in hundreds of passages of the
Gospels.

The result of this process of assimilation, as must be plain to the
reader, is that in the later manuscripts, and in the printed texts
derived from them, we have a dimmed and obscured picture of the
various evangelists. A family likeness has been imposed upon
them, and something of the characteristic features of each has been
suppressed. Now, if we are to work out the literary history of the
Gospels, and so to work critically on the evidence for the life of
Christ, a great deal will depend on details, on even minute
differences in style and expression. We shall not be able to get
very far until we have in our hands a scientifically established
Greek text of the Gospels. It is for this reason that the publication
of the Greek New Testament by Westcott and Hort in 1881 pro-
duced a revolution in this, as in so many other fields. Scientific
work on the literary history of the Gospels was at last able to
begin.

In the period up to 1881 Britain had produced nothing of any very
great value on the Gospels. There was nothing to compare, in
thoroughness and precision, with the work of H. J. Holtzmann. But
now at last Britain took a hand. In the forty years that followed
on 1881, the greater part of the genuinely scientific work on the

Gospels was done in Britain, and particularly in the University of
Oxford.
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it was by now generally agreed that Mark was the earliest
Gospel. But this meant that scholars had to take a new look at the
Gospel, as though they had never seen it before. The effect of this
adventure was in many cases astonishing. Supposing Mark to have
been a tame abbreviator of the work of others, as Augustine had
held, scholars had paid far less attention to him than to any of the
other three evangelists. Now, when they read him for himself and
without presuppositions, they discovered to their amazement that
this tame copyist, though endowed with only moderate literary
capacity, was in fact a writer of immense originality and power.
From being the despised poor relation, Mark’s Gospel came o be
accepted as the primary historical source for all our knowledge of
the life of Jesus Christ; indeed, the reaction went almost too far,
and there was a tendency to establish a kind of verbal inerrancy of
St. Mark,

When scholars looked with new eyes and without prejudice at
the figure of Jesus of Nazareth as he is presented to us in this
Gospel, they rubbed their eyes and wondered how they could have
been so blind before. One of those who caught from the Gospel the
new vision of Jesus was Francis Crawford Burkitt of Cambridge.
Burkitt was an extraordinary man, an artist to his fingertips, whose
whole personality was expressed in his magnificent and perfectly
legible handwriting; an enthusiast for J. S. Bach—perhaps his
translation of the old German chorale Wachet auf will live longer
than anything else that he wrote. Nihil guod tetigit non ornavit.?
When he died in 1935, the Journal of Theological Studies set apart
a whole number as a memorial to him, and listed his work under
thirteen headings: Syriac Studies, Textual Criticism, Hebrew and
Ol Testament Studies, Early Christian Literature and Life, On
Gnosticism, On Mandaeism, On Manichaeism, Liturgical Studies,
Franciscan Studies, Archaeological Studies, Philological, The Past
and the Present, Biographical. In addition to his technical
competence, Burkitt had the rare gift of making complex
theological problems completely intelligible to his readers. In a

! "He touched nothing that he did not adorn.’ The reviser of the present work has
tangible evidence of this in his possession, in the shape of Burkict's own copy of
Rushbrooke’s magnificent Synoptikon (1880). Burkitt's beautiful marginalia mostly
consist of manuseript variations, showing both dependence on and independence of

Westcott and Hort, and the crypti tAr and ood reminiscent of Matt. 5. 29§
beside Mark 14. 74, Typtic entry Balde dxd gob {Temini
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little book with the title The Earliest Sources for the Life of Jesus
he caught the attention of my generation with the striking phrase
'the stormy and mysterious Personage portrayed by the second
Gospel’.! This is exactly right. What has this Jesus to do with the
mild Galilean peasant of Renan’s fancy? Here is a man of more than
Napoleonic stature, who spreads around him astonishment and
dismay; whose words are perplexing in the extreme; who goes on
puzzling his disciples to the very end; who flouts the conventional
piety of his day; and yet who all through remains human, without
a single trait characteristic of the Greek hero, the feios anijp.
Here are problems galore, if at any time we should venture to take
it in hand to write a life of lesus; and we may be certain that what
we write will be wholly unacceptable to those who like their Jesus
tamed and conventionalized, and are not willing to be led away to
the bleak uplands on which he moves in the Gospel according to
St. Mark.

By the end of the nineteenth century, then, scholars were almost
unanimously agreed that St. Mark was the carliest of the Gospels,
But it would be unfair to the reader to allow him to suppose that
this is a kind of mathematical axiom which it is impossible to
challenge. In historical research there are few axioms; and it is
good that periodically every alleged . conclusion should be
challenged and tested in the light of fresh evidence, or of a change
in the premisses on the basis of which the evidence is weighed.
This, in point of fact, is what has happened to the theory of the
priority of Mark. The first to raise the question afresh in Britain
was a fine Roman Catholic scholar, Dom John Chapman
[1865-1933}, Abbot of Downside. He began work on the question
in 1926, and at his death in 1933 left a mass of material, which
was reduced to order by Mgr. ]. M. T. Barton and published in
1937 under the title Matthew, Mark, and Luke. This big and

! F. C. Burkitt, The Earliest Sources for the Life of Jesus {Ind ed., 1921), p. 4%
‘Tili our eyes become accustomed to the atmosphere it is difficult to recognise the
conventional Saviour, with the gentle unindividualised face, in the stormy and
mysterious Personage portrayed by the second Gospel.’ A little later on Professor
Burkitt quotes the remark of Professor B. W. Bacon |Beginnings of the Gospel Story,
p- 108} on “the sane and well-poised mind of the plain mechanic of Nazareth’, and a
remark of the great Wilhelm Herrmann about jesus giving utterance to ‘ethical ideas
that are the essential element in the spiritual experience of the modern world’
[Sources, pp. 56 and 73), as examples of the unwillingness of modern scholars to see
what is ¢ plainly there in the Second Gospel.
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complicated book attracted limited attention. Much more stir was
caused when another Roman Catholic scholar, Dom B. C. Butler,
also Abbot of Downside, produced a book with the challenging title
The Originality of St. Matthew [1951].

Butler scored a strong point in showing that those who supported
the priority of Mark had been guilty of a logical fallacy. They had
shown that Matthew and Luke were both related to Mark, and not
related directly to each other; Mark was the link between Matthew
and Luke. They then assumed that the only possible explanation
of this was that Mark came first, and that Matthew and Luke both
made use of his Gospel. But logically it is equally possible that
Mark made use of, and abridged, Matthew, and that Luke then in
turn made use of Mark. This thesis is then patiently worked out
in great detail and with considerable skill. Although Butler's
argument runs contrary to a whole century of work on the New
Testament, scholars have had to take it seriously, and to
reconsider all the positions that they have traditionally held.

But the arguments of the Roman Catholic scholars have not
proved convincing. They have shown the possibility that Matthew
is the oldest Gospel; they have not established this as a probability.
Mark contains only about half the material to be found in the
Gospel of St. Matthew. It is hard to see why, if he had all this
material before him, he omitted so much of it. It is easy to see how
Matthew, if he had Mark before him, conld have taken Mark as the
framework into which to introduce the vast mass of fresh material
which he had at his disposal. ‘The point may be put like this:
Given MK, it is easy to see why Matt. was written; given Matt,,
it is hard to see why Mk was needed."!

In the last years of the nineteenth century, however, the learned
world was untroubled by such doubts. The great new revelation of
the priority of Mark filled the sky, and was accepted by all except
some stubborn adherents of the old theory of oral tradition. But the
acceptance of the principle raised far more questions than it
answered. The Marcan theory gave some solid ground on which to
stand; it made possible a general picture of the relationships

! G. M. Styler, ‘Excursus IV: The Priority of Mark’ in C. F. D. Moule, The Birth
of the New Testament {1962}, pp. 223-32. This Excursus has been thoroughly updated

in the third edition {1982) of Moule’s classic |pp. 285-316), taking account of the

ne _
w::ﬁr attempts to solve the problems, on which see the final chapter of the present
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between the first three Gospels. But, once scholars moved forward
from principles to details, the problem of the origin, the history,
and the relationships of the Gpspels still presented itself a
immensely complicated. And it is usually by patient attention tq
detail, and by nothing ¢lse, that positions in historical or literary
research can be firmly established.

In 1898 Professor (later Dean) Armitage Robinson, in a speech at
the Church Congress held in that year, laid great stress on the
amount of preliminary work that needed to be done before even an
approach could be made to the solution of the Synoptic problem:
‘In England,” he said, ‘so far as published work is concerned, we are
at the very beginning—the foundations of the study have not yet
been laid.’! Just at that time, a patient toiler, who is remembered
for nothing except his work in this field, was preparing to publish
some of his results. Sir John Hawkins was a canon of St. Albans;
over a number of years he had employed his leisure in minute and
careful studies of the first three Gospels, and in drawing up what
were in the main statistical tables to illustrate the characteristics
of each, and the resemblances and differences between them. With
characteristic modesty he called his book Horae Synopticae, to
indicate that he was concerned only with the preparatory approaches
to the problem and not as yet with any attempt at solution:

I have only been trying to help in that preliminary process of collecting
and sifting materials which must be carried much further than it has yet
been before we can be ready for the solution of the Problem—or, as 1 would
Tather express it, of such parts of it as are not now insoluble. For while it
seems to me on the one hand that there are some aspects of it as to which
we are not likely to advance beyond statements of conflicting probabilities,
unless there are some fresh discoveries of documents in Egypt or elsewhere,
on the other hand I believe that not a few conclusions—and those of the
most important kinds—are likely to be made so clear and so practically
certain by the patient and careful investigations of the language of the
Gospels which are now being carried on, that before long they will meet
with general acceptance.?

The work of Hawkins was so careful and thorough as to earn a
pacan of commendation from one of the leading New Testament
scholars of the time:

1 Quoted in |. C. Hawkins, Hotae Synopticae {18991, p- v.
1 Horae Synopticae, pp. v, vi.
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The character of Sir John Hawkins' work is well known: . . . as Mark
Pattison said of Bishop Butler, ‘every brick in the building has been rung
pefore it has been laid’; its extreme sobriety and caution, never
overstepping the limits of proof, and always scrupulously discriminating
degrees of proof; the clear distinction that is observed between assured
results and speculative probabilities or possiblities.!

Hawkins's work is for specialists rather than for amateurs. The
headings of some of the sections will indicate the kind of
immensely detailed and patient work that has gone into his
results: ‘Rude, harsh, obscure, or unusual words or expressions [in
Mark], which may therefore have been omitted or replaced by
others’; ‘Traces of numerical arrangements in Matthew’; “The
alterations and small additions in which Matthew and Luke agree
against Mark’. And most important of all: 'The source largely used
by Matthew and Luke, apart from Mark’. Here all the materials for
study are set out with minute accuracy. What shall we make of
them, if we try to approach nearer to the solution of the problem
of Gospel origins?

Four great principles suggest themselves on even a superficial
study of the material:

1. Neither Matthew nor Luke treats Mark as we would treat
‘inspired Scripture’. Each takes the utmost liberty to edit, to
rewrite, and to alter the material that is before him. But the
method of writing of the two is very different. A careful study of
their differing editorial methods is an essential part of work on the
Synoptic problem.

2. In building up the structure of their Gospels, Matthew and
Luke make very different use of Mark. Matthew follows in the
main the order of Mark, and inserts at suitable points great blocks
of his own independent material. Luke largely departs from the
Marcan order; the structure of his Gospel is his own, and he makes
use of Mark as and when it suits him.

3. In the sections in which both Matthew and Luke are
independent of Mark, they sometimes show such close agreement
as to suggest that each had before him another common source
which already existed in writing, and in Greek. :

! W. Sanday in Oxford Studies in the Synoptic Problem (1911}, p. xii. Harnack
shared this opinjon: ‘it is impossible’, he wrote, ‘to averrate Hawkins’. Quoted by

A. C. Headlam in The Life and Teaching of fesus Christ (1923], p. 6.
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4. But Matthew and Luke both contain a considerable amount of
material in which each is independent both of the other and of
Mark.

Is it possible to go further than this in building up a theory of
the materials which have gone into our Gospels, and of the way in
which they have been used?

Scholars devoted an immense amount of time to discussing the
question whether the ‘Mark’ which Matthew and Luke had before
them was our Gospel of Mark, or an earlier and shorter version of
the Gospel, an Ur-Markus, to use the German term {'original’ or
‘primitive’ Mark). After long debate opinion has generally settled
down to the view that there never was more than one Mark, and
that the Gospel as used by the other evangelists was exactly or
almost exactly the Gospel as we have it today.}

Then comes the notable question of that other source, used by
Matthew and Luke, which scholars have agreed to call Q.2 Had
Matthew and Luke another written source in Greek, apart from
Mark? If so, is it possible to determine with any degree of certainty
what it contained, and when and where it came into existence?

The reader is likely to understand this question better if he is
prepared to take a little trouble to make soundings in it for himself.

I The best discussion of the problem known to me in English is that by F. C.
Burkitt in his Gospel History and its Transmission (1906}, pp. 42-58. Burkitt quotes
]. Welthausen as saying in his Einleitung in die drei ersten Evangelien (1905], p. 57:
‘Mark was known to the other two synoptic writers, when it was already in the same
condition as we now have it, both in text and contents.’

2 Why Q? Hereby hangs a delightful critical tale. As students we were always told
that Q stood for the German word Quelle, source. But in a fascinating footnote to his
History and Interpretation in the Gospels (1935), pp. 27-28, Professor R. H. Lightfoot
tells us a different story. Dr. Armitage Robinson had told him that, when lecturing
on Gospel origins at Cambridge in the 1890s, he had been accustomed to refer to St.
Mark's Gospel as P [‘reminiscences of St. Peter'] and to the presumed ‘sayings-
document’ as , simply because that was the next letter in the alphabet. He believed
that this use had been carried to the Continent, where the Germans had ‘scon found
an explanation that no doubt seemed to them both more satisfactory and more
rational’. But apparently Dr. Armitage Robinson was wrong. It seems that Johannes
Weiss {1863-1914] was using the expression not later than 1892, and that he gives 2
hint of having leamned it from his father Bernhard Weiss [1827-1918}, another great
scholar, whose work was of lasting value in several directions. (See C. F. D. Moule,
The Birth of the New Testament, 3rd ed., 1982, p. 185 n. 2, with references to recent
literature.) This little tale is an awful warning to scholars. If it is so hard to arxive at
certainty concerning a matter so near our own time, how careful must we be not 10

assume certainty about much more distant matters, on which our information is 50
much more limited!



JESUS AND THE GOSPEL 129

This can easily be done by comparing, in Matthew and Luke, some
of the most familiar sections of the Gospels. The two narratives of
the temptation are strikingly similar in many ways; but the order
is different, the second and third temptations in Matthew's
account being reversed in Luke's. There are many and great
similarities between the Sermon on the Mount in Matthew 5-7
and the Sermon on the Plain in Luke 6. In both we find the
Beatitudes, the command to love our enemies, the command not
to judge, the parable of the two houses. Yet the differences in detail
are as striking as the resemblances; and much that is found in
Matthew in the Sermon on the Mount (e.g. the Lord’s Prayer), is
found in Luke in other contexts. Can we find one satisfactory
explanation for all these phenomena?

At the turn of the century there was widespread agreement that
there really had been a Q, a very early collection of the sayings and
teachings of Jesus, perhaps with some narratives attached, which
probably existed first in Aramaic, but was soon translated into
Greek, perhaps in a variety of unofficial versions. Various attempts
at reconstruction of Q were made. The boldest was that of
Harnack, who believed that it was possible to arrive, by critical
comparison of Matthew and Luke, at the original order of the
sections in Q {with the exception of some doubtful passages), and
to a large extent at its actual wording. In 1907 he published his
version of Q under the title Spriiche und Reden Jesu {'Sayings and
Speeches of Jesus']. This was an exciting piece of detective work;
but, in spite of the eminence of the author, most scholars felt that
this was going a good deal too fast, and that much more careful and
detailed work would be needed before any confident statement
could be made.!

As we have already indicated, much of the indispensable

1 A much more cautious reconstruction is to be found in V. H. Stanton’s The
Gospels as Historical Documents, Part 11 {1909), pp. 76-106, a monument of patient
and carefu) industry, which in my opinion has beer undeservedly forgotten. SFant_on
was Regius Professor of Divinity at Cambridge from 1916 to 1922. Reviewing
Harnack's work in the Journal of Theological Studies for April 1907 [pp. 454 it.],
F. C. Burkitt aptly remarked: 'We see clearly enough that we cou]d' not have
reconstructed the Gospel according to §t. Mark out of the other two Synoptic Gospels,
although between them nearly ail Mark has been incorporated by Matthew and Luke.
How futile, therefore, it is to attempt to reconstruct those other literary sources
which seem to have been used by Matthew and Luke, but have not been
independently preserved.’
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preliminary work was carried out in the University of Oxford,
where for a considerable number of years the seminar that gathered
around William Sanday, the Lady Margaret Professor of Divinity,
devoted its attention to the problem of the Gospels. In Germany,
the seminar is a gathering in which the professor collects under his
wings a number of fledgling students, whom he will later send oug
to propagate his views or to develop their own. In Britain, in so far
as the method exists, it tends rather to take the form of 4
fellowship of scholars, of whom one is president or director, for the
leisurely discussion of current problems, in the course of which a
common point of view may gradually emerge. Sanday had gathered
around him a notable group of men; there was J. C. Hawkins,
whom we have already met, W. C. Allen who produced the com-
mentary on Matthew for the International Critical Commentary,
J. V. Bartlet, the eminent nonconformist, who later had much to
do with the plans that led to the formation of the Church of South
India, B. H. Streeter, of whom we shall hear again, and the young
and brilliant N. P. Williams, whose later work was to be in other
fields.!
Sanday has left an interesting picture of the method of work:

It has been our custom to take the Synoptic Gospels section by section,
with Tischendorf's handy Synopsis Evangelica as our basis, but of course
calling in the many excellent Synopses that are in use, especially
Rushbrooke and Wright and among the Germans, Huck. We have taken the
section, and have had reports upon it from one or two leading
commentaries, usually beginning with the very close and careful treatment
of Dr. Bernhard Weiss; we have then discussed it freely among ourselves
over the table. In this process opinion has gradually ripened—individual
opinion, that is, rather than collective; for we have never sought to fix a
corporate opinion, beyond the natural convergence of individual minds.?

It is hard to imagine a more pleasant setting for such work, or
a better atmosphere than that which Sanday managed to create
about him. For these scholars were not dry academics; they were
men of profound Christian conviction; what upheld them in the
long and often tedious processes of critical study was the hope that

! A broad-minded seminar! ‘We have twice, T think, had lady members for a few
meetings’! | like the scholarly ‘1 think'; Dr. Sanday could not commit himself to
certainty about the frequency of so scandalous an invasion.

¥ Oxford Studies in the Synoptic Problem {1911, p. viii.
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at the end of the search they might find that they had come a little
nearer to the Son of Man.

After a good many years of study in common, the group resolved
to publish a joint volume of essays, and in 1911 Oxford Studies in
the Synoptic Problem appeared from the press.! Here we find
ourselves still in the realm of minute detail. Had Mark any
acquaintance with Qf What was the original extent of Q? A fresh
reconstruction of Q by Dr. Allen. Had Luke one special source,
from which he derived all the material which he shares with
neither Mark nor Matthew?

- All these are important questions, and to none of them is the
answer simple. But study cannot go on for ever in this phase of
minute research. Sooner or later someone must attempt to create
a synthesis; to bring together in one common picture all the
scattered fragments with which the preliminary research has had
to do. In the years after the First World War two Oxford scholars
attempted to produce the kind of synthesis that would make the
results of learned research available to a wider circle.

v

Of Burnett Hillman Streeter {1874-1937), as of so many others
among the scholars who have come before us in this survey, it is
impossible to write without affection, tinged in his case with a
little amusement. This extraordinarily shy and retiring man
succeeded in winning the confidence and affection of generation
after generation of undergraduates, the respect of colleagues, and
the animosity of some who feared the liberal tendencies of his -
thought. His interests were large. One of his best-known books,
Reality (1926}, dealt with the problem of science and religion in the
modern world. The Buddha and the Christ {1932) faced the
challenge presented to the Gospel by more ancient and nom-
Christian philosophies. But perhaps he will be longest remembered
for his work on the New Testament. Here, as everywhere, his work
was marked by his inveterate habit of asking questions, his refusal

1 The student will find it fascinating to compare with this volume the Studies in the
Gospels: Essays in Memory of R. H. Lightfoot, published by another group of Oxford
men (slightly diluted by Cambridge!) under the editorship of Professor D. E. Nineham in
1955. In no other way will he be able so quickly to grasp the difference berween New
Testament study eighty years ago and New Testament study after the war.
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to be satished by anyone else’s answers, his determination to get
to the original sources, and a quality of imagination which made
his writing always interesting and suggestive even where it did not
carry conviction,!

In 1924 Streeter published a large book of over 600 pages, called
The Four Gospels: A Study of Origins, a comprehensive gathering
together of the results of the scientific study of the Gospels up till
that time. That this is a great book will not, I think, be doubted
by anyone who has ever used it. Part of the trouble is that Streeter
tried to bring in more than any single book can hold—the
manuscript tradition, the Synoptic problem, the Fourth Gospel.
Inevitably some parts of the book are much better than others;
some sections have aged rapidly and can no longer be regarded as
authoritative. But it was a work that needed doing, and much of
it was done surpassingly well. _

As an illustration of the range and freshness of Streeter's
knowledge I may quote a short passage which deeply interested
me, when 1 first read the book in the 1920s. Discussing the
apparent belief of some early Christians {John 21) that the Parousia
would take place before the death of the last of the original
believers, Streeter cites a fascinating modern parallel:

There are those alive who can remember the feeling of wrepidation with
which members of the Irvingite Church watched the declining years of the
last survivor of those twelve ‘Apostles’ within the life-time of whom
Edward Irving, the founder of the community, had prophesied the visible
return of Christ. And when the last of these did die, and the Lord did not
return, that community received a grievous shock.?

The most original contribution of Streeter was in the
development of a ‘Four-document’ theory of the origins of the
Gospel. The nineteenth century had known of two--Mark and Q.
Streeter was convinced that this investigation could be pushed
further, and that it is possible to find in our Gospels traces of other

1 His own attitude is beautifully sumnmed up in the quotation from Bacon, which
appears on p. vi of the book which we are just about to consider. “The engairy of truth,
which is the love-making or wooing of it; the knowledge of truth, which is the
presence of it; and the helief in truth, which is the enjoying of it—is the sovereign
good of human nature.’

. 2 The Four Gospels, p. 477. The last Apostle died on 3 February 1901. It is
immensely to the credit of the Catholic Apostolic (Irvingite] Church that it had the
grace and courage simply to admit that it had made a mistake.
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written documents (allowing of course for the almost certain
influence of oral tradition at many points). In the outline of the
chapter which deals with this theme {pp. 233-70), he summarizes
concisely what he believes to lie behind his hypothesis:

It is assumed that a hypothesis which reduced the number of sources to
a minimum is more scientific . . . But a plurality of sources is historically
more probable. In particular, if Mark is the old Roman Gospel, it is
antecedently to be expected that the other Gospels conserve the specific
traditions of Jerusalem, Caesarea and Antioch.!

Streeter had come to the conclusion that Luke's Gospel
appeared, or had at least been prepared, in two different forms.
First, a writer had combined the material of Q and the material
which is peculiar to Luke {including such notable features as the
parables of the Good Samaritan and of the Prodigal Son) in one
single document, which Streeter wished to call Proto-Luke. At a
later date, the same writer or another writer combined this already
existing Gospel with certain selections from Mark, a work with
which at an earlier date he had probably been unacguainted. As to
the identity of the person who carried out this twofold process of
conflation, here are Streeter’s views in his own words:

I suggest that the author of Proto-Luke—the person, I mean, who
combined together in one document  and the bulk of the material peculiar
to the Third Gospel—was no other than Luke the companion of Paul. And
I suggest that this same Luke some years afterwards expanded his own early
work by prefixing the stories of the Infancy,? and by inserting exwracts
from Mark—no doubt at the same time making certain minor alterations
and additions. For reasons summarised in the last chapter of this volume,
I hold that the author of the Third Gospel and the Acts was Luke the
companion of Paul.3

Proto-Luke has not on the whole found many friends in the
world of scholarship. Dr. Vincent Taylor, the Methodist scholar

1 Ibid., p. 223. This idea of local church traditions plays a very important part in
the development of Streeter’s view. It is interesting to read a vigorous defence of chis
view in the posthumous work of Dr. T. W. Manson, Studies in the Gospels and
Episties (1962}, pp. 105-22.

2 It is worth while noting that Dr. Sanday held that, in view of its very swongly
Jewish character, the Infancy Narrative in Luke may well have been the first part of
thedGOSDcl o exist in written form—a view from which 1 have never seen any reason
to disseni.

3 Op. cit,, p. 218,
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who was later to produce a lengthy and valuable commentary on
Mark’s Gospel {1952], came out strongly in support of it. But
Professor J. M. Creed, who was at that time working on his
Commentary on St. Luke’s Gospel {published in 1930), felt that
there was little to be said for the theory, and dismissed it almost
contemptuously in a footnote. Creed's authority in such matters
was great;! British scholarship has tended to accept his
judgement, German scholarship was by this time engaged in other
lines of research, and seems never to have devoted much attention
to Proto-Luke. Yet perhaps this judgement was premature;
Streeter’s suggestion was an attempt to take seriously the structure
of Luke's Gospel, as it is now in our hands, and to account for the
peculiarities of that structure as compared with the structure of
Matthew. In handling such a complex question it is rarely possible
to reach more than reasonable probability; scholarship may yet
come round to the view that reasonable probability is exactly what
Streeter has been successful in establishing.?

Turning now to Matthew, Streeter thinks that here we can see
traces of another written document, this time with markedly
Judaistic tendencies. Matthew takes Mark as his framework, and
then very skilfully combines into five great discourses material
which he has taken from Q and other material which he has taken
from his own source M. Thus, Luke in its present form is made up
of an independent Proto-Luke (L + Q) into which sections of Mark
have been introduced; Matthew is an enlarged form of Mark, into
which Q and M have been inserted at appropriate points. In each
case, of course, the writer finally responsible for the Gospel is an
author and not a mere compiler; he has his own interests and his

1 Creed was an excellent classical scholar, a slow, patient, meticulous worker,
unwilling, in the good Cambridge tradition, to print anything until he was sure that
he had considered the whole of the available evidence. He had come deeply under the
influence of the ‘religio-historical’ school in Germany, with which we shall be
concerned in chapter v, as is evident from his Commentary on Luke’s Gospel. His
death in 1940 at the early age of fifty was a grave loss to English New Testament
scholarship.

1 Inote that Professor T. W. Manson was prepared to take Proto-Luke seriously: ‘It
seems to me that Streeter was right in his main contention that the document Proto-
Luke was a definite stage in the composition of our Luke and that the next step was
the incorporation of extracts from Mark with Proto-Luke rather than the expansion
of Mark by the insertion of Proto-Luke material,’ Studies in the Gospels and Epistles
{1962), p. 54. The essay from which this quotation is taken was written in 1944,
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own theology, and exercises wide liberty in the handling of his
material, from whatever source it may originally have come.

This is, perhaps, as far as any documentary theory can go. It
accounts for almost the whole of our existing Gospels on the basis
of four pre-existing documents, all of early date, only one of which,
our Mark, has survived. It is ingenious and plausible, based on the
consideration of innumerable details, and serious in its attempts to
do justice to all the phenomena. The ‘four-document theory’ was
widely welcomed, as giving a fuller and more satisfactory account
of Gospel origins than anything else that had preceded it; and, in
view of Streeter’s reputation for liberal theology, many of his
readers were suprised that on the whole his conclusions were so
conservative—the Gospels are accepted as generally reliable
historical documents, and as based on elements which date from
a period removed by less than the span of a single human life from
the events which they record. No book has quite taken the place
of Streeter’s; any serious student of the Gospels is bound to con-
sult it, though at many points he may feel free to dissent from its
conclusions. !

It has to be recognized, however, that Streeter stood at the end
of an age, summing up the results of sixty years of intensive
research since the days of H. ]. Holtzmann. When his book
appeared, the reaction was already setting in.

The first reaction was against the attempt to define precisely
documents which no longer existed, and the existence of which is
only inferential. At one time it a2lmost seemed that we could lay
our hands on Q—just a little further in the pursuit, and we would
have him. Now a great many scholars would prefer to talk of Q-
material rather than Q. There is no reason to doubt that collection
of the sayings of Jesus began at a very early date, and quite probably
in areas of the Christian Church in which Aramaic was still
spoken.? But the contradictions in which we land ourselves as
soon as we try to draw up more exactly the contents of this

! Far instance, Streeter gives the best short account known to me of the reasons for
supposing Mark to be the earliest Gospel jop. cit., pp. 157-81].

? Few today hold that Matthew's Gospel as we have it can be the work of the
Apostie Matthew; more favourable consideration can be given to the idea, supported
by a rather enigmaric saying of Papias, about A.D. 130, which connects Matthew with

‘Oracles of the Lord written in the Hebrew tongue’, that Matthew the Apostle did

have 2 hand in the collection, and possibly the writing down, of material of this
character.
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hypothetical document warn us that it is better to leave the matter
a little vague rather than to seek for certainty where certainty is not
to be had.! The gap between 1924 and 1986 is, however, greater
than can be expressed merely in terms of the modification of one
hypothesis. Dr. A. M. Farrer has set it out for us cogently and well;

It would be impertinence to suggest that the scholars who established the
Q hypothesis reasoned falsely or misunderstood their own business; no less
an impertinence than to talk of the great Scholastics so. 8t. Thomas
understood the business of being an Aristotelizing Augustinian, and if ] am
not his disciple it is not because I find him to have reasoned falsely. It is
because I do not concede the premisses from which he reasoned. And if we
are not to be Streeterians, it will not be because Dr. Streeter reasoned falsely,
but because the premisses from which he reasoned are no longer ours.?

It is the business of any history of opinion to take account of the
subtle and at the time hardly observed changes, not so much in
what men think as in the way in which they think. Dr. Farrer is
right in holding that between 1920 and 1950 there was a shift not
so much in views and opinions as in the kind of question that
scholars asked and in their assessment of the weight to be attached
to different kinds of evidence. It will be our business in a later
chapter to consider the cause and the nature of that shift. For the
moment we are still concerned with the frst quarter of the
twentieth century, and must consider two others among the
outstanding products of the thought and researches of that period.

v

We may remind ourselves that there will always, and necessarily,
be three aspects of New Testament study—criticism and analysis
of the documents, reconstruction of the history, and theological

! A. M. Fatrer, in a farnous paper {‘On dispensing with Q', Studies in the Gospels
i1955), pp. 55-88), tried to show that ( is one of those entities which, according to late
medieval philosophy, are not to be multiplied beyond what is necessary. Consider the
possibility that Luke had read Matthew, and John all the other three, and all will be
simple. T do not ind myself in agreement; I think that Q has come to stay, in the sense
explained in the preceding paragraph. 1 ind myself supperted by Professor R. H. Fulier,
The New Testament in Current Study (1962], p. 74 n. 1: ‘It is hard to think that the
patient work over many years . . . can be blithely dismissed in a few pages.’ For more
recent discussions of Q, see the concluding chapter of the present book.

2 Studies in the Gospels (1955), pp. 55-6.
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interpretation. To put it in less technical language, we are entitled
to ask three separate and distinct questions: (1} What evidence
have we, and what kind of evidence does it prove to be? (2) To what
extent, if any, can we answer the simplest question, What
happened? (3] Was the event which happened significant, and in
what way, if any, is it signiftcant for us today? In the study of
Christian origins, it is impossible to keep these questions rigidly
separate—they tend to overlap at every point. But it is essential to
recognize that they are three separate and distinct questions, that -
different techniques are needed to deal with them, and that,
because the questions are different questions, the kind of answers
we may hope to find to them will not be the same kind of answers.

Streeter was primarily concerned with the first of these questions.
While he was writing his book on the four Gospels, another notable
Oxford scholar was wrestling with the second question—-given such
evidence as we have, how far is it possible to establish the story of
Jesus of Nazareth as a part of human history?

Arthur Cayley Headlam {1862-1947) seemed to be a man born to
success. All Streeter’s brilliance had brought him little in the way
of public honour and recognition. Headlam moved, with a certain
inevitability, from one post of distinction to another. In the last
twenty-five years of his life he was one of the best-known hgures
not only in the Church of England but in the whole Church of
Christ. To those who did not know him well he seemed cold and
aloof. He certainly did not suffer fools gladly, and at times his
caustic tongue got him into trouble. Intimate friends, however,
have left a very different picture of him; one of the secrets of his
power was an ideally happy marriage which lasted for twenty-
seven years. Headlam had an almost unlimited capacity for work,
and his learning extended into many realms.! His mind was
capacious, but a little inflexible; once he had made up his mind on
a subject, he found it very hard to change, and was inclined to give
less than due weight to criticisms of his position which others had

I During the discussions on Prayer Book revision in the years following 1920,
Headlam formed the impression that Walter Frere [1863-1938}, Bishop of Truro, the
only competent liturgiologist on the bench, was getting his way too much. Knowing
nothing of the subject, Headlam spent £20 on liturgical books, for six months got up
an hour earlier every moming; and then, as he remarked to a friend: ‘Frere didn’t get
his way quite as much as he had before.’
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found to be valid.! This made for clarity of thought and hucidity of
expression; it did mean that Headlam, for all his learning, could be
out of touch with the movements of thought around him.

Most important of all for our purpose, Headlam had studied
ancient history as part of reading 'Greats’ at Oxford. While not
sharing to the full the belief of Lord Acton in the possibility of a
pure and passionless historical study, the results of which would
be as unassailable as those of physical science, he was convinced
that there is a real objectivity of history. Given certain historical
documents, we may hope to attain to reasonably certain historical
results, if we handle them in accordance with the rigid rules of
historical method.

It was in this spirit that Headlam approached the Gospel records.
The results of many years of study were set forth in The Life and
Teaching of Jesus Christ, a work which appeared in January 1923,
just at the time at which Headlam was consecrated to be Bishop
of Gloucester.2 It is an extraordinarily able book; it is not
surprising that within four months of publication it had to be twice
reprinted. In the Preface Headlam tells us what he hopes to do:

1 have aimed, in the first place, at showing that, accepting the results of
modern criticism, there is every reason to think that the subject-matter of
the first three Gospels represents the traditions about the life and work of
Jesus of Nazareth as they were current in the earliest years of the Christian
Church. Then, secondly, that it harmonizes with all that we know of the
times when Jesus lived and the environment in which he tanght. Thirdly,
that the teaching of Jesus is harmonious throughout, natural in its language
and form to the circumstances and representing a unity of thought
transcending anything that had existed before. And then, fourthly, that the
life as narrated forms a consistent whole.

It we transpose these four statements into the form of questions,
they give us an impeccably precise formulation for the historical
approach to the problem of Jesus of Nazareth. And Headlam is right

I This was notably the case with his book The Doctrine of the Church and
Reunion, whick when first published in 1920 aroused a considerable furore of
criticism. The hfteen-page Preface to the second edition does little more than reassert
Headlam's position: 'In the present edition I have confined myself to making some
few corrections, almost entirely verbal. I have seen no reason for making larger
changes' |op. cit., 2nd ed., p. xxi; our italics); this is Headlam all over!

2 I think that the book appeared on 25 January, the very day of the consecration;
but of this 1 cannot be sure.
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in insisting throughout that what we have to explain is the
Christian Church. In history consequences cannot be greater than
causes. Here is a great spiritual movement, which has withstood
the changes and chances of nineteen centuries. How are we to
account for it? The Roman Empire would be inexplicable without
Julius Caesar and Augustus; what was the corresponding factor in
that other movement in the first century a.p., which led to the
birth and growth of the Christian Church?

So Headlam leads us with great erudition through the history of
the times, the Jewish background, the Gospel sources, the
evidence for the ministry and teaching of Jesus, the growth of
opposition to him, his own understanding of his work. Much of
this is excellently done; whole sections can still stand, with only
minor modification in the light of later research. Unfortunately,
Headlam breaks off at the Transhguration; he had intended to
complete the task, but the burdens of the episcopate led him away
to other things, and the second volume was never written. But, by
the end of this volume, Headlam was satisfied that by the
application of purely historical methods it had been possible to
arrive at a reasonably reliable outline of the life and teaching of
Jesus:

Qur purpose was to construct a life on the basis of the material before us,
without presuppositions either positive or negative; not to assume what
Christian tradition has taught about Jesus, but not to deny it. The one
presupposition that we have allowed ourselves is that we must be able to
account for the fact of Christianity. A religion of such universal spiritual
significance could not be the result of astral fancies or any such thing.
Our method has been to construct our story out of our material, primary
and secondary, as we might do in secular history, and then consider
whether we have succeeded in producing a coherent and consistent
narrative , . |

Jesus was the Messiah. As such he fulfilled all that the Old Testament
had to teach, but he always transcended it. As the Son of God he lived in
intimate union with the Father. As the Servant of God he fulhlled God's
will on earth. As the Son of man he was the Judge of mankind. . . .

I'would suggest to you that there is 8 homogeneity and consistency about
the life and the teaching, which we cannot but look upon as a strong proof
of authenticity, and the teaching bears the impress of a single mind . .. The
teaching of Jesus, as contained in the Gospels, is not a collection of
different opinions held by various individuals during a period of hfty to
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seventy years, but a homogeneous whole coming from one teacher of
intense spiritual power.

A sound historical method; but applied to what? In what sense
are the Gospels historical documents? Like his contemporary, F. C.
Burkitt, Headlam never wavered in the conviction that what we
meet in Mark's Gospel is history. There can never be history—
though there can be annals—without interpretation. But, in the
opinion of these scholars, Mark is basically faithful to the facts;
following his outline, and supplementing it critically from our
sources in the other Gospels, we shall not be far from the original
events as they actually took place. This was precisely the
conviction that had already been challenged when Headlam’s book
left the press. He had taken it for granted that Mark's Gospel,
allowing for the differences in theme, is history in much the same
sense as the Histories of the Roman historian Tacitus. A new
school was arising which was to maintain that, if we wish to regard
the Gospels as being in any sense history, we cannot use the word
as we use it of any other document in the whole literature of
mankind. Reading Headlam today, we have to project ourselves
back into another world which is different from our contemporary
world of theological scholarship.

VI

We come now to our third gquestion—that of theological
interpretation. What do the Gospels mean to us today? For the
classic answer to this question, as given in the period which we are
now considering, we have to go back another twenty years to
another country and to a scholar of more massive eminence than
cither Streeter or Headlam. It is hardly possible for the English
reader to picture to himself the position occupied by Adolf von
Harnack in the world of theological scholarship at the beginning of
this century. For nearly forty years he bestrode that world like a
colossus, as Schleiermacher and Ritschl had done before him, and
as, in a rather different way, Karl Barth did in the years between
1930 and 1950. His productivity was enormous; he touched on
every aspect of the study of the New Testament, of early church
history, and of the development of doctrine. But he was by no

1 Op. cit., pp. 313, 315-16. This is in effect the conclusion of the book.
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means the typical dry-as-dust professor living immured in his
study. He took a prominent part in public life, and one of his main
concerns was the relationship between the Gospel and the culture
of the times.

When it became known that this great man had delivered in
Berlin, in the winter semester of 1899-1900, a series of non-
technical lectures under the title Das Wesen des Christentums,
‘The Essence of Christianity’, there was intense excitement.
Professor Paul Tillich has described how, immediately on their
publication, the railway station at Leipzig was crowded with
immense consignments of the books about to be dispatched to
every corner of the civilized world. ‘By 1927 the volume had
already been through fourteen printings, and had been translated
into as many languages.’! It was received with both enthusiastic
acclamation and bitter critictsm.

In the Preface to the first English edition Harnack indicated
something of his purpose: ‘This 1 know: the theologians of every
country only half discharge their duties if they think it enough to
treat of the Gospel in the recondite language of learning and bury
it in scholarly folios.’ It is impossible not to be reminded of
Schleiermacher and his Speeches on Religion to its Cultured
Despisers, which had been delivered, also in Berlin, just a century
earlier in 1799, and at last translated into English by John Oman
in 1893. Harnack, like Schleiermacher, is conscious of the
alienation of the great mass of the educated public in the Germany
of his day from the Church and the Gospel. He stands as a prophet,
saying, ‘Hear ye the word of the L.ord’; and trying to proclaim that
word in a form which will be relevant and intelligible to a
generation the mind of which has been conditioned by many other
forces and many other doctrines. His understanding of his task is
set forth with great simplicity in the opening sentences of the
lectures:

The great English philosopher, John Stuart Mill, has somewhere observed
that mankind cannot be too often reminded that there was once a man of
the name of Socrates. That is true ; but still more important it is to remind
mankind again and again that a man of the name of Jesus Christ once stood
in their midst. The fact, of course, has been brought home to us from our

! R. Bultmann, Introduction to the reprint issued in Stuttgart in 1950, available in
English in the paperback reprint of 1957.
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youth up; but unhappily it cannot be said that public instruction in our
time is calculated to keep the image of Jesus Christ before us in any
impressive way, and make it an inalienable possession after our school-
days are over and for our whole life. And although no one who has once
absorbed a ray of Christ's light can ever again become as though he had
never heard of him; although at the bottom of every soul that has once been
touched an impression remains, a confused recollection of this kind, which
is often only a 'superstition’, is not enough to give strength and life. But
where the demand for further and more trustworthy knowledge about him
arises, and a2 man wants positive information as to who Jesus Christ was,
and as to the real purport of his message, he no sooner asks for it thaxn he
finds himself, if he consults the literature of the day, surrounded by a
clatter of contradictory voices.!

What, then, can we do to help this modern man to find himself
again in relation to Jesus Christ?

What is Christianity? It is solely in its historical sense that we shall try
to answer this question here; that is to say, we shall employ the methods
of historical science, and the experience of life gained by studying the
actual course of history. This excludes the view of the question taken by
the apologist and the religious philosopher.?

How far has Harnack been successful in carrying out his own
intention?

It goes without saying that Das Wesen des Christentums is a
great and powerful book. In 1950 it received a notable and rather
unexpected tribute from Rudolf Bultmann, whose own ideas were
very different from those of Harnack:

-

Harnack's book is a theological-historical document of the greatest
importance. Every theologian who would be clear about the present
sitnation in theology and its origins should be familiar with it. It should,
moreover, be a part of required theological training and education . . . It
should be stressed that this understanding of Christianity, though one may
label it ‘liberal’, is in no wise a lifeless residue of a vanished era which -
no longer needs to be taken seriously. On the contrary, the liberal
understanding, at the very least, contains active impulses which though

now obscured nevertheless preserve their legitimacy and will recover their
validity.?

Bultmann quotes with extraordinary aptness some sentences of
Karl Barth:

1 Qp. cit. |reprint of 1957), pp. 1-2. 2 Ihid., p. 6. 3 Ibid., p. wiii.
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The theology of every age must be sufficiently strong and free to hear
calmly, attentively, and openly, not only the voices of its favourites, no’t
only the voices of classical antiquity, but all the voices of the past in its
entirety. We cannot prescribe who among the collaborators of the past will
be welcomed to participate in our own work, and who will not be. For there
is always the possibility that in one sense or another among them there
may be voices which are at first entirely unwelcome.!

[n Bultmann's opinion Harnack is one of those voices, today
perhaps unwelcome, to which we cannot but pay attention.

In reading Das Wesen des Christentums it is convenient, as with
so many great books, to read the last chapter first, and so to see
what the book is really all about. If we start here, we shall find that
Harnack is deeply concerned about the threat to Protestantism as
he understands it. The threat is threefold—from the State, from the
indifference of the masses, and from the timidity of those who
desire to rest upon the support of some outward authority for their
faith. All these tend in the direction of the Catholicizing of
Christian faith. To Harnack the Catholic Church in both its
Eastern and its Western forms is the betrayal of the Gospel,
since it identifies faith with a doctrine and the community of
brethren with a hierarchically controlled organization. Luther's
Reformation had been a great blow struck in the cause of spiritual
liberty; but Luther himself had been too enmeshed in the medieval
tradition to see the full significance of his own rediscovery of the
Gospel. Now the danger is acute:

In the face of these three so different forces, what we have to do is to
maintain Christian earnestness and liberty as prescribed in the Gospel.
Theology alone is unavailing; what is wanted is hrmness of Christian
character. The Protestant Churches will be pushed into the background if
they do not make a stand. It is out of such free creations as the Pauline
communities that the Catholic Church arose. Who can guarantee that
those Churches, too, will not become 'Catholic’, which had their origin in
‘the liberty of a Christian man’??

We now know where we are. To Harnack the Gospel is the great
declaration of the spiritual liberty of mankind; this is the clue
which will guide him in all the intricacies of his researches; this
is what he will primarily look for in the message and mission of

! Protestant Theology in the Ninteenth Century (English tans., 1972}, p. 17.
1 Op. cit., pp. 297-8.
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Jesus Christ. It is in this sense that Harnack can be spoken of a5
a representative of the liberal tradition in the interpretation of the
life of Jesus.!

This sense of liberation runs through the whole of Harnack's
exposition of the Gospel. What was the difference between jesus
and the Jews to whom he first proclaimed the message?

They thought of God as a despot guarding the ceremonial observances in
his household; he breathed in the presence of God. They saw him only in
his law, which they had converted into a labyrinth of dark defiles, blind
alleys and secret passages; he saw and felt him everywhere. They were in
possession of a thousand of his commandments, and thought therefore that
they knew him; he had one only, and knew him by it. They had made this
religion into an earthly trade, and there was nothing more detestable; he
proclaimed the living God and the soul's nobility.?

This is a fine programme of spiritual liberation. As Harnack sees
it, the proclamation of it by Jesus can be summed up under three
headings:

The kingdom of God and its coming.
God the Father and the infinite value of the human soul.
The higher righteousness and the commandment of love.

But in point of fact these all coalesce: 'for ultimately the kingdom
is nothing but the treasure which the soul possesses in the eternal
and merciful God. It needs only a few touches to develop this
thought into everything that, taking Jesus’ sayings as its
groundwork, Christendom has known and striven to maintain as
hope, faith and love.’3

We cannot evade the question of the relation of Jesus himself to
the Gospel which he preached; but ‘there are phenomena which
cannot, without the aid of symbols, be brought within the range of
the understanding’. Jesus was convinced that he is the Son of God
in a sense in which no other man is Son of God. He was convinced
that he is the way to the Father, and as he is the anointed of the
Father, so he is the judge as well.

1 But his possession of a sound historical method marks him off radically from the
writers of the 'liberal’ lives of Jesus in the nineteenth century.

2 Op. cit., pp. 50-1.

3 Thid., p. 77.
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Was he mistaken? Neither his immediate posterity nor the course of
subsequent history has decided against him. It is not as a mere factor that
he is connected with the Gospel; he was its personal realization and its
strength, and this he is felt to be still. Fire is kindled only by fire; personal
life anly by personal forces . . . History shows that he is the one who brings
the weary and heavy laden to God; and, again, that he it was who raised
mankind to the new level; and his teaching is still the touchstone, in that
it brings men to bliss and brings them to judgement.!

These brief selections will give the reader some itmpression of
the intense sincerity of Harnack, and of the rhetorical skill with
which he presents his arguments. They may indicate, also, some
of the questions which are suggested, and left unanswered, by this
profoundly impressive book.

The kingdom of God is here made a matter of ethical, spiritual,
and interior renewal. But is this what the kingdom of God really
is, as proclaimed by Jesus in the Gospels?

It is true that Jesus is all this in the experience of men. But how
does it come about that he is able to do all this for us? Who, in fact,
is he? It is true that, when we speak of the relationship of God to
men, of eternity to time, we can speak only in the language of
symbols. But, is it not the case that, in his use of the New
Testament symbols, Harnack has deftly evacuated them of their
meaning! We cannot permanently evade the question as to the
relationship of Jesus to God. Qur ultimate question is not about
Jesus, but about the Father; and for the answer to our question the
Christian doctrine of the Trinity is the developed symbol.

Furthermore, if this was all that Jesus ever said and did, why
should anyone ever have wished to crucify him? No doubt his
message, even as set forth by Harnack, is challenging and
disturbing, but perhaps rather to the individual than to a whole
order of society. But it is clear from the Gospels that Jesus was felt
by the Jewish leaders to be disturbing in a far more radical way than
this. The question he asked was literally a question of life and
death. From their own point of view they were absolutely right in
giving the answer that they did.

It cannot be said that Harnack’s presentation is at any point
false. The weaknesses in it are much more a matter of selection
and of emphasis. For all his sound historical method, Harnack has

1 Op. cic., p. 145,
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fallen into the error of trying too much to make Jesus into a manp
of our age instead of letting him remain firmly planted in his own.
Although he disclaims the role of an apologist, perhaps he is trying
a little too hard to make Jesus Christ acceptable to the men of hig
own day. But one thing is quite certain—that, though Jesus Christ
can always be made intelligible to the men of every generation, his
Gospel will always be a scandal, an offence, except to those who
through faith are prepared to accept that destruction of the old
order and that renewal of themselves for which the Crucifixion and
the Resurrection of Jesus Christ stand as the changeless symbols—
an eternal reality firmly planted in the midst of time.

You may expel theology with a pitchfork, but she will always
return. All the ultimate questions about man and his life are
theological. The moment I begin to think about my own existence,
I am faced by unfathomable mysteries. I may deny the existence of
these mysteries. What I cannot do is to domesticate them, to find
pretended solutions in the non-mysterious categories of the visible
world and of day-to-day experience. The danger for the liberal lies
always in his tendency to domesticate Jesus Christ, to make him
out to be less dangerous than he really is, to rob him of his
mystery, and to offer solutions of the Gospel problems which are
no real solutions. When that happens, the mystery will painfully
and violently reassert itself; theology driven out by the back door
will re-enter at the front. When Harnack gave his famous lectures,
the men were already born who would create the theological
revolution of our day. Since they have taught and written, Harnack
is irrecoverably dated; his work is of permanent value, but it

belongs to a period, and expresses an outlook, which are no longer
ours.



Chapter V
GREEKS AND CHRISTIANS

I

THE doctrine of Biblical inspiration led men to separate the Bible
from all other books, and so made it impossible for them to read
it impartially and with open eyes. In exactly the same way belief
in the truth of Christianity led scholars to view the Christian faith
in isolation——as a separate whole revealed by God in its perfection,
and therefore only slightly if at all related to other ideas and other
traditions. The continuity of the Christian faith with Judaism was
apprehended. The study of the Old Testament was essentia) for the
elucidation of the New Testament texts; it was.recognized that an
understanding of the Jewish faith as it was in the time of Jesus and
in the two succeeding centuries could contribute to our
understanding of the Gospel and of the early Church. With the
non-Jewish and Hellenistic environment it was otherwise. The
faith was regarded as standing in opposition to this environment,
threatened by its hostility, endangered by the penetrating
influences which could produce heresy, but guarding its purity by
loyalty to the faith once delivered to the saints.

If our attitude today is very different, that is due to one man
more than to any other—Edwin Hatch, who was born in 1835 and
died in 1889. Hatch was a great scholar, who somehow seemed
never to receive the recognition that his merits demanded. It may
be that his views were too liberal to meet with the approval of the
authorities of his day; be that as it may, he was left in a position
of comparative obscurity in Oxford, and never secured what is
commonly called promotion in the Church. His most permanent
legacy is the Concordance to the Septuagint, to which he devoted
many years of work, and which was completed by Dr. Redpath——an
indispensable aid to detailed work on both the Old and New
Testaments. He also produced two notable sets of lectures. His
Bampton Lectures on The Organization of the Early Christian
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Churches {1881) aroused immediate attention in Germany, and
had the unusual honour of being translated by no less a person than
Harack—a notable example of one great scholar being translated
by another. His Hibbert Lectures on The Influence of Greek Ideas -
on Christianity {1889] were also translated into German, this time
by E. Preuschen, and published with additions by Harnack in 1892,
It is only rarely that English work receives such immediate
recognition in Germany.

In introducing the new paperback edition of The Influence of
Greek Ideas,! the distinguished American scholar Dr. F. C. Grant
remarks that 'this book . . . is a part of the priceless legacy which
nineteenth-century historical scholarship has bequeathed to the
twentieth—and possibly to the twenty-first. With others of its
kind, these are works which age cannot wither nor time decay, but
are permanent contributions to knowledge—like those of Darwin,
Kelvin, and the elder Huxley in the realm of physical science.’

Hatch opens his study by referring to the small amount of
attention that had been devoted to the subject up to his time;? and
then lays down two cardinal principles which are to guide the
student in his handling of the materials:

1. It is impossible to separate the religious phenomena [of a given race}
from the other phenomena, in the sarne way that you can separate a vein
of silver from the rock in which it is embedded . . . They are separable from
the whole mass of phenomena, not in fact, but only in thought. We may
concentrate our attention chiefly upon them, but they still remain part of
the whole complex life of the time, and they cannot be understood except
in relation to that life.

2. No permanent change takes place in the religious beliefs or usages of
arace which is not rooted in the existing beliefs and usages of that race. The
truth which Arxistotle enunciated, that all intellectual teaching is based on
what is previously known to the person taught, is applicable to a race as
well a5 to an individual, and to beliefs even more than to knowledge. A

! Harper and Brothers, New York, 1957.

2 Hatch is referring to the study of the Hellenistic world. A good deal had been
done to illustrate the text of the New Testament from classical sources, Here one of
the most notable pioneers was the polymath of Basel, Johann Jakeb Wettstein
[1693-1754], who in his great edition of the New Testament {1751-2} included in the
commentary innumerable illustrative passages from classical and rabbinic sources.
Plans for a ‘new Wettstein’ have begun with the scries Studia Corpus Hellenisticum
Novi Testamenti, conceived partly by the late W. C. van Unnik, and now edited by
H.-DD. Betz of Chicago and others. Six volumes have so far appeared, dealing inter alia
with Plutarch and Dio Chrysostom.
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religious change s, like a physiological change, of the nature of
assimilation by, and absorption into, existing elements.]

Hatch goes on to point out the difficulty that we have in
transporting ourselves through imagination into the climate of
thought of the ancient world—our unconscious presuppositions
are so different from those of the Mediterranean world in the time
of Paul that, unless we are careful to allow for them all the time,
these presuppositions will distort the ancient material as we
handle it. He gives an excellent illustration. We think of religion
as an affair between the soul of man and God; but, in the ancient
world,

it was a matter which lay, not between the soul and God, but between the
individual and the State. Conscience had no place in it. Worship was an
ancestral usage which the State sanctioned and enfoxced. It was one of the
ordinary duties of life. The neglect of it, and still more the disavowal of it,
was a crime. An emperor might pity the offender for his obstinacy, but he
must necessarily either compel him to obey or punish him for his
disobedience.?

Then, on the basis of a comprehensive knowledge of the
literature, both Christian and non-Christian, Hatch draws a
fascinating picture of Greek life in the early centuries of our era
under various aspects—Greek education, Greek rhetoric, Greek
theology, and so on—in every case with careful evaluation of the
effect of the Greek on the Christian tradition. No summary or
series of excerpts can do justice to the vividness of this living
representation; its power depends upon the steady accumulation of
detail, and it must be read as a whole. We have space only to take
a glance at Hatch’'s conclusion:

The result is the introduction into Christianity of the three chief
products of the Greek mind—Rhetoric, Logic, and Metaphysics. 1 venture
to claim to have shown that a large part of what are sometimes called
Christian doctrines, and many usages which have prevailed and continue
to prevail in the Christian Church, are in reality Greek theories and Greek
usages changed in form and colour by the influence of primitive
Christianity, but in their essence Greek still . . . The question which forces
itself upon our attention as the phenomena pass before us in review, is the
question of the relation of these Greek elements in Christianity to the

1 Hatch, op. cit., pp. 3-4. 1 Op. cit., pp. 21-22.
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nature of Christianity itself. The question is vital. Its importance can
hardly be over-estimated.!

These words of Edwin Hatch, spoken in 1888, are of the most
burning relevance today, when the question of the Semitic and the
Hellenistic elements in the Christian faith is once again the
subject of one of the liveliest theological debates of our time. This
will come before us in the last two chapters of this book. Before
that, we must take up certain other considerations that are
suggested by the reading of Hatch’s book. He deals mainly with the
period of developed Christianity from the middle of the second
century on; and his picture is drawn almost exclusively from
literary sources, from the works of essayists, satirists, and
philosophers. Clearly, two questions must be asked. The churches
of the New Testament lived in a Hellenistic environment; is it
possible to trace the Greek influence back into the time of the New
Testament itself? Secondly, is it possible to go behind the literary
records, which of their nature are bound to be a little artificial, and
to have recourse to other sources of a different kind, which will
bring us more closely into touch with the life of ordinary people in
those distant times! The answer is that today we have in
overflowing abundance non-literary material, out of which the
patient labour of scholars has been able to reconstruct for us in
quite astonishing detail the life, the hopes and fears, the religious
thoughts of the folk of the days of Paul and James and John.

11

The first source of information is to be found in the thousands
of inscriptions engraved on stone and scattered over the whole of
the European and North African world. Almost any museum will
offer specimens, and the observer of the twentieth century is often
fain to admire the exquisite lettering in which the ancient
stonemason displayed the excellence of his craft. Many of these
inscriptions are on tomb-stones, brief, uninformative, giving only
the name and age of the deceased; some are much longer, and
include laudatory accounts of virtues and rough poems, not rarely
remarkable by their disregard of the elementary rules of Greek and
Roman prosody. But some are public inscriptions, set up by

1 Harech, op. eit., pp. 350-1.
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authority, and these give us a great deal of information conceming
historical events of which we should otherwise be ignorant; by far
the most famous of these is the Monumentum Ancyronum, the
most complete of the surviving copies of the great record set up by
order of the Emperor Augustus himself, in which he traces the
events of his reign and his own interpretation of them .}

The nineteenth century was the period in which great col-
lections of these inscriptions were made and published. It was
obvious that they must contain a certain amount of material that
would be useful to the Christian historian. Many have worked in
this field; but one name stands out above all others as that of the
scholar who has worked with greater patience and success than any
other in the relating of the evidence of the inscriptions to New
Testament interpretation. Sir William Ramsay (1851-1939) was
Professor of Humanity at the University of Aberdeen. The long
academic vacations gave him the opportunity to pursue his passion
for research as a practical archaeologist. Not content with handling
the published results of others, Ramsay went year after year to Asia
Minor, saw for himself, and made his own discoveries. We have a
charming description of him at work from the pen of another great
and notable traveller, Gertrude Bell, who shared with Ramsay
some of his journeys and researches, and was herself an
archaeologist of considerable merit:

MADAN SHEHAR

Saturday, May 25, 1907

The Ramsays arrived yesterday, I was in the middle of digging up a

Church, when suddenly 2 carts hove into sight and there they were. It was

about 3 in the afternoon. They instantly got out, refused to think of going

to the tents, Lady R. made tea [for they were starving| in the open and R.

oblivious of all other considerations was at once lost in the problems the

Church presented. It was too delightful to have someone as much excited
about it as I was . . .

DAILE

June 8, 1907

We are getting so much material that it will certainly make a book. Our
plan is that Sir W. shall write the historic and epigraphic part and 1 the

I The Monumentum Ancyranum was discovered in the neighbourhood of Ankara,
in 1555; 1o the original Latin a Greck translation has been added. The classic edirion,
with commentary, is that of Theodor Mommsen {1863].
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architectural. I think it will be worth doing, for this is the first time that
an accurate study has been made of any one district in these parts, hitherto
people have only travelled through and seen what they could see and gone
on . .. Ishould have been helpless here without Sir W. and the more T work
with him the more I like him and respect his knowledge. In fact it is being
a magnificent success, quite everything I hoped it would be.!

The most notable of all Ramsay’s discoveries (1883) was the
funerary inscription of Abercius, Bishop of Hieropolis in the later
years of the second century AD. This unusual document tells us
something of the bishop's life, but in such strangely allusive terms
that some have thought that it springs not from Christian faith but
from the mystery cult of Attis that was prevalent in those regions
at the time. This idea has now been given up; this is an unmistakably
Christian document, and is a most interesting illustration of the way
in which in the early days, when persecution was still a possibility,
Christians developed a kind of secret language in which every symbol
would at once be intelligible to the Christian but might convey little
or nothing to the uninitiated. Every Christian knew that the fish
is a symbol of Jesus Christ;2 how far is this likely to have been
known to those who were not Christians at that time??

! The Letters of Gertrude Bell, selected and edited by Lady Bell, D.B.E. (1927], vol. i,
pp. 239, 242, My use of this quotation presents source critics with an interesting
problern. Anyone who has read Dr. W. F. Howard's delightful Romance of New
Testament Scholarship is likely to remember that he has quoted the same book and
part of the same passage. How does it corne about that we have both quoted a book
that stands rather remote from our immediate theme? The obvions solution is that I
have just cribbed from Howard. The real answer is much less likely, and one that no
source critic could have guessed. When I decided to include a section on Sir William
Ramsay, 1 recalled from my reading of thirty vears earlier these passages from the
Letters of Gertrude Bell, and decided, without even laoking up or verifying the
passage, to quote it. Sorne months later I read Dr. Howard's book, and found that we
had quite independently agreed on the appropriateness of the quotation. Dr. Howard
also quotes a very pleasant passage from D G. Hogarth’s The Accidents of an
" Antiguary’s Life (1910, a book which was not familiar to me: ‘Ramsay bad made to
himself a European reputation as an explorer of Asia Minor at a cost which another
man would think scarcely sufficient for the tour of Germany; and it had become his
principle, as for similar reasons it has become Petrie's, to suffer none but the barest
means to his end’ [pp. 5 §f.).

2 Almost certainly from the initial letters in Greek—Jesous Christos Theou 'Uios
Soter = Jchthus = Fish = Jesus Christ Son of God Saviour.

3 The whole epitaph may be read as Ne. 64 in vol. i of B. |. Kidd's Documents
IMustrative of the History of the Church. The Greek text, with translation, is con-
veniently to be found in Lightfoot’s Apostolic Fathers {1889), vol. ii, I, pp. 492~
501.
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Ramsay’s investigations, however, carried him back also to New
Testament times, and in particular to a minute checking of the
accuracy and reliability of the Lucan writings. As he himself has
told us, he had in his younger days been deeply influenced by the
speculations of the Tibingen school, and approached Luke without
any prejudice in his favour, indeed with rather strong scepticism
as to his reliability as an historian. The story of his researches is
also the story of his gradual conversion to the view that Luke is a

“most careful and trustworthy writer.

Luke is the one New Testament writer who can be called, in the
strict sense of the term, an historian. Inevitably he refers often, and
especially in the Acts of the Apostles, to contemporary events,
situations, and forms of speech. If it can be shown that he is
minutely accurate in these points, that will raise at least a
presumption that he is accurate in other matters, for which
independent contemporary evidence is not available to us. One
matter on which the inscriptions give us a great deal of information
is the titles borne at various times by the officials of the great cities
which Paul is stated to have visited in the course of his travels; and
here we find that the writer of Acts knew the correct titles, and
used them with unvarying precision. In the words of Ramsay: ‘The
officials with whom Paul and his companions were brought in
contact are those who would be there. Every person is found just
where he ought to be: proconsuls in senatorial provinces, asiarchs
in Ephesus, strategoi in Philippi, politarchs in Thessalonica, magi-
cians and soothsayers everywhere.'! The most remarkable of these
titles is ‘politarch’, the ruler of the city. It is used in Acts 17.6
of the chief men of the city of Thessalonica. Previously, this word
had been completely unknown except for this passage of the Acts.
It has now been found in nineteen inscriptions, dating from the
second century B.C. to the third century AD. Five of these
inscriptions refer to Thessalonica, which had five politarchs in the
reign of Augustus and six at later times. Exactly the right title is
used at exactly the right time and place.

Experience shows that nothing is more difficult than to get titles

! The Bearing ef Recent Discovery on the Trustworthiness of the New Testament
{1915), pp. 96-97. See now also M. Hengel, Acts and the History of Eerliest
Christianity {1979} and ‘Luke as Geographer and Historian’ in Between Jesus and Paul
(1983), pp. 97-128.
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exactly right. Our French neighbours seem to have given up the
struggle in despair, and it seems almost a point of honour with
them to get English titles hopelessly mixed, just as no French
bibliography ever manages to cope adequately with the problems
of English spelling and capitalization. But even the English writer
is liable occasionally to slip, and to be a little uncertain as to the
difference between Lady Brown, the Lady Agnes Brown, and Agnes
Lady Brown. And anyone who is familiar with the universities
both of Oxford and Cambridge knows the unimaginable pitfalls
presented to the unwary by the difference in vocabulary between
the two. At Oxford your tutor is a man who tries to teach you
something; at Cambridge the last thing your tutor would ever
think of doing would be to teach you anything—he sends you along
to someone else for that purpose. It is precisely by errors in such
minor matters that a writer gives himself away; and this is
particularly true if there has been a change in style and title at a
date which we can precisely identity.

Imagine an English city, which in 1962 has taken a step up in the
world, and has been provided with a Lord Mayor instead of a mere
mavyor. If a writer refers to a subsequent civic head of the city as
‘the mayor’, this does not necessarily mean that his information
is defective; he may, through a slip of memory, have carried over
to a later date a title which had an earlier and valid existence. But
if, in writing of a period earlier than 1962, he refers to the Lord
Mayor, he is certainly guilty of an anachronism~—he is either
unaware that a change of title had taken place, or reveals that he
is unaware of the date at which the change was effected. Now this
is exactly the kind of thing that was happening the whole time in
the Roman Empire, as will be obvious to anyone who takes the
trouble to find out which Herod was governing how much of
Palestine at what time, and with what title. The man who
manages to get everything right in relation to the time about which
he is writing is certainly a careful, and almost certainly a
contemporary, historian.

Ramsay was led by his study of the inscriptions to ask
one specially interesting and important question: Who were
the Galatians? When Paul cries out in his Epistle, ‘O foolish
Galatians’, whom is he addressing? The old view was that the
Galatians were the Gaulish inhabitants of the high central
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tableland of Asia Minor, whose territory Paul passed through on
his second missionary journey. If this is correct, the letter to them
cannot have been written earlier than AD. 53, and we are faced
with the difficult problem that it makes no mention of the
'‘Council of Jerusalem’ recorded in Acts 15, nor of the decisions
concerning the rights of Gentile Christians which were made at
that Council. Now Baur, as we have seen, had laid down the
correct principle that Paul’s letters are our primary document, and
that, in case of direct disagreement between the Acts and the
Epistles, it is the Epistles that are to be preferred. It was, then, easy
for the adherents of this school to explain why Paul never refers to
the Council; he never refers to it because it never happened at
all—it is a sheer invention of the writer of the Acts of the Apostles.
This seems to attribute rather large powers of invention to the
writer of Acts; but this view of his manner of writing history was
widely held a century ago, and in consequence hardly any value
was ascribed to his work as historical evidence for the events of the
first century.

Ramsay, on the basis of his vast knowledge of the inscriptional
material, came forward with a very different theory regarding the
date and destination of the Epistle to the Galatians.! 'Galatians’
in his view referred to the inhabitants of the cities of Antioch in
Pisidia, Iconium, Lystra, and so forth, whom Paul had encountered
on his first missionary journey. These people were not Galatians
by race, but they were inhabitants of the Roman province of
Galatia; and so to address them as Galatians would have been
correct, acceptable, and possibly even a little flattering to their
vanity. But, if this identification is correct, there is no reason why
the Epistle to the Galatians should not be brought forward to a
considerably earlier date than that traditionally ascribed to it. It
might well fall between the first and the second of Paul’s
missionary journeys. In that case, there would be a very good
reason for Paul’s failure to mention the apostolic Council—when
the letter was written, it had not yet taken place. The visit to
Jerusalem to which Paul refers in Galatians 2. 1-10 is not that
described in Acts 15, but that referred to in Acts 11. The Galatian
letter is written about the time at which Paul is thinking of or

1 A Historical Commentary on the Epistle to the Galatians (1899},
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planning the visit to Jerusalem which will later be described in
Acts 15. If this view, or anything like it, is correct, much of the
alleged contradiction between the evidence of Acts and that of the
Pauline Epistles proves to be no contradiction at all.

It cannot be said that unanimity has been reached by scholars on
the subiect of the Epistle to the Galatians, Until recéntly British
scholarship was almost unanimous in accepting the 'South-
(Galatian’ theory and the early date for the Epistle, though with
many differences of interpretation in detail. Continental and North
American scholarship has, for the most part, tended to keep to the
'‘North-Galatian’ view and the later date. It is sometimes
suggested, not implausibly, that this division of opinion may be
correlated with a detailed awareness of the relevant geography and
archaeology on the part of the 'South-Galatian' advocates, and a
lack of such awareness on the part of their opponents.! This is one
of the points at which further study may lead us to greater
certainty than we possess at the present time. It is the merit of
Ramsay to have opened up and supported with great erudition and
originality a new and fruitful solution of one of the most complex
and difficult problems in the whole field of New Testament
interpretation.

The later work of Ramsay has tended to cast a shadow upon the
value of his earliest contributions. In later years he came to be
almost obsessed by the desire to prove the absolute accuracy of the
New Testament in every detail, in the light of the kind of evidence
that he could supply. This is neither necessary nor possible. What
Ramsay had done conclusively and finally was to exclude certain
possibilities. As seen in the light of the archaeoclogical evidence,
the New Testament reflects the conditions of the second half of the
first century AD., and does not reflect the conditions of any later
date. Historically it is of the greatest importance that this should
have been so effectively established. In all matters of external fact
the author of the Acts is seen to have been minutely careful and
accurate, as only a contemporary can be. But this does not prove,
though it may suggest, that he is equally accurate in all other

! Compare the discussions of F. F. Bruce, The Epistle to the Galations {1982),
PP- 3-18 and H.-D. Betz, Galations {1979), pp. 1-5. Bruce [p. 8 n. 32] quotes J. A.
Findlay: ‘It is significant that all those who know the geography of Asia Minor well
are "'South Galatianists’' to a man.’
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respects, and in his interpretation of the progress of the Gospel in
the first generation after the Resurrection. Grateful as we are for
every piece of help that archaeclogy may give, when it has done its
utmost we shall still be left with a great many problems or our
hands.

m

The second great revelation of the ancient world has come to us
from the sands of Egypt. A certain number of papyri had been
known as early as the eighteenth century, the frst discoveries
having been made in 1778; but their number was small and their
importance was not generally recognized. It was only from 1877
onwards, with new discoveries in Egypt, that the trickle developed
into a flood. Then in 1897 the rubbish-heaps of the ancient city of
Oxyrhynchus began to be systematically searched. In the dry clear
air of Egypt, where it hardly ever rains, decay of the kind that is
universal in moister climates is unknown. Even delicate materials
can survive for many centuries. Papyri in their thousands began to
emerge from the sands, and a picture of the ancient world, such as
no one had believed that it would ever be possible to recover, began
to take shape before the eyes of men. The greater part of the work
of decipherment and publication was carried out by two British
scholars, B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt (1898 onwards). We who
have lived through the period of the Qumran discoveries, which
will come before us in a later chapter, can well picture to ourselves
the excitements of sixty years ago, as volume after volume of the
Oxyrhynchus papyri appeared from the press. Quite literally no
one knew what might turn up next.

The variety of the new material which we owe to the papyri is
extraordinary. Some of them have given back to us classical texts,
which were known to have existed, but which had almost
completely disappeared—the lyric poet Bacchylides, the work of
Aristotle on the constitution of Athens, the Ichneutae of
Sophocles, several plays of the comic poet Menander.! A roll of
the poetess Sappho turned up, and unfortunately disintegrated

1 The Times of 22 June 1963 announced the discovery of considerable fragments of
Menander's play The Man from Sikyon; it is helieved by the experts that this papyrus
was written net much more than seventy years after the death of Menander.



158 THE INTERPRETATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

almost completely before it could be read.! A number of 'Sayings of
Jesus’, some of them previously entirely unknown, came to light.
As we have seen, Biblical manuscripts of the utmost importance
have come into our hands, and have carried our evidence for the
text of the New Testament a hundred years nearer to the
original than any manuscript which was previously in our
possession. Even more - precious than the great Chester Beatty
papyri is a tiny fragment of St. John's Gospel, which the experts
date not later than AD. 130, and which, if the experts are right,
brings us back within a very few years of the actual writing of the
Gospel.2

By far the greater part of the papyri are, however, popular
documents—bills, tax-receipts, fragments of letters—exactly the
kind of thing which would be picked up out of the waste-paper
baskets of any great city at the present time. A few of these are
interesting, and have become famous—there is the letter from the
naughty schoolboy to his father; the letter from the husband to the
wife who is expecting a baby, telling her that if it is a son she
is to bring it up, but if it is a daughter she is to expose it. There
are letters from soldiers to their commanding officers
asking for extension of leave.® Most of them, however, are
extremely dull, and pabulum only for the scholar with some
special antiquarian interest. Yet, dull or interesting, many
of these papyri do give us exactly what the great Lightfoot had
desiderated forty years before—specimens of the way in
which people actually spoke and wrote in the days of the New
Testament.

One of the first results of these new discoveries was a revolution
in the estimate made by scholars of the Greek in which the New
Testament was written. It had long been recognized that 'Biblical
Greek’' was not the same as classical Greek. But to a large extent

1 One Greek comedy recovered from the rubbish heaps contained long passages in
an unknown language, which was believed to be Indian; it has now been identified as
old Canarese.

2 Published in 1935 by C. H. Roberts, An Unpublished Fragment of the Fourth
Gospel, with detailed arguments as to the dacing of the fragment.

3 The more interesting examples imay be found in G. Milligan, Selections from the
Greek Papyri (1910). The relevant data for the New Testament lexicography were

coliected in [. H. Moulton and G. Milligan, The Vocabulary of the Greek Testamemnt
{19300,
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the interpretation of it was vitiated by two assumptions which,
consciously or unconsciously, were made by almost all scholars;
the first was that the grammatical and syntactical standards of
classical Greek could be applied to the New Testament——an
erroneous idea which sent Westcott off on endless wild-goose
chases after exact classical shades of meaning which had in fact
long since disappeared from the language; the second that Biblical
Greek was markedly distinct from the secular Greek of the time in
which the New Testament was written. The papyri emerge from
the grave; and, lo and behold, we find that New Testament Greek
is simply the Koiné, the common form of Greek, simplified down
from the classical standards, which had become widely used
throughout the East as a result of the campaigns of Alexander the
Great.

Where the New Testament differed from classical standards, it
had been the habit of the pedagogues to treat it as ‘bad Greek' or
‘degenerate Greek’. Now it came to be seen that the Koiné really
is a language with rights of its own.

A very elaborate and perfect form of human speech does not
usually last very long—it makes too great demands on the patience
and intelligence of ordinary human beings in a hurry. The
elaborate perfection changes into something more simple and
manageable. Classical Sanskrit is an instrument of extraordinary
delicacy and flexibility; but almost before it had reached its
perfection it had begun to break down into the Prakrits, the
ancestors of the modern languages of northem India.! That very
conservative people the Icelanders have kept their beautiful but
difficult and highly inflected language almost in the form in which
it existed when the Edda was composed seven hundred years ago;
but in all the other Scandinavian languages disintegration and
simplification have gone forward, the successive stages being
marked in Swedish, Danish, and Norwegian. Attic Greek is
unsurpassed as a vehicle for the expression of every possible shac:’le
of human thought and feeling; but it is found in its perfection in
but few writers, among them the great writer of comedies,
Aristophanes; in view of its extreme complexity, it is not
surprising that very soon the tendency to simplification began to

1 The Buddhist Scriptures are writien in Pafi, that Prakrit of which we bave the
largest literary remains.
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set in. The Koiné represents a rather late phase of disintegration
and simplification.’

That this was the true nature of New Testament Greek was
perhaps first grasped by the Greek scholar George Hatzidakis, who
was naturally helped by his knowledge of modern Greek and
its evolution.? But the incomparable popularizer of the new
knowledge was the Berlin scholar Adolf Deissmann {1866-1937}.
His great book, Licht vom Osten {1908}, translated into English
under the title Light from the Ancient East {1st ed., 1910}, went
through edition after edition, and helped to change the mind of
every reader. Many words which had previously been known only
in 'Biblical’ Greek were now shown to have been quite common
in the language of New Testament times. Constructions or idioms
which had previously seemed odd now found their ready
explanation. We now know that 'the Prodigal Son did not vaguely
“'gather together'' all his share of his father's substance: he
‘'realized”’ it, converted it into ready money. St. Paul had not
heard that some of the Thessalonians were '‘walking disorderly",
but that they were '‘playing truant”, not going to work, in
expectation of the imminent end of the world. Judas carried the
““money-box’!, not the bag."®

All this is valuable and useful. One study of New Testament
Greek after another has shown the deep influence of the papyrus
discoveries. The pioneer in the application of scientific linguistic
method to New Testament Greek in the light of the new
information was the Methodist scholar 1. H. Moulton (1863-1917),
who succeeded, as even the Germans admitted, in making
philology exciting; after his death his great Grammar of New
Testament Greek {vol. i, 1906] was continued by another
Methodist, equally admirable in scholarship, W. F. Howard, and
was finally completed by the publication, in 1963 and 1976, of two
volumes [on Syntax and Style} by Dr. N. Turner. Parallel to this,
in quite recent times has appeared the fine fruit of long years of
endeavour, the ninth edition of the grammar of Friedrich Blass

) t It must not be forgotten that though Attica produced a great proportion of Greek
literature in its highest manifestations, many other forms of the Greek language
besides the Attic were in existence, notably the lonic, in which Herodotus wrote his
history.

2 Hatzidakis published his grammar of modern Greek in 1892,
3 E. C. Hoskyns and N. Davey, The Riddle of the New Testament {1931}, p. 24.
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(1843-1907], prepared by Professor Debrunner, in both Cerman
(1954} and English (1961) editions, the English splendidly produced
by the Cambridge University Press.!

That which is new is always exciting, and there is an inevitable
tendency for its importance to be overestimated. Some of our experts
today speak as though the Koing was a world to itself unrelated to
all that had come before it, and as though a knowledge of classical
Greek was almost a drawback to the student of the New Testament.
This view of the Koing, important as is the new knowledge which
has led to our better understanding of it, simply cannot be
maintained. Not long ago, I read through the New Testament in
Greek in three months at the rate of three or four chapters a day.
The thing that impressed me, as a student of classical Greek, was
not that all this is strange and new, but that on the whole these
writers handle the Greek language so extraordinarily well. They do
not write exactly as Plato or Demosthenes wrote; but they knew
what they wanted to say, and went straight to their object with that
directness and economy of words which is the indispensable
condition of great writing, There is an immense difference between
the vigour and general correctness of the New Testament writers,?
and the halting, broken jargon of so many writers of the papyri. This
is literature. T. R. Glover, who had an exceptionally wide knowledge
of the literature of the time, both Greek and Latin, once remarked
to me that Paul is obviously the greatest writer of the first and second
centuries after Christ, an opinion which was shared by the most
notable classical scholar of this century, von Wilamowitz-
Moellendorff.3 Of course Paul does nat always write correct and

1 Albert Debrunner [d. 1958] was responsible for the fourth edition, a comprehensive
revision of the work of Biass, which appeared in 1913, and made the perfection of the
boak his life-work. The English edition, by Robert W. Funk, is a good deal more than
a mere translation; Professor Funk was able 10 use a number of notes prepared by
Professor Debrunner before his death, and by rearrangement greatly to improve the order
and the perspicuity of the matertal. )

2 The Apocalypse is, of course, an exception, with its astonishing Semitic Greek,
perhaps deliberately adopted by a writer who could write much more cormrectly when
he wished.

3 “This Jew, this Christian, thinks and writes in Greek for all the world, though
primarily for the brethren whom he directly addresses. His Greek is dependent on no
tradition and no model; unaided it wells up in an irresistible stream directly from his
heart. Yet it is Greek, and no translation from Aramaic, as are the words of Jesus. all
this constitutes Paul one of the classic writers of Hellas. At last, at last we encounter
aman who speaks in Greek out of a fresh and inner experience of life . . . This epistolary
style is Paul's and Paul's alone.’ Die Kultur der Gegenwart (3rd ed., 1912), p. 232.
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tidy Greek. His use of prepositions is the nightmare of his
commentators, and his syntax very frequently breaks down under
the weight of what he has to say. I have often pictured Paul
dictating so fast that the wretched Tertius (Romans 16. 22} simply
got down all he could and left the rest to chance!! But these
letters have survived because they are great literature, and not only
" because they are great religious truth,

There is another point at which a warning has to be uttered
against placing more weight than they will bear on these new
discoveries. What the writers of the New Testament wrote was in
the main the Greek of their own time; but it was Greek with a
difference. It had the background of a long Jewish tradition; and it
was concerned with religious events which were without parallel
in the history of the world. I can quote, with great satisfaction, the
protests of two eminent Cambridge scholars against an exaggerated
estimate of the importance of the Koiné itself. First, E. C.
Hoskyns, whom we have met already from time to time:

There is a strange and awkward element in the language which not only
affects the meanings of words, not only disturbs the grammmar and syntax,
but lurks everywhere in a maze of literary allusions which no ordinary
Greek man or woman could conceivably have understood or even detected,
The truth is that behind these writings there lies an intractable Hebraic,
Aramaic, Palestinian material . . . No single New Testament author for one
moement imagines that he can interpret his material apart from the
knowledge of the Jewish sacred Scriptures. The tension between the Jewish
heritage and the Greek world vitally affects the language of the New
Testament.?

And then with characteristic caution from Professor C. F. D.
Moule:

The pendulum has swung rather too far in the direction of equating
Biblical with ‘secular’ Greek; and we must not allow these fascinating
discoveries to blind us to the fact that Biblical Greek stiil does retain
certain peculiarities, due in part to Semitic influence (which must be far
stronger in the New Testament than in an equivalent bulk of colloquial or

! Professor Moule, in a personal communication, questions whether Paul can
actually have dictated: 'in a good many passages I think he has imposed his distinctive
and powerful mind, and in large part his vocabulary, but not always precisely his own
sentences’,

1 The Riddie of the New Testament [1931), pp. 19-20.
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literary ‘secular’ Greek, even allowing for the permeation of society by
Jewish settlements), and in part to the moulding influence of the Christian
experience, which did in some measure create an idiom and a vocabulary
of its own.!

v

The new discoveries can help us a great deal with the text and
the language of the New Testament. Can they help us also to enter
into the thought-world of those to whom the Gospel was originally
preached? There can be no doubt whatever as to the answer. The
papyri have cast a flood of light on the 'hopes and fears of the
ordinary man’.? From our literary sources we know a good deal
about the official beliefs and worship of the Graeco-Roman world,
which, as we have seen, were more a part of civic stability and
loyalty than of inner religious devotion. There was the worship of
the Emperor, whose Tyché, good luck, was the cement that held
the whole empire together. There were the superb Olympian
deities, whom Homer had made a picturesque though not always
admirable reality for the whole Hellenic world; and also those
strange rustic deities still venerated at Rome, whose priesthoods
were held as a mark of honour by members of the noblest families
in the city. The papyri have now revealed to us the underworld of
religion, the popular ideas and forms of worship, of which we knew
a certain amount, but never so much until these pathetic evidences
reached us from the hands of very ordinary men.

The first thing that strikes us is the prevalence of magic in that
ancient world.? This should be easily intelligible to us, since in
our own troubled day there has been such a resurgence of astrology,
with occasional evidences of darker realities such as Satanism and
the celebration of the black mass. In times of grave uncertainty
men feel that their whole life is a prey to unseen and unintelligible

1 An Idiot-Book of New Testament Greek {1953), pp. 3—4. Moule adds an
admirable quotation frem the Dominican Pére Lagrange {1855-1938): ‘Il n'en est pas
moins vrai que lorsqu'un helléniste ouvre le NT, en particulier les évangiles, il se
trouve transporté dans les tentes de Sem. L'exagération de quelques hellénistes a €€,
reconnaissant chaque objet, comme déja vu dans e domaine de Japhet, de prétendre
qu'il en venait towjours.’ Luc (1920), p. xcvi,

2 The phrase is the title of chapter x of Professor W. K. C. Guthrie's The Greeks
and their Gods {1950).

3 An excellent account of this and other aspects of Hellenistic religion will be
found in W, W. Tam, Hellenistic Civilization ([2nd ed., 1936}, pp. 266-98.
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forces—to the stars which pitilessly determine the destiny of men,
to fate which decrees the future, to luck, chance, which holds men
in a grasp that is both capricious and irresistible. The natural
reaction is to seek some way of escape; if only we can make a pact
with these unseen powers, still better if we can in some measure
get them under our control, we may be able to make a little world
of liberty for ourselves in the midst of the prevailing determinism,

Ideas such as these are found in almost every part of the world. We
now know that they go back very far in Greek history. Professor W.
K. C. Guthrie quotes for us the earliest known example of a spell,
intended to cast disease or injury on another: 'I put quartan feveron
Aristion to the death’; this is certainly not later than the beginning of
the fourth century B.C. Professor Guthrie further tells us that the
terms katadesmoi and katadeseis, literally ‘bindings’, ‘refer to
curses which were scribbled on tablets, often, though not always, of
lead, and left in tombs or buried in the ground where the spirits of the
underworld, to whom they were commonly addressed, would be
able to find' and act on them'.! A slightly different form of
sympathetic magic has left its mark on literature, in the splendid
second 1dyll of Theocritus, where we see Simaetha and her maid
Thestylis carrying out all the gruesome ritual planned to draw home
the absent and faithléss lover:

‘Now will I burn the brew. And thou, Artemis, hast power to move
Hell’s adamant and aught else as stubbom. Thestylis, the dogs are howling
in the town; the goddess is at the cross-roads. Quick, clash the bronze.

My magic wheel, draw to my house the man I love.?

Theocritus lived in the second century B.C. The material grows
in volume, until we reach the collections of magical formulae
which date from the third to the fifth centuries A.D., and include
such formidable works as the ‘great Paris papyrus’ of the fourth
century, which contains more than 3,000 lines of magical formulae
and spells. All these works are an amalgam of Greek, Egyptian,
Jewish, and Gnostic material-—most surprising and significant,
perhaps, is the extent of the Jewish contribution. Mr, Gow remarks

1 The Greecks and their Gods, p. 271. The whole seciion "Witcheraft and Curses’,
pp. 270-4, merits careful reading.
2 Theocritus, Idyll 2, 'Magic and Charms’, 11. 33-36. Trans. A. S. F. Gow,
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pointedly that ‘the most casual reader of such collections as
Audollent’s Defixionum Tabellae or Winsch's Antike Fluchtafeln
must be struck by the passion exhaling from these scrappy and
frequently illiterate texts'.} :

So we now know very well the kind of thing that those who
practised magic arts in Ephesus were up to {Acts 19. 18-19). The
magical papyri have filled in for us one very important part of the
background of that world in which the early Christians lived. 1f
this was the kind of thing that everyone around you believed in,
it was not so easy to be delivered at once and completely from the
fear of the unseen and almost certainly malevolent world.

Even more important for our purpose than the world of magic is
a new understanding of the world of the mystery religions.

Here again the knowledge is not entirely new. As long ago as
1829 Lobeck wrote his famous work Aglaophamus, in which he
collected together all that was then known of this aspect of Greek
religion.?2 The mysteries of Eleusis were famous; here the ancient
myth of Demeter and Persephone, the earth-mother who gives the
corn, and her daughter who must spend one-third of each year in
the underworld in those months when the fields are bare and
barren, was brought into contact with man's hope and desire for
immortality. Whereas other men can expect nothing better than
the drear and forlorn existence of Hades, the initiate may look for
a far richer and happier life in Elysium. The secret was well kept;
and we simply do not know what happened in the final experience
of initiation, except that almost certainly it was an experience not
of learning, of being told some secret, but of seeing, of vision.
We do know a good deal about the preliminaries, baths and
purifications and so on;?® beyond that the initiates kept their

1 A.S. F. Gow, Theocritus, Edited with a Translation and Commentary, [1950],
vol. ii., p. 35.

2 The philosopher, Friedrich Nietzsche, somewhat impolitely referred to Lobeck as
'a worm dried up in the midst of books' —his appreciation of the ‘Dionysiac’ element
in buman life was inadequate! Scientific scholars have almost universally acclaimed
Lobeck’s sober and balanced erudition.

3 It is to be noted that in none of the mysteries was the lustral bath the central act
of initiation, as baptism was in the Christian ceremony of initiation. Thus‘Clement
of Alexandria says: ‘It is not without reason that in the mysteries that obtgm among
the Greeks, lustrations hold the first place.’ Strom., 5, 11. He means first in order of
time, not in order of importance, since, according to him, there follow the minor
mysteries, and only after these the great mysteries,
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secret. ' "'A great awe of the gods holds back the voice” as the
Homeric Hymn puts it, and a chorus of Sophocles says that a
golden key is laid upon the tongue of mortals by the Eumolpid
priests.’! These rites, too, have left their mark on great literature.
We meet the Eleusinian initiates in the incomparable poetry of The
Frogs of Aristophanes; and the concluding lines of their great
introductory hymn indicate the combination of spiritual privilege
and ethical responsibility, which was characteristic of the
Athenian understanding of Eleusis in the great days: 'To us alone
are given the sun and the pleasing light, to us who are the initiates,
who observed a godly manner of life towards both foreigners and
our fellow-citizens."

There were manifold mystery religions in the ancient world.
Some, like those of Eleusis, seem to have been pure and austere;
others, like those of Attis in Phrygia, were horrifying in their
grossness. But all were alike in being related to the changing
seasons of the year, to the death of winter and the rejuvenescence
of spring, mythologically represented in the form of a dying and
rising god. This annual death and rebirth was a natural subject for
poetry and for dramatic representation. Of all the records of the
mysteries the most famous is that given by the charming writer
Apuleius at the end of his Metamorphoses. The unhappy Lucius
has been transformed by malice into an ass; we have followed him
through ten books of his lamentable adventures, in the harsh and
cruel world of which Apuleius gives a more vivid picture than any
other ancient writer known to me. It has been revealed to him that
he can be restored to human form only through eating a garland of
roses, and that this wili be available to him in the hands of the high
priest at the celebration of the great mysteries of the goddess Isis.
And so it happens. In solemn cortége the high priest is advancing;
Lucius sees with unutterable joy the promised garland.

But I did not let myself go in transports of joy. I did not hurl myself
forward, reckoning that this sudden irruption of a quadruped would
somewhat mar the order and peacefulness of the ceremony. No, with calm
and steady pace, just as a man would have done, and taking care to draw
no attention to myself, 1 slipped gradually through the crowd, which by

1 W. K. C. Guthrie, op. cit., p. 289. The latest research has confirmed the view
thar the secret of the Eleusinian mysteries was well kept.
2 Aristophanes, The Frogs, 11. 455-9.
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some divine inspiration separated to let me pass. The priest at once stopped

.. and of his own accord raised his right hand and brought the wreath
within reach of my mouth. Then, trembling with emotion, my heart
beating violently, I eagerly seized the wreath, so beautifully decked with
roses, and devoured it, waiting instantly for the fulfilment of the promise.
The heavenly promise was no lie. Immediately, the hideous face of an
animal fell away from me. The shaggy mane fell off; the thick hide became
tender again . . . and fnally the tail, the principle cause of so many
miseries, just disappeared.!

This is all romantic and delightful. More significant for our
purpose is the hymmn of praise with which Lucius breaks out in the
process of being initiated into the mysteries of the universal
goddess: '

Holy one, who watchest ceaselessly over the welfare of the human race,
always generous in giving to mortals those good things by which they are
preserved, to those who are in misfortune thou suppliest the tender care of
a mother . . . The gods of the heaven pay homage to thee; the gods of the
lower world respect thee. Thou governest the movement of the universe;
thou settest alight the sun; thou rulest the world; thou treadest the infernal
regions underfoot . . . Thou makest a gesture and the breezes blow, the
clouds swell, the seeds germinate, the young plants grow. Thy majesty fills
with awe the birds which fly in the heavens, the beasts which wander on
the mountains, the serpents which couch beneath the earth, the monsters
which swim in the ocean. My spirit is too poor to show forth all thy praise
... but all that, in his poverty, a faithful believer can do, that willI be eager
to do. Thy divine features, thy sacred person, I will keep for ever hidden
in the secret place of my heart, and in spirit I will contemplate thee.?

It is improbable that Apuleius had come under Christian
influence; it is important to remember that this was the kind of
religious expression that the early Christians were likely to meet
among their better-educated friends.

Isis was an ancient Egyptian goddess. Most of the mystery-gods
had fairly respectable ancestry and a long history. The newcomer
among them was Mithras, the god of the moming. Mithras came
in from the eastern regions, and from that very ancient world of
religion which we hnd in the classic scriptures of India and Iran.3

1 Apuleius, Metamorphoses, xi, 13.

2 Op. cit,, xi, 25. ,

3 For a very careful and important stady of the original Iranian Mithras, sec R. C.
Zachner, Dawn and Twilight of Zoroastrianism (1961}, pp. 96-144.
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He is depicted in friezes and monuments as the young warrior in
conflict with the bull—his victory is the victory of the forces of
light and order against the forces of chaos and darkness. His cult
spread with astonishing rapidity, especially among and through the
soldiers, to the extreme limits of the Roman Empire. As one
descends into the depths of the earth in the church of Sap
Clemente at Rome, below all the Christian remains one comes at
last to what is almost certainly a Mithracum. It was no great
surprise to scholars when excavations in the City of London
revealed what must certainly have been a temple of Mithras,
probably of the third century, in a remarkably good state of
preservation. :

To most British readers Mithras will probably be familiar
through Kipling’s Puck of Pook’s Hill. Kipling's Roman legionary
on the threatened northern wall, with his very British and moral
hymn to Mithras, is a highly romanticized figure. Yet perhaps
Kipling, with the insight of genius, came nearer to understanding
the attraction of the cult of Mithras for the soldier than many of
the patient scholars, laboriously deciphering the ambiguous
archaeological evidence. There was a moment at which it seemed
that Mithras might be a rival to Christ in bidding for the faith and
loyalty of the decaying Roman Empire.!

v

It is evident that the Christian fathers, especially of the second
century, were well acquainted with the mysteries. Clement of
Alexandria tells us a great deal about them and claims to speak
from special knowledge. Christians could not fail to note certain
parallels between the sacred meals of the mystery cults and the
sacraments of the Christians; the closer the parallels, the more
convinced were the Christians that these pagan sacraments were
a diabolical parody of the Christian rites, directly inspired by the
evil spirits in order to lead the faithful astray. At no point have the

1 Our knowledge of the mystery religions and of their forms of worship has been
enormously extended by archaeology, and by the material drawn from the inscriptions
and the papyri. The best survey of this whele field in English is still 5. Angus, The
Mystery Religions and Christionity |1925), though at a good many points this is now
somewhat out of date. There is also an excellent brief account of the subject, and in
particular of Mithras and Mithraism, in Sir Sammel Dill’s Roman Society: Nero to
Marcus Aurelius (1904), pp. 584-626.
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fathers a good word to say for the mysteries; never once do they
suggest that they were in some way a preparation for the Christian
Gospel, or that they expressed in some dim way universal human
aspirations to which the Gospel of Jesus Christ is the true answer.

Yet it was impossible for the Christians entirely to escape the
mystery atmosphere. At point after point their vocabulary is seen
to include elements which are common to Christian faith and
mystery practice. Two instances will prove the point. From the
time of Justin Martyr on, a term which is constantly used for
baptism is pwTionds, enlightenment. Now this is a word which
is not absent from the New Testament;! by the time of Justin
it seems to have acquired a technical significance, and this
significance, if not derived from the mysteries, is at least very
closely related to them, since there exactly the same terminology
is to be found. Another Christian term, very common in later
usage, is ogeayic, the seal. Tertullian uses the corresponding Latin
term of those who have passed the tests, and have been sealed.?
Here again we have quite definitely a technical term of the
mysteries, which has made its way into Christian usage; this very
same word is to be found by no means infrequently in the Pauline
writings.

The extent of this mystery-influence from the second century
onwards had been generally recognized by Christian scholars. A
new field for study was opened up, when the question was raised
whether we must not trace this influence very much further back,
and recognize that the surrounding world exercised a profound
influence on the language, the thought, and the theology of the
New Testament itself. This was the field of the so-called religio-
historical school, which affirmed that Christianity can be -
understood only if it is studied as one phenomenon among the many
phenomena of religion in the decaying Roman Empire and the
Levantine world. For forty years this was perhaps the strongest
influence in the field of New Testament interpretation.

It seems that the first scholar to raise this question in quite
specific form was Otto Pfleiderer (1836-1900), who has therefore
earned the title of ‘the father of religio-historical theology in
Germany'. Pfleiderer was convinced that Paul’'s theology is a

1 e.g. Hebrews 6. 4, 16 32; Ephesians 1. 18.
2 See E. Hatch, The Influence of Greek Ideas, pp. 295 ff.
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mixture of Jewish and Hellenistic ideas, so that it could be
described as both ‘Christianized Pharisaism’ and ‘Christianized
Hellenism’: ‘We can confidently say that Paul’s theology would
not have been what it is, if he had not drawn deeply on Greek
wisdom as this was made available to him through the Hellenized
Judaism of Alexandria.’! Pfleiderer proceeds to ask whether Panl's
views on baptism may not have been derived from the Eleusinian
mysteries:

1t may be appropriate to mention here that initiation into the Eleusinian
mysteries was regarded as a kind of rebirth, and that, in particular the
hierophant to the service of the temple had to take a sacramental bath,
from which he emerged as ‘a new man' with a new name, in which 'the
first was forgotten’, that is to say, the old man with his old name was put
away. We may permit ourselves to ask whether Paul, when from Corinth
he wrote Rormans chapter 6, was not aware of this rite of the Eleusinian
mystery, this ‘bath of new birth’, and described the sacramental
significance of the Christian rite of baptism after this model. Just as in
relation to the Lord’s Supper he used the analogy of the pagan sacrificial
meal, his mystical understanding of baptism may have stood in direct
relation to the Greek mysteries 2

We may contrast the bold confidence of Pfleiderer in his
interpretation of the Eleusinian mysteries with the discreet
sobriety of Professor Guthrie on the same subject. There is, in fact,
much that is questionable in the paragraph that we have quoted. -
But it is clear that the question that Pfleiderer has raised is a
legitimate one; the Church from its beginnings has never lived in
a closed ghetto; it has acted and reacted with its surroundings; it
is perfectly correct to inquire into the origin of its thoughts and
words, and into the influence that the environment may have
exercised on them.

This problem of the sacraments and their possible relationship
to the world of the mysteries was taken up by two scholars in the
fifteen years following Pfleiderer's first enunciation of the theme.

1 O. Pfleiderer, Das Urchristentum (1887), p. 170. Pfleiderer makes the
astonishing claim that the Wisdom of Solomon must be recognized as one of the main
soutces of Paul's theology; in point of fact there are very few traces of an influence
of the Book of Wisdom in Paul, and, where this exists, it is nearly always by way of
violent repudiation; this kind of Hellenism is something that Paul knows and has

rejected. Pfleiderer’s chief book was translated into English and published under the
title Primitive Christianity {1906~11).

2 1bid., pp. 303-6, quoted in W. G. Kimmel, The New Testament, p. 209.
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Albert Eichhorn in his book on the Lord's Supper in the New
Testament, Das Abendmahl im neuen Testament (1898), admits
that he is unable to bridge the gap between what we may suppose
to have happened at the Last Supper and the sacramental ideas that
seem unmistakably to be present in Paul. He is convinced that
advance must be along the lines of religio-historical investigation.
No such hesitation assailed Wilhelm Hietmiller. In his book on
baptism and the Lord’s Supper in Paul, Taufe und Abendmah] bei
Paulus {1903), he takes the line that it is quite clearly
demonstrated that the origins of Paul's view of the sacrament are
not to be found in the original Christian Gospel, that in fact they
stand in sharp comtrast to it. Paul's understanding of the Lord’'s
Supper belongs to the ‘mystical and enthusiastic' side of his
teaching; in the Eucharist the Body and Blood of Christ are given;
faith no longer plays any essential role. The very ancient idea of the
eating of the god is to be noted; we are here on the ground not of
the original Gospel, but of the general religious history of
mankind:

The interpretation of baptism and the Lord's Supper stand, therefore, in
unreconciled and irreconcilable incongruity with the central significance of
faith in Pauline Christianity, that is to say with the purely spiritual and
personal understanding of the religious relationship, which plays a leading
role in Paul's own religion and in the world of his ideas . . . If Paul had not
already found baptism and the Lord's Supper practised as sacraments, he
would have been able from his own resouwrces to turn them into
sacraments. Not only so; from the standpoint of the philosophy of history,
this is something which he was bound to do, if it was his purpose to
conquer the world with his Gospel; for the world which he had to win was
not yet capable of that purely spiritual apprehension of the Gospel which
best corresponds to its true religious genins.!

We note that in these statements of Hietmiiller four principles
are involved, which by constant repetition have become almost
sacrosanct in many schools of contemporary theology:

1. There is a radical difference between the preaching of Jesus
and the theology of Paul.

2. There is a radical contradiction at the heart of Paul’s theology,
of which he seems only in part to have been himself aware.

1 W. Heitmaller, op. cit., p. 35; quoted in W. G. Kimmel, The New Testament,
pp. 256 £
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3. The cause of this contradiction was the intrusion into Paul's
thought of elemenis from the Hellenistic world around him,
which, however useful temporarily as accommodation to the
world in which he lived, were nevertheless destructive of the true
quality of faith as simple trust in (God without the intervention of
any intermediary, human or sacramental.

4. Here we see the beginning of 'catholicism’, that reliance on
the outward and visible, on ordinances, on the institition, which
is always in deadly warfare against the true spiritual Gospel as
understood by German Protestantism.!

The man who more than any other is remembered, and
deservedly, in connexion with the dissemination of knowledge
about this whole world of Hellenistic and eastern religion and its
possible influences on the New Testament is Richard Reitzenstein
(1861-1931). Reitzenstein had studied theology, but he was a
professor of classical philology, and his independence in relation to
technical theology was perhaps am advantage to him in his
approach to this strange and unfamiliar world of religion. His best-
known book, Die hellenistischen Mysterien-religionen, appeared
in 1910. Here Reitzenstein maintains emphatically that Paul must
have been acquainted with the religious literature of the
Hellenistic world, and that this literature exercised a profound
influence on his mind as he set himself to proclaim the Jewish faith
in the alien world of the Hellenistic religions:

A fresh study of this religious literature became necessary from the
moment at which the apostle prepared himself, with total self-dedication,
for the work of preaching among the Greeks. . . . He was bound to acquaint
himself with the forms of speech and the mental world of those groups
which it was his aim to win, and to establish norms for the communities
which he wished to bring into existence and could not organise after the
pattern of the earliest Christian Church, and also for those forms of
worship which he wished to establish among them. Is it really impossible
to suppose that he adapted for this purpose, as perhaps his predecessors had
done before him, forms which were already in existence??

1 There is a4 curious heads-I-win-tails-you-lose quality about this scheme of
thought, since at the same time Paul is often held to be the one who made the
necessary break with Judaism-precisely by reinterpreting the Gospel in Hellenistic
tho\.ll(ght—forms! On this whole matter see further the coneluding chapter of the present
work.

2 R. Reitzenstein, op. cit., pp. 58, 60,
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Reitzenstein goes on to note the standing contrast in Paul
between his almost excessive self-confidence as a recipient of
divine revelation, and his consciousness of a very human weakness
and uncertainty. With this duality we are already familiar in the
world of Hellenistic religion:

We find this sense of a duality of existence, in the strictest sense of the
term, in the mystery-literature and in the mystery-religions; we find it
again in the Gnosticism which grew out of them. Here the ‘man of the
Spirit’ is essentially a divine being, and, in spite of his earthly body, has
been caught up into another world, which alone has valze and reality. We
meet this basically Hellenistic religious experience as already present in
Paul; and the religio-historical method of interpretation can find a place for
him in this line of development not indeed as the first but as the greatest
of all the Gnostics.}

At this point it is necessary to eludidate briefly the use of the
terms Gnosis and Gnosticism in recent New Testament
scholarship. Every student of church history is familiar with the
Gnosis of the second century—that curious mixture of Christian,
Greek, Jewish, and oriental elements, which in the work of
Basilides and Valentinus grew into imposing systems, and
attemnpted to supply the Christian faith with an elabozrate
philosophical undergirding such as seemed to be lacking in the
simple presentation of the faith in the New Testament. The
Church’s struggle with Gnosticism is the fiercest that it has ever
endured, and the whole of its subsequent history has largely been
determined by the nature of that struggle, and by the manner in
which the victory of the Church was secured. One of the leading
features in all forms of Gnosticism is the idea that a certain
number of fragments from a higher, spiritual world have become
prisoners in this lower and physical world; these are ‘the spiritual’
who can be redeemed. It is the function of Christ to descend into
this lower world, bringing the true Gnosis, the knowledge through
which the spiritual, but they only, can be delivered from the
bondage of corruption and return to their original home. In some
of the later books of the New Testarnent we find a number of
references to views which appear to be akin to those of the
Gnostics, but in a much less developed form. It had, however, been

t Ibid., pp. 55-56.
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taken as axiomatic by scholars that Gnosticism was a Christian
heresy, a corruption of the original Christian message by the
incorporation into it of a variety of alien elements.

We shall consider later under another aspect the question of the
origin and development of Gnosticism. At this point it is to be
noted that scholars of the religio-historical school became
convinced, as a result of their researches, that Gnosticism was
much older than had generally been supposed. Before the frst
appearance of Christianity in the world, there was in existence all
through the ancient East a system of religious thought, dualistic
and pessimistic in character, but with its own characteristic
doctrine of redemption. The first preachers of the Gospel, we are
told, entered into this Gnostic world, took over the framework of
its thinking, introduced into it the story of Jesus of Nazareth, who
in this Hellenistic atmosphere became identified with the
heavenly man, the Gnostic supernatural redeemer, in whom the
earliest Christians in the Hellenistic world had already believed
before their conversion to the Christian faith.

But where, in point of fact, do we find evidence for a pre-
Christian belief in this Gnostic divine redeemer? The sources from
the Graeco-Roman world appeared to be silent on the matter, so
Reitzenstein pushed his researches ever further eastwards. Beyond
the Levantine world lies Persia, with its ancient traditions of the
conflict between light and darkness, between Ahuramazda and
Ahriman; here Reitzenstein believed that he had found the missing
link in the chain of evidence, and from 1916 onwards Iran, and the
supposed Iranian myth of redemption, formed the centre of his
thinking.! Here, he believed, it was possible to find the origins of
much that had previously passed as Christian,

Then light seemed to come from a region which had long lain in
almost total obscurity. The Mandaeans are a small quasi-Christian
sect living in Mesopotamia. Little was known of them with
certainty until from 1905 onwards the Cottingen scholar M.
Lidzbarski began to produce reliable translations of their literature,
and especially of their main literary possession, the Ginza

1 The hook in which this view was first put forth was Das iranische Erlésungs-
mysterium [1921). All that needs to be said about Reitzenstein’s Iranian adventure has
been expressed by the best Iranologist of this century, Professor R. C. Zaehner, in one

rat_her unkind but truthful sentence: 'The Iranian Erldsungsmysterium is largely
Reitzenstein’s invention’ |Dawn and Twilight of Zoroastrianism (1961], p. 347).
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(Treasure]. For here, at last, we do find the heavenly redeemer,
Manda da Hayye, the ‘knowledge of life’, also called Enos Uthra
who did of 0ld descend to earth and overcame the powers of darkness:
and so can guide lost souls, the imprisoned fragments of light, back
to that world of light to which they belong. It is admitted that the
Mandaean writings as we have them are late {seventh or eighth
century]; but they may contain very much earlier material. If it can
be shown that their redemption myth goes back to a time earlier
than the New Testament, then here at last we have the outlines of
the Gnostic myth, which Paul and the Gentile Christians knew and
took over, and into which they fitted their knowledge and
understanding of Jesus Christ. The ‘primeval man’ of the Gnostic
myth and Jesus the Christ are in a strange fashion joined to form
the Christian Redeemer adored by the Hellenistic Christians.
The discovery and publication of the mystery-texts led to a perfect

rash of books on the subject, many of them of little originality, but all
developing the idea of the dependence of the Christian faith in one
direction or another on the mystery-religions. In my judgement, one
man stands far above all others as a contributor to the development of
this religio-historical school of interpretation, which sees the New
Testament as one part of a much wider historical phenomenon, the
religion of the Levant in the period before and after Jesus Christ.
Wilhelm Bousset {1865-1920) was an outstanding scholar, distin-
guished by width of outlook, accuracy of knowledge, and sobriety of
judgement. His book on the religion of Judaism in New Testament
times! was one of the first attempts scientifically to survey the whole
field of Jewish religion before, during, and after the time of Christ. His
book on the problems of Gnosticism? was a pioneer work, and after
nearly eighty years is still worth reading. His greatest book is Kyrios
Christos (1913}, in which he attempts to draw together all the threads
of the religio-historical understanding of the Christian faith.?

! Die Religion des Judentums im neutestamentlichen Zeitalter {1903}.

! Die Hauptprobleme der Gnosis {1907).

* Tmust confess to a special interest in Bousset, Kyrios Christos is the first German
theologica} work that Tever read, forty years before this chapter was first writtenIbarrowed
it frem Clement Hoskyns te read during the long vacation of 1922. It is evidence of tlhe
haphazard way in which we do things thar this great book was not translated into English
until 1970. Dr. C. Colpe, in his book Die religionsgeschichtliche Schule {1961, points out
that in 1913 Professor Bousset was no longer representative of the refigio-historical school;
his book is a summing up of results, but other members of the school had already gone
beyond the point of view set forth by Bousset in his great book.
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Kyrios Christos is a work on the grand scale. In it Bousset tries
to give a sketch of the whole development of Christian thought tii]
the time of Irenaeus towards the end of the second century. The
method that he has chosen to follow is well grounded. Irenaeus
marks a great division within church history; he may be called the
first of the great 'Catholic’ theologians. With little originality he
sums up clearly and intelligently the teaching of the Church as it
had taken shape through the tremendous struggle of the Church
with second-century Gnosticism, and as in fact it was to remain for
many centuries. Irenaeus, as we saw earlier, quotes from every
book of the New Testament except the Epistle to Philemon, and
thus shows at an early stage the way in which the New Testament
came to be collected and recognized as ‘canonical’. He is a bishop
at a time at which the bishop has already become the recognized
centre of authority and unity. Irenaeus gives us a fixed point of
doctrine, from which, if we wish, we can work backwards through
the various stages of development until we come to the New
Testament origins themselves.

Bousset’s great contribution is that he understood the early
Christian groups primarily as wershipping communities. It was in
worship that, more than at any other time, they realized their own
being, the nature of their existence as a Christian fellowship.
Bousset uses the term Kyrios as the clue to the significance of their
worship.

The term Kyrios, Lord, is a perplexing one. It is used in the
Septuagint Greek translation of the Old Testament as the
equivalent of the mysterious unspoken name of the Jewish God,
the Jehovah of our Authorized Version. But it seems clear that it
was also a title frequently used of the mystery gods in the
Hellenistic world, ‘the Lord Sarapis’, ‘the Lord Attis’, and so on;
and that it was specially used in this way by the groups of
worshippers who gathered around the mystery-god, to be renewed
by partaking of his life in a sacramental meal, and ecstatically to
feel his presence with them. It is this, according to Bousset, that
accounts for the prevalent use of the term among the Gentile
Christians of the early period: ‘The Son of Man of the primitive
Christian community is derived from Jewish eschatology, and
continues to be an eschatological figure . . . The Kyrios of the early
Hellenistic Churches is a power which is present in the cult and
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in worship.” But this understanding of the significance of Christ,
so Bousset goes on to tell us, resulted in a major shift in the
Christian's outlook on his world, and of the purpose of God in it:

In this presence of the Kyrios in the act of the worship, in the experiences
of his apprehensible reality which came to Christians at worship, there was
from the beginning a mighty alternative to the eschatological ideas of the
earliest Christian communities—without observation, quite gradually, the
centre of gravity of the faith began to shift from the future into the present.
Kyrios-worship, liturgy and sacrament were the most dangerous and
powerful foes of earlier communities. For if this concept were ever to take
its place in fully developed form, then the other must necess:rily lose its
élan, the vital power by which it swept everything zlong wit: itself. This,
however, we may take to have been the development; to a very large extent
the Son of Man has been forgotten, and remains in the Gospels as a
hieroglyph, the true significance of which has been forgotten; the future
belongs to the Kyrios, who is present in the act of worship.!

Bousset draws a number of other conclusions from his
interpretation of the evidence. In many cases these Christian
groups had been associations of mystery-worshippers before they
became Christians. All that has happened is that their mystery-god
has acquired a new name and a new character as Jesus of Nazareth.
Naturally such worshippers have very little interest in the historic
events of the life of Jesus. Everything for them is concentrated in
the drama of the death and resurrection, a drama that is repeated
among them Sunday by Sunday, into which they feel themselves
ecstatically caught up. In the sacrament they receive the very Body
and Blood of the God; they become partakers of his life, and so they
have the assurance that they have passed from death to life. The
eschatological tension of a future which has become already
present has been changed into the sacramental tension of an
outward which has become already inward, of a time-conditioned
being which already enjoys timelessness.

As usual, there was a certain time-lag before these German ideas

! It has 10 be recarded with regret that Bousset remarks elsewhere thar this
‘curicus duplication of the object of adoration in Christian worship would be
unthinkable, except in surroundings where the monotheism of the Old Testament no
longer rules as an assuredly and unconditionally accepted truth’. There isno evidence
whatever that the Hellenistic Christian groups, deeply influenced as they were by the
Old Tesiament, were less firm in their monotheism than any other part of the
primitive Christian community.
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became widely familiar in England. The greatest contribution to
their popularization was made by one of the most notable English
New Testament scholars of the century. Kirsopp Lake
{1872-1946), as a young man, had rather surprisingly gone to
Leiden in Holland as New Testament Professor. In 1913, Trinity
College, Cambridge, was about to appoint a theological lecturer,
One of the favoured candidates was Lake. At the crucial moment
word reached the great Master of Trinity, Henry Montague Butler,
that Lake was unorthodox in his views, and this, it must be
confessed, was a mild way of putting it. The choice in consequence
fell on the other candidate, Frederick Tennant, Lake's senior by
seven years, and hardly a pillar of the kind of orthodoxy that Butler
approved. No criticism can be made of the choice of a man whose
Philosophical Theology is one of those classics that is likely to
survive for centuries. Yet it cannot but be regretted that Lake was
lost to America. There he did distinguished work, especially on the
text of the New Testament—the little book on the subject that he
prepared in collaboration with Silva New is still the best short
introduction to New Testament textual criticism that exists in any
language. Yet Lake never seemed quite to fulfil the promise of his
earlier years. .

In 1911 he had produced a book called The Earlier Epistles of St.
Paul, which is a very notable book indeed. For the first time the
conclusions of the religio-historical school were made known to
the English-speaking world in most attractive and dramatic form.
Some of Lake’s positions could not be maintained today. And, as
we came to read the German books which in fact he was
summarizing and interpreting, we realized that Lake was not quite
50 original as we had supposed him to be. For all that, 1 think that
those of us who read Lake when we were young will be inclined
to think that this is one of the best books on the New Testament
that has ever been written in the English language. This is the way
it ought to be done. Under Lake’s skilful guidance, we feel
ourselves one with those new and struggling groups of Christians,
in all the perplexities of trying to discover what it means to be a
Christian in a non-Christian world. And there is the Apostle, so
very much in working clothes and without a halo; we feel in our
bones the passionate eagerness of Paul for better news from
Corinth, the passionate relief when the good news arrives.
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There were, of course, some very disturbing things in the book.
Paul had always been regarded as the pillar of Protestant
orthodoxy; what would Protestantism be without Paul’s doctrine
of justification by faith? Yet Paul, as Lake presents him, takes a
very realistic view of the Lord’s Supper in terms of the eating and
drinking of the God. Anglo-Catholics were perhaps a little
incautiously jubilant; their view of the Lord's Supper seemed to g0
back to much earlier times than had generally been supposed, and
it appeared now to be possible to quote the Apostle of the Gentiles
in favour of a view with which he was imagined by many to have
been unfamiliar. Some Protestants were a little unduly slarmed.
Wiser heads thought that, whatever view of the presence of the
Lord in the Eucharist we may come to hold, the Hellenistic
mystery-religions are not exactly the allies we would choose to
have in the defence of our position. But, when we have made every
allowance that can be made for later discovery and for the need for
more prudent statement, nothing can alter the fact that Lake had
made it necessary for every English student to take sericusly the
Hellenistic background of the New Testament. His interpretation
might be wrong. There could be no evasion of the questions he had
asked.

We waited long and eagerly for a complementary volume on the
later Epistles of Paul; but somehow the book never came: The
Earlier Epistles stands as a token, as the promise of a work that was
never completed.

VI

In the previous section we have given a sketch of the
development of a certain school and type of New Testament
interpretation which draws heavily on the alleged influences of the
Hellenistic environment on early Christian thought. The outcome
of this process has been the erection of three structures of thought
which are accepted by a great many scholars of this school
as though they were self-evident realities. These three are the
pre-Christian Gnostic myth, Gentile Christianity, and ‘early
Catholicism’. It is now time to turn on these three structures the
light of scientific criticism and to consider how far they have really
been established beyond the possibility of cavil or disproof.
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1. The outlines of the Gnostic myth are summed up for us with
admirable clarity by Professor Rudolf Bultinann in his article on
the Fourth Gospel in the new edition of the great German
theological encyclopaedia Die Religion in Geschichie und
Gegenwart:!

The basic elements in the Gnostic myth of redemption, the concrete
features of which can vary in detail, are as follows: A heavenly being is sent
down from the world of light to the earth, which has fallen wader the sway
of the demonic powers, in order to liberate the sparks of light, which have
their origin in the world of light, but owing to a fall in primeval times have
been compelled to inhabit human bodies. This emissary takes a human
form, and carries out the works entrusted to him by the Father; as 2 result
he is not cut off from the Father. He reveals himself in his utterances ]
am the Shepherd’, etc.) and so brings about the separation of the seeing
from the blind to whom he appears as a stranger. His own hearken to him,
and he awakes in them the memory of their home of light, teaches them
Lo recognise their own true nature, and teaches them also the way of return
to their home, to which he, as a redeemed Redeemer, rises again.?

2. Of Gentile Christianity the picture is rather less uniform, but
there would probably be general agreement as to the following
features. From a very early date, and even before the conversion of
Paul, there existed in some of the great cities of the Roman Empire
Christian communities of Gentile origin which grew up in almost
complete independence of the traditions of the Jewish Church in
Jerusalem. This had already been recognized by Baur and his
followers of the Tiibingen school; although developed to a point at
which they could not be defended, these ideas were in the main
sound. The Jewish concept of the Messiah had little meaning for
these Gentile Christians, and the Jewish categories were very soon
replaced by the familiar terms ‘Son of God’, ‘divine man’, and so
forth, which these groups drew from the terminology of the
other and non-Christian cult-groups around them. The rapid
development of this type of Christology, which we find already so
far advanced in Paul, is due to the taking over by the Christians of
an already formulated scheme, into which they fitted their ideas

1 Vol iii {1959, col. 84

2 The curious and important phrase ‘the redeemed Redeemer’ refers to one
element in che Mandaean form of the myth—the Redeemer himself falls victim 1o the
powers of evil in the lower world, and has to be delivered by further action from the
side of the powers of light.
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of the Christ. There was little that they had to develop de novo.
they had merely to adapt the material that was there ready to thei;
hand. Such Gentile groups were, naturally, not very much
interested in the earthly life of Jesus of Nazareth; they were
concerned only about the living Christ, the dying god who had
risen again, who was felt to be present among them in the ecsiasy
of worship, and the reality of their fellowship with whom was
guaranteed to them by the Spirit in the automatically effective
sacraments.

3. The development of Frithkatholizismus is depicted for us in
summary form by Professor H. Conzelmann in his article on
Gentile Christianity (Heidenchristentum) in the volume of R.G.G.
referred to above.! His statement is as follows:

The relationship of the Church to the eschatological future loses in
importance in comparison with the present possession of 'means of grace’
[Heilskrifte, literally ‘powers of salvation’], and their mediation to the
individual; these are administered and experienced in the institutions of
the cult. So the office of the priest acquires a new, that is to say
constitutive, significance in relation to the salvation of the individual.
Originally the office of the preacher had as its task the proclamation of the
unconditional character and the immediacy of salvation for every
individual; but now the priest acquires the new character of mediator
intervening between God and man. In place of the proclamation of a
salvation without presuppositions, which recognises no condition other
than that of faith, and no means other than the Word, we encounter now
the invitation to enter on a way of salvation under the guidance of the
Church, and that means in fact under the guidance of ecclesiastical
authority. The Church has become an institution for the transmission of
salvation (Heilsanstalt}, and that means that it stands in need of a new
law. For the first time in the history of the Church it becomes evident
that sacramentalism and moralism are brothers; to the sacramental
administration of salvation is added of necessity the disciplinary adminis-
tration, especially when the priesthood has reached its monarchical
culmination in the office of bishop.?

In these three great structures we are presented with a
comprehensive picture of Christian origins as these are related to
the non-Jewish world. It is clear that, if this reconstruction of the
history is solidly grounded, and as clearly proved as the scholars

1 Vol. i, col. 139, ? R.G.G., i, 139,
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who have contributed to its formation believe it to be, the
traditional understanding of the New Testament, and of the early
years of Christianity, is no longer tenable.

We have already encountered a number of instances in which
what were really no more than unverified suppositions have
succeeded in passing themselves off as established truths. It will be
convenient at this point to cite a judgement passed by Professor
C. H. Dodd, whose judgements are always conspicuously fair and
magnanimous, on one of the scholars whom we have had occasion
to mention with considerable respect:

The whole process of reconstruction is a masterpiece of characteristic
ingenuity, but it depends on too many arbitrary assumptions. It is not too
much to say that in Reitzenstein's later work much of ancient literature
became omne vast jig-saw puzzle, to be dissected and reassembled by
methods which often had too little regard for the maxim that a chain is as
strong as its weakest link,1

It is in the light of this and similar warnings that we approach
the critical consideration of the three main pillars of the ‘religio-
historical’ interpretation of the New Testament.

1. The Gnostic myth and the mystery-religions

Itis clear from the start that, for our consideration of the relationship
between the Christian faith and its Hellenistic environment, the
question of chronology is all-important. Who borrowed from whom!?
In which direction was the current of influence flowing? It is by no
means always easy to determine; but this very fact lends increased
importance to the dating of our evidence, in so far as this is possible,
and demands of us great caution in the use of evidence to which no
date can be ascribed with any degree of certainty. Otherwise we are
liable to go seriously wrong. An illustration from modern times may
help to make this clear.

It could well happen that an historian working in Sri Lanka in
the twenty-fifth century, and stumbling on the fact that there
existed in Sri Lanka in the twentieth century both a Young Men's
Christian Association, and a Young Men’s Buddhist Association,
should conclude that the Buddhist Association was the earlier, and
the Christian a pale imitation of it. After all, Buddhism is very

1 The Intetpretation of the Fourth Gospel (1953}, p. 121 and n. 3.
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much the older religion, and has been in Sri Lanka a great deal
longer than Christianity. The inference could be regarded as highly
plausible. But if the historian has at his disposal one-tenth of the
evidence which is available to us, he will know with absolute
certainty (and this is one of the cases, rather rare in historical
research, in which we can speak in terms of certainty] that the
plausible inference was in fact the incorrect one, that the Christian
institution was prior, and that it was borrowed by the Buddhists at
a date considerably later than that of its foundation because of its
manifest success as an instrument of Christian propaganda.

Now, it is universally recognized that mystery-religions existed
in the Mediterranean world from a very early date, and that many
and various types of them were to be found in the first and second
centuries AD. There is therefore no a priori reason for excluding
the possibility that the early Christian communities were
influenced by the mystery atmosphere that surrounded them, and
were inclined to borrow words, ideas, and possibly ceremonies
from this ancient and well-established form of religion. It is when
we try to put exact content into this general statement, and to
determine the extent and nature of the borrowing, that we are
liable to get into trouble, unless we pay careful attention to such
chronological data as we have. Two illustrations will serve to
make the matter plain. '

Everyone who reads books on Christianity and the mystery-
religions becomes familiar with a letter discovered among the
papyri at Oxyrhynchus which reads: 'Chaeremon invites you to
dinner at the trapeza [the table, or festal meal] of our Lord Sarapis
tomorrow.’ By the time that one has met this quotation in a dozen
books and articles, one is inclined to think that this is a common
phrase, and the mind jumps at once to 1 Corinthians 10. 21: ‘Ye
cannot be partakers of the Lord’s table and the table of devils.’ Our
Lord Jesus, our Lord Sarapis—what could be clearer? But in point
of fact the phrase is by no means common. Not more than a dozen
examples of it can be quoted from the ancient literature, the
inscriptions, and the papyri. More important still is the question
of the date. When was Chaeremon writing? The answer seems to
be that the letter was written not earlier than the beginning of the
third century. By that time Alexandria, the great centre of the cult
of Sarapis, was largely a Christian city; it had been the home of the
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great Christian teachers Clement and Origen. It is not impossible
that, when Christians spoke of ‘the table of our Lord’ they were
borrowing from mystery-usage; but we have to reckon also with
the possibility that when Chaeremon writes of ‘the table of our
Lord Sarapis’ the borrowing is really the other way.

Of course, ritual banquets of every kind had been held in heathen
temples from the earliest times, and it is to this fact that Paul is
alluding in 1 Corinthians 10. That excellent scholar Hans
Lietzmann, in his commentary on the Epistle,! has a useful
Excursus on the subject at this point. Of course, Chaeremon is
quoted. But Lietzmann, careful scholar that he is, makes it clear
that no evidence has as yet been found for a pre-Christian use of
the phrase ‘the table of our Lord X’. The phrase may have been
used earlier. Here, as so often, we have to say simply that we do
not know, and we are warned once more of the extreme
uncertainty attaching to inferences based on what is in itself
uncertain.

Another example of the significance of chronology in this
connexion is yielded by one of the most striking of all the mystery
phrases—renatus in aeternum, ‘reborn for eternity’, which has
been interpreted by many Christian scholars, including Kirsopp
Lake, as throwing much light on the theology of baptism as that
was understood in the early Church. Do we not find in this
mystery phrase a remarkably close parallel to the Christian
concept of baptism as a ‘rebirth to eternal life’? It has not
infrequently been inferred that the pagan phrase is the original, the
Christian a borrowing from it. But what are the facts?

The phrase renatus in aeternum occurs only in relation to the
Taurobolium, a sacrifice performed in connexion with the rites of
the Great Mother of Asia Minor or of Attis.2 On the appointed day
the priest descended into a deep trench dug in the earth; this was
covered with a platform of wood on which a bull was then slain,
the blood descending through orifices cut in the wood on to the
waiting priest below. In this horrible ceremony we are clearly in

! Handbuch zum Neuen Testament, vol. ix {1931).

1 It is frequently stated that the Taurobolivm formed part of the rites of Mithras.
As far as inscriptions are concerned there is as yet no evidence for this at all.
Archaeological remains suggest a connexion, as would be natural in view of the

character of Mithras as slayer of the bull; see now R. Duthoy, The Taurobolium
{1969).
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touch with the very ancient idea of blood as the most powerful
magic—in many societies the blood of a man is even more
powerful than that of an ox—and of the power of blood to renew
and restore life, if life has been weakened or impoverished. From
the inscriptions it seems that on occasion the priest who had
undergone the ceremony, on emerging bloodstained from the pit,
was greeted by the watchers as renatus in geternum.

Here, once again, the question of the direction in which borrowing
took place, or may have taken place, can be determined only by
careful attention to chronology. The first recorded occurrence of the
ceremony which can be daied belongs to the year s D, 143, the last to
the very end of the fourth century, when the trinmph of Christianity
in the West was already assured. It is, of course, unlikely that the
first recorded instance is the first to have taken place; but all the
evidence that we have suggests that the ceremony became common
only in the third and fourth centuries. And what of the inscriptions
and the phrase renatus in aeternum? That immensely learned man
Professor Arthur Darby Nock once pointed his finger sternly at me,
and said: ‘Only three instances, and all of the fourth century.' Nock
had an amazingly wide knowledge of the whole world of Hellenistic
religion, and an accurate and careful mind. I have no doubt that he
was right. And, if so, there is an overwhelming probability that the
phrase renatus in aeternum is Christian in origin, and an
overwhelming improbability that Christians could have borrowed it
from any mystery source.!

We turn now from the mystery-religions as such to the problem
of Gnosis or Gnosticism. As we have seen, Church historians
recognized the existence, not later than the middle of the second
century, of a vast movement in which the central concept was that
of the imprisonment of particles of light or spirit in the gross and
fleshly world and their deliverance through the descent of a
heavenly being, who in one way or another had come to be
identified with the Jesus of the Gospels. In recent years many

! Alas, that learned and kindly man died in January 1963, between the writing and
the revision of this lecture. He was the man who could have given us a definitive and
authoritative account of Hellenistic religion in the crucial period. His Gifford
Lectures on the subject were delivered as long ago as 193940 and bave never been
published. Many articles of great value are coliected in the posthumous Essays on
Religion and the Ancient World {2 vols., 1972) but we shall never have from his pen

the definitive book of which, in connexion with New Testament studies, we stand 30
sorely in need.
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scholars have come to believe that the roots of Gnosticism go back
much further than is generally supposed, that there was a pre-
Christian Gnosis, the influence of which was deeply felt
throughout the Middle East, and that clear traces of this Gnosis are
to be found in almost every part of the New Testament, and in
particular in Paul and in the Johannine writings. Here, once again,
it is clear that the question of chronology is of crucial importance,
from what date onwards does it become possible to speak of
Gnosticism in any recognizable form?

In this field we are embarrassed not because we know too little,
but in a sense because we know too much; in hardly any other area
has the progress of knowledge been so rapid in recent years-—before
a book that refers to the subject is in print, it is likely to have been
put out of date by some later discovery.

Ninety years ago we had a good deal of knowledge of a rather late
system of dualistic religion known from its founder Mani (216-266
or 267) as Manichaeism. Most of our information about this
religion came from its Christian enemies; but at least the name of
it was familiar to a very wide circle of readers, since the great
Augustine himself was a Manichaean for a number of years before
he became a Christian, and has written about Manichaeism at
some length in his Confessions. Then in 1902 and 1903
explorations in Chinese Turkestan brought to light 2 number of
original Manichaean documents in a whole variety of languages,
including Chinese. In 1931 a smaller but very important group of
Manichaean writings, including hymns in Coptic, turned up in
Egypt. These discoveries have filled in a good many gaps in our
knowledge of a religious system which spread from China to the
Atlantic coast, and presented itself for a time as a serious rival to
Christianity.!

More startling than the Manichaean discoveries has been the
recovery in 1945 or 1946 at Nag-Hammadi in Upper Egypt of a
mass of Gnostic writings in Coptic. Thirteen volumes bound in
leather have been found to contain no less than forty-nine
treatises; some of these were known before, others are entirely
new. For the first time we are able to meet the Gnostics not as they

1 An excellent summary of what is now known about Mani and Manichaeism has
bezn]provided by G. Widengren in Mani und der Manichiismus {Urban Bicher 57,
1961].
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are represented to us by their enemies, but in their own words and
utterances. Thirty years or so after their discovery, the treatises
have at last been published, and, as the editor of the English
translation says, 'now the time has come for a concentrated effort
... to rewrite the history of Gnosticism, to understand what it was
really all about, and of course to pose mew questions.’* The
contents of the treatises are well summarized by Jean Doresse in
his work The Secret Books of the Egyptian Gnostics:

First that of the greatest, purely Gnostic revelations, with some
commentaries expounding the myths that they contain; next some
revelations that are no less important but are artificially veiled under
Christian allusions; then the authentically Christian apocrypha infiltrated
by Gnostic speculations; and lastly some half-dozen treatises of which
some properly belong to Hermetic literature while others exhibit a curious
transition between Hermetism and Gnosticism.?

Among these new finds, the treatise which has attracted far more
attention than any other is the so-called Gospel of Thomas, a
collection of sayings of Jesus, some of which appear in the form in
which they are found in the Canonical Gospels; others seem to
have been carefully edited (though how far the editing tended in a
specifically Gnostic direction is a matter of dispute among
scholars), a few were already known from sayings of Jesus that had--
turned up among the Oxyrhynchus papyri, and some were entirely
new. Have we here evidence of a different tradition of the words
of Jesus, outside of, and independent of, the tradition which
eventually took shape in the Canonical Gospels? Some scholars say
yes, and others say no. A great deal more detailed study will be
needed before a definite answer can be given to these questions.
There is still no reason to dissent from the sober and measured
judgement of Oscar Cullmann:

if we do not arrive at completely assured results, still it remains true that
these leaves, discovered by Egyptian peasants in an old cemetery, will for
a long time occupy scholars in many different provinces: that of philology,
- that of the history of Gnosticism and of Jewish Christianity, that of the

1 James M. Robinson, in The Nag Hammadi Libtary in English {1977}, p. 25. The
texts themselves are being published in the multi-volume The Coptic Gnostic
Library. Much impertant work has been done on Gnosticism by the Italian scholar
H{g;é&lianchi: see, e.g. his Selected Essays on Gnosticism, Dualism and Mysterosophy

2 Op. cit. (1960}, p. 146.
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Synoptic problem, and of the exegesis of Jesus’ words, and that of
manuscripts {see the close relationship to Codex Bezae). They certainly
give us new problems, but perhaps they may permit us to solve old
problems, or at least to come closer to a solution.!

This new Gnostic material may thus come to be highly
important in connexion with the history of the Church in the
second century, and with that of the tradition of the New
Testament. It can hardly bring us nearer to an answer to the
question as to whether there was or was not a pre-Christian
Gnosticism, on which the Gentile Churches leaned heavily for the
working out of their theology.

It is partly a matter of definition. If we define Gnosticism
sufficiently widely, we can affirm with certainty that it has a pre-
Christian history. There was in the Greek-speaking world a
widespread ethical pessimism, a tendency to think of the body as
essentially evil, as the prison-house of the soul, that immortal
being, the business of which on earth was to make itself as like to
God as possible, and so to remain untouched and uncorrupted by
that body with which it had come to be associated. There was in
the East a widespread metaphysical pessimism in which the whole
universe was interpreted in terms of the ceaseless warfare between
the forces of light and the forces of darkness, with no assurance of
a cessation of the conflict or of a final victory of the light. When
these two met, as they did progressively from the time of the
Roman conquests in the East in the first century B.C. the scene was
set for that peculiar combination of elements from a variety of
sources by which Gnosticism in all its forms was characterized. If
taken in this very general sense, Gnosticism may well have been
pre-Christian.

A number of attempts have been made in recent years to
interpret Gnosticism as a phenomenon of more than local and
temporal existence, and in terms which the modern world will
readily recognize.

For Hans Jonas the clue to the understanding of Gnosticism is
existentialism. The modern existentialist inds himself alienated
from the world in which he lives, plunged in a false and artificial

! '"The Gospel of Thomas’ in Interpretation (October 1962), an English translation

(l); &1)1 article that originally appeared in the Theologische Litereturzeitung for May
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existence which he did not choose and for which he is not
responsible, challenged to recognize his own true being in freedom,
and to make a firm decision in favour of authentic existence. The
situation of man in the decaying ancient world was very much the
same. The old orders of society, with their protecting educative
power, had broken down. Man found himself in his world
homeless, forlorn, and afraid. The physical world is orderly but
unkind; it has been brought into being by malevolent powers for
the enslavement of the human race. To be at home in such a world
is to have sunk into forgetfulness, stupor, or drunkenness. The
challenge of Gnosticism is that a man should recognize his own
true being, and by the resolute assertion of his freedom should rise
from the false and the transitory into the full reality of being,
which is full of hope and promise. Opinions will differ as to
the measure of the success with which this retranslation of the
twentieth-century idiom of Martin Heidegger into terms of the
ancient world has been carried out.!

A second attempt to interpret Gnosis generally, this time in the
light of psychiatric experience, had been made by C. G. Jung—an
attempt which deserves attention rather because of the eminence
of the author than for any intrinsic merit in it. Once again, the setting
is one of man’'s alienation from himself; as always in such a
situation, man’s deep inner self in its search for wholeness throws
up images, and in the brilliant world-pictures of Gnosticism these
images, though they are in reality only projections from the depths
of man’s own being, take on religious significance. On the whole
Jung prefers Gnosticism to orthodox Christianity, as being truer to
the natural realities, and as having found on the whole better
symbolic expressions for the self. In our whole being we must take
account of darkness no less than light, a point which had been earlier
stressed by Jakob Boehme. Rather suprisingly Jung remarks:

The natural archetypal symbolism [of Gnosis] describing a totality that
includes light and dark, contradicts in some sort the Christian but not the

L Dr. Jonas's book Gnosis und Spitantiker Geist appeared in a revised second
edition in 1954, His book in English, The Gnostic Religion: the Message of the Alien
God and the Beginnings of Christianity {2nd ed., 1963), sets out the same point of
view as that expressed in the German book. See now the collection of articles edue_d
by K. Rudolph, Gnosis und Grostizismus (1975), and Rudolph’s monograph Die
Gnosis {1978), whose English transiation is awaited. See too W. R. Schoedel’s article
in Interpretation {October 1962), pp. 387-401.
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Jewish or Yahwistic viewpoint, or only to a relative degree. The latter
seems to be closer to Nature, and therefore to be a better reflection of
immediate experience. Nevertheless, the Christian heresiarchs tried to sail
round the rocks of Manichean dualism, which was such a danger to the
early Church, in a way that took cognizance of the natural symbo}; and
among the symbols for Christ there are some very important ones which
he has in common with the devil, though this had no influence op
dogma.!

The correctness of such high speculations depends, of course, on
the reliability of the evidence adduced, and on the verification of
a multitude of details with which those who move at these
altitudes cannot be expected to be familiar. It is when we descend
from the heights to the often tedious but scientific work of
verification that questions throng in upon us thick and fast.

We must ask, in the first place, where we encounter the Gnostic
myth in the neat and simple form in which it has been summarized
for us by Professor Bultmann. The surprising answer is: Nowhere
at all. The myth is a synthetic product, pieced together from hints
and shreds in different sources, many of them of uncertain date.
We may maintain, if we will, that such a myth existed more or less
in the form in which it is presented to us; but honest caution
compels us to recognize that the evidence is far too slender for any
confident affirmation to be based on it. Unfortunately, some
scholars are less cautious than others; there is a tendency to
suppose that when any Gnostic word or phrase occurs in any
document that is available to us, the whole of the Gnostic myth
must have been present in the mind of the writer whoever he may
have been. Clearly, this is an assumption which is more readily
made than proved. One can only echo the heart-cry of Professor
Virginia Corwin in her work on Ignatius, where she complains of
scholars of this school that

their primary interest is in individual figures and motifs of myth, which
they find in different religions, but a difficulty arises because they tend to
assume that the whole myth was known whenever a phrase suggests an
aspect of it. That this is sometimes the case is of course true, but it is not
always so, and it can never be assumed . . . Furthermore, the method is

! C. G. Jung, Aion: Researches into the Phenomenology of the Self (English trans.,
1959, p. 196.
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almost by definition atomnistic, presenting concepts isolated from the total
schemes in which alone they have meaning.}

As we have seen, in the later researches of Professor Reitzenstein
much weight was attached to the books of the Mandaeans, that
strongly anti-Christian Gnostic sect which still so strangely
survives in Mesopotamia. To what extent is it possible to date
these books, and how far is it possible to make use of them as
evidence for the existence of a pre-Christian form of Gnosticism?

It is admitted that all the Mandaean manuscripts which we
possess are late, probably not in any case earlier than the eighth
century. This in itself proves nothing; a late manuscript may
preserve for us what in itself is a very early work; a manuscript of
the fourteenth century has kept alive for us the Roman poet
Catullus who lived in the first century B.C. There is fairly wide
agreement that the Mandaean books as we have them cannot be
attributed to a period earlier than the fourth century A.p. This
again proves nothing; a book compiled at that date might be made
up, in part at least, of very much earlier material. We have to fall
back on probability, and the nature of the texts themselves.

There is now reason to believe that some parts of the Mandaean
texts draw on older material than had been generally supposed.
A Swedish scholar, Dr. T. Sive-S6derbergh, has made a careful
comparison of the Mandaean hymns with the Manichean hymns
discovered in Egypt in 1931. He comes to the conclusion that the
hymns preserved in the Mandaean books are the earlier and have
been adapted by the Manichean writers. He is inclined to attribute
the original writings to the second century A.p.2 This, if correct,
brings the Mandaean writings back to a venerable antiquity; but in
the second century we are still only in the period of the developed
and Christianized Gnosis of Basilides and Valentinus; no reason

1 V. Corwin, $t. Ignatius and Christianity in Antioch (1960), p. 12. Professor H.
Schlier, in his Religionsgeschicktliche Untersuchungen zu den Ignatiusbriefen {1929
attempts to show the extensive presence of the pre-Christian Gnostic myth in the
writings of Ignatius; this is a view for which there is little to be said, and it has not
met with general acceptance.

2 T. Save-Soderbergh, Studies in the Coptic-Manichean Psalm Book {Uppsala,
1949} Save-Saderbergh’s view is accepted by Kurt Rudolph, who in Die Mandder
{1961) has written the fullest account we yet possess of the Mandaeans. Fresh
Mandaean manuseripts have been brought to light and published by E. §. Drower, The
Canonical Prayer Book of the Mandaeans [1959].
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has yet been shown for supposing that these documents present ¢q
us anything that could be regarded as a pre-Christian Gnostic
mystery, or that could be used as a clue to the interpretation of the
Christian faith in the New Testament period.

In the main we must accept as sound the verdict pronounced in
1953 by Professor C. H. Dodd:

Too often the documents cited are of quite uncertain date, and we
wander in a world almost as timeless as the world of the myth itself. When
some precise chronology is possible, it always, or almost always, turns out
either that the document in question belongs to the fourth century or later,
or that it belongs to an environment in which the influence of Christian or
at least of Jewish thought is probable, so that it is hazardous 1o use the
document to establish a pre-Christian, non-Jewish mystery . . . Alleged
parallels drawn from this medieval body of literature have no value for the
study of the Fourth Gospel, unless they can be supported by earlier
evidence.!

When this book was first written, it seemed certain that the
study of Gnosticism, its origins and its relation to early
Christianity would be one of the major preoccupations of the
interpreters of the New Testament and of Church historians for the
next generation. While interest in this subject has certainly not
died down, to a considerable extent attention has turned
elsewhere, particularly to the study of Jewish background material.
This has meant that in many areas uncertainty still remains, as can
be seen by raising once again the question of the origins of
Gnosticism. It is clear that it was a flexible system that took into
itself material from many sources. But, if we ask whence came the
original impulse and the centre and heart of the doctrine, a whole
variety of answers has been given and still is given. Harnack found
the source of Gnosticism in the Greek spirit; for him the history
of the early Church is to be explained in terms of the Hellenization
of the Gospel—Gnosticism represents the abrupt and rapid
Hellenization of Christianity, orthodox Christianity represents the
gradual absorption by the Church of the Greek spirit; but heresy
and orthodoxy alike are variants on a single theme. The school of
Reitzenstein was convinced that Gnosticism, like Mithraism,
came from the East; in it Iranian, Mesopotamian, and even Indian
elements are traced, and these, it is held, gave its essential

| The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel [1953|, p. 130.
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character to the complex whole. More recently, many scholars
have maintained, with force and learning, the position that the
origins of Gnosticism are to be sought in Judaism, particularly in
that turmoil of apocalyptic speculation which accompanied the
tranmatic events of the centuries immediately on either side of the
turn of the eras.! It is as true now as it was when this book was
first written to say that we really do not know.

One question calls urgently for an answer. Where do we find the
evidence for pre-Christian belief in a Redeemer, who descended
into the world of darkness in order to redeem the sons of light?
Where is the ecarly evidence for the redeemed Redeemer, who
himself has to be deliveted from death? The surprising answer is
that there is precisely no evidence at all. The idea that such a belief
existed in pre-Christian times is simply a hypothesis and rests on
nothing more than highly precarious inference backwards from a
number of documents which themselves are known to be of
considerably later origin. Where, then, are we to look for the origin
of the idea of the heavenly Redeemer, and of those redeemers who
later were certainly believed in? Professor R. M. Grant, who
affirms confidently that no trace of a pre-Christian redeemer has
ever been found, sums up the problem, and a possible answer, with
perfect lucidity:

In pre-Christian Graeco-Roman religion there was no redeemer or saviour
of a Gnostic type . . . The most obvious explanation of the origin of the
Gnostic redeemer is that he was modelled after the Christian conception
of Jesus. It seems significant that there is no redeemer before Jesus, while
we encounter other redeemers (Simon Magus, Menander} immediately
after his time.?

Professor Grant is not alone in maintaining this view.

It is becoming increasingly clear that Gnosis in its essential being is non-
Christian; the view that it was pre-Christian still awaits demonstration.
Nothing will alter the fact that the people to whom these books

1 See R. McL. Wilson, The Gnostic Problem (1958) and especially now B. A.
Pearson, ‘Tewish Sources in Gnostic Literature’ in M. E. Stone (ed ), fewish Writings
of the Second Temple Period {1984}, pp. 443-81.

1 R. M. Grant, Gnosticism, A Source Book of Heretical Writings from tbeIEarIy
Christian Period {1961}, p. 18. Strong reinforcement may be found for this view in the
thorough and careful study by Dr. C. Colpe, Die religionsgeschichtliche Schule
{1962). See also E. Yamauchi, Pre-Christian Gnosticism (1973) and the works of M.
Hengel, e.g., The Son of God {English trans., 1976).
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belonged [the Nag Hammadi writings] did behave more or less as
Christians, and must provisionally be regarded as Christian heretics. It is,
however, clear that this Gnosis shows hardly a trace of inner connection
with the historic events of Christianity, with the life and death of Jesus the
Messiah.

Such is the judgement of one of the most learned students of
Gnosticism in our time, Professor Gilles Quispel.! And Professor
Quispel puts his finger on the central point of the whole debate.
Whether we are right in saying that Gnosticisin represents the
outward projection of man’'s inner search for the unity of his own
being, the protest of the deeper self against the tyranny of the
intellect, or no, it is certain that for Gnosticism in all its forms
man is at the centre of the picture; it deals with permanent and
unchanging factors in the human situation, and to it history is a
matter of supreme indifference. The Christian Gospel is firmly
rooted in history, in certain things that are believed actually to
have happened.

At a later stage we shall have to consider again the significance
of history and to take account of the extent to which mythological
elements can be incorporated into a historical narrative. Here it
cannot to be too strongly insisted that history and myth belong to
two different worlds. The myth, in this sense of the term, is the
imaginative projection outwards of man's inner hopes, fears, or
desires. It does not matter whether the events that are mythically
represented ever really happened. Myth can quite contentedly take
account of something which happens over and over again, as the
mystery-religions incorporated into themselves the annual drama
of the death of the world in winter and its rebirth in spring. History
deals with that which happened once for all, at a recognizable time
and place in this visible world, and which can never be repeated.

Gnosticism has to do with a God who is essentially and at all
times unknowable, and of whom we can speak, if we speak at all,
only in negative terms. No one is likely to deny that, if God exists
at all, there is in him an unutterabie mystery, which it is
impossible for man to apprehend or to approach. For all that, the

1 Gnosis als Weltreligion (1951}, It is interesting that Professor Quispel, like
Lachmann and Reitzenstein before him, is not a theologian, but a classical philelogist.
In this admirable sketch of only ninety-five pages he makes a remarkably clear

differentiation between Neo-platonism {late Greek philosophy}, historic Christianity,
and Gnosticism.
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God of the Christians is not in the least like the God of the
Gnostics. He is a God who can be known and loved; a God who is
pleased to reveal himself and has revealed himself in history in the
person of Jesus of Nazareth. This Jesus is no mysterious or
mythological figure; he is a man who was born and lived at an
identifiable time and place, was crucified once for all, and was
raised from the dead never to die again. It is true that those who
had believed in Jesus had to exercise their imaginative faculties to
the utmost to find terms in which to express their sense of the
dignity of the One in whom they believed God to have come to
them. Nevertheless, this sense of historical once-for-allness runs
right through the New Testament, being specially emphasized in
the Epistle to the Hebrews, and distinguishes what it has to say
from every Mediterranean myth.!

2. The churches of the Gentiles

With ‘the Gentile churches’, we have a rather easier task. We ask:
Where is the evidence for the existence of these Gentile churches,
developing on lines of their own, in almost total independence of
their brethren in Jerusalem? In the article of H. Conzelmann on
Heidenchristentum, which we summarized earlier, the author
admits twice over that there is no evidence in any of our sources
for the existence of any such communities. This does not rule out
the possibility that such Gentile communities may have existed.
But everything that we say about them depends on more or less
precarious inference. Yet we see the strange result that, in one of
the most distinguished books of this century on New Testament
_ theology, the work of Rudolf Bultmann, thirty pages are devoted
to the message and teaching of Jesus, and a hundred pages to
the exposition of the life and thought of these Gentile

! This point has been strongly emphasized by Professor G. Stihlin in his article on
‘Myth’ in Kittel's T.D.N.T., vol. iv, pp. 762-95. His conclusion (p. 793 is that ‘the
Church in every age has insisted that there can be no relation between the Logos of
the New Testament and myth'. It is interesting to note that Professor Stéih_hq is one
of the few contemporary New Testament scholars who has himself been a missionary.
He would not maintain, nor would 1, thar there is no point of contact between
Christian faith and these ancient expressions of human longing. We keep Easter at the
season of the rising sap, the renewal of the earth; this suggests a deep acceptance_bv
the Church of something very human and primitive; but this is very far from saying
that Christian belief in the resurrection is derived from, or in amy way deeply
influenced by, pagan myths or mystery religions.



196 THE INTERPRETATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

communities of which we cannot certainly know that they ever
existed.! '

If we take the picture given us by every single source on which
we depend for our knowledge of early Christianity, even allowing
fully for every variety of detail in the presentation, it is as different
as possible from the imaginary picture given us by Bultmann and
his disciples. Here are no isolated groups, forging their own theology
in independence of what other Christians elsewhere might be
thinking or doing. The picture is on¢ of constant coming and going.
It is not only Paul who travels; Aquila and Priscilla turn up at various
places and various points of the narrative. They are typical of those
mobile Christians, the anonymous founders of so many of the great
churches of the Christian world. But always in the background is
the mother church at Jerusalem; one of Paul's primary concerns is
that there should be no schism in the body of Christ; and the aim
of that great collection on behalf of the poor saints in Jerusalem,
which he organized in all the Gentile churches and to which he gave
so much of his time and strength in the concluding years of his active
ministry, was precisely the demonstration of the unity of the body
of Christ throughout the whole inhabited world.?

In point of fact, however, we are not left entirely to our own
imagination to discover what a Gentile church was really like. We
have a remarkably vivid picture of one in the Epistle to the Romans.
This great letter is often misread and misinterpreted. Luther’s
tremendous experience of justification by faith, as mediated to him
in the early chapters of the Epistle, has laid a heavy hand on
exposition ever since; and the majority of expositors have
concentrated on the first eight chapters, as though this was a great
systematic doctrinal statement, to which everything else is an

1 T.W. Manson rightly calls this the nemesis of 2 wrong method of work. 'Tmay remark
in passing that the disseminated incredulity of Bultmann's Geschichte der syrioptischen
Tradition had its nemesis thirty years later in his Theologie des neuen Testaments, in
which a perfunctory thirty pages or 50 is devoted to the theology of Jesus himself, while
a hundred or more are occupied with an imaginary account of the theology of the
anonymous and otherwise unknown ‘'Hellenistic Communities”’ * (Studies in the
Geospelsand Epistles (1962), pp. 6~7}. In point of fact ali that really needs to be said about
the Gentile Churches was said as long ago as 1928 by A. D. Nock in his study of the subject
in Essays on the Trinity and the Incarnation (ed. A. E. . Rawlinson).

t Professor Henry Chadwick, in his inaugural lecture as Regius Professor of Divinity
in the University of Oxford, The Circle and the Ellipse |1961), has drawn our attention
again to the immense significance of Jerusalem in the early days as the centre of the
whole Christian world.
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appendix. This is complete::ly to misun@erstand the situation.
Romans, like all the other Epistles of Paul, is a real letter, a message
of practical counsel to those who need the Apostle’s help. Like all
the others, it should be read backwards as well as forwards, if we
are to understand what it is all about. This is a Gentile church. It
is possible that there were a few Jews among the Christians; but
in view of Paul’s repeated reference to ‘you Gentiles’, this must be
regarded as doubtful. Here, as elsewhere, the church has come into
being under the shade of the synagogue. Here, as elsewhere, there
are at least two, and perhaps three, groups among the Gentile
Christians. There may have been some who had actually been
circumcised and so had pledged themselves to keep the whole law;
there were many who had been hearers in the synagogue and who
were familiar with the law of Moses but pledged only to its moral
requirements; and there were some who had come in straight from
paganism without the preliminary discipline of the law. These
groups found it difficult to get on with one another. There were
difficulties arising through differences of usage, the observance or
non-observance of festivals and so on. These can be easily dealt with
by the simple principle of mutual tolerance; the problem now is not
that of the law, as it was in the days of the Epistle to the Galatians;
it is that of the election of Israel. Is it possible that God should have
cast off his people, and that the ancient election should have come
to nothing? In the light of this formulation of the problem, it becomes
clear that the difficult chapters 9 to 11, which are often treated as
an awkward parenthesis between doctrine in chapter 8 and practice
in chapter 12, are really the very heart of the Epistle; this, in fact,
is what it is all about. Whether Paul has really proved his point may
be argnable. There can be no doubt as to the point that he is trying
to make—Israel remains the people of God; into that people the
Gentiles have been grafted by a divine and miraculous act, So must
they think of themselves, and in no other way. They are no new
people, but the ancient people of God; since they have entered into
the covenant-relationship with God through faith, they are heirs of
Abraham, God’s covenant with whom also was established on the
basis of faith and on nothing else.!

! The argument of the Epistle to the Ephesians is very similar and thoroughly
Pauline. Here, tao, the unity of Jews and Gentiles is something brought about once
ot alt by a single divine act, and not an empirical process which men can observe
biappening before their eyes. The verbs are all gorists!
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It is sometimes affirmed that the original Christians had no;
supposed themselves to be adherents of a ‘new’ religion; and one
of the changes alleged to have been introduced by the Hellenists g
that of supposing themselves to be a 'new race’, the third race a5
opposed to pagans and Jews. But this is an argument which wil)
hardly hold water. The question as to whether Christianity was 4
new religion or not was not one that could be answered by the
Christians; the answer was imposed upon them by their juridica]
situation in the Roman Empire. The Jews were a privileged people,
and the law of the empire permitted the practice of their religion.
Could the groups which gathered themselves round Jesus as
Messiah or as Kyrios share in the privileges of the Jews? To this
question the Jews returned an emphatic and resounding no. Israel
as a race had rejected the Gospel; as the first century advanced, the
Jews seem to have been moved by an almost fanatical hostility to
the new movement. The Christians might claim to be the true
Israel; the Jews would make it plain to them that the old Isracl was
very much alive and that Christians had no part nor lot in it. As
s0 often, the form the Church took on was determined for it not
so much by its own inner impulses as by the opposition from
without in relation to which it had to take up its stand.

Even more significant than Paul’s answer to the question
relating to the election of Israel is his manner of handling the
question. Throughout he argues from the Old Testament; he
assumes that his readers will be familiar with it and that its
authority will be unquestioned. And here, more than at any other
point, he strikes that which constitutes the unity of the early
Christian communities. We have no evidence of any Christian
community in the world which was not founded on the Old
Testament. As yet the Christians had no Scriptures of their own;
the Old Testament was their Bible. They had heard it read and
expounded in the synagogue; now, almost certainly, they heard it
read and expounded in Christian worship. The interpretation was
new; everything was now understood Christologically, and the Old
Testament was ransacked in order to discover the categories in
which the reality of Jesus the Christ could be expressed, and to
work out the parallels between the mighty acts of God on behalf
of his people of old and those new and even mightier acts in which
the Christian people felt themselves to be involved.
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Some of the proof-texts were obvious. It did not take long for the
Christian imagination to seize upon Psalm 16. 10: 'Thou dost not
give me up to Sheol, or let thy godly one see the pit’ as a
foreshadowing of the resurrection. The picture of the Suffering
Servant in Isaiah 53 clearly played a significant, perhaps even a
decisive, role in helping Christians to understand what had been
achieved by the atoning death of Messiah.! But there was also a
possibility of much subtler exegesis, and the discovery of hints and
pictures of the Christ in most unexpected places. The development
of this kind of typological exegesis became alrnost a recognized
profession in the Christian Churches. The function of the prophet
in the early Church seems to have been not so much to foretel] the
future, though there were examples of this,? as t¢ lead the
congregation into a deeper understanding of the mystery of Christ
through inspired exegesis of the Old Testament Scriptures. We are
fortunate in having a remarkable example of Christian prophecy in
the Epistle to the Hebrews.® The aim of the writer is te show
the finality and all-sufficiency of Christ; this he does by drawing
out the doctrine of the heavenly high-priesthood of Christ, a
priesthood which is after the order of Melchizedek, and therefore
different in kind, in order, and in permanence from that Aaronic
priesthood to which the Jews were bound under the law of Moses.
This is a great and original epistle; the writer had a mind of
extraordinary beauty, power, and penetration. As to his identity,
and the identity of his original readers, we have scarcely a clue,
though guesses are manifold. The presence of these great
anonymous figures in the early Church is indirect testimony to the
greatness of that Gospel by which they had been called into being. |

The superscription of this Epistle ‘to Hebrews' is almost
certainly correct. The recipients were probably Jewish Christians
who had failed to realize the full significance of that which was
offered to them in Christ. But exactly the same process was going
on in every Christian congregation throughout the Roman Empire.

| How far the mind of Jesus bimself was infiuenced by the figure of the Suffering
Servant is today a matter of controversy. Of its influence on the minds of the carly
disciples there can be no doubt at all. .

1 As, for instance, the foretelling of the famine by Agabus noted in Acts 11. 27

* The relationship between prophecy and apocalyptic is a matter of some dispute
today, but even so we can distinguish clearly between the ‘prophecy’ of this epistle
and the ‘apocalypric’ of, say, the Revelation of $t. John the Divine.
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That the results varied a little from place to place need not be
questioned; there would be differences of emphasis, according to
the interests of both teachers and hearers in the various regions.
But every congregation was familiar with the stories of the Exoduys
and the Passover, with the expectations of Messiah, with sign angd
psalm and prophecy. The idea that there were groups here and
there who were unaffected by this relatedness of the Church to the
Old Testament, and who worked out their doctrine of the Chyist
independently in Hellenistic terms and in categories that had
nothing to do with the Old Testament, rests on no evidence
whatever. That they used Greek words and borrowed terms and
phrases from their neighbours has been readily admitted; but that
the controlling influence was that of the Old Testament,
interpreted in the light of what they had learned of Jesus of
Nazareth, scems to me one of those basic truths to which the
whole of the New Testament bears witness.

3. Early Catholicism

On the problem of ‘early Catholicism’, again, it is not necessary to
dwell very long. It seems to arise in the main from a transposition
of the problems of the Reformation period into the first century
AD. To an extent which it is hard for the Christian of the
English-speaking world to realize, the mind of the continental
Protestant has been fashioned by the running controversy with the
Church of Rome which has gone on for more than four centuries.
He has been taught to regard Catholicism as being at every point
and in every respect a deformation of the Gospel. If there is
anything even in the New Testament that seems to lend support
to the Catholic position, that must at once be stigmatized as the
beginning of the falling away of the Church from its true nature,
a falling away which was almost complete by the second century
and from which it was delivered only through the new revelation
given by God through Martin Luther in the sixteenth century.
Above all, no suspicion must be allowed to pass that the Church
is in process of becoming a Heilsanstalt, an institution for the
mediation of health and healing and salvation. If by this is meant
that the Church comes to be regarded as an institution through
membership of which salvation is automatically conveyed,
without regard to faith or hope or the transformation of the life of
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the member, it may be stated at once that the Roman Catholic
would be as resolute in repudiating that understanding of the
Church as any Lutheran could be. But the idea that the
institutional form of the Church is in itself and necessarily a falling
away from the original truth and grace of the Gospel he would
naturally be unable to aceept.

But, through this anti-Catholic prejudice, a large group of
continental scholars have been led to produce a fancy picture of the
early Church, which does not correspond to any known reality. Let
us take one single example. We know, as a matter of fact,
extremely little about the organization of the early Church. It is
the strange fact that we have no evidence of any kind that would
enable us to say with certainty who was the celebrant (or even the
celebrants} at the Lord’s Supper in the first century. We may think
that it was an apostle or a presbyter; but this is simply inference
from later practice, an inference unsupported by any direct
evidence. But, equally, in our evidence there is no place for that
most familiar higure of continental Protestantism, the preacher,
the man to whom is committed the Predigtamt, the office of
preaching. It is not clear that preaching, in any contemporary sense
of the word, played any part in the worship of the early Church;
still Jess that there was any one person to whom the office of
preaching was committed. It is probable {though this again is only
inference, based on Acts 20. 7-10] that if an apostle or prophet was
visiting a congregation, he would be invited to preach. But in
the only description we possess of the earliest Christian worship,
a rather disorderly kind of worship it must be admitted, in
1 Corinthians 14, we read: ‘When you come together, each one
has a hymn, a lesson, a revelation, a tongue, or an interpretation’
{1 Cor. 14, 26}. Paul recognizes this multiplicity of contributions;
his concern is only that all should speak in succession and not all
at once.}

It is quite clear that there was no one single person, to whom alone
was entrusted the task of preaching the word. Dr. Conzelmann'’s
holders of the early Predigtamt, whose business it was to remind
their hearers of the immediacy and the unconditional character of

! 1think myself that at this point Paul is addressing the presbyters (though this is
2 word Paw) himself does not use], and not the congregation as 2 whole; but this
cannot be proved, and in any case does not affect the argument.
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salvation, are the product of a lively Lutheran imagination in the
twentieth century; they have no existence in any of the evidence
that has come down to us.

Equally, those early believers of a period 'which recognizes ng
condition other than that of faith, and no means other than the
Word’ have no historical existence at all. If there is one thing more
certain than another about these early churches, it is that
admission o them was by faith and baptism. The New Testament
knows nothing of membership in the Church by faith alone,
without the accompanying act of obedience and confession. The
Epistle to the Romans was probably written in A.D. 56, that is less
than thirty years after the death of Christ; Paul takes it for granted
that all his readers will have been baptized, and that the
extraordinarily high and realistic doctrine of baptism which he
presents to them is the familiar tradition of the Church and not a
strange new doctrine which he has himself thought up under the
influence of some Hellenistic tradition or other. Whether we like
it or not, from the very beginning the Christian Church, which had
grown out of the Jewish Church, had its institutional element. We
may say, if we wish, that baptism was merely the outward
expression of a living faith, and that faith was the all-important
thing. This is true, but it does not alter the fact that, until faith had
found its expression in baptism, the believer was not a member of
the Christian community, the body of Christ. Non-sacramental
Christianity, as it is to be found today in almost all the Protestant
churches of the continent of Europe, is an invention of the
rationalistic nineteenth century; it has little to do with the
Christianity of the New Testament and cannot be made to square
with it.

We none of us can €scape our own presuppositions, or the
background of the kind of Christian life that we have been brought
up to live, The evidence of the New Testament is so rich, so
complex, and so varied that it is quite certain that we shall none
of us be able to do justice to it all. But we shall not be able to deal
with it at all unless we are prepared to deal with it all, and to give
due and unprejudiced weight to every part of it. There has been a
tendency, on the part of many continental scholars, following the
lines laid down by Baur more than a century ago, to affirm that the
only completely genuine form of the Christian faith is to be found
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in the four great Epistles of Paul, except in so far as Paul shows
himself at certain points to have been either corrupted by
Hellenism or to have failed to slough off completely his heritage of
apocalyptic Judaism. The central doctrine is that of justification by
faith, though Paul deals with this only in parts of two Epistles, and
hardly mentions it in the other two—Paul's doctrine of the Spirit
is far more central and characteristic than his doctrine of
justification by faith. But a proclamation based on so narrow a
foundation cannot be more than a thin and ineffective proclamation.
One of the most distinguished members of the school which we are
at present discussing, Heinrich Schlier, was led to question its
adequacy. As he studied the New Testament more deeply, he
became increasingly convinced that many of those things that had
been rejected as ‘accretions’, as 'Hellenistic developments’, and so
forth, were in fact parts of authentic and essential Christianity.
Eventually, to the astonishment and dismay of his friends, he
announced his conversion to the Roman Catholic Church. If the
only alternatives are, on the one hand, the reduced Protestantism
which has characterized much New Testament scholarship in
Germany and ¢lsewhere, and, on the other hand, Rome, many would
feel that the Professor had made the only choice possible to a2 man
who is prepared to take seriously the whole of the evidence of the
New Testament.}

For faith cannot be built on one narrow section of the Christian
revelation without help from the other. Take, for example, the
concept 'faith’ itself. It is clear that the word is used with
interestingly different connotations by Paul, by James, and by the
writer to the Hebrews. The three in a broad general sense look
respectively to the past, to the present, and to the future. In Paul
faith means something like total surrender to God on the basis of

I' This point is dealt with by R. H. Fuller in The New Testarmment in Currerit Study
11962}, pp. 137-8: ‘It is becoming increasingly clear that the New Testament covers
three phases in the emergence of Christianity: the ministry of Jesus, the apostolic and
the sub-apostolic ages. Just as we are learning to see the apostolic age as the response
to fesus, in which what was implicit in him is now made explicit, so too it should
beceme increasingly apparent that the sub-apostwolic age, so far from being a
corruption of its immediate predecessor, was the legitimate response to the apostolic
age, in which what was implicit in the earlier period is now made explicit in the later.
This would mean, ultimately, thar the second-century achievements of catholic-
iIsm—the creed, canon, episcopate, and liturgy—are she unfolding of what was

‘?mplicitl in the apostolic kerygma.’ A typically Anglican point of view—the more
Interesting in that Fuller is Bultmann's son-in-law.
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the promises he has given to man in Jesus Christ. In James, fajhy
means loving obedience to the commands of God. In Hebrews
faith means going forth boldly inte the unknown, in the certaint;;
that God is at the end of the journey as well as at its beginning.
Clearly, each of these concepts is valid, Christian, and apostolic.
Lacking any one of them our faith must be partial and one-sided.

The event of Jesus Christ is far too great to be caught and held
in one interpretation and one only. Here was seen the wisdom of
the Church in gathering together into the New Testament so many
different streams of tradition and interpretation, rigidly excluding
other streams which seemed to have become corrupted at the
fount, but including all that could be genuinely called apostolic.!
The startling thing about all these traditions is their unity; they ali
relate to one event, which must have been staggeringly great, and
to one Person, who must have been unlike any other person who
has ever lived. All the traditions are fragmentary and incomplete.
No one would maintain that they are all of equal value; and all
together they fail to answer a great many of the questions that we
would like to ask. But, by their very richness and variety, they
challenge us to go beyond them, to see how near we can come to
that event and to that person.

Is it possible really to draw near to him at all? Can we of the
twentieth century get anywhere near Jesus of Nazareth, and the
. event of his resurrection, or must we say simply that these things
are hidden in mystery which we cannot penetrate? The attempt to
answer this question must be the subject of a later chapter.

1 The history of the Canon is a long and complicated business. The Church, of
tather the churches, were never very clear as to what exactly they meant by apostolic;
and in a considerable number of cases they did the right thing for the wrong reason.



Chapter VI
" RE-ENTER THEOLOGY

HARNACK'S What is Christianity! marked the high point of the
liberal interpretation of the Gospel. It must have seemed to many
in 1900 that the reign of this school of thought was permanent and
assured, and that no other interpretation of the work of Jesus
Christ would ever be able to hold the field against it. Yet, almost
as soon as the book appeared, there were signs that the Christian
consciousness was not entirely satished. From the beginning
Christianity has been a religion in which the personal relationship
of the believer to Jesus Christ has been central. But, if Harnack is
right, and the Wesen, the very essential heart of Christianity, is to
be found in certain truths and principles, does any great
importance attach to the person of the Revealer through whom
these truths were made known?

The liberal view contained within itself the seeds of its own
dissolution. The central message of the Gospels 1s not the teaching
of Jesus but Jesus himself. It is impossible that this theological
issue should be for long evaded; if disregarded, it will ere long
reassert itself. And this is in fact what has happened in the
twentieth century. In this chapter we take four men, of very
different backgrounds and points of view, each of whom in his
separate way has posed for us again the question; Who is Jesus of
Nazareth, and how are we to think of him?

Albert Schweitzer (1875-1965)

Just about eighty years ago the learned world was astonished to
learn that Albert Schweitzer was planning to go out to Central
Africa as a medical missionary. It scemed that Schweitzer had the
world at his feet. By the age of thirty he had won distinction in the
two very disparate fields of music and theology. He was an
acknowledged authority on the works of Johann Sebastian Bach
and an organist of far more than ordinary merit; he was already the
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author of striking studies of the problems of the New Testamen;

It was known that he had since then qualified as a doctor Qi
medicine. But high theology and missions do not seem always
readily to go together; many thought that a year or two ip the
desolating climate of Lambaréné on the Ogooué River would prove
quite sufficient, and that then Schweitzer would be back in hijg
study in Strassburg. By the time of his death some sixty years later

Albert Schweitzer had become one of the most famous men ir;
the world, Nobel prizeman for peace, honoured by countless
universities and learned societies. He remained in Lambaréné, and
the service of humanity in its need seemed to give him a
satisfaction which he found nowhere else in the world. By many
things he will be remembered; but perhaps his most abiding fame
will rest on the book which he wrote when he was less than thirty
years old, The Quest of the Historical Jesus (1906}.!

This is indeed a tremendous book. Schweitzer has left on record
some memories of the manner of its writing. Books were stacked
everywhere in his room, including the floor, and those who came
to see him had to edge their way perilously along the narrow
waterways between the tall islands of books. Schweitzer had
undertaken nothing less than a survey of the whole of the critical
research on the life of Christ carried out in Germany (with a few
glances outside) in the course of more than a century. In the
process of doing so, he has given something like a brilliant
summary of the development of the mind of man in one of the
most creative of all the centuries of history. Two hundred and fifty-
one writers are listed in the Index. It is quite certain that
Schweitzer had not read all the works of all of these. But he was
never a man to pile up footnotes merely for the sake of effect; he
had really read and pondered all the important books, and
comments on them on the basis of full knowledge and penetrating
insight, And this is far from being a dry-as-dust catalogue of names;
Schweitzer carries on a runnin= guerrilla warfare with the authors
whom he is discussing; he sprouts metaphors, and at times his
style is positively sprightly.

1 This brilliant title seems to be due to the English translator. The German
original appeared under the not very illuminating title Von Reimarus zu Wrede
Professor F. C. Burkitt, whom we have met in other connexions, was one of the furst

in England to become interested in Schweitzer's work. It was he who took the
initiative in arranging for his great book to be translated into English.
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The book opens with some characteristically modest state-
menis:

When, at some future day, our petriod of civilisation shall lie, closed and
completed, before the eyes of later generations, German theology will stand
out as 4 great, a unique phenomenon in the mental and spiritual life of our
time. For nowhere save in the German temperament can there be found in
the same perfection the living complex of conditions and factors—of
philosophic thought, critical acumen, historical insight, and religious
feeling—without which no deep theology is possible. And the greatest
achievement of German theology is the critical investigation of the life of
Jesus, What it has accomplished here has laid down the conditions and
determined the course of the religious thinking of the future.!

Then begins the mighty catalogue of writers. They have come to
the story of Jesus with every kind of point of view—faith, unfaith,
half-faith, Their approach has been uncritical, critical, semi-
critical, pseudo-critical. Hardly any of them have made a
contribution of permanent value to the study, though some whose
answers have been wrong have nevertheless rendered a real service
by posing questions that subsequent study has not been able to
evade. Schweitzer's book is itself a summary—usually fair, always
alert, sometimes brilliantly illuminating—and a summary of a
summary would be quite unreadable. The book itself must be read
if the long procession of scholarly figures is to make on the mind
of the reader the impression that the writer has intended.

Schweitzer is at his best on Renan, to whom he devotes a whole
chapter; and this is right, since Renan's is by far the greatest of all
the imaginative lives of Jesus. Ernest Renan {1823-92} was a great
scholar, with a special knowledge of things oriental; he was also a
consummate master of that admirable instrument of precise and
lucid statement, the French language. With Renan, the problem of
Christ and history emerged from the study of the scholar into the
common ways of life. Bight printings of the Life of Jesus [1863)
were required in three months; and the book will have readers
until the world's end:

Men's attention was arrested, and they thought to see Jesus, because
Rfenan had the skill to make them see blue skies, seas of waving corn,
distant mountains, gleaming lilies, in a landscape with the Lake of

! Quest of the Historical Jesus (reprint of 1961, New York), p. 1.
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Gennesaret for its centre, and to hear with him in the whispering of the
reeds the eternal melody of the Sermon on the Mount,!

Renan’s starting-point is that the supernatural is the unreal, and
that miracles do not happen.? So what we are to see here is a purely
human life. The somewhat naive Galilean peasant moves in a kind
of magical glow of summer, surrounded by groups of his adoring
female votaries. When he goes to Jerusalem in search of martyrdom,
this is not due to any sense of vocation to effect the reconciliation
of men with God through his death. Unwisely he has started to play
arole which it is impossible for him to maintain; death is the only
way through which he can escape from his problem without
discredit. And so the story advances toward its moving conclusion.
In Gethsemane, 'Did he remember the clear brooks of Galilee at
which he might have slaked his thirst—the vine and the fig-tree
beneath which he might have rested—the maidens who would
perhaps have been willing to love him? Did he regret his too exalted
nature? Did he, a martyr to his own greatness, weep that he had
not remained the simple carpenter of Nazareth? We do not know!’
And so the death after all is a victory: ‘Rest now, amid thy glory,
noble pioneer. Thou conqueror of death, take the sceptre of thy
kingdom, into which so many centuries of thy worshippers shall
follow thee, by the highway which thou hast opened up . . . Jesus
will never have a rival. His religion will again and again renew itself;
his story will call forth endless tears; his sufferings will soften the
hearts of the best; every successive century will proclaim that among
the sons of men there hath not arisen a greater than fesus.’

What was wrong with Renan’s work! A German scholar,
Christoph Ernst Luthardt, gives the answer: ‘It lacks conscience.'

This, I think, is fair. Renan confuses rhetoric with profundity,
and sentimentality with genuine religious feeling. Professing to
work as an historian, he does not pursne with the needed
seriousness the historical problems of the life of Christ; pretending
to describe the beginnings of a religion, he has no clue to the
challenge of faith or disbelief that is involved in any personal
encounter with jesus of Nazareth.

1 Quest of the Historical Jesus, p. 181.

1 To be precise, that no evidence in favour of a miracle which ap historian could
accept as conclusive has ever been produced.

3 Quest, p. 191.
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Many other examples of Schweitzer’s precision and penetration
could be given. And, when he comes to the end of his long survey,
his conclusion is that all those who had set out to write a life of
Christ had been engaged on a hopeless task. We simply have not
the materials for anything like a biography in the modern sense.
We can to some extent fill in the background from contemporary
sources. We can estimate the reliability of different parts of the
Synoptic tradition. But, for a psychological presentation of the
development of the mind and thought of Jesus, there really is no
foundation in the records. When we try to write his life, we are
attempting to domesticate him within history as we ourselves
understand it; to pull him out of his own time and setting into the
modern world in order to make him intelligible to modern man.
But Jesus will not obey our behest; he refuses to be domesticated,
to be modernized; and it is for this reason that we feel that all the
modern and liberal lives are falsifications rather than expositions
of the records of the Gospel.

Even such consistency as has been attained in the modern lives
has been possible only by reading into the records many things that
are not there, by disregarding difficulties and contradictions, and by
imposing on the materials a unity which is not to be found in them.
But scientific criticism has reached a point of development at which
it is no longer possible to play such tricks with the sources:

Formerly it was possible 1o book through-tickets at the supplementary-
psychological-knowledge office, which enabled those travelling in the
interests of life-of-Jesus construction to use express trains, thus avoiding the
inconvenience of having to stop at every little station, change, and run the
risk of missing their connexion. This ticket office is now closed. There is a
stationat the end of each section of the narrative, and the connexions are not
guaranteed.!

When the time arrives at which he has to work out his own con-
structive solution of the problems, Schweitzer is resolved to keep
!esus firmly in his own time and place, and not to use for the
Interpretation of him any modern categories. He finds the key in that
element in the story which most expositors had tended to overlook
Or t0 underestimate —the sense of crisis, of judgement, and of the
mpending end of the world. He comes forward as the champion of
what he calls 'thoroughgoing eschatology’.

! Quest, p. 333. This is a good specimen of Schweitzey in lighter vein.
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It is unfortunate that Schweitzer chose to use the word
‘eschatology’ in this new and unfamiliar sense.’Eschatology’ is that
which has to do with the last things; and traditionally the last things
are death, resurrection, judgement, and eternal life. For the ides that
God would suddenly intervene in the world to put all things tight
and to bring history to an end, the more usual term has been
‘apocalyptic’. By using instead the word ‘eschatology’, Schweitzery
precipitated considerable confusion, so that the word is now used in
half a dozen different senses, often without definition.!

It is clear that there is an ‘apocalyptic’ element in the Gospels.
There is the sense of crisis and of the end of the known world order.
Some scholars, following Schweitzer by interpreting this literally
to mean the end of the space-time universe, have believed that the
disciples lived in this thought-world and imported it into the Gospel
narratives, but that we should not attribute it to Jesus himself.
Others have thought that Jesus accommodated himself, here as
elsewhere, to the ideas and the language of his time, but that this
either constituted no essential part of his teaching or is to be
explained as the clothing in which he robed his timeless call for
decision. Schweitzer took the view that this was the very heart of
the mind and message of Jesus, and that from no other point of view
can we make sense of the records that we have. As we shall see later,
he has more recently been challenged at precisely this point.

It was long customary to distinguish sharply between prophecy
and apocalyptic, and to say that, while both are to be found in the
Old Testament {and for that matter in the New), there is in essence
a great gulf fixed between them. When the prophet speaks, it was
thought, his gaze is directed to the contemporary situation and the
immediate future; his language is that of high poetry, but it can
usually be interpreted in relation to the situation from which he is
speaking. When the apocalyptic visionary, by contrast, is looking
to the end of all things, the language changes; because he is
speaking of things that the human mind cannot compass,
imagination changes to fantasy, and the landscape is filled with
strange images of terror and darkness. This supposed contrast can
easily be sensed by comparing a mainline prophetic passage with
one in which the apocalyptic note begins to sound:

b See the very useful discussion in G. B. Caird, The Language and Imagery of the
Bible, ch. 14.
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For wickedness burns like a fire,
it consumes briers and thorns;
it kindles the thickets of the forest,
and they roll upward in a column of smoke.
Through the wrath of the Lord of hosts
the land is burned,
and the people are like fuel for the fire;

no man spares his brother,
[Isa. 9. 18-19.}

That is what is normally thought of as ‘prophecy’. 'Apocalypse’
appears to have a different accent:

For the stars of the heavens and their constellations
will not give their light;
the sun will be dark at its rising
and the moon will not shed its light.
Therefore I will make the heavens tremble,
and the earth will be shaken out of its place,
at the wrath of the Lord of hosts
in the day of his fierce anger.
(Isa. 13. 10, 13).

Prophecy, it has often been thought, is a call to repentance on the
part of the people; apocalyptic gives the people assurance of safety,
and perhaps of triumph, in the day of crisis when all things are
dissolved. With the dramatic increase in the study of apocalyptic
in the last few decades, however,! the links between apocalyptic
and prophecy can be seen to be more subtle and far-reaching than
used to be imagined. Thus, for instance, the dramatic vision of
Daniel 7, with its visions of the heathen kingdoms symbolized by
wild beasts, and the true, human kingdom which is to be given to
the_ people of the saints of the Most High, can be seen as a
!egltimate and even natural extension of that use of creation-
imagery which we find in the earlier prophets. And the meaning of
such language is by no means certainly the end of the space-time

ed;tesdeithe two splendid collections of apocalyptic writings now available in English,

1985 an!:i ]I;lHl;‘ Charlesworth {The OlId Testament Pseudepigrapha, 2 vols., 1981 and

secondary o ch Sparks {Th_e Apocryphal Old Testament, 1984}, and the numerous

M. E St;};ls udles of such writings, notably C. Rowland, The Open Heaven (1982),

The Hjstoe le rffm lewish Writings of the Second Temple Period {1984}, and E. Schiirer,

by G v 7 of the fewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ, new ed., revised and ed.
- vermes, F. Millar, and M. Goodman, vol. 3, parts i and ii {1986-7).
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universe. Arguably, the original writer intended to refer to the
coming vindication of Israel, within continuing history, and to do
so in language—perhaps the only language—which would invest
that coming event with its full theological significance. This is
not, of course, to imply that there was a standard 'system’ of such
ideas in first-century Judaism: everything we know about the
period suggests a fair amount of confusion and uncertainty, within
which theological and political speculations grew and intertwined
somewhat luxuriantly.

What is the relation of this world of ideas to the preaching of
Jesus? What was the kingdom which he proclaimed? Scholars, and
their readers, had become accustomed to thinking of this kingdom
as purely immanent, a new spirit or experience, brought in or
established by Jesus, and then incorporated in the existence of the
Church. An entirely contrary view was put forward in 1892 by a
young scholar in a little book on the 'Preaching of Jesus concerning
the Kingdom of God'.! Johannes Weiss {1863-1914}, the son of a
distinguished professor of theology, was a typical German prodigy
of erudition and industry, who at his death at the age of fifty-one
left behind an astonishing number of books of outstanding value.
But none was more strikingly independent or influential than this
brief study of one New Testament subject. Weiss took the view
that the kingdom as Jesus proclaimed it is still entirely future; its
shadow already falls on the world in the presence of Jesus, but it
will come, when it does come, only through the last great and
cataclysmic act of God himself. Gradually it becomes clear to Jesus
that the kingdom cannot come until the barrier opposed by the
guilt of the people is taken away, and that this can be achieved only
through the ransom-price of his death. After the price has been
paid, the kingdom will come with power, and the time of triumph
will begin.

It was this view, so revolutionary and so different from that
which was current at the time, that Schweitzer took up and
developed with the utmost rigour of comsistent thought. The
preaching of Jesus about the kingdom followed the general lines of
contemporary apocalyptic; the one new factor was his
overwhelming conviction that he was the one through whom the

1 Die Predigt Jesu vom Reiche Gottes. The first edition contains only sixty-seven
pages.
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purposes of God were to be brought to fulhlment. Yet this truth is
a secret that must be kept and not proclaimed. Jesus becomes
convinced that he must die, and goes to Jerusalem with that
intention. Upon his death the triumph will immediately follow—
the kingdom will come and history will be brought to an end.

jesus died. But history did not come to an end. What had gone
wrong? Schweitzer does not tell us. His chapter on "Thoroughgoing
Scepticism and Eschatology’ ends baldly with the words: ‘At
midday of the same day—it was the 14th Nisan, and in the evening
the Paschal lamb would be eaten—Jesus cried aloud and expired.
He had chosen to remain fully conscious to the last.’!

The implication is that from start to finish Jesus had been
mistaken about himself, about his proclamation, and about the
purpose of God—and was great enough to face with unclouded
consciousness the realization of his mistake.

So the mystery remains unsolved. The concluding chapter on
‘Results’ ends with what have come to be almost the most famous
words in modern theology:

He comes to us as one unknown, without a name, as of old, by the
lakeside, he came to those men who knew him not. He speaks to us the
same word: ‘Follow thou me!” and sets us to the tasks which he has to fulfl
for our time. He commands. And to those who obey him, whether they be
wise or simple, he will reveal himself in the toils, the conflicts, the
sufferings which they shall pass through in his fellowship, and, as an
ineffable mystery, they shall learn in their own experience who he is.2

Schweitzer has hardly had a single follower who has adopted his
position in every detail. And indeed there is no difficulty in
criticizing his views.

The evidence of the Gospels is so complex that it is quite certain
that no single key will fit all the wards. Schweitzer, no less than
those he criticizes, fails to do justice to many aspects of the story.

The ruthless logic of the dialectic of jesus in his discussions with
his enemies in the last week of his life does not in the least suggest
the intemperate excitement of a fanatic.

Jesus is not after all so mysterious as Schweitzer would have us
believe. It is quite true that 'the names in which men expressed
their recognition of him as such, Messiah, Son of Man, Son of God,

1 Quest, p. 397. 2 Ibid., p. 403.
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have become for us historical parables’; but it does not follow that
‘we can find no designation which expresses what he is for us' .}
Certainly we have no designation which expresses the whole of
what he is for us—but neither had any other generation of the
Church, including the first; hence the vast variety of names and
titles for him in the New Testament.? But at all times Christians
have used names and designations which they have known to be
valid though incomplete; Jesus has never ceased to be the Good
Shepherd and the Friend of Sinners.

Of the attitude of Jesus to his ministry and his death Schweitzer
writes:

Jesus . . . in the knowledge that he is the coming Son of Man lays hold
of the wheel of the world to set it moving on that last revolution which is
to bring all ordinary history to a close. It refuses to turn, and he throws
himself upon it. Then it does turn, and crushes him. Instead of bringing in
the eschatological conditions, he has destroyed them. The wheel rolls
onward, and the mangled body of the one immeasurably great man, who
was strong enough te think of himself as the spiritual ruler of mankind and
to bend history to his purpose, is hanging upon it still. That is his victory
and his reign.?

This is as much rhetoric as anything that Renan ever wrote,
though German rhetoric and not French. But it will not stand up
under a moment’s serious examination. Servants of God do not try
to bend history to their purposes. There is no trace in Jesus, as
presented in any of the sources, of that kind of arrogance which
would rebel against the wise guidance of God and try to force his
hand. A man of such slender spiritual resources as to be capable of
such mistrust of the goodness of God could not have created that
gigantic spiritual movement which we know as the Church of
Jesus Christ.

And this leads on to the gravest weakness of all. When Jesus had
died, apparently discredited and disillusioned, what was it that
made the disciples so sure, in face of all the facts, that he had been
right, and that in his death the kingdom of God had actually come?

1 Quest, p. 403,

2 Dr. Vincent Taylor has produced a valuable study of The Names of Jesus (1952).
He makes the interesting point ¢hat later ages have added only one name or title, ‘the
Redeemer’, to the hfty which are already to be found in the New Testament.

3 Quest, pp. 370-1.
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Historical causation is far more dithicult to trace than physical; vet
results must not be wholly incommensurable with alleged causes,
or the student is entitled to judge that some essential factor has
been mislaid somewhere along the way.

Schweitzer's chosen solution is inadequate and at certain points
as weak as could be imagined. Yet his work has proved to be a
turning point. We can never go back behind the recognition of
apocalyptic as the context, and at least part of the content, of the
Gospel proclamation. We cannot be content with a picture of Jesus
as a rather civilized man of the nineteenth or twentieth century.
We can never again separate ‘the teaching of Jesus’ from Jesus
himself. In a new way the elemental power that is in the Gospels
began to break out from them, and to present men with the
challenge and the demand of a great mystery: '

There was a danger that we should offer them a Jesus who was too small
because we had forced him into conformity with our human standards and
human psychology. To see that, one need only read the lives of Jesus writien
since the 'sixties, and notice what they have made of the great imperious sayings
of the Lord, how they have weakened down his imperative world-contemning
demandsupon individuals, that he might not come into conflict with our ethical
ideals, and might tune his denial of the world to our acceptance of it. Many of
the greatest sayings are found lying in a corner like explosive shells, from which
the charges have been removed. No small portion of elemental religious power
needed te be drawn off from his sayings to prevent them from conflicting with
our system of religious world-acceptance. We have made Jesus hold another
language with our time from that which he really held.!

If we are less likely than our predecessors of a century ago to do
all this, that is in large degree the measure of our indebtedness to
Albert Schweitzer.

Karl Barth (1886~1968)

Many theologians now living in the world could write their
reminiscences under the title 'My encounters with Karl Barth’.
The encounters may have been direct or indirect; personal or only
through reading; favourable or bitterly hostile. But they will have
been there. That was the central importance of Karl Barth for fifty
years; he was, and has remained, a touchstone, a sign, not
infrequently a sign that has been spoken against.

U Quest, p. 400.
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One of the most eloquent utterances of those to whom Barth has
been an offence and a stumbling-block is the passionate protest of
Canon Charles Raven against the harm that he believed to have
been done by Barth and the Barthians to the cause of scientific
theology. Raven first pays a generous tribute to the liberation and
enlightenment that came through Barth’s teaching:

That in any case he did a great and wonderful work, that he brought to
us all, even if we felt his emphasis to be one-sided and his strictures unfair,
a deeper insight into the grandeur of religion, the miracle of God's grace,
and the extent of our blindness and rebellion, and that even though we
could not accept his denial of natural religion or his attitude to the Word
of God, vet he stimulated, even by his negations, a vital interest in aspects
of theology which had been neglected to our less, all this remains an
obligation which even his critics must thankfully acknowledge.

But on balance the loss is held to outweigh the gains. Liberalism
in Britain, in the great traditions of F. D. Maurice, Hort, Gore,
John Oman, Temple, and the rest, has never been anything like
liberalism on the Continent. It was this true and necessary
liberalism that Raven felt to have been threatened:

Theology had hitherto been concerned with the study of ‘God and
everything else together’, and especially with restating the great doctrines:
Creation, now regarded not as an act in the past, but as a continuing
evolution; Incarnation, and its relationship to the creative process and to
the indwelling of the Holy Spirit; Redemption and the light thrown by it
upon the whole business of life through death; Community, and the
relationship of individual to corporate well-being. To explore this
restatement and its relevance to the life and thought of contemporary men
had been the task laid upon every thoughtful Christian. Now theology was
bidden to restrict itself to a rigidly specialised task, ‘the study of Christian
existence in history today’, and told that concern with anything outside the
Bible was 'vanity and vexation of spirit’. The progress made since the
abandenment of the conspiracy of silence was halted and condernned.!

This is a typically English reaction. It, and similar utterances
which could be collected from many sources, perhaps explain why
there has never been a strong Barthian movement in England. The
situation has been markedly different in Scotland and the United
States of America, and, needless to say, in Switzerland and on the

1 C. E. Raven, Science and Religion (1953}, pp. 213-15.
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continent of Europe generally. The American translator of Das
Wort Gottes und die Theologie! has given a most interesting
account of his own first encounter with the Barthian world:

It was a generation ago that I ran across the German text, published under
the title Das Wort Gottes und die Theologie on the 'New Books' shelf in
the Andover-Harvard Theological Library in Cambridge, Massachusetts,
near which at the time I was serving as a parish minister. At first I glanced
idly through it for the chapter titles, then I found myself reading some of
the more arresting paragraphs, and presently succumbed so completely to
the spell of its passionate intensity and penetrating faith chat I lost track
of the passage of time—not to be brought back to myself for two or three
hours . . . To question evolutionary modes of thought in that day was
something like questioning the Ptolemaic theory in the time of
Copernicus, with the stupendous difference that Copernicus seerned at first
to shut the transcendent God out of the world, and Barth seemed
immediately to let him in, .

The experience of discovering Barth was of the bitter-sweet variety,
producing an emotional dialectic which Barth himself would have prized
. . . There was undeniable exhilaration in rehearing and relearning that God
is God, that he will will what he will will, that he is not caughe in the
trammels of the world he himself has created, and that men can produce
him neither as the conclusion of a syllogism, the Q.E.D. of an experiment,
or the crown of a civilisation.

My own experience slightly resembles that of Dr. Horton. In
1923 and 1924 I used to pass regularly through a long gallery of the
Cambridge University Library to the little room in which I was
writing a fellowship dissertation. It was my babit to take up new
books from the shelves, as I passed by, and look at them. As I was
specially interested in the Epistle to the Romans, my eye was
several times caught by this new commentary by an entirely
unknown writer named Karl Barth. I had not time to read the book;
but I was interested by the comment of a German pastor, quoted
on the dust-jacket, Jetzt kann ich predigen—'Now I can preach’.

In 1928, in the course of a long and memorable convexsation,
that eminent Scottish theologian Hugh Ross Mackintosh advised
me to read Karl Barth on the ground that I would find much in him
that was familiar and congenial. 1 bought the book he
recommended, Das Wort Gottes und die Theologie, and read it on
board ship during my second voyage to India. I had never looked at

! Karl Barth, The Word of God and the Word of Man (English trans. by Douglas
Horton: 1st ed., 1928, reprinted 1956).



218 THE INTERPRETATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

the book since, until I started to write these lectures; it is
interesting to recall the passages that made such a deep impression
on me more than thirty years ago that I was able immediately to
turn them up and recognize them. There was the famous passage
about the expectancy of Sunday morning:

On Sunday morning when the bells ring to call the congregation and
minister to Church, there is in the air an expectancy that something great,
crucial, and even momentous is to happen . . . Do they know!? Do they
really know at all why they are here? In any case here they are—even
though they be shrunk in number to one little old woman—and their being
here points to the event that is expected or appears to be expected, or at
least, if the place be dead and deserted, was once expected here !

Then there is the notable passage in which Barth records his own
spiritual ancestry:

Those who accept the thoughts I have brought forward as germane to the
essential facts thereby acknowledge themselves descendants of an ancestral
line which runs back through Kierkegaard to Luther and Calvin, and so to
Paul and Jeremiah . . . Tought to add that our line does rot run back through
Martensen to Erasmus . . . and does not include Schleiermacher . . . In such
a line the next previous representative might possibly be Melanchthon.
The very names Kierkegaard, Luther, Calvin, Paul and Jeremiah suggest
what Schleiermacher never possessed, a clear and direct apprehension of
the truth that man is made to serve God and not God man. The negation
and the loneliness of the life of Jeremiah . . . the keen and unremitting
opposition of Paul to religion as it was exemplified in Judaism—Luther's
break, not with the impiety, but with the piety of the Middle Ages—
Kierkegaard's attack on Christianity—are all characteristic of a certain way
of speaking of God which Schleiermacher never arrived at.2

The reference to Kierkegaard is, of course, highly significant. In
1928 Kierkegaard was almost completely unknown in the English-
speaking world. The only three theologians of an earlier date in
~hose works I have found allusions to him are the omnivorous
Friedrich von Huigel {1852~1925), James Denney {1856-1917), and
the equally omnivorous John Oman [1860-1939).3 In 1928, the

, l1 ']';g;zWord of God and the Word of Man, pp. 104-5. This address was delivered in
uly .

2 Op. cit,, pp. 195-7; from an address delivered in October 1922.

3 Oman once told me that the only book in his life which he had been unable to
finish was Karl Barth's Rémerbrief! But equally it is reported that, when P. T. Forsyth
began to be acquainted with the work of Karl Barth, he said: ‘“This is what Oman and
I have been trying to say all along.’
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only piece of work on him available, and in print, in English was
the article by Dr. A. Grieve in Hastings’s Encyclopaedia of Religion
and Ethics {1914), astonishingly good for its time; and not one
single work had been translated into English. The flood of
translations bv Walter Lowrie, Alexander Dru, and T. F. Swenson
was just about to begin.

More recent students have questioned whether the early Karl
Barth had really understood Kierkegaard; of the effects on his
thinking of Kierkegaard, as he had understood him, there can be no
question. Kierkegaard had seen the significance of what he called
rindirect communication’. To suppose that religious truth can be
communicated directly, as though it were mathematical truth or
logical method, is a shallow blasphemy. All that religious truth can
do is to present itself as a challenge, since the only way in which
it can be apprehended is through faith. Hence Jesus Christ in the
flesh is the 'divine incognito’; so far from proclaiming himself, he
hides himself, since it is only the eye of faith that can discern who
he really is. In his comment on Romans 8. 3, Barth quotes
Kierkegaard with great effect:

If this be so, the mission of the Son is recognizable only by the revelation
of God. We must therefore be on our guard against that ‘fibrous,
undialectical, blatant, clerical appeal that Christ was God, since he was so
visibly and directly’'! May we be preserved from the blasphemy of men who
‘without being terrified and afraid in the presence of God, without the
agony of death which is the birth-pang of faith, without the trembling
which is the first requirement of adoration, without the panic of the
possibility of scandal, hope to have direct knowledge of that which cannot
be directly known . . . and do not rather say that he was truly and verily
God, because he was beyond our comprehension’ {Kierkegaard) . . . And it
must needs be so. Blasphemy is not the stumbling-block that we all—some
here, some there—discover in the life of Jesus. We stumble when we
suppose that we can treat of him, speak and hear of him-without being
scandalized.!

Characteristically Barth exaggerates by speaking of the
‘impenetrable incognito’ of Jesus Christ. The incognito was very
far from being impenetrable; the whole point is that it was easily
penetrable by those who came with humble and simple faith. But

pp] ;;;e ggisrle to the Romans |English trans. of the 6th ed. by E. C. Hoskyns, 1933,
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the principle that Kierkegaard states with regard to the
communication of religions knowledge is vitally important and
essential for an understanding of the Gospels. Information can be
conveyed directly from mind to mind. Children can learn the
Apostles’ Creed by heart in half an hour; and then they know that
Jesus Christ is 'his only Son our Lord’. But of what value is this
knowledge, and what relation, if any, has it to religious faith? This
is the complete answer to the problem that many inquirers have
found so perplexing: Why did Jesus of Nazareth never declare
himself openly and publicly to be Messiah and Son of God? The
answer is that a man cannot convey true information about
himself by making statements about himself. If I say 'T am a first-
class cricketer’, or ‘I am an excellent singer’, the statements may
or may not be true; but in neither case are they interesting or
relevant. All that I can really say is 'Give me a chance to play
cricket with a good team’, or ‘Give me a chance to sing with a first-
rate choir’—and you shall be the judge. With brilliant accuracy the
Gospels have depicted Jesus as always refusing to answer
questions, countering a question with another question. The scene
of Peter's confession, where it is Jesus who asks the question:
‘Who say you that I am?’, is consistent with the whole of the rest
of the Gospels, and with what we know of human nature. This is
the way in which it could have happened; and it could not have
happened in any other way.

But we have gone ahead a little too fast in our narrative and must
turn back to place Karl Barth within the movement of his times.

Born in 1886, in 1917 he was pastor of the parish of Safenwil in
the Aargau canton of German-speaking Switzerland. He was by
conviction a theological liberal, and was closely in touch with the
movement of 'Social Christianity’. Then came the cataclysm of
the First World War; and the young pastor, sitting in his study in
peaceful Switzerland, found that he had nothing to say to his
people. The moral and spiritunal consequences of the First World
War were far more devastating than those of the second, since it
burst on a Church and a world which were utterly unprepared for
anything of the kind. It had been taken for granted, especially in
Christian circles, that, though colonial wars might continue to be
fought in remote parts of the world, war as an instrument of policy
among the great nations of the world was unthinkable. The years
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petween 1904 and 1914, like those §ince 1945, were a period of cold
wat, with Germany added to Russia as the chief provoking cause;
put a number of crises had been passed through without explosion;
it scemed likely that the procedure, though dangerously near
to brinkmanship, could be continued indefinitely. Then the
explosion came. What had the Church to say? The evolutionary
" doctrine, to which most of the churches had committed
themselves, was suddenly and horrifyingly contradicted by the
regression of great nations into barbarism. Moral platitudes and
optimistic vistas now had nothing to say to people. Christian and
non-Christian alike were plunged into perplexities, to which there
seemed to be no answer, from which there seemed to be no way
out. In this time of mental and spiritual disarray Karl Barth turned
back to the Bible; he seemed to be reading it for the first time, as
he discovered that the Bible is not a collection of the pious
meditations of man upon God, but the clarion tones in which God
speaks to man and demands his response.

The result was the publication in 1918 of the first edition of the
commentary on the Epistle to the Romans—a bulky work of more
than 500 pages, shapeless, confused, explosive, even violent, but
with a passionate sincerity about it that at once attracted the
attention of the world. The first edition was quickly exhausted; the
whole book was completely rewritten for the second edition,
which appeared in September 1921 —tidied up a little, with some
of its violence toned down. It is in this form that it has passed
through edition after edition and remains one of the great
theological works of the twentieth century. But it is really the first
edition which is the most important; here in the brief Preface of
little more than a page Barth has explained his purpose, and
revealed something of the travail of spirit out of which the work
was done: 'The reader will detect for himself that it has been
written with a sense of joyful discovery. The mighty voice of Paul
was new to me, and if to me, no doubt to many others also.’ What
h«?s driven Barth to write has been the effort of listening to Paul
himself, and not to the commentators:

The _hiStOrical-cxitical method of Biblical investigation has its rightful
Place; it is concerned with the preparation of the intelligence—and this can
never be superfluous. But were | driven to choose between it and the
venerable doctrine of Inspiration, I should without hesitation adopt the
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latter, which has a broader, deeper, more important justification. The
doctrine of Inspiration is concerned with the labour of apprehending,
without which no technical equipment, however complete, is of any use
... My whole energy of interpretation has been expended in an endeavour
to see through and beyond history into the Spirit of the Bible, which is the
Eternal Spirit.

These were provocative words and naturally Barth was before
long engaged in a running warfare with half the scholars in
Germany. He was accused of being a literalist, an 'enemy of
historical criticism’, of disregarding all the true canons of Biblical
exegesis. Can there be such a thing as interpretation, which goes
beyond the exact explanation of every word of the Greek? In view
of the immense difference in time and background that separates
us from Paul and the ‘situation-conditioned' character of his
writing, must it not be taken as certain that a great deal of what
he has to say has no relevance at all for us today? Must not the
. attempt to make him speak at every point to the men of the
twentieth century result in a wholly unscientific deformation of
the original? This application of .the text may be a useful
occupation in the field of ‘practical theology’; it has nothing to do
with scientific exegesis.!

Barth has his answer ready. He has not neglected the field of
historical and critical study. He has sat at the feet of the veteran
scholars—Jilicher, Lietzmann, Zahn, and Xihl, and their
predecessors Tholuck, Meyer, B. Weiss, and Lipsius.? But, when
they have done their best, how little they have really done for the
Epistle! All too often they dismiss parts of Paul’s teaching as a
purely Pauline point of view, or as something that can be
illustrated by parallels from the literature of the time of Paul,
instead of pressing forward to ask what it is that Paul is really
concerned about, what it is that lies behind the particular form of
words, often very difficult words, that he uses, and whether the
concern of Paul is not also a very real concern of curs. Contrast

1 Some readers will recall the very odd division between ‘Exegesis’ and
‘Exposition’ in the fnterpreter’s Bible, that vast monurment of American industry and
scholarship.

2 It is an interesting example of the 'provincialism’ of which we have spoken that
the commentary of Sanday and Headlam is not among those mentioned by Barth as
an authoerity. In 1917 Barth knew no English. Subsequently, by diligent study of the
speeches of Sir Winston Churchill, of detective stories, and of the sermons of John
Donne, he made remarkable progress in the language.
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with this the method of Calvin: 'how enefgetically Calvin, having first
established what stands in the text, set himself tore-think the whole
material and to wrestle with it, till the walls which separate the
sixteenth century from the first become transparent’.! Calvin's
technical equipment is inferior to that of a German scholar of the
twentieth century; but his commentaries are works of interpretation,
precisely the thing which the modern commentary so often fails
e.
toll()zufl Barth’s position, if freed from certain extravagances of
language, is defensible. The New Testament is more than an
archacological collection of documents; it is a book by which men
and women have lived, and in which century after century they have
found the renewal of their faith. All Christians agree that the Bible
is in some sense the Word of God;? it is the task of the interpreter
to make that Word audible and relevant to the men of his own time.
But interpretation of this kind can go forward on the basis only of
exact and methodical exegesis of the text. The question is whether
Karl Barth has really given the weight to the historical approach that
is its due. I think the honest answer must be that for long stretches
of the commentary he entirely fails to do so; his comments, vivid
and arresting as they often are, have extremely little to do with the
subject about which Paul is talking. Thus, for instance, in chapter
11 Paul is dealing with the problem of unbelieving Israel; Barth
seems to have forgotten all about Israel, and to be concerned only
with the problem of unbelief and election in the Church. Thus on
‘the remnant according to the election of grace’ (11. 6} he writes:

The election of men is by grace; this is the humiliation of the Gospel. But
it justifies and saves because it humiliates, This is the Gospel of the
remnant which verily exists, where light strikes at this present time in the
misery and guilt of the Church. The one hope of the Church is that God
_shguld now justify himself and hear witness to his own oneness. And this
is in fact the hope of the Church, because in Christ God is now revealing
himself as the cause of our tribulation and of our guilt.3

; %‘ﬁe Ef‘gﬂe to the Romans (English trans., 1933), p. 7.
they m:ugb many of them would find it extremely difficult to know exactly what
of the B an by the p_h‘rase' that is so constantly used. One of the more valid criticisms
arthian position is that Barth has never succeeded in making quite clear what

he3d0e5 mean by the phrase ‘The Word of God'.
Op. cit, p. 397,
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This is both true and profound; but it is only by a somewhat
violent wrench that what was written of unbelieving Israel is made
to apply to the situation of a largely unbelieving Church. It is
extended meditation, provoked by some of the thoughts of the
Epistle, rather than exposition of it.

It often appears that Barth is not very much interested in the
historical situation as such; if this is true, it may help to explain
some of the ambiguities that run right through his work, What is
history, and what is thé relationship between history and
revelation? Some comments made by Barth on D. F. Strauss and
his Life of Jesus are illuminating at this point: enumerating the
questions which Strauss has asked, and on which theology 'has
not, right down to the present day, perhaps adequately declared
itself’, he formulates question 5 in the list as follows:

Is it not a fact that the goal of historical research can at best only be a
historical Christ and that this implies a Christ who as a revealer of God can
only be a relative Christ? Is it not a fact that such a Christ . . . could on
no account be the Word that became flesh, executing God's judgement
upon us and challenging us ourselves to make a decision?!

What does this mean? The opposite of a historical Christ would
appear to be a non-historical Christ. But could 2 non-historical
Christ be a revealer of anything whatsoever? If by ‘historical
Christ' is meant one who is wholly absorbed by history, is
identical with it, is wholly directed by its stream, the answer is
that no human being is historical in this sense. To be human -
means precisely to be wholly in history, and yet at the same time
to be in part independent of it, to transcend it, to criticize it, to live
in continuously creative tension with it, and so in a measure to
make history as well as to live it. Only a Christ who in this sense
is completely historical can be the Revealer of God to men who live
in history. A Christ who is in any way at all less than historical is
not the Christ of the Gospels, or of the Church, or of faith, or of
glory. The later work of Kar] Barth suggests that he gradually freed
himself from this concealed docetism; in the earlier work it can
hardly be overlooked.2

| Protestant Theology in the Nineteenth Century |English trans., 1972}, p. 566.

? Walter Kanneth {Glauben an Jesus! (Hamburg, 1962), pp. 198-9}, states that this
basic relativization of history is 1o be found at its strongest in Barth’s discussion of
1 Corinthians 15, in his book The Resurrection of the Dead {Die Auferstehung der
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Karl Barth was a systematic theologian, and not a New Testament
scholar. Yet all through it was his aim that his theology should be
thoroughly Biblical; Kirchliche Dogmatik, ‘Church Dogmatics'—
but this means the teaching of the Bible as understood in the Church,
and lived out in the fullness of the Church’s life. And throughout
the long volumes of the Dogmatik he comes back and back to the
interpretation of the Bible. At times the experts have been querulous
and captious in their criticisms. It is undeniable that at times he
neglects the finer points of scholarship and that his interpretation
is wayward rather than exact; against such minor imperfections must
be set the many passages in which his exegesis is solid, well based,
and penetrating. The real weakness in his grasp of the Bible, in the
creative works of his earlier period, relates not to details, but to far
more general considerations; and this is important, since his
weaknesses are precisely those which are most evident in large areas
of German theology in the twentieth century.

In the first place, there are few signs of any clear or developed
doctrine of the Holy Spirit. Romans 8 is one of the great New
Testament sources of the doctrine of the Holy Spirit as the Spirit
of the Risen Jesus. Karl Barth’s commentary on it flls fifty-nine
large pages; yet I am not sure whether at the end of all this the
reader will have a clear idea of what it is all about. On page after
page we are confronted with this kind of thing:

THE SPIRIT DWELLETH IN YOU. The Spirit is the truth . . . Truth is
that redeeming subjectivity which secretly confronts every ‘I' and “Thou'
and 'He’, critically and immanently dissolving them by the objectivity
which everywhere accompanies them. Truth permits no one to use it as a
plaything; and it puts an end to all tragedy. Truth is far too merry and noble
for us ever to justify our present life and address the present moment:
‘Remain with me! Thou art so fair.” Truth is far too grim and terrible for

us ever to desire to wrest it to ourselves, for example, by despairing and
putting an end to our life.!

This may all be true and relevant; it is hard to see that it has much
to do with the thought of Paul, or with the doctrine of the Spirit.

Toten, 1925

: |- Barth storms against any kind of Easter-narrative which takes the form
of a 'recoun

the R ting of events’, For Barth’s later view, emphasizing the bodily nature of
shor fs‘-L“eCtlon, see T. F, Torrance’s personal account of his last meeting with Barth,
tly before the latter died, in his Space, Time and Resurrection {1976}, pp. x~xi.

! The Epistle to the Romans, p. 257.
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Secondly, in the early days up to and including the publication
of the first volume of the Kirchliche Dogmatik {1932, Barth's
concept of the Church was thin and inadequate. If we ask: “When
is the Church the Church?’, the answer would seem to be: ‘When
a number of Christians are assembled in church on Sunday morning
to listen to a sermon.’ Barth himself was a preacher; as a Reformed
theologian he naturally and rightly exalts the sermon. But of the
continuity of the life of the Church—that continuity which exists in
the mystery of adoration and intercession, in the mysterious reality
that since Pentecost there has never been amoment, day ornight, in
which the Church has not somewhere been engaged in prayer—he
seems to be almost completely unaware.

Thirdly, and this defect is closely dependent on the other two,
he is far less clear than we could wish him to be on.the relationship
between the Bible and the Word of God. When is the Bible the
Word of God?! Often we get the impression that the answer is:
‘When it is being expounded from the pulpit by a preacher standing
in the orthodox Reformed tradition.’ Stated in this form, the
answer is absurd, and it is hardly likely that this was what Karl
Barth really meant. Every day millions of Christians find that the
Bible, laid open on the table in the privacy of their own rooms,
lights up and becomes to them day by day the living Word of God.
The testimonium internum Spiritus Sancti, the inward witness of
the Holy Spirit, is a tremendous reality in the life and the
continuity of the Church. This can be aided and encouraged by
preaching, but is in no way dependent on it. To quote one notable
example, the poet William Cowper, writing in 1764, tells us that

the happy period which was to afford me a clear opening of the free mercy
of God in Jesus Christ was now arrived. I flung myself into a chair near the
window, and seeing a Bible there ventured once more to apply to it for
comfort and instruction. The first verse 1 saw was the 25th of the 3rd of
Romans. Immediately 1 received strength to believe, and the full beams of
the Sun of Righteousness fell upon me. I saw the sufficiency of the
atonement he had made, my pardon sealed in his blood, and all the fulness
and completeness of his justification. Unless the Almighty had been under
me, I think I should have died with gratitude and joy. I could only look up
to heaven in silent fear, overwhelmed with love and wonder. But the work
of the Holy Ghost is best described in his own words—it is joy unspeakable
and full of glory.
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Cowper had been brought up from childhood in a Christian
atmosphere, and had no doubt been familiar with the words of St.
paul long before their meaning so suddenly and dramatically
flashed upon him. But similar experiences have been recorded in
the case of non-Christians who, as far as can be traced, had never
heard a word of the Bible, and at the very first reading of some
portion of it have received an overwhelming impression of its truth
and power. Coleridge defined the inspiration of the Bible in terms
of its power to 'iind’ man, as no other book 'finds’ him. It is this
self-authenticating power of the written word, without the aid of
any human intermediary, that lies at the heart of the conviction of
the Church that the Bible is the Word of God. Contentions about
the details of definition will continue until the world’s end; the
central conviction has stood unshaken through the centuries, and
continues to be verified empirically today. The preaching of the
Word in the assembly of the faithful is a great and wonderful thing;
but any attempt to identify ‘the Word of God' with this one
particular form of its self-manifestation is bound to be self-
defeating. At this point, perhaps, the views of Karl Barth need to
be supplemented by the experience of Christians of traditions other
than his own.

Yet, when we have said all that can be said in the way of
criticism, Barth has rendered a great and notable service to Biblical
study as well as to the renewal of systematic theology. The old
liberalism on the Continent was almost wholly anthropocentric—
man had become the measure of all things, including God: ‘A
hundred incidents are manifestly offensive: so much so that
modern theologians blurt out and with touching simplicity: "‘Here
we feel otherwise than Jesus felt’'—a truth so desperately obvious
that one would have thought it hardly worth while mentioning."?
Barth has reminded us in clarion tones that the Lord is a God of
Judgement and that by him actions are weighed. Man is put on
trial, tested by the Word of God, shown up by the Word of Ged in
the intricacies of his self-deception and his pride. The word of
judgement can become the word of mercy only as man casts away
all his defences and turns again to find his own true self in a
restored relationship to the living God.

1 The Epistle to the Romans, p. 280.
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Edwyn Clement Hoskyns (1884-1937)

Edwyn Clement Hoskyns was in many ways curiously different
from almost all the other theologians whom we are to encounter
in our survey. His father was an Anglican bishop and was also a
baronet; Hoskyns had grown up in that tradition of sober, upright,
slightly austere High Church Anglicanism which was
characteristic of what I have elsewhere called the 'country-house
period’ in Anglican history. After taking a not very distinguished
degree at Cambridge, he had studied for a time in Germany,
making the acquaintance both of Harnack and of Schweitzer,
When in 1919 he returned to Cambridge at the age of thirty-hve as
Eellow and Dean of Corpus Christi College, there was no reason to
suppose that, in the eighteen years of life that remained to him, he
would become a world-famous theologian, and would come nearer
than any other theological teacher in individualistic England to
creating a ‘school’.

In technical equipment Hoskyns was inferior to many of his
contemporaries in the Cambridge theological faculty. Unlike most
of them, he had read History and not Classics, and had not that
intimate knowledge of the Greek language that comes only with
long years spent in reading and writing it both in prose and verse.
To the end of his life he read Greek as a foreign language. But this
was by no means wholly a disadvantage. The danger of the classical
scholar reading the New Testament is that his mind glides over it
too easily, that he takes too much for granted. Hoskyns took
nothing for granted. He had an alert, restless, and inquiring mind,
and came 1o the New Testament with an enviable freshness of
disposition. This led him occasionally into surprising aberrations
of exegesis. In Hebrews 4. 8, the reader of the Authorized Version
is perplexed by the translation ‘If Jesus had given them rest’. A
little thought will show him that the reference is to the Joshua of
the Old Testament, and that the translators with singular
perversity have given the name in its Greek, and here most
confusing, form. At one time Hoskyns was inclined to think that
the reference in this passage really was to Jesus of Nazareth, who
also as the human Jesus had not given his people rest. ‘They won't
consider it’, he said, 'because of the Christology it implies."! This

1 As far as | know Hoskyns never put this eccentricity of interpretation into print.
I recall very vividly the conversation in which he set his ideas before me.
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1 extreme case; but the capacity to hold all the possibilities,

a L ]
was before the mind is one that is of no small

even the unlikely ones,

value to the scholar. |
But the most important thing of all about Hoskyns was that, like

Karl Barth, he was a converte.d liberal. I df’ not know e)‘cactly when
the change took place; but it was certainly before his return to
Cambridge in 1919. Nor do I know when he first made the
acquaintance of the writings of Karl Barth. Canon Charles Smyth
once told me that Barthian echoes were to be heard in Hoskyns’s
Jecture room not later than 1923, at a time when few students in
England had even heard the name Karl Barth.! Certainly Barth
was one of the formative influences in the mind of Hoskyns. One
of his greatest literary memorials is the translation of the
Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans (1933}, a work which
cost him eighteen months’ hard labour, and in which he manifests
in the highest degree that sympathetic understanding of the mind
of his anthor which makes possible translation as interpretation,
and not simply as the mechanical transference of thought from one
set of words to another.

It was this sense of mission, mission to replace the current
liberalism by something nearer to the truth of the Gospel, that
produced in Hoskyns's lecture room the electric atmosphere of
excitement and expectation that has been so well described by a
number of his pupils. It was as a teacher and inspirer of others that
Hoskyns was great. He did not much care for the endless labour of
writing; apart from the translation of Barth’s Romans and the great
commentary on the Fourth Gospel to which we shall come later,
and which was still unfinished at the time of his early death, his
writings are limited to one book, The Riddle of the New
Testament, to a collection of his Cambridge sermons, and to a few
articles in periodicals and composite works. It was in the face-to-
face contact with living individuals that he came alive and was
able to communicate something of that life to others.

It .would be a mistake to think of Hoskyns only as a
controversialist. Yet liberalism was to him, in a very real sense,
the enemy. He believed that it was not founded on careful and
accurate scholarship; and he was convinced that it must in the end

I I _
op. f;fx‘;liﬁillns biographical sketch, in E. C. Hoskyns, Cambridge Sermons (1950),
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have disastrous consequences in the life of the Church of Christ,
Like many other Cambridge scholars, Hoskyns gave some of his
time to the correction of the examination papers of boys and girls
in the public and state schools of the country; as he read the
answers to the New Testament papers, he was horrified to discover
the extent to which the whole religious teaching in schools had
come to be dominated by a liberal presentation—a Bible from
which the supernatural had been carefully excluded, a calmly
rational presentation of the miracles, a Jesus of Nazareth who was
admirable as teacher and example, but from whom all messianic
and divine attributes had been pared away.!

This particular brand of liberalism rested on two main pillars. The
first was the conviction that the real founder of Christianity, in its
traditional form, was not Jesus but Paul. Paul was the evil genius
who had changed the simple Gospel of Nazareth and judaea into a
complex theological system of redemption and salvation; to find the
true doctrine we must get behind the Pauline presentation to the
simplicities of the real Gospel. The second pillar was the belief that
the increasing complexity of the Christian beliefs about Jesus is
characteristic of the later stages of the tradition; if we go back from
Matthew and Luke to Mark, now known to be the earliest Gospel,
we shall find the tradition in a simpler form—indeed, we may be able
to go back to an even simpler form, if some elements that are present
even in the Marcan tradition can be removed. The New Testament
writers present the life and death of Jesus as a drama of salvation; if
we can getrid of these dramatic or dogmatic elements, we shall be on
the way to discovering the realities of the historic Jesus:

Such evidence would suggest that the historical Jesus was unencumbered
with this heavy significance. The claim has been made that it is precisely
this discovery which results from the application to the Gospels of modern
methods of historical and literary criticism. It is claimed that historical

1 It it interesting to note that two such very different men as William Temple and
Hensley Henson, both far more liberal in che ordinary sense of the word than
Hoskyns, were perturbed about the same problem at about the same time. See an
extremely interesting letter of William Temple, then Archbishop of York, to the
Headmaster of Rugby School, dated 16 July 1934, Referring to three books written for
use in schools he writes: ‘What I personally miss throughout is ali sense of a great
historical movement characterized by a sense of divine mission . . . It is not legitimate
10 write about the Old and New Testaments without explaining that these present
themselives, not primarily as a record of men’s thoughts about God, but of Ged's acts
in dealing with men.’ See the Life by F. A. Iremonger (1948}, pp. 139-40.
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s the Jesus of history of any redemptive significance, and in
s his death of that peculiar importance which primitive
y attached to it. This removal of the encumbrance with
ers of the New Testament and the Church are supposed 10
jesus of history gave the sanction of critical scholarship to
the modem distinction between Jesus and the Cl.'mrc}‘l, and set modern
writers and modern preaching free to place h{m in the context of
humanitarian idealism or in the context of popular ideas about evolution.!

criticistn 1id
particular rid
Christian piet
which the writ
have loaded the

It was this idea that Hoskyns was determined to destroy. The
whole of his book The Riddle of the New Testament {1931: 2nd
ed., 1936) is a series of hammer blows, at what, fifty years ago, was
2 widespread understanding of the Gospels.?

The results of the critical study of the Gospels, as set out in
chapter III, provide us with the instruments which we need to
pursue our researches further on the lines which Hoskyns is about
to propose. We hold with some confidence that Mark is the earliest
of the Gospels and that both Matthew and Luke used him in the
composition of their Gospels. If there is any tendency to heighten
the drama, to complicate the simple narrative of Mark with
extraneous theological matter, we shall certainly find it in those
points at which Matthew and Luke differ from Mark. Do we in fact
find that this is the process which has taken place? After a careful
survey of the evidence Hoskyns answers in the negative. Matthew
and Luke have far more material than Mark, particularly in the
matter of words and discourses of Jesus. Each is an author and
artist in his own right; the picture he gives of Jesus is his own, and
is not merely derivative, Each uses freely the material given in
Mark; each tends to correct Mark'’s rather provincial Greek, to
§xp]ain what he has left obscure, to bring events into a more
intelligible order. But essentially the representation of Jesus is the
Same, ﬁnd, if there is any tendency, it is not towards heightening
t}_‘e majesty and the mystery of Christ; it is rather in the opposite
d_lrecnon-—]esus is a little tamed, a little softened and brought a
little nearer to the ordinary categories of human existence:

1 The Ridd], : it
1947), pp. 6()—21“)'{ the New Testament {1st ed., 1931; I quote from the edition of

1 Earlier sketches of his

Chiist g position had been put out by Hoskyns in his essays "The

f the Synoptic Gospels’ ; . &

o / peis’ in E. G. Selwyn (ed.), Essays Catholic and Critical

L‘ 062 and on ‘Jesus the Messiah’ ! the composite work by G. K. A. Bell and
s eeIssmann feds.), Mysterium Christi [1930).
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But in the whole of this process of editing they nowhere heighten Mark's
tremendous conception of Jesus. No deifying of a prophet or of a mere
preacher of righteousness can be detected. They do not introduce
Hellenistic superstition or submerge in the light of later Christian faith the
lineaments of Mark’s picture of Jesus. They attempt to simplify Mark. He
is more difficult to understand than they are . . . All three evangelists record
the intervention of the living God in the heart of Judaism at a particular
period of history in the words and actions and death of Jesus of Nazareth;
all three describe this intervention in the context of Old Testament
prophecy; and all three regard these happenings as one great act of God by
which his rule is inangurated on earth and as a result of which those who
believe are enabled to do the will of God, are freed from the powers of evil,
are forgiven their sins, and are given a confident hope that they will share
in the life which “elongs to the era that is to be.?!

So far so good. But the critical analysis of the Gospel documents
has revealed to us a number of sources, now lost to us except in so
far as they have been preserved in our Gospels. There is the
celebrated Q, that collection of the Sayvings of Jesus, which, if it
existed in written form, was one of the very earliest manifestations
of the Christian desire to write down and to preserve the record of
the Son of Man. There was L the special source of Luke, and M the
special source of Matthew. If we look critically at these, may we
perhaps find in them the lineaments of the simple preacher of
righteousness, the teacher of the new Law, who was willing to die
rather than betray his loyalty to God, but never supposed that his
death was fraught with eternal consequence for the human race?
With this question in mind, each of these sources is again put
through the sieve and carefully investigated. In each case the result
is the same; at no point is there any evidence of a period of purely
historical understanding of Jesus Christ, which has later been
overlaid with the theological incrustation.

How, then, are we to think of the theologians, Paul, John, and
the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews? Here everything seems
to be concentrated on significance, and the original history sinks
into the background. It is startling that Paul, living in a2 world in
which there must have been constant talk of Jesus and his history,
hardly ever refers to that history; he seems to be so absorbed by the
Christ of his preaching as to have no need any more of 'Jesus after
the flesh’. The writer of the Fourth Gospel does, indeed,

} The Riddle of the New Testament, p. 104.
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clothe hisideas in the formofa Gospt?l, a“ life’ of Jesus; but is this more
than outward clothing for ideas which in reality are independent of
their form? Hoskyns penetrates beyond this rather superficial question
to the reality underneath; what is it with which these theological
writers are most deeply concerned? The answermust be thatitis with
one who was manifestin the flesh. In a pregnant passage he indicates
the real difference between knowledge after the flesh and knowledge

after the Spirit:

This spiritual knowledge [of his friends] is a knowledge of living men, of men
of flesh and blood. The difference between a carnal and a spiritual knowledge
consists ina difference of judgement. So the change from a camal to a spiritual
Kknowledge of Christ does not mean that the object of his knowledge has changed
from the Jesus of history to the Spirit-Christ. To suppose this would be tomake
nonsense of his epistle. . . His description of these Christians as 'in Christ’ can
be explained only on the supposition that conversion, if it is to be fruitful, must
bring with it comprehension of the earthly life of Jesus in the flesh and an actual
sharing in his obedience to the will of God.! '

So the conclusion of this study is that there is areal unity in the New
Testament documents. The Gospels bear witness to 3 history in which
an eternal significance is present; the theologians bear witness toa
history in which an eternal significance is present. The believers in
Jesus did not read into him, from the Old Testament, a significance
which was not really there; they recognized a significance which really
was there. Jesus himself lived in the categories of the Old Testament,
which is the record of the great acts of God in history; he was aware
that he himself was the greatest act of God in history; in him and by
him the destiny of men would stand and fall. The Riddle of the New
Testament is Jesus Christ himself. History can go so far as todefine the
riddle, to formulate precisely the terms in which it presents itself to
the human race; but it remains a riddle of the Sphinx until another
dimension than that of history is called in to aid in its resolution.

In consequence, though the writers? afirm with rather surprising
confidence that ‘the historical problem has been solved’, they point

toother problems which lie beyond the limits of the purely historical
method:

The book ends, as it must end, in an unresolved tension between
confidence and helplessness. It ends confidently because the historical
i Op.cit., pp. 160-1.
i this book Hoskyns was helped by his friend and pupil Noel Davey.
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problem has been solved, and yet the solution of the historical problem
does nothing either to compel faith or to encourage unbelief . . . The
historian can help to clarify the issue, but no more. He is unable to decide
between faith and unbelief, or between faith and agnosticism . . . Upon the
ultimate question of truth and falsehood he is unable, as an historian, to
decide . . . Here, then, the historian is driven to lay down his pen, not
because he is defeated; not because his material has proved incapable of
historical treatment, but because, at this point, he is faced by the problem
of theology, just as, at this same point, the unbeliever is faced by the
problem of faith.!

Hoskyns had provided a notable example of what it is now
customary to call ‘Biblical theology’. The three principles on
which such a theology may be said to be based are: the recognized
unity of all the New Testament witnesses, amid all their great
variety in detail; the distinctiveness of the New Testament
witness, as against everything which surrounds it in both the
Jewish and the Gentile worlds; and the essential relationship
between Old and New Testaments, the deep penetration of the
New Testament not only by the words but also by the concepts and
categories of the Old Testament, so that the New is essentially a
Hebraic and not a Hellenistic book.

The Riddle of the New Testament has great and abiding value.
It puts in clear form almost all the problems which have to be dealt
with in the interpretation of the New Testament. The book at once
made a deep impression in England, just because it was launched
as a challenge to so much that was current and accepted in English
theology at the time. But its influence extended beyond Britain. It
is one of the very few works of British theology which has been
translated into French, German, and Dutch, and is widely known
to continental scholars. The editor of the German translation
remarks, perhaps a little over-enthusiastically, that 'in no other
work do we find so compact and impressive an exposition of the
present state of New Testament science after a century of critical
and historical investigation'. But not all the positions of Hoskyns
have proved acceptable without further investigation. As Professor
Kiimmel says in a by no means unfriendly summing up of his work:

Many of the historical propositions put forward by Hoskyns are open to
serious criticism; and, even though the central position maintained by

1 Op. cit, pp. 179-82.
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. that the personal claim and the reality.of Jesus Christ form the
hfm' i roots of the New Testament prociamation, be accepted, it cannot
hlsrorl'”jf;-’ that the three later theologians of the New Testament, and
?e de: IZ writers of the Synoptic Gospels, attached to the oldest form of
mdeerct::lz::n'l.ation interpretations which have been influenced by new and
:l;ieeﬁ ideas, such as do not lend themselves in every Tespect to a single
unified presentation of the New Testar.nenf proclam}auon of Christ. .Thc
unity of the New Testament preseptauon‘ is self-evident on the‘ basis of
pelief in the inspiration of the canonical $cr1ptur.cs asa wl:nole{ but 1t‘ cannot
be maintained as self-evident on the basis of strict historical investigation;
and no method which is free from objection is available to the student other
than that of the separate investigation of each individual book of the New
Testament, and of each strand of tradition.!

That this is true cannot be questioned by any serious student of
the New Testament; that such further investigation will seriously
modify the position taken up by Hoskyns may be doubted by those
who feel that he has well and truly established his main positions.

The later years of the life of Hoskyns were occupied with his
work on a large commentary on the Fourth Gospel. The work had,
indeed, been started in early years; he was already engaged on it not
later than 1924. It had been planned as one of the volumes in the
Westminster Commentary Series; but, as it grew beyond the limits
of this plan, it was decided that it should appear as a separate work.
Hoskyns wrote and rewrote; new ideas were constantly coming to
him, and he could not be satisfied that what he had written was
exactly what he intended to convey. Eventually the work was
practically finished; in the last year of his life, when he was already
suffering from the grave malady which carried him off at the age
qf fifty-three, he was copying and revising the draft for the last
time, and destroying the earlier draft as the rewriting progressed.
It is believed by some of his friends that at this time his mind was
not working at full pressure, and that the draft which was
deSFfoyed-might have proved to be even more valuable than that
W}{lch has survived. When Hoskyns died, the manuscript was not
quite complete; it was edited with sedulous care and devotion
by his friend and pupil Noel Davey, and saw the light in 1940,

] ar
Prﬂb‘:lﬂ’e!.nG.EKummel, The New Testament: The History of the Investigation of its
vor S[I) I}lﬁllsh trans. of 2nd ed., 1973, p. 403. See also the assessment of Hoskyns
- £+ D Moule in Theology, vol. Ixix {1961, pp. 144-6.
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Work on St. John’s Gospel was peculiarly congenial to the mind
and temper of Hoskyns. He was capable of careful and sustained
work on matters of textual and linguistic criticism—one of hig
favourite methods was to show by careful comparison the way in
which St. Luke, without quotation but by his exact choice of
words, indicates the points at which he is interpreting the
narratives of the life of Jesus in the light of narratives in the QOld
Testament. But, as is evident from one of the quotations we have
already given from The Riddle of the New Testament, his mind
was always pressing on to the urgent questions of faith and
unbelief. The New Testament was not written as an academic text-
book for professors to exercise their wits on; it was written out of
a burning experience of the reality of God as made manifest in
Jesus Christ, and as a means by which a like experience could be
commaunicated to the readers. Through all the years in which
Hoskyns was working on his commentary, he was also Dean of a
College and preacher in its chapel, concerned to make the words
of the Gospel a living reality to the young men under his charge.
It was the issue of faith and unbelief that was ever prominent in
his mind.

This is the central issue in the Fourth Gospel. As we have seen,
at a comparatively early date scholars gave up the attempt to treat
the Fourth Gospel as though it was literal history and to fit it into
the Synoptic pattern. But, if it is not literal history, what is it? The
answer is that it is a theological reconsideration of the life of Jesus
of Nazareth, in the light of the deepest problems raised by that life,
and in such a way that the theological problems cannot be evaded
by any reader who devotes even a minimum of attention to the
work. The dramatic quality of the Gospel is very high. Chapters 3
to 13 are, in fact, a delineation of the growth of faith and unbelief,
and of their gradual separation out from one another, until the final
conflict of the Cross and passion is seen to be inevitable.

This exactly suited Hoskyns's method. In the Introduction and
throughout the commentary, he is constantly underlining the
theology of the Gospel. Here is confrontation and challenge; here
the ultimate issues of life and death have to be decided. The whole
great work is little more than a variant on this one single theme.

The weakness of the method of Hoskyns is that it pays too little
attention to the historical issue. ‘What really happened?’ This is
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the naive but inevitable ques}ion of the theologically
unsophisticated reader. It seems at times that Hoskyns %s prepared
1o reject the question altogether, or at least to push it into the
packground. That is the guestion tha.t you must not ask. It is
irrelevant, and distracts us from the main issue of faith or unbelief.
The Lord meets you in his Word. You are called to stand and
deliver, to commit yourself, or to refuse to commit yourself, in this
great battle between the classic Johannine opposites of light and
darkness, life and death. :

We may be prepared to go a long way with this argument. But the
naive historical question will not be stilled. What really happened?
it may be that the final answer will be that we do not know. But
this is a conclusion that may not be reached until every particle of
evidence has been most carefully and particularly weighed, and
until the fullest significance has been attached to it. For the story
of Jesus of Nazareth, according to all traditional Christian
understanding of it, is the story of the intervention of God in
history. Though some scholars, and many Christians, are
impatient in the face of such assertions, it seems to be the case that
the faith of the Church stands or falls with the general reliability
of the historical evidence for the life and death of Jesus Christ.

Rudolf Bultmann (1884-1976)

One can write of Rudolf Bultmann only with respect, and even
with affection. By the time of his death he had become one of the
great father figures of Western theology. There is hardly a subject
connected with the New Testament which he did not touch; and,
as with Karl Barth, whatever one’s disagreements with him may
be, it is necessary to wrestle with him, to take account of all that
he represents, to adopt a position in relation to what is still the
most powerful contemporary movement in New Testament
Interpretation.

ThTOUSh all the fifty years of his writing career, Bultmann
maintained a kind of massive immobility. That he learned much
and changed his opinions on many matters no one would venture
todeny. Yet the structure of his thought was early fixed, and seems
to have undergone no fundamental modifications through the
Y§3T§~ We commented earlier on the fact that no ghosts are ever
laid in Germany. In the writings of Bultmann we encounter the
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full procession of the ghosts. Here is Strauss telling us that the life
of Christ cannot be written because the connecting thread between
the individual events has been broken. Here is Baur, insisting on
the radical difference between Jewish and Gentile Christianity.
Here is Schwei.zer (albeit with modifications), teaching us that
Jesus of Nazareth supposed that the great act of God in him would
mean the end of human history. Here is the radical scepticism of
Wrede. Above all, here is the tradition of the religio-historical
school as it was in Marburg in its flourishing days of seventy years
ago.
gAs a result, Bultmann could write things which were quite
astonishing in the climate of post-war theology. For instance, in
his essay on 'Changes in the Church’s understanding of itself in
the early days of Christianity’, we are told that Paul changed
overnight from an understanding of the Ekklesia which was based
on the Jewish tradition of the Oid Testament to a Hellenistic
concept based on the Gnostic understanding of the body of Christ,
and that neither he nor his followers at the time noted the
inconsistency.! The essay bears the wrong date; it should be 1925,
not 1955. Seventy years ago, in what was perhaps a less critical age,
statements of this kind met with fairly ready acceptance. Today it
is impossible to accept the idea that a man whose intellect was
powerful enough to shake the world, and whose letters are still
sacred Scripture to millions of people, was so unintelligent as to
make a major revolution in his thinking without even noticing
that he was doing it.2 )
In another even more recent essay Bultmann told us that
Thucydides was the first of the great Greek historians. Alas for
poor Herodotus, the father of history! But, apart from this possible
rivalry between great nmames, we are further told that the Greek
historian was primarily concerned with ascertaining what had
happened in the past and did not reflect on this or that possibility
in the future. In consequence, 'the Greek historians did not pose

! 'Die Wandlung des Selbstverstindnisses der Kirche im Urchristentum’ in
Glauben und Verstehen, vol. iii (1960], pp. 131-41. ‘Paulus hat hier keinen
Widerspruch empfunden’; ‘Der Widerspruch konnte verborgen bleiben’, p. 137.

2 It is also noteworthy that in this essay there is not one single word about the
missionary outreach of the Church. But if there was one thing more than any other
which characterized the early Church, surely it was the sense of being a missionary
Church. Omission of this element is bound to result in distortion.
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the question as to the meaning gf history, and as 1:a result no

.lasophy of history came into e)flstt?nce q] Grf‘:ece‘. So Bury in
phl p‘c way, and Cornford in his highly imaginative way, have
hls]fr::?tlten in‘i’vain.2 The fact is, of cdurse, that the Greeks with
?t?;ir cyclic view of time believed that the quure was already
foreshadowed in the past, apd that the study of history could be of
the greatest value ‘existentially’, as we now say, to the statesmen
and the men of affairs. This was the view of a later anc_l much less
great writer, Plutarch.; and this classical view remained hardly
challenged until the eighteenth century.

What is it, then, that makes Bultmann outstanding? Why do we
still continue to read him, in spite of so much that was long since
out of date and open to damaging criticism on many grounds? It
seems to me that there are two reasons.

In the first place, Bultmann really knows Greek. He is one of the
comparatively few New Testament scholars who has kept up the
reading of classical Greek. He understands much of Greek
literature and can quote it with affection, as in the chapters
in Primitive Christianity,® in which he deals with the Greek
heritage, adorning his pages with appropriate quotations from
Aeschylus and Aristophanes.® As we have had occasion to remark
elsewhere, the difference between classical Greek and New
Testament Greek is much less than is often supposed; and few
- things are more valuable for an expositor than a really intimate
knowledge of Greek classical literature. As a result of this
acquaintance, when Bultmann speaks on a point of philology, he
speaks with authority. His articles in Kittel's great Wérterbuch are
among the best. Some of the young men who have been
commissioned to do articles give the impression of having dug up
their information from lexicons and indexes, and of having little
real command over the material that they are handling; Bultmann
speaks of that which he knows, and his words carry conviction.

In the second place, Bultmann is intensely and passionately

! Glauben und Verstehen, vol. iii, p. 92.

! | B. Bury, The Ancien istori T ]
. t G ;
Mythistoricug (1 o € reek Historians {1909); F. M. Comford, Thuecydides

3 Edition of 1956, pp. 103-45.

N : R
ote also the impressive study of "Polis and Hades in the Antigone of Sephocles’

4
whi . )
Yep:fl?]i]:; C(;)I}mbuted in 1936 to the Festschrift for the hitieth birthday of Karl Barth,
#dmn Glauben und Verstehen, val. i, pp. 20-31.
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concerned about the theology of that which is contained in the
New Testament. When critical analysis has done its utmost (and
when Bultmann has done his utmost some readers have the
impression that what is left is just a pile of shreds), the work is
only in its beginning; this is a Gospel that has to be preacheq,
to be made intelligible to modern men in terms of challenge
and consolation. The pastoral concern which runs through all
Bultmann's work is unmistakable; and one who does not know
him as a preacher is likely to be mistaken in his estimate of the
work of the man as a whole.

A single quotation must suffice to illustrate Bultmann’s quality
as a preacher. He is speaking to students at the University of
Marburg, in the closing service of a semester, on the text Mark 13,
31-33: ‘Heaven and earth shall pass away, but my words shall not
pass away.” Towards the end of the sermon, he asks:

And what of the time that has not merely passed away, the time which
we squandered or misused? Those moments of which we are ashamed? Do
they not lead us to the awareness that the gift of eternity is the gift of
forgiving grace? Must not such memories bring home to us in the plainest
possible manner our helplessness in the presence of God, that helplessness
in which alone we can receive the grace of God? And then, is not the
distress of such recollections turned into thanksgiving? Even in the hours
of that which was evil and mean Ged’s hand has upheld and humbled us,
and we apprehend his prevenient grace, that is willing to turn them into a
blessing to us.!

It seems to me likely that many readers, faced with this quotation,
and with the illustration from Marcel Proust's 4 lg recherche du
temps perdu in the paragraph which follows it, would not readily
identify the author, if the name had not been alrecady given. As a
preacher Bultmann usually attains to the perfect lucidity which is
not always granted him in his more theological writings. Karl
Barth wrote-a notable pamphlet under the title Rudolf Bultmann:
Ein versuch ihn zu Verstehen— 'Rudolf Bultmann: An Attempt to
Understand Him'.2. If one great theologian has to take all this

| Marburger Predigien {1956, p. 225.

2 It is not difficult to understand how it came about that at one period Barth and
Buitmann felt themselves to be allies in a single cause. Barth refers to the qualified
rejection of his work on Romans by Schlatter, and the qualified acceptance of it by
Bultmann—in spite of Bultmann’s raerciless criticism of Barth’s failure, as it seemed
to him, to take due account of the true canons of critical exegesis. And even in later
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nd another, where shall the ordinary layman

» But it is in these passages of pastoral lucidity that we shall
3pp6311]'- clue to much of Bultmann's thinking, and in particular to
fndt ;ich has made the greatest stir in the learned world and
;2;1;:1 it—the demand for the radical 'demythologization’ of the

ent.

N%ﬁl?ﬁ:ﬁ? asked himself the question: ‘How can the New Testa-
ment be preached to modern men?' He came to the conclusion t.hat
the task was made much more dithcult by the Ipythologmal
language in which the teaching of the New ’l.'e.stament is expressed,
and which has been taken over rather uncritically by the Church.
He advanced to the fray in a celebrated pamphlet, which first saw
the light in 1941 during the dark days of the war, under the title
New Testament and Mythology; the problem of eliminating the
mythological elements from the proclamation of the New
Testament. Bultmann enters boldly into the attack; the general
world-picture of the New Testament is one that can only be

described as mythological:

trouble 10 understa

The world is like a three-storeyed building. In the middle is the earth;
above it s heaven, below it is the subterranean world. Heaven is the
dwelling-place of God and of the celestial beings, the angels; the lower
world is hell, the place of torment. But the earth itself is not simply the
scene of natural, everyday events, of forethought and of labour, in which
it is possible to reckon with a regular and unchanging order; this earth too
is the scene of the action of supernatural forces, of God and of his angels.
These supernatural forces intervene in natural events, in the thoughts, in
the will, in the actions of men.!

So much for the outward picture of the world. The repres-

entation of the vevelation in Christ is, according to Bultmann,
equally mythological:

) .
dw_hen the tlme was fulfilled’, God sent forth his Son. This Son, who is
zr lene pre-existent being, appears upon earth as a man; his death on the
5%, the death of a criminal, makes expiation for the sins of men. His

Tesurrection L !
frection is the beginning of that cosmic catastrophe, as a result of
€ars 3 A
o ' h‘:h&rlllgwcrgem theological tendencies had carried them far apart, one can see
amental pastoral concern of both produces similarities even amid the

differences An English’ €
: glish translat i v : A .
and Myth, vol. ;i (1962), pp. 831:11133, Barth's pamphlet is now available in Kerygma

! K )
e¥gma und Mythos, vol. i. {1948), p. 15 [English trans., 1953, pp. 1-2}.
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which death, which was brought into the world by Adam, is annulled; the
demonic powers have been deprived of their authority. The Risen One ig
exalted to heaven, where he sits at the right hand of God. He has been made
Lord and King. He will return on the clouds of heaven to perfect the work
of salvation; then the resurrection of the dead and the judgement will take
place; finally sin, death, and all suffering will be brought to an end.!

Such a mythological presentation is, it is maintained, com-
pletely unintelligible to the modern man:

The concept of a Christ who pre-existed as a heavenly being, and the
corresponding concept of man’s own translation to a heavenly world of
light, in which the self is destined to receive a celestial nature, a spiritnal
body, are to him not merely inapprehensible by any rational process, they
are totally meaningless. For he canmot understand how it could be that
salvation could take the form of the attainment of such a condition, or that
in it he could reach the fulfilment of human life, and of his own authentic
character as a personal being.?

Now it is not enough to answer that all great literature, whether
it be Aeschylus or Shakespeare, is expressed in its own idiom, and
that anyone who wants to understand it must be prepared to take
a certain amount of trouble to master the idiom.3 The problem
lies deeper; when we have mastered this to us unfamiliar
terminology, what does it really convey, and in what sense are we
required to accept that which it conveys as the truth? This is a
question which we must not attempt to dodge:

At this point absolute clarity and integrity are demanded of the
theologian and the preacher. This is a duty that they owe to themselves,
to the Church, and to those whom they desire to win into the fellowship
of the Church. The preacher in his sermons must not leave his hearer in
any uncertainty as to what he requires them to believe to be true, in the
strict sense of that term. Above all he must not leave the hearers in any
uncertainty as to what he himself has quietly suppressed; and in this regard
he is bound to be completely honest with himself also.*

! Op. cit. pp. 15-16 (English trans., p. 2).

2 Op. cit., p. 21 |English trans., p. §].

3 Baltmann is perfectly prepared to recognize that the Gospel can never be
congenial to the modern man—there is, as Kierkegaard so clearly saw, always an
‘offence’. In one of his more recent essays, 'Das Befremdiliche des christlichen
Glaubens' {1958], in Glauben und Verstehen, vol. iii (1960}, Bultmann identifies the
two-fold offence as the idea that an event in history can be accepted as 'the
eschatological event’, and the Cross of Christ {op. cit., p. 211).

4 Op. cit., p. 21 [English trans., p. 9].
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one who has ever had to preach on Ascension Day is likely to
(qu(:;bt that this is a challenge that has to be taken extremely

: iously. And the challenge has been made by Bultmann on behalf
2?rlthe Gospel, on behalf of the honesty and integrity of
pr;): 112?5 t;:; ’the least of it unfortunate that in this essay, which
cansed such a theological furore, and which is still a lively subject
of discussion in theological circles, Bultmann never made clear
what he meant by the word '‘myth’, or what exactly it was that he
wanted to eliminate from the proclamation of the Gospel.

The word 'myth’ can be used in a whole variety of senses.!
Some would use the word as denoting a tale which corresponds to
nothing which ever really happened at all. There are some who use
the term the ‘Christ-myth’ to express their conviction that what
we are told of Jesus Christ does not correspond to any historical
reality whatsoever. And some would feel that this does not greatly
matter; the stories have value, quite regardless of whether there is
in them any ‘objective’ truth or not. This seems to be the position
taken up by the philosopher R. B. Braithwaite; he writes:

Amanisnot, I think, a professing Christian unless he both purposes to live
according to Christian moral principles and associates his intention with
thinking of Christian stories; but he need not believe that the empirical
propositions presented by the stories correspond to empirical fact . . . And in
many people the psychological link is not appreciably weakened by the fact
that the story associated with the behaviour policy is not believed.?

This is a rather unusual view, and might seem to offer support
only for a rather tenuous kind of faith.

But this is emphatically not the view of Bultmann. He holds that
something did happen, and that faith is necessarily and irrevocably
linked to that happening.

What was it, then, that happened? When we have got rid of all
th}? mythology, what will be left? We can quite easily dispense
\glth tl'.xe three-storeyed universe. There was a time when the
digpergzcan understanding of the solar system caused grave

turbance, but more to the philosophers than to the theologians,

1
the ;?gj:fi"l"’g;gf excellent discussions by G. B. Caird, The Language and Imagery of
TR B Braizhivi?{eli and A. C. Thiselton, The Two Horizons (1980], ch. 10,
PP. 22-31, quoted in 3 n Empiricist’s View of the Nature of Religious Belief (1955],

Baillie, The Sense of the Presence of God {1962), p. 142.
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since the philosophers were committed to an Aristotelian view
of motion which really was wholly irreconcilable with the
mathematical discoveries of Copernicus, Kepler, and Galileg!
But theologians have long since emancipated themselves from the
idea that primitive concepts of the visible world stand in any
essential relationship to the Christian Gospel; and one may
suppose that the theologian has been followed by every intelligent
reader of the Gospels. And both theologian and layman may be
excused if they hold the view that the ancient language, if not
taken with absurd literalism, is the best that could be found to
express certain great religious ideas. When the layman hears the
splendid words:

For thus says the high and lofty one
who inhabits eternity, whose name is Holy:
1 dwell in the high and holy place,
and also with him who is of a contrite and bumble spirit,
to revive the spirit of the humble
and to revive the heart of the contrite
{Isa. 57. 10]

it is hardly likely that he imagines to himself God dwelling at the
top of a pinnacle of light. It is probable that some children are still
condemned to sing '

There's a friend for little children
Above the bright blue sky;

but no intelligent child takes this literally any longer than it takes
literally the view that Santa Claus comes down the chimney on
Christmas Eve.

It appears, however, that Bultmann would extend the term ‘myth’
much more widely, and would include under it almost the whole
of the traditional formulation of the Creed. The idea of Christ as
a divine being who entered into human life is Gnostic and cannot
be accepted; and so on. And yet Bultmann is desperately concerned
about the Kerygma, the proclamation of new life for men in Jesus
Christ. What is the Kerygma, and how is it to be proclaimed?

1 On all this see the very interesting account in J. Dillenberger, Protestant
Thought and Natural Secience [1960), pp. 21-103; and see also a suggestive note on
pp. 281-2, in which Dillenberger discusses the significance of mythical and mythe-
poeic language.
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i found in Bultmann’s acceptance of the

e et ) Itsilc:gogliy particularly as this is set forth in the
exi.sﬁentlalésrt\dgrtin Heidégger. This is a familiar procedure. The
writings © rakes that form of philosophy which is dominant in his
theolofllileinterl:u:ets the Christian faith in the terms and categories
dfay;;lt philosophy. This is what Thomas Aquinas did with the
gri;totelian system of his time. We have had occasion to note the
nfluence of the Hegelian philosophy on German theology of the
nineteenth century. And now it is the’turn.of Heidegger. The
danger, of course, in all such adaptations is that lfhey m?ke
theology living and relevant for a time, but when the philosophical
climate changes, the theology which was attach‘ed to an outworn
philosophy simply disappears. The interesting thing about
Bultrnann is that he is not a systematic theologian, but an
interpreter of the New Testament; he frankly and openly brings his
philosophical convictions to bear on his interpretation of the New
Testament. :

There is a great deal to be said, much more than some critics will
allow, in favour of Bultmann’s choice of the philosophy of
existence as the form within which he will work out his
interpretation of the New Testament. This philosophy does not
deal with theories or generalizations; it starts from the particular
man, in his existence, in the situation in which he finds himself,
with all its turmoil and all its uncertainties. Here am I, and here
are you, We have been flung into existence without our knowledge
or consent; we have to make the best of it, as best we may. There
are two possibilities before us—to sink down into mere existence,
or by a resolute and repeated act of decision to rise to the height
of authentic existence.

The man who merely exists is full of anxiety:

m;l;hzzs\:?]l:ih ;sf visible .and tangible is transitory; and thergfpre any man
death On: “1( 1;3 upon it has fallen ugder the power of transitoriness apd
s there‘bs; drivenc“ tries to use th(? tan‘glble as the basis for his own security
AEBINSE the pDSSibl'?'to conflict w_nth the other’; he has to assure himself
atises on the oo }: 1t§ pf aggression on the_part of 'the other’. From this
other treatie o CZD leallousy and anggr, nvglry and conflict; and qn the
compromise. Thisl‘fverlitlons, conventu?nal judgments and every kmgl of
(Rom. 8 15) wﬁ' b is the source.of man’s bondage to the fear, the anxiety

'ch weigh 5o heavily upon him. Every man strives to cling
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on to his own existence and to his possessions, all the time with the feeling
that everything, even his own life, is slipping away from him.!

This is inauthentic existence; here a man does not really exist,
he is merely part of his surroundings, at the mercy of others and
a constant prey to fear. In Jesus Christ {and here Bultmann is
adding what is not to be found in any existential philosophy} God
meets man with challenge and promise. If a man hears and decides
in favour of authentic existence, he is set free from anxiety, and
able to rise to a wholly different level of existence in which he is
open to the future:

The man who opens his heart to grace receives the forgiveness of sins,
that is, he is set free from the past. This is also the meaning of the word
'faith' —to open oneself freely to the future. Such faith is also obedience,
since it involves man’s turning away from himself, his surrender of all
security, his abandonment of the effort to gain significance . . . it involves
a total self-surrender to God, which expects everything from God and
nothing from itself; and consequent on this, deliverance from everything
tangible and wotldly, an attitude of detachment from the world and so of
freedom.?

Such decision is not one single act made once for all; it is to be
regarded as an attitude, as the occasion of repeated encounters with
God in Christ, in which ‘eschatological existence' is reaffirmed,
and freedom from the world is made the great reality.?

All this is admirable, and every statement can be supported by
quotations from the New Testament. Perplexity begins when we
inquire as to the foundation on which all this rests; a little further
inquiry reveals why it is that one section of opinion regards
Bultmann as the prophet of the new age, and another regards him
and his doctrine as the greatest threat to the continued existence

1 Op. cit., p. 30 {English trans., pp. 18-19).

2 Op. cit., p. 29 [English trans., pp. 19-20}.

3 Other aspects of Bultmann's work are noticed elsewhere in this volume. The
publication of Bultmann's essay provoked an immense international controversy,
which still continues; the successive layers are to be found in the five volumes of
essays Kerygma und Mythos [ed. H. W. Bartsch), a number of which have been
translated into English. I still regard as unsurpassed the general survey of Bultmann's
thought provided by Giovanni Miegge, in a beok which I translated from the Italian
under the title Gospel and Myth in the Thought of Rudoif Bultrnann (195%). Many
echoes of Bultmann's thought will be found in the highly controversizl volume
Honest to God by Dr. J. A. T. Robinson, then Bishop of Woolwich, which appeared
while this chapter was being revised for the first edition.
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of Christian faith in a troubled world. Who is Jesus Christ, and in
what sense is it true that God meets me in him and in hi; deat;l?

Two points in Bultmann's exposition are likely to prové:
perplexing to the English reader who is not familiar with the whole
background of Bultmann’s thought.

He is constantly girding at anything like an ‘objectivizing'
attitude towards God. The words ‘objective’ and ‘subjective’ h ave
changed their meanings so often in the course of the development
of Western thought that we always do well to regard them with
suspicion. In English, the word ‘objective’ is usually a good word,
to be objective is an admirable quality—it speaks of impa ftialiw'
reason, and a reduction of the personal equation to a *1:&'1i1-1hn1_n:n‘,1
It is, therefore, strange to us to find 'objectivity’ condemned or
rejected.

Kierkegaard was fond of saying that ‘subjectivity is all’. By this
he was not, of course, defending a kind of solipsism, in which [
alone exist and everything is real only in so far as it exists in
relation to me. What he was doing was to protest against an
attitude of cool and rational detachment and the supposition that
knowledge of a truth of any importance can be attained in this way.
Truth is truth for me only when I have taken it into myself, only
when ! am engaged, when it has become a matter of life and death
to me. In tlus sense God can never be an 'object’; this, I think, is
what Bultmann means when he protests against the ‘objectivizing’
of God.

Confusion arises from another source. Idealists are inclined to
say that God can never be object, since he is always subject. This
may be true of the Absolute of philosophy, since all experience is
in some way the experience of the Absolute coming to self-
consciousness. It is emphatically not true of the God and Father of
our Lord Jesus Christ. This God is emphatically object. It is not
simply the grammatical fact that in the New Testament the word
‘God’ is constantly found in the accusative case—God is the object

! Though he does not use the word, Bultmann has very interesting things to say
a‘.o_ng this line in his essay 'ls Exegesis without Presuppositions Possible?', printed in
Existence and Faith (1961), pp. 352-51, in which he distinguishes between the
?bllgat!°n not to assume the results of exegesis and the objectivity which is always
impossible. His critique of ‘objectivizing’ goes back, ultimately, to the neo-Kantian

,;;‘:“ework of his thought, more fundamental even than his existentialism: see
Iselton, op. cit., ch. 8.
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both of human knowledge and human love. The whole structure
of the Christian revelation culminating in the Incarnation is based
on the fact that God has put himself into a relationship with men
in which he is both subject and object, he knows and is known.
This is mysterious. But it is implicit in the doctrine of creation,
God was related to nothing but himself. God is now related to
something outside himself, and, as the Cross of Jesus shows, he is
prepared to follow out the implications of that fact to the very last
limit. To none of this, I think, would Bultmann raise any
objection, though he might not feel readily at home with our
English terminoclogy, any more than the English reader is readily
at home with his.

What, then, is he objecting to? It is the reductmn of God to a
series of propositions which can be rationally apprehended, to an
'it’ with which we can play as we will. God is always active. 1
know nothing of God as he is in himself—he is always God turned
towards me, God who comes towards me in challenge and demand.
We are reminded of Martin Buber's doctrine of 'I' and 'Thou’; if I
think otherwise of him, I am not thinking of God at all.

Secondly, Bultmann is conditioned by a violent hostility to any
tendency to reduce the Gospel to history. In contrast to a number
of scholars, who would be prepared completely to volatilize the
narrative elements in the Gospels, Bultmann would be the last to
deny that ‘something happened’. As we shall see elsewhere, he
holds that we know very little of what happened; but the Kerygma,
the message of Jesus Christ, is concerned with something that
actually happened in time. His hostility is directed not against
those who hold that there is a historical basis for Christian faith,
but against those who imagine that the truth of the Christian
Gospel can be demonstrated by the verification of historical
evidences. Nothing in this field can be demonstrated. The
acceptance of the Gospel is a matter of faith and nothing else; in
this sense Bultmann has some grounds for the claim that he makes
to be the restorer of the true Reformation doctrine of justification
by faith. No man was ever saved by accepting the truth of certain
historical facts. Faith belongs to a different dimension altogether.

As is well known, Bultmann makes a convenient distinction
between the historisch, the thing that merely happened, and the
geschichtlich, the historic event that becomes significant. Things



RE-ENTER THEQLOGCY 249

are happening all the time; but most of them are no more significant
than the falling of leaves from the tree outside my window. On]
that is history for me by which Iam challenged, in relation to ‘whicg
I have to act, in which 1 find the existential moment. So Bultmann
concludes his Gifford Lectures on ‘History and Eschatology’ with
a fine and moving passage on the significance of history:

The meaning in history lies efu‘ways in the present, and when the present
is conceived as the eschatological present by Christian faith the meaning
in history is iealised. Man who complains: ‘I cannot see meaning in
history, and therefore my life, interwoven in history, is meaningless’, is to
be admonished: do not look around yourself into universal history, you
must look into your own personal history. Always in your present is the
meaning in history, and you cannot see it as a spectator, but only in your
responsible decisions. In every moment slumbers the possibility of being
the eschatological moment. You must awaken it.?

But we are still faced by the inescapable problem that Jesus of
Nazareth remains obstinately and irrevocably in the past; nineteen
hundred years have sped away since he lived among men. How
then are we to make him present? How is the challenge implicit
" in the Kerygma to become a living and existential challenge to me?

The whole work of Bultmann can be summed up as a gallant
attempt to solve the problem, to make the challenge existential--
without belief in the resurrection of Jesus Christ as something that
actually happened, and without a doctrine of the Holy Spirit.

Bultmann does not believe that the resurrection of Jesus Christ
was historisch, historical in the sense of having actually taken
place. We cannot get beyond the faith of the first disciples; they
came to believe that Jesus was alive, and so he was alive for them;
and just so he can become alive for us:

The truth of the resurrection of Christ cannot be understood until that
faith which acknowledges the Risen One as Lord has sprung up inus...
Christ is present in the Kerygma, not as a great historic personage is present
in his work and in its effect in history . . . What we are concerned with is
the fact that an historical personage with his own personal destiny has been
raised to the level of the eschatological event . . . If a man accepts the word
as directed to himself, as the word which offers to him death and life by
means of death, he has believed in the Risen One.?

! History and Eschatology (1957), p. 155.

2 Theologie des Neuen Testaments (194853, pp. 300-1 (English trans, val. i,
pp. 305-6).
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On this Giovanni Miegge has commented:

True Christians in every generation have thought exactly in this way.
But they have never supposed that the power of the resurrection can be
experienced, except as it comes to us from a supernatural event that has
really happened; they pass without difhculty from the ‘merely’ historical
fact of the resurrection of Christ to the power of his resurrection as it is
perpetually renewed in the believer. Is it possible to separate the two
things, as Bultmann would do? Is it possible that faith in the resurrection
should become incarnate in a man, unless he believes that on Easter
morning Jesus of Nazareth really left the sepulchre empty and appeared
before the eyes of his disciples, astonished, doubtful, and reluctant to be
persuaded as they were?)

This seems to me unanswerable. The distinction between
historisch and geschichtlich is useful and valuable. It is just the
fact that not everything that ‘merely happened’ can become
significant. But can anything become geschichtlich which was not
first historisch? Can anything become historically significant, if it
did not first actually happen? If words mean anything, the answer
must be No. Can Christ effect in me life through death, victory and
deliverance from transitoriness, if he was not himself fArst raised
from the dead, literally and in the completeness of his manhood,
by the glory of the Father? [Rom. 6. 4.} This is the burning question
which will not stay for an answer.

How, to put the question once again, is the challenge of Jesus
Christ made contemporary with me? The answer of Bultmann is
that it comes to me in the Kerygma,? in the. preaching of the
Church, which itself is part of the eschatological event:

Revelation does not reach us as the communication of an idea of God, or
of the idea of divine grace; it touches us in an individual, in a historic

! Gospel and Myth (1959, p. 50.

2 For Bultmann the reality and validity of the Kerygma, the proclamation and the
thing proclaimed, is central. Objection to precisely this point is taken by the Swiss
liberal theologian Fritz Buri, Professor in the University of Basel. The New
Testament, we are told, needs to be not only demythologized, but also
‘dekerygmatized’, since the Kerygma itself, as Bultmann understands it, still contains
many irratienal elements, which make it unacceptable to modern man in his purely
rational world (F. Buri, ‘Theologie der Existenz’ in Kerygma und Mythos, vol. iii, ed.
H. W. Bartsch (1954}, pp. 81-93]. Professor Buri has now completed 2 major work on
dogmatic theology which has been described as the frst liberal dogmatics to be
produced for thirty years; eatitled Dogmatik als Selbstverstdndnis des christlichen
Glaubens, its three volumes appeared in 1956, 1962, and 1978.
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figure, and it renews itself from moment to moment in the preaching
delivered by other dehnite historical figures who ., . . ‘on behalf of Christ
as though God did beseech us by means of them’ proclaim God to me a;
the God who can morment by moment be realized as my God.!

It must strike an English reader as strange that, at this
point, there is no reference whatsoever to the work of the Holy
Spirit. Bultmann parts company with the New Testament in the
same way as Barth and for the same reason. There is the
same exaggeration of the significance of preaching, which is
characteristic of continental Protestantism; and there is the same
lack of a theology of the Holy Spirit, as the One through whom
time and distance are anmnihilated, and through whom the Word of
Jesus becomes the living and contemporary word, whether
preached by the eloquent orator in the great cathedral or read by
the simple fishwife by the light of a guttering candle in her lonely
FOOTIL.

But who shall cast a stone? Polite references to the Holy Spirit
at suitable intervals are to be heard in the preaching and worship
of all the denominations. But who has developed a theology of the
Holy Spirit that really does justice to the part that he plays in the
whole New Testament revelation? Bultmann is right. The message
of the Gospel is always Kerygma—it is always contemporary, and
it is always challenge. For this reminder we shall always be
profoundly indebted to him.

We can make our own the comment of 2 Roman Catholic
scholar, who writes:

Though many reservations in relation to the theology of Bultmann may
be regarded as justified, we ought to lay ourselves open to the immense
spiritual potentialities which have been released through it, and which help
us to have 'fellowship with God’ as truly believing, hoping and loving
Christians. The powerful effects which have followed upon the teaching of
Bultmann would be almost inexplicable, unless he had discovered at least
one key, which really fits, and opens up to the understanding of faith whole
new dimensions of the holy Scriptures.?

! Glouben und Verstehen, vol. ii, pp. 258-9 |English trans., -ESS‘U:‘S- p- 287)-
2 Thomas Sartory, 0.5.B., Mur zur Katholizitar (1962], p. 471 n. 94.



Chapter VII
THE GOSPEL BEHIND THE GOSPELS

To write a history of views and opinions clearly held is no very
difficult task. Important books have to be identified and analysed,
considered in chronological order and related to one another; and
then after a fashion the work is done. It is much more difficult to
trace the mysterious process by which a whole climate of opinion
changes, current solutions no longer satisfy, old forgotten
searchings are unearthed anew, and a range of fresh questions is
asked about familiar themes. Such a change never takes place
suddenly; a certain restlessness prevails; a feeling of frustration, a
sense of having reached the limit beyond which certain lines of
investigation are no longer fruitful, perplexes the thinker. Then
some hand touches a switch; a new door is opened, new
perspectives of thought open out; study and investigation renew
their vigour and can be prosecuted with hope of fresh illumination.
Again and again it proves to be the hand of a young man which
finds the right switch, and opens the door to a new period of
adventurous discovery.

As we have seen, it is not possible to say exactly at what date the
priority of Mark to the other two Synoptic Gospels came to be
generally accepted as the central key to the investigation of the
Synoptic problem. By about 1890 acceptance of the principle had
become almost universal, and for the next thirty years
documentary study, the attempt to trace and identify the written
documents which lie behind our Gospels, was the main
preoccupation of scholars engaged in the exact and scientific study
of the Gospels. There was a tendency to think that, once all these
documents had been identihed, their contents at least
approximately worked out, and their relation to our Gospels in
principle determined, all the major problems of Gospel criticism
would have been solved. No scholar doubted that before anything
at all came to be written down, there had been an earlier period of
oral tradition during which the stories of the words and works of
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Jesus circulated among the believers in Aramaic; but it was
thought that this period was now inaccessible to us, and that to
attempt to get behind the first written records into this still older
period would land us in 2 dream-world of unverihable speculation.

It was exactly at this point that the new questioning began to
arise. Is not the period before the beginning of written records the
most crucial of all for the formation of the Gospel tradition? Is it
quite certain that we are excluded by the lapse of time from all
knowledge of it? Old Testament scholars had begun to work their
way back behind the documentary hypotheses of the origin of the
Hebrew books to the oral traditions which must have underlain
them. Is there not at least a chance that the application of similar
methods to the New Testament may carry us back one stage
further towards the saving acts of God in Christ! If so, and even if
success should be no more than limited, is not the attempt well
worth making?

It is not possible to say just when these guestionings began to stir
in the minds of scholars. Perhaps, indeed, they had never really
ceased; perhaps, even in the intense concentration of many minds
on documents, existing or hypothetical, the sense of a mysterious
and seductive ‘beyond’ had never died out. We can, however, date
with almost exact precision the point at which these concerns
were crystallized in clear form, and at which the new questions
were hrst put in challenging form before the world of scholarship.
A new epoch in the study of the Gospels opened in 1919 with the
publication of a book Der Rahmen der Geschichte Jesu ('The
Framework of the Story of Jesus') by Karl Ludwig Schmidt, at that
time twenty-eight years old, and a teacher {not yet professor) in the
theological faculty at Berlin. Schmidt continued to do valuable
work in various directions; of his later works, the best known to
English readers is probably the article on Ekklesia in the English
translation of Kittel's Warterbuch. But it was the first book which
established his reputation; he never perhaps quite equalled again
the brilliance and originality of his first notable contribution to
theology.

As is clear from the title of his book, Schmidt has directed his
attention primatily to the framework within which the life of Jesus
has been set by the evangelists. The Gospels consist for the most
part of a series of short episodes, of which Jesus is the subject. In
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the majority of cases each episode is complete in itself, compact,
vivid, and distinct. Few of the stories contain within them361Ves
any clear indication of time or place. Of only a few of them is it
possible to say with certainty that they must belong to one period
rather than another in the ministry of Jesus.

No one doubts that the stories which are related by Mark, our
earliest evangelist, had come to him from a variety of sources.
Mark has linked these together by a series of bridge passages. He
has provided chronological order, and a scheme by means of which
we are able to follow the ministry of Jesus from the preaching of
John the Baptist to the crisis of his arrest and crucifixion. Many
scholars had accepted the view that Mark's Gospel is genuine
'history’; he has arranged his material in a certain way because this
is the way in which things happened; his chronology is reliable and
corresponds closely to the events of the ministry of Jesus as they
actually took place. As we shall see later, this view had not
remained unchallenged. Schmidt takes up the question again, and
asks, in the light of detailed and careful study, whether it is really
possible to regard Mark as ‘history’ in the sense in which this word
is generally understood.

When we study the ‘bridge passages’, we find that they are often
vague and dim, in contrast to the clarity and definiteness of the
events and sayings which they serve to link together. The data of
time and place which they supply are in many cases not clearly
related to the episodes to which they refer; in all probability they
formed no part of the original tradition. Many years earlier David
Friedrich Strauss had likened the stories of Jesus in the Gospels to
a handful of pearls of which the connecting string had been broken.
Schmidt takes up the same idea. The connecting string, the
framework, has been supplied by the evangelist himself to give
unity to his narrative in the light of his own interests and
preoccupations. His work will prove to be of great importance,
when we come to consider it as evidence for the life and thought
of the early Church at the time at which he was writing; if our aim
is to come nearer to the events as they actually happened, we may
almost wholly disregard the framework, the historical value of
which is now seen to be considerably less than had been previously
supposed.

We are thus brought back to the earliest stage of the formation



THE GOSPEL BEHIND THE GQSPELS 255

of the Gospel tradition. Originally the episodes, and the
accompanying words, circulated singly among the believers. At a
very early date some of the single traditions may have coalesced,
through similarity of subject, or through mere verbal corres-
pondence.l For the most part this tradition is oral—the stories
pass from mouth to mouth; but quite soon after the death of Jesus
the first steps towards writing may have been taken:

It is not difficult to imagine how self-contained units of Christian
teaching came to be hammered out, first orally, then as written fly-sheets
or tracts—often in several differing though related shapes, according to the
contexts in which they were used. When therefore John Mark {for example)
sharpened his reed pen and dipped it in the ink to write, he had already
behind him a considerable tradition of Christian speaking and possibly
writing, by Peter and many others—recognized patterns of argument and
exhortation, of defence and attack, of instruction and challenge—from
among which he might select his narrative material and his sayings. The
earliest Christian writers were probably already heirs to a considerable
body of tradition.?

To what do we owe the preservation of these stories? There can
be only one answer; they belong to the history of the community,
and particularly to its character as a worshipping community: ‘If
it is the case that the rise of the Christian faith can be understood
only in terms of the development of Christian worship—a view
which has won increasingly wide acceptance in recent years—it is
clear that the rise of Christian literary activity must also be
understood in relation to the experience of worship. In my opinion,
the significance of the early Christian tradition of worship for the
process by which the literature of the Gospels came into being
cannot possibly be exaggerated.'? If this view is correct, it seems to
follow naturally that those events were repeated and remembered
which were of interest to the worshipping community, or of
significance for its life, in relation to its practical, or pastoral, or
missionary work. In every case we are entitled to ask: “To what
situation in the life of the early Christian Church does this episode

! A clear example of this process is Mark 9. 49-50, where three quite separate
sayings have been brought together, the link being the occurrence In each of them of
the word ‘sajt’.

2 C. F. D. Moule, The Birth of the New Testament [1962), p. 55 [expanded
somewhat in the 3rd ed., 1982, p. 71}.

3 K. L. Schinide, Rahimen, p. 31.
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or saying correspond? Why was it repeatedly told? Why was this
saying of Jesus felt to have continuing significance for the life of
the worshipping Church?’

To this analysis of the Gospel into its original constituent
fragments there is one major exception. The narrative of the
Passion seems to have reached something like its present form at
a very early date. There are many details in this narrative which
seem to have in themselves no significance either for the Christian
at worship or for the task of Christian apologetic; they are retained
because at an early stage they had become part of a larger whole,
which in all its main lines remained unaltered by the later
developments of the tradition.

It would be difficult to improve on the summary given by
Professor W. G. Kiimmel of all the various elements which go to
make up the picture as Schmidt has presented it:

]. G. Herder's thoughts on the individual forms of the oldest traditions
of the Gospels, and their character as testimony; the insights of F.
Overbeck inte the nature of 'primitive Christian literature’, which is
distinguishable from all later Christian literature and is recognizable by its
own special characteristics; A. Deissmann’s recognition of the popular
character of the original Christian writings; the attention drawn by J.
Wellhansen to the doctrinal interests by which the selection of the
materials brought together in the Gospels has been influenced, and to the
part played by the evangelists themselves in providing the connecting links
by which the Gospels are held together in unity; the observation recorded
by P. Wendland and W. Bousset that from the beginping a distinction
existed between the single-episode narratives of the Gospels and the
connected story of the Passion—ali these ideas had prepared the way for the
‘Form-critical’ handling of the Gospel traditions. But the strongest impuise
of all . . . came from the work of Hermann Gunkel, one of the founders of
the 'religio-historical’ school, who had in later years devoted himself to the
interpretation of the Old Testament. In dealing with, in particular, the
sagas of the patriarchs and the songs of the Old Testament, Gunkel had
developed a method of recovering the original traditions and of discovering
the spiritual presuppositions of the formation of these traditions {Sitz im
Leben, life-sitnation). This work of Gunkel played a decisive part in
preparing the way for the investigations of the Gospel-traditions carried out
by K. L. Schmidt and the other members of the ‘Form-critical’ school.}

It is important not to exaggerate the originality of K. L. Schmidt,

1 W. G. Kimmel, The New Testamnent, {English trans., 1973j, p. 330
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considerable though this was. Contemporaneously with him two
other scholars were working independently on very similar lines.
Also in 1919, Martin Dibelius (1883-1947} published his book Die
Formgeschichte des Evangeliums (English trans. From Tradition to
Gospel, 1934). This was followed by the Geschichte der
synoptischen Tradition {1921} of Rudolf Bultmann, of whom we
have had much to say in other connexions. These three together
may be regarded as the founders of what has come to be known in
English, rather inaccurately, as ‘Form-criticism’, though in
German its title is the formgeschichtliche Methode, the scientific
study of the history of literary forms.!

At the outset of his elaborate study of the forms of the Gospel
tradition, Dibelius makes two general statements which have a
determinative effect on all that is to follow.

He starts by making a distinction between ‘literature in a high
or classical style’, and Kleinliteratur, literature for popular
consumption. Up to a certain point this distinction can be
justified. Certainly the writers of the Gospels did not follow the
classical rules of composition, as elaborated by contemporary
rhetoricians, and their style, as we have seen, belongs to the
tradition of the Koing and not to that of the classical writers of
ancient Greece. When we look more closely, however, the
generalization may seem to be more misleading than illuminating.
The Gospels may not be classical; but they are not in the least like
the pathetic and almost illiterate manifestations of popular writing
so many examples of which are available to us in the papyri. They
are literature; this is the operative word, and the gap which divides
them from the greatest of classical writing is far less than that
which divides them from the world of the popular and uncultured.
The distinction is, in any case, one which is very difficult to
sustain. To take an example from English literature, to which class
does John Bunyan’s Pilgrim’s Progress belong? From one point of
view it is certainly ‘popular literature’, written by a self-educated
tinker for largely uneducated readers; yet it is one of the great and
abiding classics of English literature.

I 1t is almost certain that Dibelius took over this expression from the sub-title of
a book very well known in its day—Eduard Norden's Agnostos Tb_er_as:
Untersuchungen zur Formgeschichte religiser Rede ["The Unknown Gad: Inqguiries
inte the History of the Forms of Religious Utterance’, 1913].
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Secondly, Dibelius affirms that the writers of the Gospels are to
be thought of as compilers rather than authors:

The literary understanding of the Synoptic Gospels begins with
recognition of the fact that they are made up of collections of traditional
material [Sammelgut). Only in the smallest degree are the writers of the
Gospels authors; they are in the main collectors, transmitters, editors.
Their activity consists in the handing on, grouping and working over of the
material that has come down to them, and their theological apprehension
of the material, in $o far as one can speak of an apprehension at all, finds
expression oniy in this secondary and mediated form. Their attitude to
their work is far less independent than that of the author of the Fourth
Gospel, far less than that of the writer of the Acts of the Apostles.!

Here, once again, the over-confident affirmation of a general
principle is likely to prove, and has proved, gravely misleading,
unless it is immediately balanced by the statement of
supplementary considerations.

No writer writes completely out of the blue. Even the lyric poet
of the purest inspiration is in point of fact dependent on a long
tradition, and the skilled critic can often identify the influences
that have made him what he is. Far more than the poet, the
historian or the biographer? is dependent on the past. By the
choice of his medium each has cut himself off from the realm of
pure invention. But only the very poorest of historians or
biographers are mere ‘collectors, transmitters, editors’. We may
well admit that the writers of the Gospels invented nothing; they
lived by a tradition and they were faithful and careful recorders of
it. Yet I am inclined to think that if a reader, trained in the art of
literary criticism in fields other than those of the New Testament,
were to come fresh to the Gospels, the immediate and
overwhelming impression that he would receive would be that
each of the evangelists is an author, and an author of genius, in his
own right.

Just when and how this peculiar form of literary composition
which we call a Gospel first came into being is a question that we
cannot regard as having been as yet definitely settled. Was Mark
the first to achieve success or had he predecessors in the art? We

! M. Dibelius, Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliurms (31d ed., 1959], pp. 2, 3.
2 We shall consider later in what sense, if in any, it is right to speak of the Gospels
as biographies.
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cannot say for certain. However that may be, it is clear that each
of the evangelists was faced with a literary task of the gravest
difficulty. Within the narrow compass of a papyrus roll, he had to
set down for the benefit of his readers and of the future all that was
essential in the Church’s memories of Jesus Christ. Each had large
quantities of material, written and unwritten, on which to work.
Each Gospel is the product of extraordinary skill in selection and
arrangement. We shall later consider the particular theological
principles and interests which influenced the evangelists as they
set their hands to the work; for the moment we are concerned only
with the astonishing skill with which a most difficult task has
been achieved.

Mark’s Gospel can be read through without haste in not more
than forty-five minutes. For the Fourth Gospel about an hour is
required, and naturally a little longer for Matthew and Luke. It is
to be regretted that Christians do not more often read through a
Gospel at a sitting; only then does the splendour of the evangelists’
achievement become apparent. It is a great advantage to us that we
have four Gospels. Yet if three Gospels had perished and only one
had survived, whichever of the four had been the survivor, we
should still have had an astonishingly complete presentation of the
manifestation of the Word of life among men. In much that follows
in this chapter, we shall be concerned with details; unless the
details are seen against the background of the larger whole, we are
liable to be seriously misled.

We shall, then, find it necessary to keep our eyes open as we read
the ‘Form-critics’, and to exercise on them that critical spirit
which they exercise on the Gospels. But it is impossible that all
the careful study they have directed to the Gospels should prove to
be without value; and, provided that we keep certain critical
reservations in mind, we are likely to find that they have much
that is profitable to teach us.

H

We have already alluded to the first point at which the methods
of the 'Form-critics’ prove themselves to be of value—the study of
the forms in which the various traditions about Jesus of Nazareth
have come down to us.
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We may start with a remark of quite general bearing. As the
origins of the tradition are to be sought on Palestinian soil, we shall
not be surprised to find in the Gospels a parallel to a distinction
which is deeply marked in the whole tradition of Jewish literature.
On the one side stood the haldkha, oral transmission in the schools
of the Rabbis, by means of which the words of the wise on matters
of ethical concern were passed on from generation to generation.
Here great attention to verbal accuracy was demanded, and every
attempt was made to ensure that the tradition, as it was handed on,
correctly reproduced that which had been received from the past.
The haggadah, the edifying literature, covered a very wide range of
subjects—folk-lore, homiletics, magic, astrology, and others
besides. This was never regarded as authoritative in the same way
as the halakha; greater liberty was permitted, and there was much
less rigidity in the reproduction of a fixed tradition. In the New
Testament, the actual sayings of Jesus corresponded to the
haldkhd; the words were treated with great reverence, and care was
taken to pass them on, as nearly as possible, allowing for problems
of translation, in the form in which Jesus himself was believed to
have spoken them. In the reporting of incidents, where Jesus was
the principal actor, considerably greater freedom was allowed.

Within this general framework, we now come to the question of
the forms or types of tradition which are to be encountered in the
New Testament, and particularly in the Gospels. Many of the
‘Form-critics’ believe that there are laws according to which oral
traditions shape themselves, and that these are observable and
verifiable in spheres of tradition other than the New Testament.
Here work on the Old Testament, and notably that of Hermann
Gunkel, has proved valuable. By careful attention to the Old
Testament text, it is possible to work out the Gattungen, the types
and forms of tradition in which the material was shaped before it
ever came to be written down, and which have left their clear
traces on the final form in which the books are preserved for us in
the Hebrew Old Testament.

No careful reader will find any difficulty in doing a certain
amount of c¢lementary work on these lines himself. At a first
reading of the Book of Judges, he becomes aware of the difference
between the magnificently original Song of Deborah in chapter 5
and the prose account of the same affair in chapter 4, which is also
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impressive in its own way but differs a good deal from the poem
both in detail and in the manner of presentation. The great sagas
of Gideon and Jephthah are accompanied by the terse annalistic
sections in which no vivid details are given and by the homiletic
sections in a style rather like that of Deuteronomy; the whole is
held together by the scheme-—peace, sinfulness, oppression,
deliverance through a judge, and then again peace. Another field in
which the study of the Gattungen has proved to be of great value
is the Psalms. Here again it is possible to identify certain clearly
defined types—the royal Psalms, the Psalms of historical narrative
and proclamation, the hymns of praise probably associated with
the worship of the Temple, and so forth.

The method has its dangers as well as its uses. There is a
tendency to go on inventing types and varieties, headings and sub-
headings, until there are almost as many classifications as there are
pieces of literature to classify. Then, in the excessive interest in
systematization, we all too easily forget that tradition, whether
literary or pre-literary, is a living thing and far too flexible ever to
be satisfactorily reduced to system. Whatever form of classification
we adopt, we are likely to find that the exceptions are as numerous
as the items which fit into our scheme. The traditional division of
the plays of Shakespeare into Tragedies, Histories, and Comedies
has its uses; but how many of the plays in point of fact escape from
the tidy limits of this classification!

It is obvious that, if this method of literary analysis is applied to
the sayings of Jesus in the Gospels, a variety of systems of
classification can be adopted.

Dibelius distinguishes five main types—'Paradigms’, Short
stories {Novellen), Legends, Edifying utterances (Parinesen), and
Myths. None of these terms is likely to be clear to the reader
without a word of explanation.

The Paradigm, or Pronouncement-story, is a brief episode, often
controversial in charactet, in which the culminating point of thf:
story is a pregnant utterance of Jesus, in which some truth is
decisively conveyed: ‘They that are whole have no need of the
physician, but they that are sick’ (Mark 2. 17). _

The Novelle is a longer narrative in which a good deal of detail
is given, but which does not lead up to any decisive utterance. The
story seems to be told for its own sake, The best example is perhaps
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the healing of the Gadarene demoniac, who said that his name was
Legion {Mark 5. 1-20]. A notable word is spoken to the man who
has been healed; but no fundamental principle is stated. There are
fairly close parallels to this type of story in ancient sources outside
the New Testament and the Christian sphere.

The term ‘Legend’ Dibelius deliberately takes over from the later
Christian vocabulary; legends of the saints make up a large part of
the edifying literature of the later Christian centuries. The term
'Legend’ does not necessarily imply that what is recorded is untrue
or unhistorical. What is important is the point of view of the
narrator—the story is told to reveal the moral or spiritual
excellence of the one of whom the story is told. In the Gospels,
Dibelins picks on the story of Jesus in the temple when he was
twelve years old [Luke 2. 41-52) as a highly typical example of this
kind of narrative,

'Edifying material’ covers the greater part of the words of Jesus
addressed to the disciples, in which the new life of the believer is
set forth as it has to be lived in a hostile world. Here the material
is so rich that a further five-fold division is suggested-~picture-
utterances (Bildwort), actual parables, the prophetic call or
challenge, brief commands, and more extended instructions by
way of command.

‘Myth’ is to be recognized when a story breaks loose from the
ordinary limitations of time and space in such a way that the
supernatural is seen breaking in directly upon the human scene.
Dibelius takes the view that the mythical element in the Gospels
is very small.! One of the principal points at which he regards it
as being clearly present is the story of the Transhguration. Here we
move in a world very different from that of the rest of the Gospels;
the transcendent, which elsewhere is latent, at this point breaks
through, and is vividly brought to our attention; the participants
in the scene include Moses and Elijah, who are no longer living in
the world of men,

Bultmann's approach is somewhat different. What Dibelius calls
paradigms he calls 'apophthegmata’; he, too, recognizes the same
phenomenon of the brief story, often polemical in character. He
almost apologizes for including these narratives in his studies,

1 It will be noted that he is using the term ‘myth’ in a much more limited sen-e
than Bultmann.
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since his main concern is with the words of Jesus; but he justifies
this proceeding, rightly in my opinion, on the ground that the
whole point of the story is in the word with which it ends. These
stories are not primarily biographical; they are theological, told for
the sake of the utterance in which the presence of the Lord is made
plain. Bultmann then goes on to make a five-fold analysis of the
sayings of Jesus, and here the correspondence with the view of
Dibelius is less noticeable. His five groups are Logia, utterances in
which Jesus is presented as the great teacher of wisdom; Prophetic
and apocalyptic sayings, in which the future is brought near; words
of Law, and rules for the life of the community; 'I-words’, in which
jesus speaks in the first person, on his own authority, and reveals
who he is; Parables, and similar utterances of a pictorial type.

No one is likely to deny that there is value in the classification
of material. The question at once arises, however, whether the
classification really arises out of the material itself or whether it
has been imposed upon it. The fact that various scholars analyse
the words of Jesus in different ways suggests that not all is perfectly
clear, and that the categories of which use has been made are not
so much inherent in the New Testament itself as arrived at by
other methods and imposed upon the material from without. Many
of the words of Jesus could readily be assigned to more than one of
the suggested categories; others do not seem to ft easily into any
of them. Unless we are careful at all times to maintain the
flexibility of mind without which literary analysis cannot be
successfully carried on, we may find that what gave promise of
being a useful tool has turned out to be a cramping suit of armour.
Even a term like ‘parable’ cannot be used as though it meant only
one single thing; there is a considerable difference between such
brief comparisons as that of the man who built his house upon a
rock, the brief nature parables such as that of the seed growing
secretly, and the extended stories of the Unjust Steward and the
Prodigal Son.

Nevertheless, with these reservations, the method can be
accepted as helpful, as 2 means to the study of the Gospel tradition
in its formative period. We picture the early Christian groups at a
time when no written New Testament Scriptures existed. We see
the three types of servants of the Church, preachers, teachers, and
narrators, at work. This is the kind of material upon which they
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were at work. Amid many uncertainties, we may hope rightly to
have detected something of the kind of thing that was going on in
a period of which we know very little directly, but regarding which
we can infer a good deal by working backwards from the later and
well-established results.

Once we have established the general lines of the development
of the tradition, the second step in ‘Form-criticism’ is the attempt
to determine the Sitz im Leben, the life-situation of each of the
separate sections in the Gospels. Here one could refer to the
situation in the life of Jesus, but most Form-criticism has been
directed towards the situation in the life of the Church, in which
these traditions were found relevant and so preserved (as it turned
out) for posterity. These traditions have come down to us because
the believers of the first generation found them relevant to their
own situations. They were not antiquarians, jealously gathering
together every scrap of information about a not very distant past;
they were believers, living a difficult life of adaptation in hostile
surroundings, and needing at every moment the guidance of the
living Lord as mediated to them through the living voice of
tradition. Relevance might naturally be of very different kinds; it
could relate to problems of the inner life of the Church, to
apologetics, to polemical encounter with the enemies of the faith,
to the instruction of the newcomers to the community, to direct
missionary proclamation. It may be supposed that different areas
would have different interests, and that there would be a rather
marked distinction between Gentile Christians and those of Jewish
origin.

To attempt to get behind the traditions in their present form to
the situation in which they were first formed and to which they
seemed immediately relevant is a perfectly legitimate exercise of
the critical art. Tt must, however, be said at the outset that the
practice of it is very far from easy, and that unless the critic is
exceedingly cautious he is likely to stray out of the narrow
pathway of scientific theology. Only in rare cases can we hope to
establish more than probability. Much depends on the personal
equation and on the particular approach of the individual critic—as
is evident from the sharp differences among the critics in their
estimate of particular episodes. Why, we may ask, was the simple
and touching episode of the blessing of children by Jesus reported?
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It is just conceivable that the question whether children of
Christian parents should or should not be baptized had already
raised its head in the Churches of the earliest Christians.! It is
much more likely that these Christians were exercised by the
problem of the status of the children of mixed matriages, where
only one parent was Christian. In 1 Cor. 7. 14, Paul gives the ruling
that, in that case, the children are ‘holy’, called by God’s grace,
since the prevailing influence was that of the believing parent. But
the story of Jesus and the children may have been told because
Christians, whose conscience had been newly awakened by their
faith, had become disturbingly conscious of the shocking neglect
of children which was characteristic of the Roman world; a little
later the Roman satirist Juvenal, moved by the same lack of
concern on the part of parents for their children, was to write
Maxima debetur puero reverentia. Or it may be that the Christians
who handed on the story were thinking not so much of the children
of as the child-like quality of the faith demanded of the Christian,
which is often directly emphasized by the Lord himself, and
without which the believer cannot enter into the kingdom of
heaven. Here are four possibilities. Who is to decide between
them? Now, as we have seen more than once, to treat a possibility
as though it were a probability, and then a little later to treat it as
though it were a certainty, is an offence against the basic canons
of critical and scientific work. None of us is, perhaps, entirely
guiltless in this matter.

I

So far we have considered two characteristics of ‘Form-
~criticism’, and have concluded that it provides useful, though
somewhat dangerous, tools for the study of the Gospel traditions.
Its third characteristic has been an extremely negative attitude
towards the historical validity and reliability of those traditions, so
much so that it has been possible for Rudolf Bultmann to reach the
conclusion that of Jesus of Nazareth, as he actually was in history,
we know hardly anything at all. Whence comes this very negative
attitude?

1 Some representatives of the Form-critical school simply assume that the

teference here is to the baptism of infants; but this is exactly the kind of assumption
that must never be made.
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It is important to realize from the outset that Bultmann's refusal
to grant historical status to most of the material about Jesus was
not a conclusion, reached reluctantly at the end of research, but a
major aim and presupposition throughout his work, as has been wel}
shown by D. M. Baillie.! This was partly a reaction against
Schweitzer. The latter, having apparently locked the historical Jesys
in the inaccessible prison of outdated fArst-century apocalyptic, used
the concept of his 'personality’ as the escape route by which Jesug
could nevertheless address modern man. Bultmann, faced with the
same problem, took a different route. Denying the possibility of
knowing such a thing as Jesus' ‘personality’ (since, according to him,
the early Church was not interested in such a thing and had certainly
not taken the trouble to record or preserve it}, he argued on the one
hand that the stories which purported to be about Jesus were really
expressions of the early Church’s self-understanding, and, on the -
other hand, that Jesus himself, although he had indeed used the
language of Jewish apocalyptic, had meant by it something very
different, namely, the timeless call to decision. To focus attention
on Jesus himself, apart from this dehistoricized preaching of the Word
and his saving death on the cross, would be to base faith on history
and so turn it into a 'work’, to ‘objectivize’ revelation, and to turn
from the present appeal of the Gospel to the prison of the past—and
thus to offend, at the same time, against the canons of Lutheran-
1sm, neo-Kantianism, and existentialism.

A more specific reason for Bultmann’s negative attitude to the
Jesus of history lies in Bultmann's appropriation of the work of
William Wrede, whose ghost subsequent scholarship has not yet
laid to rest.

In 1901 Wrede wrote a little book, Das Messiasgeheimnis (‘The
Secret of the Messiahship’), which has had an influence out of all
proportion to its size.? It had usually been taken for granted that
Jesus in some sense claimed to be the Messiah. Thus Harnack in
What is Christianity? expressed his opinion on the subject in no
uncertain tones:

! God was in Christ {1948}, pp. 37-8.

2 It was nearly seventy years before this brilliant book was translated into English
[The Messianic Secret, 1971). This may have been because of Sanday's trenchant
criticism of Wrede in The Life of Christ in Recent Research [1907). We may also
compare the criticisms of Schweitzer (Quest, chk. 19); and see now the volume of
essays edited by C. Tuckett, The Messianic Secret |1983).
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We shall never fathom the inward development by which Jesus passed
from the assurance that he was the Son of God to the other assurance that
he was the promised Messiah . . . What a moment it must have been for
him when he recognised that he was the one of whom the prophets had
spoken; when he saw the whole history of his nation from Abraham and
Moses downward in the light of his own mission; when he could no longer
avoid the conviction that he was the promised Messiah . , . The idea of the
Messiah became the means—in the first instance for the devout of his own
nation—of effectively setting the man who knew that he was the Son of
God, and was doing the work of God, on the throne of history.!

Wrede took a very different view. The life of Jesus was not
messianic, and Jesus himself never made any claim to be Messiah.
It was only the resurrection that convinced the disciples that Jesus
was the Messiah. Having come to this conviction, they then
realized that he had been the Messiah all along; they therefore
proceeded to read back the Messiahship into the life of Jesus. But,
if Jesus was actually the Messiah all the time, how did it come
about that the disciples were unaware of the fact throughout the
ministry? How did it come about that the Jews went so far as to
crucifly the one who was actually their promised deliverer? To
account for this, the tradition, or perhaps it was the author of
Mark’s Gospel himself, ingeniously invented the idea of the
Messianic Secret—they did not realize that he was the Messiah,
because Jesus himself carefully concealed the fact from them; to
the end they were unaware of it. The story of Peter's confession,
his great utterance ‘Thou art the Christ’, is a reading back into the
time of the ministry of what was in reality a post-resurrection
appearance of the risen Christ, and of the recognition by Peter of
his messianic character.

This is not the place for a detailed discussion of Wrede's views.
The influence of them is to be seen in the contrast between
Harnack and Bultmann. Harnack confidently affirmed that Jesus
claimed to be Messiah; Bultmann tells us that we must regard it
as very doubtful whether Jesus ever made any messianic claim at
all.? But the influence of Wrede goes much deeper than this. To
put it quite crudely, it is the old question of the hen and the egg.

! What is Christianity!, p. 141.

1 New Testarnent Theology, pp. 26-33. Here Bultmann follows almost exactly the

lines laid down by Wrede in 1901, and rejects the more positive reconstruction of the
thesis of Wrede, which was the work of Julius Schniewind (1893-1948).
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Did the tradition create the Christian community! Or did the
Christian community create the tradition? It had usually beep
supposed that the tradition created the community. Now Wrede
affirms that at one point of crucial importance the community
created the tradition, and read back into the life of Jesus something
that had never been there at all. This creative quality of the
Christian community is taken almost as an axiom by the majority
of the supporters of the Form-critical school.

No one is likely to deny that a tradition which is being handed
on by word of mouth will undergo modification. This is bound to
happen, unless the tradition has been rigidly formulated, and has
been learned by heart with careful safeguards against the intrusion
of error.] Most of us would, I think, be inclined to agree that, in
the story of the coin in the fish’s mouth, and of Peter walking on
the water in Matthew 14, an element of imaginative enlargement
has at some point or other been added to the original tradition. Again,
the variation of the forms in which sayings of Jesus appear, as
between one Gospel and another, suggests that there was a freedom
of interpretation, even in this most sacred area of the tradition, which
did not demand exact verbal fdelity. But there is a vast difference
between recognition of this kind of flexibility, of this creative
working of the community on existing traditions, and the idea that
the community simply invented and read hack into the life of Jesus
things that he had never done, and words that he had never said.
When carried to its extreme, this method suggests that the
anonymous community had far greater creative power than the Jesus
of Nazareth, faith in whom had called the community into being.

At this point, once more, it is most difficult to attain to
objectivity. For example, Bultmann holds that the story of the
temptation of Jesus is the fruit of the inventive power of the
community.? This story is highly poetic and imaginative in form.

L But this is exactly the way in which tradition was handed on ameng the Jews. It
is precisely on this ground that the Scandinavian scholar H. Riesenfeld, in an essay
entitied The Gospel Tradition and its Beginnings (1957), has passed some rather
severe strictures on the whole ‘Form-critical’ method. On Riesenfeld, see also M.
Dibelius, Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliums (31d ed., 1959, Appendix by Gerhard
Iber on Neuere Literatur zur Formgeschichte, pp. 308-9; and add Birger Gerhardsson,
Memory and Manuscript (1961].

? New Testament Theology, p. 27: ‘The story of the temptanon 15 a legend which
arose out of reflection on the quality of Jesus as Messiah, or rather on the nature of
the Christian belicf in Jesus as Messiah.’ Bultmann simply stares his view, without
any SUpporting arguments.
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In a few verses, it sums up in picturesque fashion the great problems

of the kingdom of God as seen in the light of the ministry of Jesus. To

sum up so much spiritual truth so simply, so briefly, and in such

unforgettable images demands creative genius of the highest

possible calibre. Who in the early Christian groups had such genius?

Paul, on occasion, is capable of flights of lyric splendour; but he has

not a plastic, visual imagination of the kind that expresses itself in

such forms as the story of the temptation. In the first century we
know of one man, and one only, who had that kind of imagination,

and that kind of power over words. His name was Jesus of Nazareth.
Now it is just within the bounds of possibility that, through long
meditation on the nature of the kingdom, the community arrived at
a particular understanding of its own problems as it faced a hostile
world; and that some unknown genius then gave that understanding
pictorial form. But the probability is immensely the other way—that
Jesus, wishing to communicate to his disciples the mystery of his
own relationship to the kingdom of God, found for that mystery this
perfect expression and passed it on to them in a form that they could -
not forget. Let it be stressed that there is no question here of
evidence; the story of the ternptation belongs to one of the earliest
strata of the tradition. It is simply one man’s judgement of spiritual
and literary possibilities against another’'s; we have passed from the
realm of science into that of poetry, from objective reasoning to the
personal equation of individual literary judgement.

v

On the whole Form-criticism has not had a very good press in
England. One of the first British writers to make a general survey
of the new movement was the Methodist Professor Vincent Taylor.
In his book The Formation of the Gospel Tradition {1933}, Taylor
was rather hard on the negative and unscientific elements in it and
indicated its limitations as a method of approaching a period nearer
to the ministry of Christ than our Gospels and the documents
which underlie them. In this Taylor was not untypical of the world
of English theology. It is not to be supposed that ‘Form-criticism’
was universally and enthusiastically welcomed everywhere in
Germany; but on the whole its influence has been deeper and more
general on the Continent and in America than in Britain.
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Form-criticism was destined, however, to find a champion ang
a powerful expositor in the University of Oxford. R. H. Lightfoot
(1883-1953) learned German, became acquainted with the work of
that accomplished scholar Ernst Lohmeyer {1890-1946)) who hagd
extended the use of the ‘Form-critical’ method from the Gospels 1o
the Epistles of St. Paul, became convinced that this was important,
and set himself to become the channel through which this new
approach to the Gospels should become familiar to the English-
speaking world. Lightfoot was in reaction against the school of
Headlam and others, which, as we have seen, was inclined to think
that in Mark's Gospel we have history in an almost pure form. The
title of his Bampton Lectures, History and Interpretation in the
Gospels {1935}, indicates the approach that he was determined to
recommend. In the Gospels, he maintained, there is no such thing
as pure history; history and theology are always intermingled, even
in Mark's Gospel, and we shall be wholly unable to understand the
history, unless we are prepared also to take seriously the
theology.2 Among the insights of Lohmeyer to which Lightfoot
paid special attention was the observation that places and place-
names in the Bible often have more than their obvious
significance. Lohmevyer in his book Galilda und Jerusalem {1936)
draws attention to this possibility. Lightfoot goes further in
working out the details. To Mark, Galilee is the sphere of
redemption, of the divine operation; Judaea is the world of hate,
misunderstanding, opposition, and finally disaster. In the Fourth
Gospel, the situation is almost exactly reversed; Jerusalem is the
centre of the stage, on which the divine drama of redemption is to
be worked out. It is here that both faith and unbelief will be
revealed, the slowly dawning faith of the disciples, the unbelief of
‘the Jews’, who in this Gospel are always the enemy. Judaea, not
Galilee, is in this Gospel the patris, the native country, of Jesus;
it is only as it were by chance that he is a Galilean.? There can be

1 Lohmeyer is one of the many German scholars whose works have never been
translated into English. His more technical writings have been interpreted by
Lightfoot and others; I think that his scholarly exposition of the Lord's Prayer, Das
Vaterunser (2nd ed., 1954}, would well repay translation.

2 This, it will be remembered, was exactly the position reached by Hoskyns at
about the same time, and through the use of methods very different from those
tavoured by Lightfoor,

3 This is worked out in detail in Dr. Lightfoot's second book, Locelity and
Doctrine in the Gospels [1938).
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no doubt that there is value in this line of study; in reading the
Gospels we must be prepared at every point for the presence of
theology, underlying even the apparently simplest statements. It is
part of our prudence as students to be on the alert for this theology,
even though we cannot always be certain that our interpretation of
the theology is the right one.

Dr. Lightfoot concluded his first book with the words: ‘It seems,
then, that the form of the earthly no less than the heavenly Christ
is for the most part hidden from us. For all the inestimable value
of the gospels, they yield little more than a whisper of his voice;
we trace in them but the outskirts of his ways.’! Lightfoot had
overestimated his readers’ knowledge of the text of Holy Scripture;
his words were very generally misunderstood in the sense of
Bultmann, that in reality we know hardly anything at all of Jesus
Christ. No one who knew Dr. Lightfoot, or had heard him preach,
could have fallen into this error. The passage of the Book of Job to
which he is referring reads as follows:

Lo, these are parts of his ways:
but how little a portion is heard of him?
but the thunder of his power who can understand?
(Job 26. 14)

From Lightfoot's own later utterances,? it is clear that what he
meant was something like this: ‘Everyone is agreed that, with the
frailty of our mortal senses, we are utterly incapable of beholding
the glory of the heavenly Christ. But perhaps, contrary to what is
often supposed, the same is true of the earthly Christ as well. The
mystery even of his earthly life is too great for us. We have been
given as much as is good for us; and even that little has been
enough to set the earth in a blaze for nineteen centuries.’

Dr. Lightfoot had a number of followers, not least (at one time}
in the University of Oxford. These have been at one with the Form-
critics in Germany in holding that the primary phenomenon with
which we are concerned, and beyond which, it is argued, we
cannot go, is the faith of the disciples. Since Jesus Christ himself
wrote nothing and we have therefore no direct evidence such as we

! R. H. Lightfoot, History and Interpretation in the Gospels {1935], p. 225.
1 See especially The Gospel Message of St. Mark {1950], p. 103 n. 1.
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have for Julius Caesar,! this affirmation is something of ,
platitude; but a platitude that needed to be insisted on, in view of
the almost slavish devotion to the historicity of Mark by which ap
earlier period had been marked. But Lightfoot’s followers have not,
in fact, been inclined to the extreme scepticism of the Germap
school; they are concernted to go beyond the tradition as we have
it to that which lies behind it. To take up an earlier epigram, they
are on the whole convinced that it was the tradition that created
.the Church, that in this tradition we see, though as it were at one
remove, that historical phenomenon of Jesus Christ through which
the Church came into being.? There are naturally differences of
opinion within the group; but it can be said that on the whole their
results are less negative than those of their German colleagues.

Oddly enough, the British scholar who had done the most
temarkable work on the Gospel behind the Gospels, on those
traditions which lie behind the Gospels in their present form, is
one who would certainly not class himself as a member of the
Form-critical school—Professor C. H. Dodd (1884-1973). In two
short books, as remarkable for their brevity as for their contents,
Dr. Dodd has asked, and in his own way answered, two
fundamental questions.

In one, The Apostolic Preaching and its Development (1936}, he
raised the question as to the nature of the proclamation, the
Kerygma, which was made by the earliest followers of Jesus. What
did they actually tell their listeners? It is clear that they did not,
as Harnack had supposed, tell them of the Fatherhood of God and
the infinite value of the human soul. By an ingenious combination
of the evidence of the speeches in the Acts of the Apostles, 1 Peter,
the letters of Paul, and other parts of the New Testament, Dodd
reaches the conclusion that the earliest preaching was a
declaration of the mighty acts of God in Jesus Christ, a little

! But it is just with the fact that we have the Commentaries of Julius Caesar that
our difhculties begin. Here we have Caesar as he wished to present himself ta the
world; but what relationship, if any, existed between this Caesar and Caesar in his
nightgown?

2 A general view of the findings of this group may be encountered in the velume
of Studies in the Gospels {1255}, edited by Professor Dennis Nineham, which was to
have been presented to Professor Lightfoot, but which, because of his early d“'fhr
could only be published in his honour. I would further specially recommend a series
of articles by Professor Nineham, on the role of the eyewitness in the early Chuzch,
published in the Journal of Theological Studies, N.5. [1958), pp. 1325, 243-52.
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reminiscent of the recital of the mighty acts of God in relation to
Israel, such as we find in Joshua 24 and the historical Psalms. The
burden of it all is 'This has God done’'—and on this follows the
challenge: ‘Therefore this must you do.’ This is the Kerygma,
the task of the herald--not to teach or to edify, but to bring news.
At a later stage there will be Didache, teaching, the instruction of
the converis in what it means to be a Christian; the second half of
a Pauline Epistle is in most cases taken up with instruction of this
kind.

In the slightly earlier and no less important book, The Parables
of the Kingdom (1935}, Dodd tries, with notable success, to get
behind the parables as they now stand to the parables as originally
spoken. In their present form, he argued, several of the parables set
forth general truths or problems of the Christian life which are the
same at all times and in all places; the traditional interpretation,
such as that of the parable of the Sower in Matthew 13, rather
supports this view; and this in its turn has been strengthened by
the allegorical interpretation of the parables, which was in honour
almost to our own day.! Can we get behind the incrustation of the
tradition and nearer to the original? Dodd is of the opinion that we
can. We can, in fact, trace the Church’s understanding of such a
parable as that of the Sower, in three successive stages. There is the
late stage, in which the parable has been generalized {‘There are
men and women of different types in every congregation’); the
intermediate stage, in which the waiting Church applies the
parable to its own necessities ('Why is the progress of the Gospel
in the world so slow?’|; and behind this is the situation in which
the parable was originally spoken-—that situation of incredible
urgency, in which the message of Jesus faced Israel with a decision
which was literally a decision of life or death.

Dodd, here disagreeing radically with Schweitzer but agreeing,
mutatis mutandis, with Bultmann, holds that in Jesus the
Eschaton, the last word of God to men, is already here. The
kingdom is not just a future reality—it is something that is already
here, and by their reaction to it men will be judged. In working
over the words of Jesus, in what came to seem to them a very long

1 It is abvious to the typologist that the inn to which the Good Samaritan brings
the wounded man is the Church, and that the two pence with which he pays the costs
of the unexpected visitor are the two sacraments of the Church.
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interval between the resurrection and the expected triumph, the
disciples tended to refer many sayings to the future, to the ag yet
unfulflled. But Dodd maintains that this was not the original
reference; that reference was to the Son of Man who is already
present, and whose challenge is a matter of immediate urgency.
For this view Dr. Dodd invented the not very happy expression
‘realized eschatology’.! His earlier statement of his views seems
almost wholly to exclude the future, and that genuine eschatology
which is concerned with the real end of all things, when God has
finished all his purposes with the visible universe, when time is no
more and eternity alone remains. Everything is concentrated in the
present, in the decisive challenge of the immediate 'Now'. The
parabie of the wise and foolish virgins had been almost universally
interpreted of the ‘second coming’ of the Son of Man; we now see
it in the light of the presence of the Son of Man among men, and
the extreme peril that awaits those who fail to realize what hour
of the day it is, and what demands are being imperiously made of
them.?

It is only rarely that one great scholar builds directly on the work
of another. We have this fascinating and unusual spectacle in the
works on the parables by, respectively, Dr. C. H. Dodd and
Professor Joachim Jeremias of Géttingen. To Dodd’s work Jeremias
pays this notable and large-hearted tribute: ‘In this extraordinarily
important book the attempt has actually been made for the first
time with success to relate the parables to their situation in the life
of Jesus, and thereby to open a new epoch in the interpretation of
the parables.’?

But Jeremias believes that it is possible to go a good deal further
than Dodd has gone, and that the attempt has almost unlimited
promise in it: ‘Back to the very words of Jesus—that is the task!
What a great gain it will be if we succeed in finding here and there
behind the veil of primitive understanding the face of the Son of
Man!'

1 A German scholar, criticizing Dodd’s tesm as unsatisfactory, invented the even
worse expression ‘sich realisierende Eschatologie’, eschatology which is in process of
realizing itself!

2 Dr. Dodd's views have not proved universally acceptable; and ic is to be ‘no_tf-‘d
that in his later writings he gives greater recognition to the fact that in the Christian
tradition there must always be a place for the future as well as for the present.

3 ). Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus {1947; English trans., 1954).
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What place, then, did the parables play in the teaching of Jesus?
Here the suggestion of Jeremias is extraordinarily interesting and
fruitful—the parables are not kindly words of good advice to the
poor and needy; they are part of the polemic of Jesus—a vigorous
and at times almost embittered polemic—against his enemies:

The parables which have as their theme the gospel . . | are, apparently
without exception, addressed not to the poor, but to Christ's opponents.
That is their special character, their place in life. They are not primarily the
offer of the gospel but the defence, the justification of the gospel, weapons
in the conflict with the critics and enemies of the gospel. How did Jesus
justify the gospel to his critics?!

So the panorama passes before us, and we see how parable after
parable is related to the daily life of the time of Jesus, and to the
terrifying challenge to decision which he presents to his
contemporaries. The work of Jeremias, like all other notable works
of theology, is susceptible to criticism at certain points; as a whole
it reveals in a positive form the value and the possibilities that we
owe to the ‘Form-critics’ and their new ventures into the field of
Gospel criticism.

Room must be found for one more recent and notable example
of the use of the ‘Form-critical’ metheod for constructive purposes.
The Birth of the New Testament (1962: 3rd ed., completely
revised, 1982) by Professor C. F. D. Moule is not quite like any
other book ever written about the New Testament. The writer
himself states {p. 3) that the general approach is that of ‘Form-
criticism’, though the conclusions reached are more conservative
than those that are generally typical of this approach. Like Dibelius
and others, Moule is concerned to penetrate behind the New
Testament into that dimn period when no New Testament as yet
existed. But he is not interested in the minute analysis of
traditions and the careful weighing of the authenticity of this or
that particular word or episode. He asks another set of questions.
What were the earlier Christians concerned about? How did they
live! What were the problems that lay heavy on them? So we take
a look at these early Christians as they exercise themselves in
worship, as they learn to distinguish themselves from the Jewish
people, as they wrestle with the interpretation of the Old

t Thid., p. 85.
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Testament, and so on. Not everything is certain in the picture; yet
we do gradually come to a convincing delineation of a perplexed
enthusiastic, adventurous people, hewing out for themselves arll
extraordinarily difficult way into an unknown future. And the
book is full of unexpected and interesting sidelights, drawn frop
a most extensive acquaintance with the whole background of the
New Testament. Of these one single example must suffice:

It seems fair to assume that, broadly speaking, the average Jew was better
educated than the average Gentile, if only because Jewish family life was
the soundest in the empire, and also the education which Jewish children
received in the synagogue school was, within its limits, probably more
conscientions and thorough than the teaching given by Gentile
schoolmasters who had not necessarily the intensity of vocation belonging
to a devout teacher of the Torah.!

\Y

By constant reiteration certain affirmations come to be treated
almost as axioms. The uncritical acceptance of any unproved
axiom makes further scientific work almost impossible. Nothing is
more important than that every axiom should constantly be put to
the test and verified in every possible way.2 Four quasi-axioms of
the 'Form-critics’ need specially to be passed through the fires of
criticism.

The first is that the early Christians, and those who first reduced
the Christian traditions to writing, were not interested in history.
For instance, Dr. H. G. Wood quotes from FErik Sjoberg the
categorical statement that ‘there is not a single word of Jesus, not
one single isolated story in the Gospels, which can be regarded as

1 C. F. D. Moule, op cit., p. 157. It is typical of the new edition of this classic that
this passage has been carefully rewritten (p. 209] in the light of further critical studies.
The range of learning of this important and useful book is immense. The
bibliographical index lists works by about 450 modern scholars; Schweitzer was
content with 251! .

2 Cf. C. F. D. Moule, Journal of Theological Studies, N.S., vol. xiii [April 1962,
p. 143: 'That the Christian writings sprang from preaching, not from any historical
or biographical concern is, as we know well, an axiom of Formgeschichte. But ought
it to be treated as axiomatic? Once disallow it, together with some allied axioms ?'?Om
ideologische Geschichtstheologie, and some of the clear-cut {and cavalier) decisions
about sources and motives become less cogent.’
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having been handed down from a purely historical interest’.! Here
everything depends on the exact meaning one attaches to words. Rein
geschichtliches Interesse, 'pure historical interest’, is a loose and
inaccurate phrase, hardly susceptible of exact interpretation. i by it
is meant that kind of history which is pure recording, without interest
or engagement on the part of the recorder, I suppose that no one has
ever supposed that the Gospels were in that sense history. The pure
and passionless history of which the late Lord Acton approved, and
which he tried to impose on his collaborators in the Cambridge Modern
History, was an invention of the late nineteenth century.? There is
not a trace of it in the Old and New Testament—and very little, it may
be added, in the literature of Greece or Rome.

Dr. Siéberg, like Lord Acton, is not quite consistent. Having said
keine Einzelgeschichte, 'not a single individual incident’, he then
admits the exception which proves the rule, in this case the
episode of the young man who fled away naked by night {Mark
14.51 ff.). Dr. H. G. Wood, one of the very few New Testament
scholars who is? also in his own right a trained and professional
historian, adds quite a2 number of others. The most obvious is the
allusion to Simon of Cyrene as the father of Alexander and Rufus
{Mark 15. 21}; unless we are going to look for obscure typological
or allegorical meanings in these names, it seems sensible to
suppose that the family of Simon of Cyrene was known to the
readers of the Gospel, and that the writer puts in the names to
remind them of this interesting connexion between people they
knew and the actual events of the crucifixion.*

! H. G. Wood, Jesus in the Twenticth Century (1960}, p. 148, quoting Erik Sjoberg,
Der verborgene Menschensohn in den Evangelien {1955), p. 216. This kind of
categorical statement must always be regarded with profound suspicion. One of the
earliest lessons we ail Jearned in our study of philosophy is that it is impossible to
prove a megative; any statement which begins ‘Es gibt kein Jesus Wort, keine
Einzelgeschichte’ will put every serious studént on his guard.

2 And even Lord Acton did not manage to be consistent. He sharply criticized his
friend, Bishop Mandell Creighton, because in the first volume of his History of the
Papacy Creighton had not been nearly severe enough on the medieval persecutors, of
whom Acton himself so profoundly disapproved.

3 'Is' when this section was hrst written, now alas! 'was’; Dr. Wood died full of
years a}'ud honaur in March 1963,

s “C:te;:, of course, ghe interesting {_a\c:t that the name Simon is Hebrew, Alexander

the paraila]nd Rufus is Latin; the writer of the Gospel cannot have been anaware of

ardly ne: with the three languages of the superscription on the Cross; but it is

still § £3sary to suppose that this was the reason for which he put in the names,
¢ss that he invented them for this purpose. :
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We come back to the question as to what is meant by history.
If by the word we mean 'mere historicity’, the endless ebb and floy,
of events without meaning, then of course we shall look in vain i
the New Testament for history. But all the early Christians, as we
have seen, were profoundly influenced by the Old Testament; ang
the Old Testament is the record of a revelation of God which
moves forward through the history of a chosen people. Christians
believed themselves to be the recipients of the tidings of the new
'saving acts of God’, akin to his acts of old—the interpretation of
salvation in terms drawn from the Book of Exodus runs right
through the New Testament; it was of immense importance to the
Christian that the later acts of God, like the carlier, were acts of
God in history. They had been led to depend for their salvation not
on ‘cunningly devised fables’ [myths, 2 Peter 1. 16, but on events
which had actually occurred. To them history in the true sense
of the term, so far from being a matter of indifference, was
all-important.

Secondly, it is again and again repeated that the Gospels are not
biographies. Here again everything depends on dehnition. If we
mean by biography either the three-volume Victorian variety, with
copious quotations from the subject’s letters and speeches; or the
acute psychological analysis carried out by Lytton Strachey and his
successors, purporting to show the subject’s inner development
from the cradle to the grave and his reaction to the various
influences that were brought to bear upon him; it is quite clear that
the Gospels are not ‘biographies’. But if it is the aim of biography
to give succinetly a living and vivid impression of someone who
really lived, it is hard to see into what other category the Gospels
are to be placed. After all, the Lives of Izaak Walton and Johnson's
Lives of the Poets are also biographies. New Testament scholars
might, perhaps, with advantage to themselves, have paid greater
attention to the work of the greatest of ancient biographers who
was almost a contemporary of the apostolic writers.! Plutarch of
Chaeronea has left us a remarkably clear account of what he
understood his vocation as a biographer to be:

I am not a writer of histories but of biographies. My readers therefore
must excuse me if | do not record all events or describe in detail, but only

1 See now G. N. Stanton, Jesus of Nazareth in New Testament Preaching (1974,
esp. ch. 5. :
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upon, the noblest and most famous. For the most conspicuous
s or of necessity show a man's virtues or failings, but it often
ome light occasion, 2 word or a jest, gives a clearer insight
than battles with their slaughter of tens of thousands and
the greatest array of armies and sieges ‘of cities. Accordingly as painters
oduce a likeness by the representation c_J{ the countt?nance and t.he
E:cpression of the face, in which the character is revealed, without troubling
themselves about the other parts of the body, so I must be allowed to look
cather into the signs of a man’s character, and I::»y means of these to portray
the life of each, leaving to others the description of great events and

briefly touch
do not alway
happens that s
into character,

battles.’

This is a notably modest account of the task that he has taken
in hand; vet, even at a first reading of the passage, certain
similarities between Plutarch’s objective and that which the
evangelists had set before themselves strike upon the mind.
Naturally Plutarch used sources; he had a wide acquaintance with
the historical writers who had preceded him. But he uses these
sources freely as he needs them for his own purpose; and he is
careful not to claim for himself the character of historian. In point
of fact, when he can be compared with his sources, he reveals
himself as sometimes careless and inaccurate.? Yet he is an
honest and sincere writer, and, where he is our only anthority, as
he is for one of the noblest and most picturesque episodes in the
whole of Greek history, the career of Timoleon in Sicily; every
historian of Greece accepts him as being on the whole a reliable
witness to the events which he records. And this charming man
was influenced by far more than mere intellectual curiosity. His
“fritings reveal a great deal of the old-world piety of the Greek
village and an intense ethical concern. He writes his lives of the
noble Greeks and Romans to show the young what is to be admired
and what is to be avoided; he is not afraid of the simple categories
of good and evil,

Now, admittedly there is a great difference between the

U Vita Alexandri, 1. 1.

2 * .
One of Plutarch’s modern editors complains that ‘among the faults of Plutarch’s

Life of Them;j o
consec;r‘-lffn:e;Tl cl;{s Ittl)jtjes must be reckoned his disregard of chronology—the natural

; purely ethical aim of his bi hies’ :
Life of Them; s biographies’ (H. A. Holden, Plutarch’s
p[um’fch.se:zf;"f:“ {1188l], p- xliii}). Yet Dr. Holden has no hesitation in accepting
we have ahout Th, 4 valuable supplement to the considerable amount of information

¢mistocles from Herodotus and other ancient authors.
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admiration for the heroes of old which it is the purpose of Plutarcy,
to inculcate, and the faith in Jesus Christ which is the concern of
the Gospels. But, when it is suggested that there is nothing in the
literature of the ancient world that in the least resembles them, it
is time that a protest was entered.

Thirdly, it is commonly claimed by writers of the Form-eritica]
school, that every single unit of the tradition can contain within
itself the whole of the Gospel, and can convey that bhallenge
which is the essence of the Gospel. It is rather fashionable to quote
a considerably earlier writer, Martin Kahler {1835-1912}, to the
effect that 'in every drop in the dewy meadows, the sun’s light is
mirrored and reflected; so in each little episode the entire person
of our Lord encounters us’.! On this Dr. Heinz Zahrnt comments:
‘Evidently the smallest unit of the tradition, the shortest scene and
the briefest saying comprehend within themselves and reflect the
totality of the person and the mission of Jesus. Is the sun divided,
because its light is reflected back from countless dewdrops?'? Now
the picturesque illustration is illuminating under one aspect and
self-evidently misleading under another. It is indeed the sun, and
the sun only, which is reflected back from the dewdrops. It is Jesus,
and Jesus only, whom we meet in the Gospel tradition. But it is
simply not the fact that we can find the whole of any man's
character or destiny in one word or episode or saying.® There are
many recorded remarks of Samuel Johnson of which we feel that
he alone could have made them, and that in each his quintessential
character is made plain. But it is only through the slow ingestation
of all that Boswell has collected about him that we come to know
that great man in all the absurdity and all the grandeur of his
character. Similarly, in every incident of the record we meet the

! Martin Kihler, The So-Called Historical Jesus and the Historic, Biblical Christ
{English trans., 1964, from the 1896 German ed.], p. 81,

2 H. Zahmnt, Es begann mit fesus von Nazareth (1960), p. 83. {English trans., The
Historical Jesus, 1963).

3 This point is well made by Professor Otto A. Piper in a review of Bornkamm's
book fesus von Nezarerh: 'He emphasizes that what can be discerned historically from
the Gospels are but isolated stories and sayings. One is therefore surprised to be to}c}
that "“each story in itself contains the person and history of Jesus in their entirety’
{p. 25). To this reviewer it would appear that the materials forming the Gospels are
enigmatic and ambiguous, when taken by themselves, and that it is only in the ]i.»_z;ht
of an underlying pattern of the Gospel story that they can be understood as presenting
a common message’ |Interpretation {October 1961], p. 476).
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authentic Jesus. But it is only through the accumulation of the
evidence of all four Gospels that we know him as he is; it was
precisely because the early Christians realized that this and that
episode did not tell them all that they needed to know that from such
a very early date collections of the traditions began to be made.

Fourthly, we are told that the early Christian communities made
little distinction between the history of Jesus before the
Resurrection and his history after the Ascension, between the
words that he was believed to have spoken in the days of his flesh
and the words that he continued to speak in the Spirit in the
Church through the lips of inspired teachers and prophets. This
seems, in point of fact, to run counter to all the evidence that we
have. All the evidence makes it plain that ‘the doctrine of the
Ascension’, to use a much later phrase, was firmly held in the early
Church. For a certain period manifestations of the risen Lord
occurred; after that no such manifestations occurred. No confusion
between these two periods was possible. The only post-ascension
utterances of the risen Christ in the New Testament [apart from a
few brief words reported as having been spoken to St. Paul} are the
letters to the seven churches in the book of Revelation. It is hard
to imagine anything more different than these from the traditions
of the Gospels; in them everything is related to the contemporary
situation of the churches, and nothing is read back into an earlier
period of the existence of the Son of Man in Palestine. In the
Epistles of Paul we have a great many inspired words which could
easily have been read back into the Gospel; in no single case has
this happened: at no point is there any confusion between the word
of the Lord and the word of the Apostle speaking in his name. As
early as the first Epistle to the Corinthians, Paul draws a
distinction between those matters on which he is able to cite an
authoritative word of the Lord (1 Cor. 7. 10), and those many
others on which he has laboriously to reach a conclusion through
the exercise of his own faculties under the guidance of the Spirit
(1 Cor. 7. 12).

VI

At point after point the affirmations of the Form-critical school,
especially in its German form, have failed to carry complete
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conviction. The time had come for a thorough investigation and
reassessment of the principles of this school. It seems that the
reaction is now on the way.

The first point gained is the recognition that the evangelists were
not, as Professor Dibelius maintained, mere compilers, but were
authors and theologians in their own right. It is in this connexion
that the studies of Dr. Austin Farrer are seen to be of grea
importance; he maintains with considerable vigour and ingenuity
the thesis that the Gospels must first be considered as wholes, and
that only when this consideration of the wholes has been
accomplished can the significance of the parts be seen:

Form-criticism is concerned with small patterns, the patterns of the
parts; we are concerned with a large pattern, the pattern of the whole. What
is the relation between the large pattern and the small? The study of the
large has the priority . . . The pattern of the whole comes first. Every
sentence of a book is formulated by the mind which writes the whole. The
parts, of course—the paragraphs, let us say—have a sort of independent and
interior life of their own, for otherwise the book will be unreadable . . . But
we clearly cannot go on to say: 'Therefore in the case of a well-written book
we can practise the wholly autonomous art of paragraph-criticism; we can
examine the form of any given paragraph in and by itself, confident that no
stroke of arrangement in it is due to the pattern of the whole work, or to
what the author wants in the end and in general to say. The pattern of the
whole merely arranges the paragraphs, it does not in any way constitute
them.’ To talk like this would be absurd. It is patently false that paragraph-
criticism is autonomous.!

That Dr. Farrer is right must be self-evident to anyone who has
ever written a book. If the book is to be readable and convey
meaning, the first page cannot be written until the whole is in
view; two-thirds of the agony of composition is endured in the
period of labour before the pattern of the predestined book
emerges.

What has all this to say to the Form-critical method?

Some of Dr. Lightfoot's readers may have felt that under his guidance
they were rediscovering the evangelist and losing the facts of the evangel.
Whatever the loss may be, the gain is solid and unmistakable—by Dr.
Lightfoot’s aid we find ourselves in touch with St. Mark, a living Christian
mind, and a mind of great power. And this discovery comes like water in

1 A. M. Farrer, A Study in St. Mark (1951}, pp. 22-23.
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the desert to men who have been trained to see in his gospel a row of
impersonal anecdotes strung together by a colourless compiler . . . The
solid gain of the theological interpretation is that it restores to us the unity
of the Gospel. The Gospel is a genuine, and profoundly consistent, complex
act of thought. This means that we are no longer reduced to making what
we can of the parts. We may hope to make something of the whole, for
there is a whole after all. Not at first sight what we should call an historical
whole; the unity seems to date to be one of doctrinal and symbolical
development. But if we sift this complex unity to the bottom, and master
it as fully as we can, we may find that it speaks history to us.!

As is the case with many other writers, Dr. Farrer's success in
the working out of his principles is not as great as in the
formulation of them. The weakness of his work here, as in others
of his writings, is an over-elaborate ingenuity, as a result of which
really valuable observations tend to be lost in a maze of secondary
and ill-established imaginings.? But the enunciation of the
principles was well worth while; we must deal with the Gospels
as wholes, and with the evangelists as authors and not as mere
compilers. : ,

Dr. Farrer is not alone in this conviction. At around the same
time as he was writing, a new ‘school’ was growing up in
Germany, which would come to see itself as the heir apparent to
Form-criticism, working under the name Redaktionsgeschichte,
‘Redaction-criticism’. Credit for beginning this new movement
normally goes to G. Bornkamm, whose original article, comparing
the versions of the Stilling of the Storm in Matthew and Mark, was
originally published in 1948.3 Possibly the most striking work
from this movement was the book of Hans Conzelmann on The
Theology of Saint Luke {English trans., 1960).* The Redaction-
critics work from the assumption that the Evangelists have a very
definite point of view, in the light of which they heve rewritten the

1 A. M. Farter, op. cit., pp. 7-8. ]
2 So much so is this the case with A Study of St. Mark thar a few years after its
publication Dr. Farrer himseif withdrew it and substituted for it anather book, 2 study

of hoth St. Matthew and St. Mark {1954}, o
3 It is now translated in G. Bornkamm, G. Barth, and H. |. Held, Tradition and

Interpretation in Marthew (English trans., 1963, pp. 52-57. .

4 The German original was published in 1954 under the ritle Die Mitte der Zeit
I'The Mid-point of Time'), alluding to what, in Conzelmann’s view, is Luke’'s main
point about the story of Jesus.
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entire story of Jesus, reworking the traditions they received with
more or less sovereign freedom in order to fit in with their owg
theological stance and Tendenz.!

Conzelmann's study is extremely careful and thorough; but at times
he seems to impose his theories on the facts instead of letting the facts
determine the theories. For instance, he lays great stress on the ideg
that for Luke the period of the ministry of Jesus is the time of present
salvation, in which the great adversary has for the time being lost his
power. In support of this view, he makes use of the statement at the
end of the story of the temptation, ‘the devil . . . departed from him for
aseason’, which he interprets as meaning that 'the devil left him 1il]
the appointed time’, that is, the time of the passion. Butin point of fact
the Greek words dygt xuwod mean simply ‘for a short period’, and
cannot be made to mean anything else; the argument based on a
mistranslation of them falls to the ground.

But it is necessary to take very seriously Dr. Conzelmann’s
central contention. The early Church had to wrestle with the
problem of the delay in the coming again of Jesus; some of them
seem to have thought that the time between 'the Ascension’ and
‘the Parousia’ would be very short; but he did not come again, and
the Church had to rethink its whole theology in the light of this
disillusionment. Luke was one of those who took in hand this
essential task:

Luke sees salvation already in the past. The time of salvation has become
historic, a period of time which certainly determines the present, but as an
epoch is past and closed . . . This signifies neither more nor less than the
conception that the time of the End (Endzeit} did not break in with Jesus.
Rather, the future time of salvation was portrayed in advance in the middle
of the Heilsgeschichte {history of God's saving acts} in the life of Jesus . . .
The good news is not that the kingdom of God has come, but that through
the life of Jesus the hope of the coming kingdom has been established. Its
nearness thus becomes a secondary factor.2

It is clear that for Dr. Conzelmann Luke’s portrayal is a
distortion, indeed almost a betrayal, of the original Gospel. Indeed,
one of the leading members of the Form-critical school has been

! See the survey of |. Rohde, Rediscovering the Teaching of the Evangelists
{English trans., 1968).
2 Op. cit., p. 27,
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heard to refer to Luke in a lecture as 'this falsifier of the Gospel’.

In the passage just quoted there are far more points for discussion
than can be handled within the limits of this chapter. At the outset
the discussion is made difficult, as so often in theological writing,
by a certain lack of precision in the use of terms. What exactly does
it mean that ‘the time of the end’, the Endzeit, came, or did not
come, in with Jesus of Nazareth? .

There may have been some among the early Christians who
thought that the coming of Jesus meant absolutely the end of
history, in the sense that nothing more would ever happen—God
would bring all the happenings of history to an end, and the present
heavens and earth would pass away once and for all. If any among
the early Christians held this view, they must have been very few,
and they have left hardly any trace on the New Testament record.
Albert Schweitzer thought that Jesus himself understood
'eschatology’ in this way and therefore died in the midst of the
total disappointment of his hopes. But there is in fact hardly any
evidence in the New Testament that tells in favour of this view,
and a great deal that tells against it. The problem of the early
Church was in fact entirely different; or, rather, there was a whole
range of problems that had to be faced. The first Christians
did not imagine that nothing would ever happen again; they
thought that they knew very well what would happen; and they
found that what happened was entirely different from what they
expected.

As good Israelites, they believed that the kingdom of God would
mean the deliverance of his people from captivity, and the setting
up of the visible authority of God in Jerusalem, the holy city. From
Jerusalem the law of the Lord would stream out into the world; the
Gentiles would flow together to Jerusalem to receive the holy law,
as in fact the Church had seen them flow together on the day of
Pentecost.! This was the common ground of Jewish expectation.
The Christians knew two things in addition to this general
expectation. They knew the identity of the One through whom
God would exercise his kingly authority—Jesus of Nazareth. And

1 The only account of the day of Pentecost which we possess, that in Acts 2, work?
out very carefully the parallels and the contrast with the story of the '(owe¥ Sation
in Gen. 11. The writer is specially careful to include in his list o } I::‘angns
representatives of the traditional division of the nations among the sons of INoah-—
Ham, Shem, and Japheth.
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they were convinced that he who had been briefly withdrawn from
their eyes would return very soon indeed to establish the kingdam
with power. Then would come ‘the times of refreshing’, the periog
of the restoration of all things to that which according to the wij
and purpose of God they ought to be.! But history went on, things
happened; and they were not at all the kind of things that ought
to have happened. The Church was faced by three gigantic
theological problems. In the first place, in spite of the preaching of
the Resurrection, the Jewish people as a whole were not converted.
Tension between Church and synagogue went on increasing, until
by the end of the first century ‘the Jews’ are the enemy. It is clear
that the term ‘the people of God' has radically changed its
meaning; it is not through the ancient Israel that the purpose of
God will be fulfilled. In the second place, the interval between the
resurrection and the parousia, the coming again of Christ in glory,
is seen to be far greater than some had originally hoped. Some
among the Christians had died, and therefore would not be there
to greet the Lord on his return.? Thirdly, the pressure of events
made it plain that the movement of the Gospel would be exactly
the opposite of that which had been expected. The Gentiles would
not come to Jerusalem to hear the Word of the Lord; the Word of
the Lord would go out to the Gentiles, until it had reached the
utmost limits of the known world. Jerusalem would continue to be
the mother-church; but the Church of God would be the same
everywhere, and the proclamation of the Word must go forward
until it filled the world.

Paul had understood his own mission as far more than simply
the conversion of a certain number of Gentiles in a number of
cities in the Mediterranean world; his work is an essential part of
revelation—the revelation that Christ is the door for Jews and
Gentiles alike, and that Gentiles have full citizen-rights in the city
of God on the basis of faith in Jesus alone; it is also an essential part
of the divine purpose—the pouring out of the Spirit on the Gentiles

1 1 take the view, which is not shared by all scholars, that in the early chapters of
Acts, Luke is using good zuthorities and depicts for us with considerable aceuracy the
kind of ideas that were entertained by the early Christians. See now the works of M.
Hengel, especially Acts and the History of Earliest Christianity [1979). .

2 1 Thessalonians shows us vividly the dismay felt by a new group of Gentile
Christians, filled with eschatological expectations, when one or more of their number
died and the parousia had not yet taken place.
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declares that this is in reality the ‘time of the end’, but that ‘end’
cannot come in its finality until the fulness of the Gentiles has
come in.

Luke stands a little further back from the events than either
Peter or Paul. Combining in his own person the gifts of a great
historian and a great theologian, he brings history and theology
together. From the point of view of some scholars this is the great
and unpardonable heresy—the Gospel, as they have understood it,
breaks into history, shatters it, and brings it to an end; and so any
attempt to 'historicize’ the Gospel, to bring it into relation with
history, of necessity robs it of its essential character. Of course,
this depends on the interpretation that we give to the word
‘history’. We may put the problem in another way. What is the
relation between Heilsgeschichte, salvation-history, the record of
the mighty acts of God, and ordinary history, those banal things
that happen from day to day? Some would answer: ‘There is no
connexion; these are two separate streams which flow in parallel
lines and pever meet.’ Luke, naturally, had never heard these
modern expressions; but his answer to the question is perfectly
clear; Heilsgeschichte and secular history are the same history;
each from a different point of view is the story of God's
providential government of the nations, all of which he holds in
the hollow of his hand. It is for this reason that, at the outset of
his Gospel, he so carefully relates the ministry of Jesus to the rulers
of the secular and the religious worlds (Luke 3. 1-2}. For him, the
wotld since Pentecost is the scene of the new mighty acts of God
in history. History can be understood in no other way; it is the
scene of the forward march of God among the nations, as God goes
out through his Word to gather out from all the nations a people
acceptable to himself. For this reason the Church is all-important,
since it is only through the Church that the march of God among
the nations can become manifest. )

Is Luke the great creative theologian of the Church, or is he ‘this
falsifier of the Gospel’? A missionary, who is also a theologian, has
great advantages in making the attempt to understand the New
Testament, since, far more than the scholar in a Western Church,
he stands in a relationship to the original facts which greatly helps
to make them intelligible. The missionary is completely immersed
in history—not of course in what the Germans call Geschichtlichkeit
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or Historismus, the mere arid succession of the things that come
and go. He is engaged the whole time in making history, divipe
history. Things are happening today which have never happeneg
before. In the mysterious providence of God, peoples which haye
never heard the Word of God, and were therefore without hope ang
without God in the world, are today hearing and believing. In thjg
village and that, the first baptisms have taken place; for the
first time since the foundation of the world the table of the Lord
has been spread, and the faithful have gathered, as the carly
Christians did, in the assurance that Kyrios Christos is in their
midst. These things are not epiphenomena of the Gospel,
secondary accretions of little importance. They are the Gospel. It
is only when these things are taken seriously that it is possible to
understand what Paul is talking about in his Epistles; or, to go
further back, to understand what Jesus Christ means when he
claims to be the One in whom uniquely God speaks to all men—
'but I say unto you . . ./

vl

The problem of history will not for ever be denied. There was
a time at which even the suggestion that a return to the 'Quest
of the Historical Jesus’ might be possible was too far-fetched
© to be taken seriously. To one who has lived through that period,
it is almost startling that one of the most notable trends in post-
war theology was precisely ‘The New Quest of the Historical
Jesus’.1

If a starting-point for the new quest has to be fixed, one might
be inclined to pitch upon an address on 'The Problem of the
Historical Jesus’, delivered by Ernst Kisemann, at that time
Professor of the University of Gottingen, on 20 October 1953, and

now published in English in his Essays on New Testament Themes
(1964}.

! This is the title of the book, by the American scholar . M. Robinson, which
chronicles the beginnings at least of the ‘New Quest’. There has been much
discussion as to whether this quest is really at ail ‘new’, and, like many movements
which give themselves this adiective, it seems doomed already to appear
anachronistic, with the distinctly different "Third Quest’ already a power in the land
(see below). Yet it cannot be denied that 2 new movement of thought, surprising 2nd
welcome to those accustomed 1o the highly negative utterances of the Form-critical
school, gained considerable ground in the 1950s.
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Kisemann's reputation stands deservedly high in the theological
world. He is a man of great perceptiveness, patient diligence, and
sterling integrity; always ready to strike out beyond his past
conclusions to new adventures of thought, and above all, like
Bultmann, deeply concerned that the Gospel should be preached as
a divine challenge to which the response of men is demanded.
Throughout his career he has been a champion of the 'Form-
critical’ tradition, and tends to move within the limits of its
accepted categories. As Professor Moule remarks, in a brilliant
review of Kisemann’s collected essays, Exegetische Versuche und
Besinnungen (1960):; ‘The probing acuteness of Dr. Kisemann's
mind compels admiration and starts exciting hares . . . But the
ruthless tidying leaves an uncomfortable impression of a topiary
sort of gardening, with familiar formgeschichtlich shapes.’!

We had been told by the Form-critics that the early Church was
not interested in history, that the glorified Kyrios Christos had
practically swallowed up the Man of Nazareth, and that the events
of the earthly life of Jesus had but little interest for those Gentile
believers who lived in the period after the resurrection. And yet we
are faced with the plain fact that our New Testament contains no
less than four Gospels, in which a great deal is related about the
earthly life of Jesus. If there was so little interest in history and
historical recollection, why did the Church ever come to write
Gospels, why were they generally accepted in a great variety of
churches, and read with veneration as an indispensable part of
divine revelation?

It is this question with which Professor Kisemann sets himself
to deal in his extraordinarily interesting and valuable essay, all the
more valuable in view of the tradition of scholarship to which the
writer belongs. It is not possible to do more than give one or two
extracts, to illustrate the acuteness of Kiasemann’s mind and the
nature of his approach:

If the earliest Christians identified the humiliated with the glorified Lord,
at the same time they proclaimed that it was impossible for them, in their
delineation of his history, to abstract from their faith. On the other hand,
they also proclaimed that they were not willing to ler a myth take the place
of history, or to substitute a heavenly being for the man of
Nazareth. $o they were contending practically on the one hand against an

! Journal of Theological Studies, N.S., vol. xiii April 1962], p. 134,
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renthusiastic’ docetism, and on the other against an historicising doctrine
of Kenosis. Quite clearly they held the opinion that the earthly Jesus ¢ag
be understood only in the light of Easter, and of his dignity as the Lorq of
the Church; but, conversely, that Easter cannot be adequately understood,
unless account is taken of the earthly Jesus. The Gospel is always engaged
in this warfare on two fronts.!

Dr. Kisemann then goes on to select certain sayings of Jesus which he
regards as unmistakably authentic, partly because they stand in such
sharp contrast to anything that could be expected in the Jewish
surroundings of the time of Jesus, partly because the earliest
Christians, though they so faithfully kept these sayings onrecord in
the traditions, seem already to have been unable to understand them;
and then asks what impression we can form of the proclamation and
person of Jesus Christ, in their integrity, and before the fashioning-
process of the community-mind had begun to work upon them.
He ends his essay with the words:

The Gospel itself is not anonymous, or it would lead to moralism and
mysticism. The Gospel is firmly bound to the one who both before and after
Easter revealed himself to his own as the Lord, inasmuch as he brought
themn into the presence of the God who is not far off, and so into the liberty
and the responsibility of faith. He does this without any demonstrable
legitimation, without making the claim that he himself is the Messiah, and
yet he does it in the full authority of the one to whom the Fourth Gospel
refers as the only-begotten Son. For this reason it is impossible to fit him,
in the last resort, into religio-historical, or psychological, or historical
categories. Here, if anywhere, the fact of historical contingency must be
recognised. The problem of the historical Jesus is not something that we
have invented; it is the riddle with which Jesus himself confronts us. The
student of history can afirm the existence of this riddle, but he cannot find
a solution for it. The solution can be found only by those who, since the
time of the Cross and the Resurrection, confess that he is the one who,
when on earth, he did not claim to be and yet already was, that is to say
the Lord, the One who brings the freedom of the children of God, which
is the obverse of the sovereignty of God. For the contingency of his history
finds its answer in the contingency of faith, for which the history of Jesus
renews itself as event, now as the history of the exalted Lord who is the
subject of the proclamation, and yet now as then an earthly history, in
which men are encountered by the Gospel in its utterance to men and in
the claim which it makes on men.?

t E. Kdsemann, in Essays on New Testarnent Themes {English trans., 1964, p. 5.
1 E. Kdsernann, loc. cit,, pp. 46-7.
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This is, indeed, a break-through. In 1929 Rudolf Bultmann

wrote, in an essay on 'The Significance of the Historical Jesus for
the Theology of Paul’, that:
it is not permitted to go beyond the ‘proclamation’ (Kerygma), using it as
a 'source’ in order to reconstruct the ‘historic Jesus’ with his ‘messianic
consciousness’, his ‘inwardness’ or his 'heroic character’. This would be
precisely the Xetorog xard odpxa {Christ according to the flesh) who
belongs to the past. It is not the bistoric Christ who is the Lord, but jesus
Christ as he is encountered in the proclamation.!
These words, and others like them, had been regarded as almost
canonical for a quarter of 2 century, in all the circles influenced by
the ‘Form-critical’ tradition of New Testament interpretation. Now
in those very circles a different voice begins to be heard. 'Who shall
forbid us to ask the question concerning the historic Jesus?’ asks
Gerhard Ebeling, now professor at Zurich. 'This defeatism has no
justification . . . either as regards the state of the actual historical
sources available to us or in relation to the possibility of historical
understanding in general.’? Even more precisely Giinther
Bornkamm of Heidelberg presses the question: ‘How is it possible
tor faith to be content with mere tradition, although that tradition
be set down in the Gospels? Faith must break through, and ask the
questions that lie behind the tradition. It is impossible seriously to
suggest that the Cospels and the traditions contained in them forbid
us to ask the question regarding the historic Jesus. They not merely
permit the attempt; they positively require it.”?

The break-through into this new area of study has naturally
resulted in a tremendous spate of books and articles in Germany,
America, and England, and to a certain extent in other countries
also. Almost every accredited theologian has felt it necessary at
some point or other to indicate his attitude to the problem. The
result is now a collection of books, from widely differing
viewpoints, which deserve a new category altogether, and will be
dealt with in the closing chapter.?

' Reprinted in Glauben und Verstehen, vol. i [2nd ed., 1954}, p. 208.

2 In Zeitschrift fir Theologie und Kirche {1959), Additional number, p. 20.

3 G. Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazareth {English trans., 1960), pp. 9 and 22 fa bqok to
which we shall return). The subject has in fact advanced by ]eap_s and bounds in !he
last twenty years, as can be seen in the profound and important introductory section

of B. F. Mevyer's book The Aims of Jesus {1979). _ ‘ _
4 For this "Third Quest’, see below (pp. 379 ff.}); we might think especially of Meyer,

Harvey, Borg, and Sanders.
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In all this flood of literature, and in all these various attempts o
answer the question why the early Church was so resolutely
determined to keep the records of the earthly life of Jesus alive jp
the tradition, and later in the Scriptures of the Church, there is one
point to which perhaps adequate attention has not been directed—
the essentially missionary character of the greater part of the wark
of the Church in the period before, during, and after the writing
of the Gospels. Here an illustration from modern missionary
experience may not be out of place.

The first great Indian bishop of the Anglican Church,
Vedanayakam Samuel Azariah, when asked where you should start
when preaching the Gospel to those who have never heard it, used
to answer without hesitation: 'You must start from the
resurrection of Jesus; what they need to know is that there is a
living, loving Saviour, and that he is not far from them.’ Here in
the strictest sense of the term is Kerygma, proclamation of the
thing that has happened, of the mighty acts of God in Christ. The
parallel with the Acts of the Apostles is self-evident; this was
the starting-point of the apostolic preaching, and even in sophistic-
ated Athens the burden of Paul’'s preaching was ‘Jesus and the
resurrection’ {Acts 17. 18]. But, as soon as this message of
salvation has been apprehended, a two-fold process is set in
motion. The one who has received salvation must learn to live
according to the principles of the new world of salvation; hence the
need for that Didache, instruction in virtue, which fills so much
of the Epistles. But also the convert is filled with an intense desire
to know more about the Saviour in whom he has come to believe,
and who, he is assured, lived a very ordinary human life among
men upon our familiar earth. Who is the One to whom he speaks
in prayer? Who is the One who is present in the Holy Communion?
The outline 'Cross and Resurrection’ needs to be filled with living
content. Every kind of question is asked; some of them, such as the
question that endlessly recurs in India: ‘Was Jesus married, and, if
not, why not?’, questions the answer to which, if it could be given,
would tend not so much to edification as to the satisfaction of
merely human curiosity. The apocryphal Gospels are there to show
us at a later date how ready anonymous writers were to supply
legendary material to minister exactly to this spirit of curiosity.
But the spirit of questioning seems to have arisen much earlier,
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and legitimately. As long as the preaching was in Palestine, where
the events of the life and death of Jesus of Nazareth were widely
familiar, little was needed beyond the Kerygma. As soon, however,
as missionary work moved out beyond these narrow limits to
Caesarea and Antioch in Pisidia and Ephesus and Rome, almost of
necessity the Kerygma of the Cross and Resurrection had to take
a step backward in history, and to deal with the preaching of John
the Baptist, and the ministry of Jesus, ‘who went about doing good,
and healing all that were oppressed of the devil; for God was with
him’ {Acts 10. 38}. This is just the way in which the writer of the
Acts of the Apostles has represented things. We could almost have
inferred from contemporary experience that it would be so; and we
can see how important it was that from the start the preacher of
the Gospel should be able to answer the questions that really were
related to the essence of the Gospel, but that at the same time the
figure of Jesus should be safeguarded against the intrusiveness and
irreverence of the all too active human imagination.

The missionary clue to the background and the writing of the
Gospels can perhaps be followed up a little further. Clearly, the
missionary work of the Church entered on a period of serious crisis
about thirty years after the events with which the proclamation
was concerned. During this first generation the work of
proclamation was carried on in the main by eyewitnesses of the
events or by those who had been in direct contact with them. From
the start a distinction was recognized between those who ‘lived off
the Gospel’ and those who, without official accreditation, spread
the word abroad and were the anonymous founders of those
churches which later, often without historical authentication,
claimed Apostles as their founders, During this period, with the
constant coming and going between the Churches of which we
have so many notices in the Epistles of Paul, there were a number
of safeguards against eccentricity in the proclamation. Yet the New
Testament itself is evidence that, even in this earliest period, there
was great variety of emphasis in the proclamation, and that from
the earliest times there was the possibility of what was later to be
stigmatized as error.

But, in the second period, the situation was entirely different.
The eyewitnesses and their immediate disciples died off one after
the other, and the work of proclamation came more and more into
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the hands of those who stood in an increasingly remote and
tenuous relationship to the historic events of the Gospel. Wity the
rapid extension of the Church any kind of contrel became
increasingly difficult. The fact and the threat of persecution by e
Roman power made it necessary for the Churches to reckon with
the possibility that communication between them might for a time
become impossible. The destruction of Jerusalem and the
scattering of the members of the original Church meant that the
Christians no longer had any local centre to which they could logk
as the guarantee of continuity with the earliest days of the Gospel.
It is in circumstances such as these that the necessity of a written
record becomes evident; only so can the preacher of the Gospel be
assured that his preaching is in accord with the original revelation,
and that the answers he gives to the innumerable questions that he
will be asked will be in accord with the mind of the Lord and of
his followers. The original aim of Gospel-writing seems to have
been not so much the edification of the Church (though Gospels
were soon found to be indispensable for this purpose as well] as the
maintenance in its purity of the original missionary proclamation.

If this appreciation of the situation is correct, we may hope to
approach the Gospels historically, with some understanding of
what they are, and of what it is that they are trying to do.

When the historian approaches the Gospels, the first thing that
strikes him is the extraordinary fidelity with which they have
reproduced, not the conditions of their own time, but the
conditions of Palestine in the time and during the ministry of
Christ.! For instance, the preaching of Christ is the proclamation
- of the kingdom; after the Ascension the kingdom is hardly
mentioned. The Church undoubtedly adapts the message to its
own time; yet it faithfully records the controversies of Jesus on
such subjects as the observance of the Sabbath day, or the Jewish
law of Corban. Only those who have tried to do it can have any idea
of the enormous effort of historical imagination required to project
oneself back into the conditions of a period that has for ever passed
away,

Mark gives evidence of being a catechist's manual—a brief
summary of Christian history for preachers, especially in relation

1 This does not exclude the possibility that at certain points the evangelists 13¥
have been ill-informed, or may have misunderstood the evidence before them.
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to the kind of questions they will be asked by those to whom they
go. Itisa book of extraordinary dramatic intensity. For many years
it has been my custom, at the beginning of Holy Week, to read
Mark 10-15 straight through at a sitting. I cannot imagine any
reader doing this without becoming aware of the mounting tension
in the mind of Jesus himself and of those who followed him,
tension which reaches the point of agony, because Mark is writing
from the point of view of a time at which the result is not yet
known. It is often said that the Resurrection casts its light back on
the Gospel narratives. In Mark this is only to a minimal extent the
case. If we read with imagination, we can walk with the Son of
man in his way, as he himself discovers painfully and humbly what
that way is to be.

Traditionally, Mark’s Gospel is associated with Peter and the
Petrine tradition of the life of Christ. It falls outside the scope of
this book to discuss the nature and validity of that tradition; it falls
within it to note one peculiarity of St. Mark's narrative,
recognition of which we owe to the minute and careful studies of
the style of Mark carried out by Professor C. H. Turner of Oxford.
He observes that in passage after passage we start with a third
person plural, which suddenly changes into a third person singular.
For instance, in 1. 21, ‘they enter Capernaum; and at once he
taught on the Sabbath in the synagogue’; 11, 17, 'and they came
again to Jerusalem; and as he was walking in the temple . . .; 14.
32, ‘and they came to . . . Gethsemane, and he saith to his disciples

. "I Turner comments that ‘a sentence commences with the
plural, for it is an experience which is being related, and passes into
the singular, for the experience is that of discipleship to a Master
... If the reader will now take one step further and put back
Mark's third person plural into the first person plural of narrative,
he will receive a vivid impression of the testimony that lies behind
the Gospel: thus in 1. 29, ‘we came into our house with James and
John: and my wife's mother was ill in bed with a fever, and at once
we tell him about her’.?

hese cases does either Matthew or

iPerrine’ plurals is as follows: 1. 21,
5, 20, 27; 14. 18,

! The most notable thing is that in none of t
Luke retain the plural. The complete list of these
29;5.1, 38, 6. 53, 54; 8. 22; 9. 14, 30, 33; 10. 32, 46; 11. 1. 12,1
2,26, 32. 48, 54.5¢e also the use

? In A New Commentary on Holy Scripture, Part 1ll, pp. 20, 29.55¢
made of this point by T. W. Manson in Studies in the Gospels and Epistles (1962],
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It is wise not to lay too much stress on a single point of thisg
kind; but it confirms the impression we have received of the
extraordinary success of the writer in going behind the Regyy.
rection, and recording the events of the ministry of Jesus 4
they were understood by those who shared them at the time, Only
so was it possible to make plain to Gentile converts, who were
likely to have a very different understanding of the relationship
between time and eternity, that the Gospel which they were calleq
to believe was most firmly rooted in history, and in the history of
one particular man.

Of Luke it is hardly necessary to say more than we have already
said. Here, too, the relationship to missionary proclamation is self-
evident. We have no means of identifying the '‘most excellent
Theophilus’; but the natural inference from the Gospel and the
Acts is that he is an intelligent Gentile convert who needs just that
enlargement of his faith which such a document as the Gospel is
well calculated to supply. Luke writes from the post-Resurrection
point of view. As has been remarked, there is in Luke no theologia
crucis. There is none of the agonizing suspense of the Marcan
narrative, since the end is already known; all things are seen as
appointed by the providence of God; and those things which might
make it difficult for Gentile readers to understand are ecither
explained or quietly suppressed.

The Pourth Gospel is expressly missionary in its purpose. ‘These
things are written that ye might believe.’ This is the Gospel of the
mission of Jesus; the words ‘he that sent me' occur with almost
monotonous iteration.! Twice over, the mission of the disciple is
set forth in the solemn words: ‘As the Father has sent me, even $0
I send you’, ‘As thou didst send me into the world, so I have sent
them into the world’ {john 20. 21; 17. 18}. The mission continues.
It is not clear who the recipients of the Gospel are. Dr. C. H. Dodd,
who in his book The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel has made
use of the researches of thirty years to lay a sound foundation for

pp. 40-45. Berween 1923 and 1928 Turner published in the journal of Theojogfca{
Studies ten minutely careful articles on 'Marcan Usage: Notes Critical and Exegetica

on the Second Gospel’, in each of which observations of the greatest value are to be
found.

! Two Greek words, 7éunw and dnooréiw, are used; I have not been able
find that there is any difference in meaning between them.
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the understanding of this Gospel, has suggested a group of
thoughtful and educated Hellenists in one of the great cities of Asia
Minor.! We simply do not know. What is clear is that the
delineation of the great drama of faith and unbelief, with which the
greater part of the Gospel is filled, is existential in character; here
the readers are to see themselves, and to know that that
judgement, which is another characteristic feature of the Gospel,
is being passed upon them as they read.

Matthew is the one Gospel which does not fit into the missionary
pattern. It seems clearly to be written for Christians. Dr. Alexander
Nairne used to call it the liturgical Gospel; certzinly its lapidary,
architectonic structure makes it very suitable for reading aloud in
church.? But this, more than any other, is 2 Gospel of warning and
judgement. It is written for a Church, perhaps in Syria, which has
lost its first love, and needs to be called back to the austerity of the
true faith. ‘It happened to the Jews; it could happen to you.' This
is the constant refrain. (It also happens to be exactly the point that
Paul makes in Rom. 11. 15 ff.} Matthew is the Jewish Gospel only
in the sense that it shows more clearly than the others the judgement
and rejection of the Jews, who ought so easily to have been able to
recognize their king. Right at the outset of the Gospel we are
confronted with the story of the wise men from the East. It is
suprising that so few commentators have grasped why, in this most
carefully constructed Gospel, this story meets us at the outset. The
point is not so much that the wise men found the Redeemer, as that
the Jews, who had the Scriptures and could give all the right answers,
failed to find him. ‘It happened to them; it could happen to you;
without are the weeping and the gnashing of teeth.’ We can see at
once the close parallel with the letters of warning in the first three
chapters of the Book of Revelation.?

1 Others might think of a group of deeply Hellenized Jews, the same kind of group,
mutatis mutandis, which first received the Epistle to the Hebrews. In this sense see
]. A. T. Robinson, 'The Destination and Purpose of the Fourth Gospel’ in Twelve New
Testament Studies (1962), pp. 107 ff., and W. C. van Unnik, 'The Purpose of St. john's
Gospel’ {1957) reprinted in The Gospels Reconsidered [1960), pp. 167 ff.

2 For this, and other ideas in the new wave of Matthaean criticism, see especially
G. Bornkamm, G. Barth, and H. ). Held, Tradition and Interpretation in Matthew
|English trans., 1963, and G. N. Stanton jed.}, The Interpretation of Matthew {1983).

3 Yet Matthew, too, is concerned with the missionary dimension, and with the
recovery of the missionary vocation of the Church; see especially chapter 10 of the
Gospel.
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VIII

So, we have our four Gospels. We are beginning to read them
again as wholes, to understand their theology, to see why each i
as it is, and what principle governed the selection of their materia].
We no longer think of the evangelists as unskilled fitters-together
of rags and patches. But taking these four Gospels critically, ang
remembering the kind of influences which have formed the
traditions that underlie them, is it possible, synthetically, we wil}
not say to write a life of Jesus of Nazareth, but at least to give an
impression, a sketch of him as historically he was, in the years
between about 6 B.C. and A.D. 29, in Judaea and in Galilee of the
Gentiles? Only a few years ago the answer of many theologians
would have been an uncompromising No. It is all the more
remarkable that in 1956 Germany gave convincingly, though
cautiously, the answer Yes.

In that year, the publishing firm of W. Kohlhammer in Stuttgart
published in its series of serious paper-backs a little book called
Jesus von Nazareth by Guinther Bornkamm, Professor of New
Testament Exegesis in the University of Heidelberg.

The appearance of this work was widely hailed as an event in
Christian history, and not without reason. For the first time a
leading representative of the ‘Form-critical' school set to work to
produce, if not a life of Jesus, at least a synthesis of all that,
according to the principles of this school, it could be held that we
know about him. In view of the often extremely negative character
of the conclusions of this school, readers were astonished that
Professor Bornkamm could find so much that was positive to say,
could admit so much of the tradition as genuine, and could assure
us that, for all the weaknesses and uncertainties in the evidence,
we still can have before our minds a living and reasonably full
picture of Jesus of Nazareth as he actually was. ‘Understood in this
way’, he says, ‘the primitive tradition of Jesus is brimful of
history.’!

The method, as may be supposed from what has been already
said, is to attempt to get back to 'those facts which are prior to
any pious interpretation and which manifest themselves 48
undisturbed and primary’ {p. 53). This means the exclusion of 2

1 fesus of Nazareth |[English trans., 1960), p. 26.



THE GOSPEL BEHIND THE GOSPELS 299

great deal in the Gospels as we now have them: ‘We can say with
certainty wherever in the tradition the word “faith’’ refers to the
message of salvation and to Jesus as the Messiah, or where the
word ''faith’’ is used in this sense absolutely without any addition,
we have to do with the usage of the later Church and her mission’
{p. 129}. Yet, even when so much has been excluded, in the stories
of controversy, in the parables interpreted in the light of their
original setting, in the proclamation of the kingdom as the great
act of God, in the steady movement of the story to its climax in
the Cross, we feel that we are able to reach out beyond the early
Church and its interpretations to the primary and authentic, to the
majestic and challenging figure of Jesus of Nazareth himself.!

A great deal can be said in praise of Bornkamm’s book. It is the
work of a man of unexceptionable candour and honesty. And there
really was no need for the disclaimer in the Preface: 'Also I may
assume that only the foolish will miss "‘edification’’ and personal
testimony, and confuse the objectivity proper to a scholarly
exposition with an indifference incompatible with the experience
of the Emmaus disciples: '‘Did not our hearts burn within us while
he talked to us on the road?’.’? This is the work of a humble and
believing man. -

Yet, with all the grounds for commendation, there are also
aspects of the book which must make us hesitate before passing an
entirely favourable judgement. For, though the book presents itself
as a piece of historical research, it is not the work of an historian.

We have already commented on the immense difficulty of the
work of the theologian, in that he should be perfectly at home with
the principles and methods of three separate and to some extent
mutually exclusive disciplines—philology, philosophy, and
history. Bultmann and his followers are strong in the field of
classical philology, though hampered in their work by their limited
knowledge of the Semitic languages and the Semitic background of

1 T have given a good deal of space to this werk of Professor Bornkamm, because
it is readily available in English, and also because it is the first attempt, on the
principles of the ‘Form-critical’ schoo} in its later development, to present something
like a complete picture of Jesus. Some proponents of the ‘New Quest’, such as G.
Ebeling and H. Fuchs, seemed willing to go furcher than Bornkamm in 2 positive
direction. This school has now, however, been left behind in the quite sudden further
development of the “Third Quest' chronicled below.

2 Op. cit., p. 10. It is to be noted that, on the view of Professor Bornkamm, the
experience of the disciples on the Emmaus road is purely legendary.
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so much of the New Testament. All have drunk deeply at the fount
of German philosophy and are familiar with the use o
philosophical categories for the elucidation of theological truth,
But none of them shows signs of having had training in the harg
school of the historian. Historical research is always a difficult and
delicate business. The difficulty is immensely increased, if the
object of historical research is, as in the case of the New Testament
documents, also the concern of faith. The only way to become ap
historian is through the handling and weighing of historica]
evidence. It would be an excellent thing if every scholar who
wishes to approach the New Testament in the light of history
could be required to win his spurs elsewhere in the wide fields of
ancient history, and, only when his competence has been proved
in the less difficult areas, to advance to the supremely difficult task
of the historical reconstruction of the life of Jesus and of the story
of the early Church.

For it is hardly possible to imagine a greater difference than that
between the temper of the historian and the temper of the
philosopher. The philosopher is concerned with universals; his
aim is to bring as many phenomena as possible under one single
law—in this he is akin to the physical scientist. He seeks for one
single standpoint, from which he may be able to survey the whole
of time and eternity, to penetrate the inmost secrets of being, and
in a measure to grasp the ultimate pattern of reality. The historian,
if he is a true historian, knows that there are no rules. What he
deals in is the unique, the unrepeatable, and the unpredictable.
Generalization is always hazardous, and he can hope for no more
than approximation to a truth which is in point of fact an ever
vanishing horizon. For this reason the historian as such tends to be
always in bad odour with the philosopher. Lessing, in Di¢
Erziehung der Menschengeschlechts (1780}, laid it down in the
eighteenth century that ‘the contingent truths of history can never
serve as the demonstration of eternal truths of reason’. He leaves
no doubt as to his judgement that the eternal truths of reason are
the important thing and that history necessarily belongs to 2
provisional and inferior order. We may question whether there are
any eternal truths of reason of the kind that Lessing, that true man
of the Englightenment, so devoutly believed in. We must agree
with him that history cannot be used, in the strict sense of the
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term, to demonstrate anything; whether we conclude that history
is for this reason to be judged as inferior will depend on certain
basic views as to the nature and significance of our human
experience of our world.

German theology has perhaps never quite freed itself from the
influence of this judgement of Lessing. Another profound
philosophic influence is that of Hegel, who saw in history the
gradual self-revelation and realization of the Idea, and desired to
bring history also into the broad and all-encompassing limits of his
system. We may perhaps add as a third David Friedrich Strauss,
and his remark that ‘the infinite grudges the pouring out of
the fullness of its being in one particular instance', a remark
pontifically thrown out without any attempt to produce evidence
in favour of its truth.

Against the prejudices of the metaphysician, the historian must
stick to his last, and must maintain the integrity of his own
calling. It is almost inevitable that the historian should have some
philosophic ideas, perhaps not more than semi-consciously held;
but any intrusion of these ideas is bound to be gravely prejudicial
to his work as an historian. He is bound, of course, to accept the
basic axioms of thought, and that logical law of contradiction
which makes it rational and correct to speak of certain things as
impossibilities. Beyond this he has no knowledge of the meaning
of the words ‘possible’ and ‘impossible’.

Renan started out to write the life of Jesus on the assumption
that the supernatural does not occur; thereby he confessed in a
sentence that he was not writing as an historian. Forty years later,
Kirsopp Lake in his book The Historical Evidences for the
Resurrection of Jesus Christ {1907) took the view that the
Resurrection could not possibly have occurred in the way in which
it is recorded in the New Testament; therefore it must have
occurred in some other way. The historian, if he is wise, does not
commit himself to any view of the definition of the ‘natural’ and
the ‘supernatural’—philosophical terms with which he has no
concern. What he does know is that history is to a large extent
made up of the improbable, and of what by any sober calculation
of reason would be regarded as the impossible. One of the most
brilliant of twentieth-century historians, Mr. F. A. Simpson, has
remarked that it would do historians no harm to believe six
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impossible things before breakfast every day. This, it will at once
seen, is not an argument in favour of credulity, still less in favoyy of
an uncritical handling of historical evidence. It is a picturesque ang
emphatic demand that history should be content to be history ang
should not allow itself to be influenced by ideas or principles which
belong to other disciplines but not to history itself.

It is at this point that we begin to feel difficulties aboy:
Bornkamm's work on the life of Jesus, We have seen at an earlier
stage of our investigations that Professor Bultmann had accepted
the ‘Philosophy of Being’ of Martin Heidegger as the framework
within which he would expound the Gospel. The influence of this
particular philosophy in Germany is widespread, and almost all the
scholars of the school of Bultmann have at least in a measure fallen
under its spell. Bornkamm is no exception. Now this is a perfectly
legitimate procedure for the systematic or philosophical theo-
logian; if the historical theologian happens to hold such views,
he must keep them rigidly out of sight throughout the whole
course of his historical investigations; otherwise it is most
unlikely that he will arrive at a genuinely historical conclusion.
But this is just what Bornkamm has not done. Having rightly
affirmed that 'faith cannot and should not be dependent on the
change and uncertainty of historical research’ [p. 9}, he goes on to
ask on what it can then be dependent, and finds the answer in
certain formal ideas which are constitutive of all true religion. This
may be true, but it is not historical. The historian turned
philosopher has laid down certain axioms, he 'has already arrived
at the knowledge of the religious truth before he opened his New
Testament, and consequently everything that is not fit to illustrate
this truth is a priori doomed to be rejected’ .t

It is a mistake to isolate the story of Jesus from all that had gone
before it; one of the strands that together make up the Gospel story
is distorted by this error. It is essential to the ministry of Jesus that
it takes place within the framework of Jewish history, that it
is the continuation and culmination of all those mighty acts of God
in the past through which Israel had been constituted a people, and
in face of grave historical improbability had been preserved by God
in existence as a people. Amid all their diversities, all the

1 Otto A. Piper, loc. cit. |p. 280 abovel, p. 474,
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traditions are united in this—that the salvation promised of old has
now become an accomplished fact, and it has become fact through
the ministry, the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ. This is
accepted by the writers of the New Testament as objective fact and
not as a reality created by their own faith. Is it likely that the
believers came to this understanding of the centrality of Jesus for
faith, but that Jesus himself was unaware of his own significance
in the purpose of God? The historian is entitled to his own views
on all these mattets. But, if he persists in maintaining no more
than a very tenuous connexion between the actual ministry of
Jesus and the faith that was evoked by it in the disciples, it must
be clear that his rejection of so much that is plainly present in the
Gospel traditions is due to philesophical rather than to historical
considerations. !

In his desire to minimize any claim that Jesus may have made
for himself, Bornkamm is led to the paradoxical view that in all
probability ‘the historical Jesus never used the title *Son of man*’
for himself’.2 The argument is developed with great ingenuity;
yet | cannot imagine any historian reading it without the
uncomfortable feeling that this is a notable example of that special
pleading for which German theologians are famous. A view which
runs so directly contrary to all the historical evidence which we
possess surely needs to be supported by overwhelming historical
arguments. For it is the remarkable fact that this title, in all our
Gospels as we have them, is used by Jesus of himself a great many
times, but is never used by anyone else either as a form of address .
to him, or in referring to him. It is a mysterious titie, and whole
shelves of literature have been written about its meaning. After the
Resurrection the title is no longer used.? For this it would seem
that there is a perfectly sound historical reason; what follows the
Resurrection is testimony about Jesus, not the testimony of Jesus.
No disciple ever ventured to take upon his own lips the title which

1 This has been grasped by some who are prepared 1o go rather further than
Prafessor Bornkamm in recognizing the historical character of the Cospels. kt does‘not
veally matter much whether Jesus ever made in words the claim to be the Messiah,
the tinal word of God to men. The claim was present in him, in the whole of what
he was and did and in cvery part of it. This is what 1 take Conzelmann to mezn when
he speaks of 'Christology in nuce’ —as we might say, in embryo, in undeveloped form.

2 Op. cit., p. 231,

3 The one single exception is
accusers. See alsa Rev. 1. 13, where the refere

Acts 7. 56, in the testimeny of Stephen blefore his
nce to Daniel 7. 13 is very plain.
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had such solemn associations as having been heard only on the lips
of the Master himself. Professor Bornkamm thinks that the tjy]e

never used by Jesus himself, 'is for the oldest Palestinian Church'
to which we owe the transmission of the words of the Lord, a;,
expression of the essence of their faith and was to be invested with
the authority of Jesus himself’.! But this seems to overlook one
essential element in the historical evidence—that the title ‘Sop of
man’ occurs in all the Gospels, no less in those which were
expressly written for Gentiles than in those which bear an
unmistakably Palestinian stamp. It cannot be said that the view of
Professor Bornkamm is absolutely impossible—few things in
history are absolutely impossible. But all the arguments that he
has assembled are not successful in converting a bare possibility
even into a probability.

IX

When this book was first written in the 1960s, it was still the
case that the historical reconstruction of the life and history of
Jesus had as yet hardly begun. The work of the previous forty years
in analysing and criticizing the sources had been of the greatest
value. The materials for further work were there, needing only the
historians who would go to work on them. And would-be
historians have duly appeared. But before we can look at their work
in the concluding chapter, it will be worth while to spell out alittle
what makes that rare bird, a real historian. To knowledge of facts
and sources must be added three great gifts. First, the capacity of
historical judgement—the delicate process of calculating exactly
how much weight is to be attributed to each fragment of evidence.
Secondly, historical imagination—the power to project oneself into
the minds and thoughts of the men and women of a generation very
different from our own. Thirdly, historical synthesis—the capacity
to put together bits and pieces of historical evidence in such a way
as to make a consistent and convincing whole.

An interesting illustration of the difference between analysis of

1 Op. cit.,, p. 231. The whole ‘Sop of Man’ problem has been the subject of
extensive investigations in the period since this book was fhrst written: see, fof
examople, C. F. D. Moule, The Origin of Christalogy (1977), pp. 11-22; 1. D. G. Dunn,
Christology in the Making (1980}, ch. 3; and the monographs of Hooker {1967}, Cas¢¥
(1980}, Lindars {1983), and Kim (1983}.
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documents and true historical reconstruction may be provided
from a sphere remote, but not too remote, from the New Testa-
ment. Every schoolboy knows that St. Patrick was the apostle of
Ireland, that he converted the country, reduced the Druids to
subjection, and expelled the snakes. The whole romantic, heroic
tale had become part of the common memories of Christendom,
and very few were aware of the imperfections and problems
attaching to the documents on which this great superstructure of
legend had been erected.

In 1901, a brilliant Celtic philologist produced the article on the
Celtic Churches for the famous German encyclopaedia, the
Realenzyklopddie fiir protestantische Theologie und Kirche. Merci-
* lessly he exposed the inconsistencies and improbabilities in the
lives of St. Patrick, written at least two centuries after his death.
By the time that Zimmer has completed his investigations, all that
is left of poor Patrick resembles a heap of small fragments on the
floor. His activity was limited to a small area in the south-eastern
part of Ireland {Laigin}. He accomplished little, and died a poor,
unsuccessful, and forgotten saint. Then, about A.D. 625, a party in
Ireland decided to resuscitate him. One possible reason for this was
the desire of Irish Christians to have an apostle of their own who
could rank with Columba of Scotland and Augustine of England.
Their pious inventions can hardly bhe accepted as having any
historical value.

Luckily for Patrick, just about the time of the appearance of
Zimmer's article, an eminent historian, J. B. Bury, who was not a
Christian, was led to the study of Patrick and JTreland as further
developments of that expansion of the Christian faith which he
had been studying in countries further east. He found everything
in confusion. The art of Quellenkritik, the scientific analysis of
sources, had hardly been practised on the documents at all. The
theories of Zimmer, highly plausible as they can be made to sound,
were seen, when critically handled, to be as full of inconsistencies
as the documents they so ruthlessly tore to pieces. Bury's.
competence and impartiality were both above suspicion or
reproach; as an historian of the eastern Roman empire he had
proved his mastery of the art of documentary study, as an
unbeliever he had no interest whatever in supporting the claims of
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any particular ecclesiastical view.’ Then, having dealt faithfully wig,
the sources, Bury set to work on the much more difficult task of
historical reconstruction. He was a good enough historian to TeCognize
that even legend can be most important, if rightly handled, as historicy
evidence; but at the same time he is cautious never to allow a Mee
probability to acquire a certainty which does not intrinsically belong
* to it. Yet, when all this minute critical work has been done and the
results gathered together, a notable rehabilitation of St. Patrick is seeq
to have taken place. It is frankly admitted that much is still doubtfy]
and uncertain; but gone is the extreme scepticism of Zimmer, and the
picture which finally emerges is much more like the Patrick of
Christian recollection than we might have expected.?

In the whole history of modern scholarship, only two great
historians have concerned themselves with the events of the fust
Christian century—]. B. Lightfoot and Eduard Meyer. Of the
permanent value of Lightfoot’s contribution we have already said
enough. Eduard Meyer's Ursprung und Anfinge des Christentums
{*Origin and Beginnings of Christianity’, 1921-3) was unfortunate
in the moment of its appearance. Meyer, inevitably, based his
work on the accepted critical canons of the day—the two-
document theory of the Gospels and so forth-—and was not always
fortunate in the authorities on whom he relied. But this was just
the moment at which German scholarship was turning over to
‘Form-criticism’; Meyer's book appeared to be antiquated almost
from the moment of its publication, and Germany has hardly done
justice to its very solid merits.3 For Meyer, who was an historian

I His own claim to impartiality runs as follows: ‘The business of a historian is 10
ascertain facts. There is something essentially absurd in his wishing that any alleged
fact should turn out to be true or should turn out to be false. So far as he entertaias
a wish of this kind, his attitude is not critical . . . For one whose interest in the subject
is purely intellectual, it was a master of unmixed indifference whar answer might be
fourg‘_:ll to any one of the vexed questions’ (I. B. Bury, The Life of St. Patrick {1905),
p. viil.

1 A careful study of St. Patrick and all the problems connected with him would be
no bad preparation for the student about to launch out on the critical study of the
Gospels. This is not to say that all Bury's conclusions have been substanriated by
subsequent research. But his methods, both analytic and constructive, seem 10 Mme
almost flawless; and it is the acquisition of the right methods which is so enormously
important for the conscientious student. .

3 Since German theologians on the whole take a low view of Luke as an historiat,
Meyer would not endear himself to them by taking Luke as his starting-point, and by
paying him this tremendous tribute: ‘All this assares for the author a conspicuous place
among the most important historical writers in the history of the world. He has foundin
Eusebius a successor who in many ways is of equal value’ {ap. cit., vol. i, p- i}
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and not a theologian, drawing on his immense knowledge of the
ancient world, saw Christianity, as it onght to be seen, historically, as
part of the immense ferment of the human spirit, which ranges from
the first writing prophets among the Hebrews and the beginnings of
Greek philosophy to the preaching of Muhammad in Arabia and the
extinction of Greek philosophy in the reign of Justinian.! We await
the successors, who will carry on what Lightfoot inaugurated and
Meyer carried out with only partial success. We may confidently
expect that the reconstruction will go much further in a positive
direction than anything that has yet been produced by the school of
which Professor Bornkamm is so distinguished a representative.

As it happens, this expectation is something more than a mere
supposition. A few years ago one of the most distinguished of living
Church historians, Hans Freiherr von Campenhausen, Professor of
Church History in the University of Heidelberg, produced a long
study of the Resurrection narratives;? his method and conclusions
are rather different from those of the ‘Form-critical’ school. Tt has
become almost traditional to say that ‘the Resurrection does not
belong to history; it dwells entirely in the realm of faith’, and that
therefore historical criticism can neither reconstruct nor interpret
the event of the Resurrection. That there is a measure of truth in
this affirmation no scholar is likely to deny; but stated in this bald
form it will not do for von Campenhausen:

For all its contemporary, vivifying reality, che resurrection is still an
agtual event of the historical past, and as such it was handed down,
proclaimed and believed. And so the proclamation of it cannot evade the
historical question, and cannot in any circumstances be withdrawn from
the testing of historical investigation. Exactly this was the attitude of the
Evangelists in their account of Easter. With all their naiveté and
clumsiness, they took serious account of the 'critical’ suspicions which
had come to their notice, and, as far as they were able, offered a ‘historical’
refutation of them. So also did Paul, though it is quite clear that for him
faith could not rest on purely historical considerations.?

1 Mcyer's great work was a history of the Anciemt World {Geschichie des
Altertums), in five volumes, of which the second edition appeared between 1907 and
1928. Meyer criticizes other secular historians lar their failure to treat the arigins of
Christianity historically, as a part of the general history of the world.

2 This has been republished among his collected essays, Tradition and Life in the
Church (English trans., 1968).

3 Op. cit, p. 110
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To the historical evidence of 1 Corinthians 15 von Campen.
hausen attaches very much weight. The Epistle was Writteq
probably in A.D. 56, less than thirty years after the events referreq
to. Paul had been in touch with the leaders of the Church in
Jerusalem; it is most unlikely that his conversations with thep,
were limited to the purely practical questions of the admission of
the Gentiles to the Church. Probably not more than ten years hag
elapsed between the Resurrection itself and the day on which Pay)
received first-hand information as to the Christian tradition from
those who had been leaders in its formation; and this tradition he
claims to have passed on to the Corinthians when he led them to
Christ.! Tt is only rarely that we have such good historical
evidence for anything in the ancient world.

Von Campenhausen goes further; he is prepared to take seriously
the statement of the New Testament that the grave of Jesus was
found empty on the third day after his death. For many years it has
been almost an agreed point among New Testament interpreters
that the belief of the disciples in the Resurrection depended only
on their encounters with the risen Jesus, and that the ‘legend’ of
the empty tomb grew up at a later date to reinforce a belief that was
already held. Much is made of the fact that there is no reference
to the empty tomb in our earliest account of the Resurrection
manifestations, that in 1 Corinthians 15. But here the weight of
evidence tells in exactly the opposite direction; Paul’s statements
that the Lord was buried, and that he was raised on the third day,
are almost unintelligible if he was not familiar with that part of the
tradition which dealt with the empty tomb. And it is further the
fact that, though there are many and perplexing divergences
between the Gospel narratives of the Resurrection, this is the one
point on which they are all emphatically agreed. What we are left
with, as historians, is the very strongly attested fact that the grave
of Jesus was empty. What we may make of that fact as philosophers,

1 Paul recognizes that his own encounter with the risen Christ was different from
that of the other Apostles, though he stoutly maintains its reality. He uses of himselt
the very strange expression 1 éxtpduar:, 'the abortion’, which may well have been
a contemptuous expression used of him by his enemies. But Fxrpopa means
‘something born before the right time’; if we take this seriously, Paul can only mean
that he has seen by anticipation the glory of Christ as that will be manifest in the
Parousia. This fits in with the fact that there is no suggestion that, in this meeLing
with Paul, the risen Christ was seen standing firmly on the earth, as he is in ait the
others records of his post-Resurrection appearances.
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or as believers, or as sceptics, or as anything else, is an entirely
different story. Here we are talking only of the work of the
historian in the handling of historical evidence.

Now, of course, it is absurd to suggest that the emptiness of the
tomb proves the resurrection of Jesus. The fact that the tomb was
empty, if it is a fact, proves that the tomb was empty and nothing
more. But this is only half the argument. The distinction between
a physical and a spiritual resurrection would have been
unintelligible to the people of that time-—to fail to recognize this
shows a serious lack of that historical imagination of which we
have been speaking. The empty tomb could not prove the
resurrection of Jesus or create faith in it. But the contrary is not
true. If the Jewish authorities had been able to produce the body of
Jesus, they would have been able finally and decisively to disprove
the resurrection of Jesus, as the disciples believed it and were
proclaiming it.

It cannot be too often affirmed that the disciples were not stating
that Jesus continued somehow to survive in the unseen world.
They affirmed that death had been conquered; that by a
tremendous manifestation of his power God had raised Jesus out of
Shedl, the home of the departed spirits. They did not imagine that
Jesus, like a ghost, had returned to spend some further period upon
earth; they afhirmed that death hath no more dominion over him.
They did not say simply that God had in some way mysteriously
vindicated his servant Jesus; they affirmed that the whole universe
had become a new place, that the new world-order was already
here, because Jesus had risen from the dead.

This is a matter of faith, not of demonstrative proof; but it is one
on which history is not gqualified to pronounce a negative
judgement. For history deals all the time with the unique and
unparalleled, and it always keeps in mind the possibility of the
wholly new and unforeseen. It is just the plain fact that we have
no precedent to guide us in our estimate of what may happen,
when 2 wholly sinless person vields himself up to death in total
obedience to the will of God. The whole process of nature may be
seen from one point of view as a continually advancing subjection
of matter to spirit.! In the universe as we know it, this advancing

1 Sce the impressive delineation of this viewpoint by Fr. Pierre Teilhard de Chardin
in his now famous book, The Phenomenon of Man {1956; English trans., 1959].
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freedom has reached its highest point in the creativity of man We
may, if we like, dogmatically deny that any further advance is
possible; as historians we must keep open the possibility tha; ,
further advance is possible and may in particular circumstances
have taken place.

It is interesting to read the comments of the historian voy
Campenhausen on this particular historical problem:

The only thing which remains perplexing in this whole course of events
is that which set the whole thing in motion—the question of what
happened to the body of jesus. We have no reliable testimony of
eyewitnesses as to the manner in which the grave of Jesus was opened, and
the body disappeared from it. From the side of the Christians we have only
the confession of faith in the resurrection which relies on those
appearances of the risen Jesus that followed upon it; from the side of the
Jews we have only a number of tendentious tales, which counter the
Christian explanation with alternative explanations, but do not give the
impression of resting upon positive observation, or going back to old and
reliable sources of information. From the historical point of view, then, the
whole situation remains dark. This does not, of course, mean that we
simply call in 'miracle’ as an explanation of it. As we have already said, we
have to reckon with the possibility of a later reburial, or alteration of the
site of the grave; of theft of the body {not necessarily only by the disciples);
of malicious activity on the part of the enemies of Jesus; of one or other of
the many accidents that could have happened . . . But all this will not alarm
one who believes in the physical resurrection of Jesus. Since what this
involves is a literally unigue event, in the sense that with it the new Aeon
came into being and the old world with its laws really comes to an end, the
'natural impossibility’ of conceiving anything of the kind to be ‘probable’
seems rather to be ‘necessary’ and from the theological point of view, so
to speak, ‘natural’. The situation is really difficult for those who want to
take seriously belief in the resurrection, but regard belief in the physical
resurrection as superfluous or as completely unacceptable. For them the
only possible, and rather distressing, solution is to follow the early
Christians in their confession of faith in the Risen One, but in the main t0
follow the Jews in their explanation of what it was that originally cafled
belief in the resurrection into being.

Naturally, von Campenhausen’s views have not everYWhefe
won approval; the controversy about the resurrection of Jesus will
continue. The aim of this discussion has been simply to make

1 Op. cit., pp. 108-9.
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plain the nature of the historical approach to historical problems,
and to indicate that the possibilities of historical research into the
life and history of Jesus are very far from having been exhausted.
We have quoted one instance from Germany. This may be
supported by the somewhat confident statement of an English
scholar, who, though not a professional historian, was very far
from being ignorant of the categories of historical research:

I am increasingly convinced that in the Gospels we have the materials—
reliable materials—for an outline account of the ministry as a whole. I
believe it is possible to produce such an outline and that, when produced,
it will dovetail into the rest of the picture, that it will it into what we
otherwise know about contemporary Jewish faith and life in Palestine . . .
And it will give an adequate explanation of the existence of the Church, We
shall not be able to fit in all the details . . . the gaps are enormous. But we
have some details; and | think it is true to say that these short stories,
parables, sayings, poems and so on, which go to make up the Gospels
themselves, epitomize the whole story. Bach of them is, as it were, a little
window through which we can view the ministry as a whole; a vantage-
point from which we can take a Pisgah-view of the authentic kingdom of
God . . . There is a vast deal to be done and it is infinitely worth doing. The
quest of the historical Jesus is still a great and most hopeful enterprise.!

But does it really matter? Many faithful Christians find
themselves disturbed and irritated by this emphasis on the
historical, and on the vagaries and uncertainties of historical
research. Is this what faith is all about? Does not faith move in an
entirely different realm?

Certainly it is not the case that we can be saved by the
acceptance as true of certain historical phenomena in the past.
Certainly it is true that Christian faith will not collapse, if this or
that historical detail is shown not to be true.? Certainly it is not
the case that, if every single detail of the Gospel narratives was
faithfully and exactly authentic as history, faith in Jesus Christ
would automatically result. But having allowed all this, T still
think that it is possible gravely to underestimate the significance
of the historical in Christian faith. Theologically, history is
important. If we believe that in Jesus Christ God did fma.lly and
definitively intervene in the world of men, we are committed to

| T. W. Manson, Studies in the Gospels and Epistles (1962), pp. 11-12.

2 Some think that it would not collapse, even though it could be shown that Jesus
of Nazareth had never existed. I am not in agreement with this view.
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the view that history is the chosen sphere of his working, ang thar
therefore history, all history, including the history of you and me
today, is related to the process of revelation. But there is
something even more important than this. Professor Bultmany and
his colleagues insist again and again, and rightly, on our encounter
with God in Jesus Christ. But whom do we encounter? Is he, as
Schweitzer thought, one who comes to us without a name? 15 he

as Giovanni Miegge has paraphrased the thought of Bultmann, Oné
who is no more than the geometrical point, which has position byt
no magnitude? Is he a strange conflation of the Gnostic myth with
certain Palestinian legends? When the believer comes to the Holy
Communion, what does he imagine himself to be doing?

These are questions that cannot be answered in a sentence; but
they must be answered. It is the view of many competent scholars
today that all the fragments of Christian tradition which we
possess in the New Testament bear witness with singular
unanimity to one single historical figure, unlike any other that has
ever walked among the sons of men; and that, though much about
him must remain unknown and even more must remain
mysterious, though an immense amount of work has still to be
done on that historical reconstruction of his story which has now
at last only just begun in earnest, he is even now not so much the
unknown, the problem, as the one who to the believer is the well

known. In the words of Alice Meynell, he is the one ‘whom we
have by heart’, :



Chapter VIII
- SALVATION IS OF THE JEWS

TOWARDS the end of the year 1922 that excellent scholar Dr.
A. Lukyn Williams! put into my hands a book with the remark:
‘1 think this would interest you.’ It was the first volume of
Strack-Billerbeck’s Rabbinic commentary on the New Testament,
Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch.
Few of us learn Rabbinic Hebrew. In the dark days before Strack—
Billerbeck we referred to Rabhinic matters cautiously, if at all; in
this bright post-Strack-Billerbeck epoch, we are all Rabbinic
experts, though at second hand.?

The idea that much of value to the Christian scholar can be
acquired through the study of the Rabbinic writings was not, of
course, new. It had a famous exponent and practitioner in the
seventeenth century, John Lightfoot ({1602-75), Master of
Catharine Hall in the University of Cambridge and member of the
Westminster Assembly of Divines. The brief account of the first
Lightfoot in the Dictionary of National Biography tells us a great
many interesting things about him, among others that in 1628 he
moved to Hornsey, Middlesex, ‘chiefly with a view to easy access
to the rabbinical treasures of Sion College’, in the library of which
I am writing these lines.?> He later studied Hebrew and the
writings of the Rabbis with such effect as to receive from Gibbon

1 Dr. Lukyn Williams was born in 1853 and was thus already eight years old at the
beginning of the period which we have been studying in this book. He' i'{ad been a
missionary to the Jews in London and had made himself an excelle{lt Rab‘bmlc scholar.
His notable book Adversus Judaeos, a study of Christian apelogetic against the Jews,
was published in 1937, when he was 84 years old. _

2 This remark has been sternly criticized, as though meant to be taken seriously.
Its author, however, knew very well the difference between fust- and second-hand
acquaintance with original documents, and always intended it as a tongue-in-cheek
comment on the risky willingness of some scholars to _help themselves to someone
else’s ‘expertise’. On the current demotion of Strack-Billerbeck, see the concluding

chapter below. . )
SPBut not, of course, in the same building. The contempotary Sion College, with

its entrancing view over the Thames, is Victorian.
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the tribute that by constant reading of the rabbis, he became almgg
a rabbi himself'.! In the Preface to his Horae Hebraicge ol
Talmudicae: or Hebrew and Talmudical Exercitations upon th,
Gospels of St. Matthew and St. Mark? Lightfoot sets out the purpoge
of his studies and the benefits which he believed could be obtained frop,
them:

_ For, first, when all the books of the New Testament were written by Jews

and among Jews, and unto them; —and when all the discoveries made here, weré

made in like manner by Jews, and to Jews, and among them; —Iwas always fully

persuaded, as of a thing past all doubting, that that Testament could not byt

everywhere taste of, and retain, the Jews’ style, idiom, form, and rule of
-speaking . ..

For it is no matter, what we can beat out concerning those manners of speech
on the anvil of our own conceit, but what they signified among them in their
ordinary sense and speech. And since this could be found out in no other way
than by consulting Talmudic authors, who both speak in the vulgar dialect of
the Jews, and also handle and reveal all Jewish matters; being induced by these
reasons I applied myself chiefly to the reading these books. . . . The il report
of those authors, whom all do so very much speak against, may at first
discourage him that sets upon the reading of their books. The Jews themselves
stink in Marcellinus; and their writings stink as much almost among al}; and
they labour under this, I know not what, singular misfortune, that, being net
read, they displease, and that they are sufficiently reproached by those that have
read them—but undergo much more infamy by those, that have not.

The almost unconquerable difficulty of the style, the frightful roughness of
the language, and the amazing emptiness and sophistry of the matters handled,
do torture, vex, and tire them, that read them . . . so that the reader hathneed

of patience all along, to enable him to bear both trifling in sense, and roughness
in expression.3

The Preface written by this most pleasing sage ends with an affec-
tionate address to the students over whom he presided in Catharine
Hall in that year of the death of Oliver, the Lord Protector:

But this work, whatever it be, and whatever fortune it is like to meet
with, we would dedicate to you, my very dear Catharine-Hall men, both as
a debt and as a desire. . . . Let this pledge, therefore, of our love and

1 1 have been unable to trace this quotation.
_ 2 Contrary to the custom of the learned of that time, Lightfoot wrote not in Latir bt
in English, in spite of the formidable Latin title by which the work is usually known—
and good, vigorous seventeenth-cencury English at that. ;
3 Thave used the collected edition of the works of Lightfoot, published in London it
1823. Horae Hebraicae forms vol. xi in this edition, and my quotation is from
Pp. iil, iv, and v.



SALVATION IS OF THE JEWS 315

endearment be laid-up by vou; and while we endeavour to give others an
account of our hours, let this give you an assurance of our affections. And
may it last in Catherine-Hall, even to future ages, as a testimony of service
a monument of love, and a memorial both of me and you.! ‘

Lightfoot was not, strictly speaking, a pioneer in the study of the
Rabbinical writings. Much had already been printed in the sixteenth
century, and Christians were naturally indebted for their knowledge
of Hebrew in the main to Jewish scholars. But he was the first
systematically and methodically to apply his Talmudic knowledge to
the elucidation of the New Testament text. The task which he had set
himself was indeed a formidable one; the Talmudic literature is vast
and chaotic, and he had few clues to guide him. It is amazing that he
broughtup so much that was of value, and that in the main he was so
successful in laying the foundations for one aspect of the historical and
critical study of the Scriptures. Inevitably, after three centuries, much
of his work is out of date; but for more than two hundred years
Lightfoot was the authority to whom men turned, if they lacked his
close acquaintance with the original languages.

One single quotation may serve to illustrate the method followed
by Lighttoot: '

[On Matthew 5. 22] The Jewish schools do thus distinguish between a
brother and a neighbour; that a ‘brother’ signifies an Israelite by nation and
blood; 2 ‘neighbour’ anlsraelite in religion and worship. . . . Maimonides writes
thus: ‘It is all one to kill an Israelite, and a Canaanite servant; for both the
punishment is death;—but an Israclite who shall kill . . . astranger inhabitant,
shall not be punished with death . . . it is needless to say, he shall not be punished
with death for killing a heathen’. . . . But under the gospel, where there is no
distinction of nations or tribes, ‘brother’ is taken in the same latitude, as among
the Jews, both ‘brother’ and 'neighbour’ were; that is for all professing the
gospel,—and is contradistinguished to the heathen. . . . But ‘neighbour’ is
extended to all; even such as are strangers to our religion. Lukex. 29, 30 etc.?

Lightfoot's heavy tomes continued, as we have seen, to be
reprinted; but they were for scholars and experts.® The book from

1 Op. ¢it., p. vil,

2 Op. cit,, p. 105.

3 A link between Lightfoot and later times was the great New Testament
commentary of }. J. Wettstein already referred to. This had beep descrlbv%d by' its
compiler, in its full Latin ticle, a3 enriched bya commentatio pleniore ex S{.:nptonbus
veteribus Hebraeis, Graecis et Latimis historiam et vim verborum xﬂusr'mmle,
Hebraeis here means 'Rabbinic’, and the commentary is in fact remarkably rich in
Rabbinic illustrations and parallels to the text of the New Testament.
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which, at the turn of the last century, many Christians obtaineq
their first acquaintance with the Jewish background of the Gospels
was Alfred Edersheim’s Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah, which
first appeared in 1883. Edersheim was himself a converted Jew, ang
wrote from within that living experience of the Jewish faith which
cannot be shared directly by any Gentile, however sympathetic,
He was a real scholar, who had taken the degree of Doctor of
Philosophy at the University of Kiel in 1855 and was appointeq
Grinfield Lecturer on the Septuagint in the University of Oxford in
1886. His pages breathe a profound evangelical piety and devotion
to the person of our Lord; but his book is far more than an edifying
tract—he has brought together an immense amount of authentic
material from the treasure-house of Rabbinic Judaism. His work
has, however, one fatal defect; he pays little or no attention to the
chronology of the Rabbinic literature, and evidences from many
different centuries are quoted as though they had equal relevance
to the period of the life of Christ.!

This question of the chronology is crucial and exceedingly
difficult to answer; for Judaism has not stood still, and what was
true of the later periods may be wholly misleading if applied to
the time in which Jesus lived. It is the odd, but I believe
incontrovertible, fact that the oldest account of a synagogue
service to be found anywhere is that in Luke 4. 16-30—our one
Christian source apparently antedates all the Jewish sources on the
subject! The significance of the chronology is rightly stressed by
Professor W. D. Davies, in one of the best recent studies in English of
the Rabbinic background in relation to New Testament thought.
Commenting on the position taken up by the great Jewish scholar
C. G. Montefiore in his book Judaism and St. Paul (1914, he writes:

Montefiore drew a very pleasing picture, which we shall describe later,
of the Palestinian Judaism of the first century. He could do so only on the
bold assumption that that Judaism was like that of the fourth century, ‘that
there are no signs of improvement in the teachings of the famous Rabbis
of the fourth century over those of the first'. It is clear, however, that ouf
sources for Rabbinic Judaism do not warrant such a definite conclusion.
Thus the Mishnah was not compiled till the end of the second century, and
most of the other Rabbinic sources are later than the third century. While

! It is interesting that Edersheim’s boak is one of the very few English books
referred to with respect by A. Schweitzer in his Quest, p. 234.
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it is clear that the Rabbinic sources do preserve traditions of an earlier date
than the second century, and that it lis legitluinate to define the Mishnah as
a ‘deposit of four centuries of Iew¥sh rehg1ou§ and m’xltural acti}rity in
palestine beginning at some uncertain d‘ate possibly during the earlier half
of the second century B.C. and ending with thfe close of the second century
aD., it must never be overlooked that Judaism had made much history
during that period. It follows that we cannot, without extreme caution, use
the Rabbinic sources as evidence for first-century Judaism. Especially is it
important o realize that our Rabbinic sources represent the triumph of the
Pharisee party, and moreover of a ‘party’ within the Pharisee party as it
were, that of Johanan ben Zakkai. . . . It is almost certain therefore, . . .
that Judaism was much more variegated than such sources would lead us

to expect.!

It is one of the great merits of the work of Strack—Billerbeck that
it has, at least in some measure, tried to sort out the date and
provenance of the innumerable quotations which have been
brought together in the collection. This was a work of many years’
duration. In the Preface it is explained that Dr. H. L. Strack had
planned to bring together everything in the Jewish traditions that
could be of service for the illustration of the New Testament;
finding that the work was beyond the strength of one man, in 1906
he associated with himself Paul Billerbeck; and it was in fact by
the second of the two collaborators that by far the greater part of
the work was done—as the spare-time occupation of a busy
pastor!—and done with resounding success. Whatever we want to
know, we are likely to find something about it here. How often is
the ancestry of Jesus referred to by name in the Jewish writings?
Here are six pages of information from every kind of source {vol.
i, pp. 36-41}. What actually happened in the temple at the time of
the feast of tabernacles, which seems to be referred to in John 7?2
Here it all is in a long excursus in vol. ii, pp. 774-812.2

LW i - i 48: 4th ed., 1980, pp. 34.
D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic judaism ({19 K will ever be translated into

2 It is unlikely that the whole of Strack-Billerbec
English; the Pmdyuction of a careful selection of the mat?risl quld bfe anmeggfgse I;;
undertaking for some enterprising publisher. Dr. Stracl‘_: died W‘lth ina e‘\: o !
the publication of the first volumne. There is a pathetic note in zomeho l?xad helped
Preface to vol. i. In acknowledging indebtedness to varlqusdfg::ni:o in England—
ancially in the publication of the book, the editors add 3ns that Christendom, so
evidence that men are beginning to come €0 an AWSICRERS § T L e Church
terribly corn in cwain, must begin to draw rogether again ;‘; World War than after the
and of scholarship’ {pp. v-vi}. We did better after the Seco
First!
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‘Fudaism was much more variegated than such sources would
lead us to expect.’ These words were written probably in 1944
Never was the prophetic utterance of a scholar to be more
startlingly fulfilled. It had generally been taken for granted that
Palestine, unlike Egypt, was not well suited to the preservation of
apcient documents. In the dry climate of Egypt, as we have seep
papyrus will last almost for ever, though it has a tendency t(;
crumble, and the wealth of papyri from Egypt in half a dozey
languages is almost embarrassing. Though the level of rainfail in
Palestine is not very high, the rain is heavy while it lasts, and the
humidity is sufficient to make sure that such material as papyrus
will perish, unless very special steps have been taken to secure its
preservation. And, in fact, archaeological exploration in Palestine
had been singularly unproductive of documents. There had been
certain discoveries of ostraka—broken fragments of pottery, on
which something had been inscribed: these are practically
indestructible. Most notable of all are the Lachish letters, eighteen
ostraka contemporary with the siege of Jerusalem in the time of
Nebuchadnezzar, which therefore can be dated almost with
certainty in the year 587 B.C. It was known, for instance from the
Book of Jeremiah, that important documents were sealed up in
jars, and there was always the possibility that such jars might
somewhere be discovered—in archaeology it is nearly always the
improbable that happens, as with the discovery of a Roman
settlement of the first century A.D. on the south-east coast of Indiz
near Pondicherry.! It is by no means impossible that the sands of
Egypt might yet disgorge a manuscript of parts of the New
Testament written in the first century A.D. But, whatever the
hopeful imagination of archaeologists may have been, nothing had
prepared them for the dazzling discovery of what have come to be
generally known as the Dead Sea Scrolls, though scholars tend to
refer to them more precisely as the Qumran Texts.

! Unfortunately this site contained hardly any written material. It gives us fresf
evidence of the liveliness of trade between the Roman Empire and India in the early
years of our century; but we are no nearer than we were before to knowing w ‘ethfr
St. Thomas really came to India and founded the Church of the ‘Thomas-Christians.
as all the members of that Chureh maost devoutly believe.
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The story of the discovery has so often been told that we need
give no more than the minimum of space to it.!

It seems that the first discovery was made, entirely by accident
in February and March 1947. Although the event is so recent, it ha;
proved impossible to determine exactly what happened—the kind
of uncertainty that, as we have seen so often, tends to weigh on
historical research.? According to one story, the fifteen-year-old
Bedouin boy who made the discovery was looking for a lost sheep
when he stumbled on the cave in which the priceless manuscripts
were hidden; another account is that he, with one or two
companions, was taking refuge from a thunderstorm; yet a third
that he threw a stone after a runaway goat, was intrigued by the
sound of breaking pottery, and so forced his way into the cave.

As soon as word of the discovery reached the learned world, most
scholars were convinced that the Scrolls were really ancient—
though some doubted the claims to extreme antiquity made for
them—and that one of the most exciting discoveries of all time had
been made. Since the first discoveries, made in the caves of
Qumran in the neighbourhood of the Dead Sea, many other caves
have been penetrated and fresh documents brought to light; there
is no reason to suppose that all has yet been discovered, and it is
possible that new discoveries, as astounding as those already made,
lie before us in the future. There is now almost universal
agreement that many of the documents, written in Hebrew and
Aramaic, belong to the first century B.C. and the first century AD.,
and that they give us information concerning a quasimonastic
community which at that period lived in isolation in this secluded
area, and of which previously we had no direct knowledge.

! The literature on the Qumran texts is enormous. A whole periodical |[Révue de
Qumran) is devoted to the subject, and thousands of related books and articles have
appeared. The best introduction to the whole field is that of G. Vermes, The Dead Sea
Scrolls: Qumuran in Perspective (1975; new ed., 1981), and a very useful listing of
materials is available in J. A. Fitzmyer, The Dead Sea Scrolls: Major Publications and
Tools for Study [1975). The most accessible translation is that of G. Vermes, The
Dead Sea Scrolls in English (1962; 2nd ed., 1975], though an English edition giving
the line numberings, or better stiil a text along the lines of the Loeb Classical Library,
with Hebrew and English on facing pages, would be of enormous benefit to students.
Two recent and important treatments are those of D. Dimant in M. E. Stone jed.},
Jewish Writings of the Second Temple Period {1984}, pp. 483-550, and of the revisers
of E. Schurer [G. Vermes, E. Millar, and M. Goodman|), The History of the Jewish
People in the Age of Jesus Christ, vol. iii {1986], pp. 380-469.

3 But in this case the Scrolls are there. Doubss regarding the details cannot
invalidate the central fact—that the Scrolls really were discovered!



320 THE INTERPRETATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

There is great variety in the manuscripts which have come to ligh¢.
In the first place, there is a large collection of manuscripts of the
Old Testament in Hebrew, some of them almost complete, ang
beautifully and legibly written. These are of the utmost importance
for the study of the Hebrew text of the Old Testament. It was the
custom of the Jews, whenever a manuscript became old or worn,
to withdraw it from use and to store it in a special room of the
synagogue called the Genizah. So far from liking and valuing ol
books, the Jews had no use for them, and it was the cleanest angd
latest copy that was accepted for use in synagogue worship. The
Genizah of an ancient synagogue in Cairo was discovered in 1896-7
and, as we shall see later, delivered up some remarkable treasures,
But, as a result of this Jewish policy, until recently we had no really
ancient Hebrew manuscripts of the Old Testament—the earliest
manuscripts which can be dated with fair accuracy are not earlier
than the ninth or tenth century AD. We have much older
manuscripts of the Greek translation, the Septuagint. Now suddenly
from the Dead Sea caves have emerged manuscripts, most notably
one of the prophet Isaiah, which at one stroke carry our knowledge
of the Hebrew text back another thousand years. This new evidence
on the whole confirms the reliability of the so-called Massoretic text,
that is the text which is found in almost all our printed Hebrew
Bibles; it is clear that the Jews took extraordinary pains with the
correct copying of the text, and that, though there are many passages
in which the original text has been lost through errors in copying,
on the whole the Hebrew words have been reliably transmitted
through more than two thousand years.!

Popular attention was naturally concentrated on this mysterious
community, with its buildings, its library, its very strict
conditions of membership, its rules of life, and discipline. Who
were these people? What was the nature of their life and witness?

Before the discovery of the Scrolls, we had information from the
Jewish writers Philo and Josephus, who wrote in Greek, and from
a Roman writer, the elder Pliny, about a sect of the Jews called
Essenes.? These people lived a community life which was highly

1 It was a rule that any copy in which as many as three mistakes in copying were
detected in a single column must be committed to the Genizah.

2 It is remarkable that there is na reference to the sect in the Old Testament, the

Apocrypha, or the Talmud. All that is known about them has been collected by [-73'
Lightfoot in his commentary on the Epistle to the Colossians, pp. 83-95 and 1147
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organized. They had a three-year novitiate for those who intended
to join the community, and oaths of obedience and secrecy to be
taken on joining. It is now the almost universally accepted opinion
that the Dead Sea or Qumran community belonged to the sect of
the Essenes, and that we now have first-hand evidence for this
group, of whom previously we knew only at second-hand.

It seems that the buildings, which have now been exacavated on
a site not far from the caves where the Scrolls were discovered,
known as Khirbet Qumran, were first occupied about 135 B.C,
and, with an interval of perhaps thirty years in the time of Herod
the Great, continued in occupation until about A.D. 66, when with
the defeat of the Jews by the Romans in the great war of that
period the community appears to have been dissolved. From the
literature of the community itself we have commentaries on
Old Testament books, notably one on the Book of Habakkuk;
a 'Manual of Discipline’, giving the law of the life of the
community, and the rules to which obedience was required on the
part of its members; a number of Psalms of Thanksgiving, which
bear witness to the deep religious sense of the community, but
which only in very rare cases rise to the level of inspiration of the
Old Testament Psalms; and a strange apocalyptic work which has
come to be called “'The War of the Sons of Light against the Sons
of Darkness’.

All the evidence makes it clear that this was from the start a
sectarian community. It felt itself to be in the strongest opposition
to the official judaism of Jerusalem. These sectaries had withdrawn
into the wilderness in order to keep pure their faith and devotion
to the God of Israel. Among their duties none ranked higher than
the study of Scripture, and especially of the law.

How did the community come into existence! Much still
remains mysterious, and perhaps will always remain so. But one
figure emerges with a certain measure of clarity from the darkness.
And here we must turn aside for a moment to one of those
remarkable documents which emerged from the Genizah of the
synagogue at Cairo in 1896-7. In 1910 the great Rabbinic scholar
Dr. Samuel Schechter published, under the title Documents of
Jewish Sectaries: i, Fragments of a Zadokite Work, one of the Cairo
fragments, which he believed to belong to the seventh century aqd
to represent the views of the obscure sect of the Zadokites. It is
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now generally believed that the fragment is much older and is
probably of pre-Christian origin. In this fragment, we fnd the
following passage:

But all they that hold fast to these rules . . . and who give ear to the voice
of the Teacher of Righteousness and do not reject the righteous ordinances
when they hear them—they shall rejoice and be glad and their heart shail
be strong and they shall overcome all inhabitants of the universe, and Gog
shall make conciliation for them, and they shall witness his salvation, for
they have taken refuge in his holy name.! :

The mention of the Teacher of Righteousness makes it almost
certain that in this so-called Zadokite fragment we have another
document emanating from the sect that had its central dwelling in
the wilderness of the Dead Sea. For in the documents peculiar to
that sect we meet again and again this mysterious Teacher of
Righteousness. For instance, in the Commentary on Habakkuk
{2. 1-2} we are told that:

God told Habakkuk to write the things that were to come upon the last
generation, but the fulhlment of the appointed time he did not make
known to him. And as for the words 'so that he may run who reads it', their
" interpretation concerns the Teacher of Righteousness, to whom God made
known all the mysteries of the words of his servants the prophets.

Again, in a fragment of a commentary on the Book of Micah, the
Teacher of Righteousness is described as ‘the one who teaches the
law to his people and to all who offer themselves to be gathered
into the elect people of God, practising the law in the Council of
the community, who will be saved from the day of judgment’.

It appears that the Teacher of Righteousness had to face bitter
opposition, and especially from one who is called in the documents
the Wicked Priest. On one particular occasion the hostility of the
Wicked Priest manifested itself with special venom: 'he pursued after
the Teacher of Righteousness to his place of exile, to swallow him
up in his hot fury, and on the occasion of the appointed season of
rest, the day of atonement, he burst upon them to swallow them
up and to make them stumble on the fast-day, their sabbath of rest"

! The fragments have been re-edited by Chaim Rabin, with translation, The
zngﬁSDW“meﬂts {2nd ed., 1958}; the above quotation is taken from this edition,
Pp. .
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But vengeance fell on the Wicked Priest; once again the
commentary on the Book of Habakkuk is our authority {2. 7):
‘Because of the evil done to the Teacher of Righteousness and the
men of his council, God gave him into the hands of his enemies,
to afflict him with a stroke, to make him waste away in bitterness
of soul, because he acted wickedly against his elect.’

It is a reasonably safe inference that the Teacher of Righteous-
ness was the founder of the Qumran community, and as such was
held in deep respect by all who followed him in this austere and
narrow way. But his anonymity is strictly preserved in the
documents; nowhere is there any hint of his name. Who was this
Teacher of Righteousness, and who was his adversary the Wicked
Priest? Scholars have exhausted their ingenuity in a great variety
of solutions drawn from the tortuous and unhappy history of the
people of the Jews in the first century B.C. But none of these
solutions has proved convincing; we can only say that the secret
has been well preserved, and to this, as to so many questions that
we may legitimately ask, the historian can give only one answer:
We do not know. It is possible that the Teacher of Righteousness
met a violent end; but there is no clear evidence, and once again
prudence demands that we should accept the limitations of our
knowledge.

This brings us to the major question raised by the discovery of
the Scrolls, and by all the new knowledge that they have brought
to us. How far does this knowledge affect our understanding of the
New Testament, and how far is a radical reconsideration of earlier
views and theories demanded? The answer of the scholars will be
found to be very cautious; but there seems to be a rather
widespread idea that the Scrolls have somehow ‘disproved
Christianity’, and that, if their evidence is accepted, the whole of
the early history of Christianity will have to be rewritten, and
many of the claims made by and for Jesus Christ abandoned.

There appear to be two sources for this impression.

The first is an article by the American literary critic Mr. Edmund
Wilson, published frst in the New Yorker {1955) and later
reproduced in book form as The Scrolls from the Dead Sea. Mr.
Wilson is a brilliant and perceptive writer. He correctly discerned
the importance of the Scrolls and wrote an admirable introduction
to them. But he went further and drew from his studies the
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conclusion that ‘the rise of Christianity should, at last, be generally
understood as simply an episode of human history rather than
propagated as dogma and divine revelation'. Wilson made the
suggestion that Christian scholars were alarmed by the possible effect
of these discoveries on their faith, and further suggested that for this
reason they had been slow to make the fruits of their researches
available to the world in general.1 It is easy to see the way in which
Mr. Wilson’s mind worked. Christians have claimed that the
revelation in Jesus Christ is absolutely unique. But now we find close
parallels to that revelation in other and almost contemporaneous
documents, for which the same claim to uniqueness as divine
revelation is not made. The Christians must, therefore, give up their
claims and recognize that the Christian gospel is only part of a wide
movement of the human spirit, withjust as much claim as these others
to be regarded as truth, but no higher claim. Mr. Wilson was thinking
in terms of ideas, and not in the categories of historical investigation.
It is easy enough to point out gsimilarities between certain Christian
ideas and ideas of the Rabbis and the Greek philosophers. History is
concerned more deeply with the dissimilarities—with that which
makes each event unique and unrepeatable. The gospel is not,
essentially, a set of ideas which can be compared with other ideas; it
is the recitation of 2 number of events which are believed to have
happened (as werecall them in the historic creeds of the Church), and
which as 4 whole are interpreted in the light of a particular
understanding of the purpose of God in and for the world.

Mr. Wilson is not alone in the attempt to produce in readers
without special knowledge the sense of a remarkable similarity
between the Qumran documents and the New Testament. On
23 January 1956, in a talk broadcast by the British Broadcast-
ing Corporation, Dr. J. M. Allegro reconstructed the fate of the
Teacher of Righteousness, and the attitude of his followers towards
him. Alexander Jannaeus {High Priest, King, and conquerotr, who
ruled over the Jews 103-76 B.C., here identified with the Wicked
Priest) probably handed over the Teacher of Righteousness to the
Gentiles to be crucified. The disciples took down the broken body

! It semains true in 1987 that the scholars entrusted with the editing have been
slow to complete their work, diffrcult though it obviously is. But it is quite groundless
to assert—as has again been done recently in the press—that this delay has anything
to do with a fear that the results might prove in any way damaging to Christian faith-
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of their Master, reverently buried him, and settled down 'to await
his glorious return as the Messiah of God’. The suggestion is
implied that what we read in the New Testament of the attitude
of the disciples of Jesus has already been anticipated in the Qumran
sect; the Christians were merely taking over and applying to their
own Master ideas which were current in the Judaism of their time,
and have no particular claim to be regarded as ‘true’.!

It would be impossible to imagine a better example of the
difference between documentary analysis and historical research
and reconstruction. What are the facts? It is certain that the
Teacher of Righteousness was scorned, persecuted, and exiled; but
nowhere in the text is there any clear statement that he was
violently put to death. The prudent summary of Dr. Vermes is as
follows:

Several scholars assert that he was killed during the course of a
persecution commanded by the Wicked Priest, but none of the texts justify
anything so categorical. Indeed from the expressions used in the Damascus
Rule and the Commentaries on Habakkuk and Psalm 37, it might be
inferred that the Teacher escaped a violent end. Por the moment the
question of both the manner and the date of his death must be left open.?

It is known that Alexander Jannaeus on occasion crucified his
enemies. After a revolt which he had been able with difficuity to
suppress, says Josephus, ‘as he feasted with his concubines in the
sight of all the city, he ordered about eight hundred of them to be
crucified, and while they were still living ordered the throats of
their wives and children to be cut before their eyes’.3

In the commentary on Nahum, found in Cave 4, there is a
reference to the practice of ‘hanging men up alive’, which could
reasonably be understood as meaning crucifixion. The identi-
fication of the Wicked Priest with Alexander Jannaeus is far from
certain, though perhaps he more nearly meets the requirements
of the evidence than any other figure known to us in the first
century B.C. But there is not a shred of evidence that the Teacher

! The broadeast had an astonishing sequei. Dr. Aliegro’s colleagues in research on
the Serolls immediately published a statement to the effect that they had found
nothing in the texis corresponding to any of the afhrmations made by Dr. Allegro. Dr.

Allegro has subsequently gone much further into fantasy, suggesting that Qumran and
early Christianity alike owe their origins o the fertility cult of the sacred mushroom.

2 ‘The Dead Sea Scrolls in English, p. 67.
3 Seee. F.e;. B:Sce, Second Thoughts on the Dead Sea Serolls {1956), p. 97.
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of Righteousness was one of those whom he "hanged up alive’, g
we have already seen, what evidence there is almost certainly
excludes this possibility. .

Furthermore, there is no evidence whatever that the Qumrap
sect identified their founder with the Messiah. Their minds were
filled with apocalyptic expectations. It seemed that they belieyeq
that the Messianic age would dawn forty years after the death of
the Teacher of Righteousness. There is no evidence that they
attributed atoning significance to his death, as the Christians from
the start did to the death of Jesus. There is no evidence whateyer
that they expected him to rise from the dead; ‘there is no evidence
that he did rise from the dead, or that anyone ever thought that he
had done so’.}

In one further point the Qumran Scriptures are unlike the
Scriptures of the New Testament. The Qumran commentaries are
concerned with the fulfilment of prophecy. Again and again the old
words of Habakkuk are interpreted as referring 'to persons and
peoples contemporary with the interpreter—the wicked priest, the
teacher of righteousness, the Kirtim'.2 There is a sense of

fulhlment yet to come: ‘in the day of judgment God will destroy
all the worshippers of idols and the wicked from the carth’.? But
fulfilment, in the New Testament sense of that term, is
conspicuously absent. The time of Messiah is yet to come. When
Jesus, according to Luke's account, said in the synagogue at
Nazareth: ‘Today this scripture has been fulfilled in your
hearing’,* he introduced something that was entirely new; the
fathers had looked forward to the eschaton, the decisive word and
act of God; now in Jesus of Nazareth the eschaton is already here.
Various writers in earlier times have held that there was a close

1 Op cit., p. 98. Professor Bruce goes a good deal further than I would go myself,
when he writes, just before the sentence that I have quoted in the text: ‘Tt may ,“'e_“
be that his followers for this reason conceived the belief that he would rise again 1n
the latter days to continue the work which his death had interrupted, until the
messianic age had fully come.’ In view of Jewish ideas about the return of Elijab as
one of the signs of the coming of the end, this is not wholly impassible, but I regard
it as extremely unlikely.

2 C. F. D. Moule, The Birth of the New Testament (1962}, p. 62 [considerably
expanded in the later ed. ).

3 The last words of the Habakkuk commentary, as translated in Millar Burows,
The Dead Sea Scrolls {19561, p- 370. . d
4 Luke 4. 21. The New Testament sense of fulfilment does not, of course, depen

on this verse alone.
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connexion between the teachings of John the Baptist and those of

the Essenes, and even that Jesus himself had derived much that was

characteristic in his doctrine from them. It must be recognized that

the discovery of an Essene community so near to the area in which

John the Baptist carried out his mission lends new probability to
an idea which had been almost entirely abandoned by scholars. In
the Qumran community we find the same intense eschatological
expectations as in John; in the Qumran rites of purfication there may
be certain parallels to John's baptism; in earlier times baptism had
been required of proselytes, John required it of all who came to him,
with the clear implication that the whole nature was sinful and in
need of cleansing, an idea which is not very far from the puritanism
of the Qumran group. Amid certain similarities, however, it is
important not to overlook the essential difference. John came before
the people as a prophet; it was as a prophet that he was recognized
and acclaimed. It is impossible to exaggerate the significance of this
fact. Some time in the fourth century B.C. the aunthentic voice of
prophecy had died away. The hope that it might be born again had
never been lost, as we learn clearly from the decision taken in the
days of the Maccabees that Simon ‘should be their leader and high
priest for ever, until there should arise a faithful prophet’.! Now
with John the voice of prophecy was heard again, and the stir and
emotion among the people was immense. The founder of the
Qumran sect had been the Teacher of Righteousness; he was of a
different lineage, and no one had ever claimed for him that he was
a prophet. John may have learned much from Qumran; at certain
points his message may have been related to their tradition. But what
was essential in John's message was precisely that which was new—
not what he derived from Qumran or from the atmosphere in which
the Qumran community lived, but that in which he diverged from
it—a new relatedness to the prophetic message of the Old Testament
Scriptures, and a different emphasis in the expectation of the
Messianic age.? Perhaps the best way to view Qumran and

1 1 Maccabees 14, 41; and see also 4. 46, ‘until there should come a prophet to give
an answer concerning them'.

2 F. F. Bruce gives a cautious estimate of the facts in Second Thoughts on Lbe_: Dead
Sea Scrolls (1956}, pp. 127-31. His conclusion, with which I agree, is that ‘even if John
did owe some debt to the Qumran community, or to any other Essene group, the
ministry by which John made his mark cannot be brought within an Essene framework’.
Dr. W. H. Brownlee has more elaborately studied the relationship between John and
Qumran in The Scrolls and the New Testament {1958}, pp. 32-53.
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Christianity is as theological cousins. Both believed that the
convenant had been renewed with them: both, that they hag
received the Holy Spirit and were the true heirs of the Old
Testament promises and prophecies. But what is interesting about
such relationships is not just that which they have in common, by
that which they do not.

It is possible to indicate several parallels between the teaching
of Jesus and the Scrolls. But similarities of details may blind g to
radical differences in essentials. John spoke with the authority of
a prophet; Jesus claimed an even more than prophetic authority,
His 'it was said unto them of old time, . . . but I say unto you', 4
recorded in Matthew, strikes a new note and puts him on a leve]
with Moses the great lawgiver and recipient of the divine
revelation. It is paralleled by the sense of his authority, power, and
independence which is reflected on every page of the Gospel
according to St. Mark. Messianic expectation played a great part in
the thonght of the Qumran sect; but the Messiah, as they saw him,
was to be the victorious captain of the sons of light in the last great
battle with the sons of darkness; and following upon his victory he
would be established as prince in the kingdom that was to be
established.! Jesus, from the beginning of his ministry onwards,
deliberately and emphatically repudiated any identification of
himself with the kind of Messiah that the Qumran sect, and
probably a great many others among the Jews, were expecting; this
was not the kind of kingdom that he had come to inaugurate, and
this was not the way in which the true kingdom could be
established.

1)1

Any great discovery, in archaeology as in science, sets the bells
ringing down all the corridors of the world, Inevitably many rash
statements are made and a great many temerarious theories
advanced. Time gives perspective, and, although only forty years
have passed since the first discoveries, the dust is beginning to
subside and we can see a little more clearly the real bearing of this
immense new fund of information with regard to the Judaism of

! Qumran seems to have believed in a priestly as well as in a royal Messiah; the
dignity of the former would be even higher than that of the latter.
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the time of Christ. Sober criticism suggests that no radica]
reconstruction of our ideas about Christian origins will be
required. We can even go a little further. We shall not expect to
find in the Scrolls direct light on the New Testament, on the ideas
of John the Baptist or Jesus, or on the views and practices of the
early Church. Nevertheless, these documents are of immense
value in helping us to fill in gaps in our knowledge of the Jewish
world in the days of Jesus, and in providing illustrative material,
the value of which we must now attempt to assess.

The Qumran documents represent not the classical traditions of
Judaism, but the views of a sect—a sect that by strict Jewish canons
must be classed as heretical. But not infrequently true religious life
is to be found in the sects when it has died down among the
orthodox; the nonconformists have been from time to time the
salvation of the Church. The Church in the end rightly condemned
the Gnosticism of the second century. Qur more sympathetic eyes
may see in Gnosticism a genuine though bewildered Christian faith
seeking a philosophy by means of which it could make itself
intelligible in the Mediterranean world; and may recognize the
immense service that Gnosticism rendered to the orthodox Church
by compelling it to think out and formulate its own doctrine of
Christ, of revelation, of Scripture, and of authority. Qumran has
compelled us to recognize that Judaism in the first century was much
more flexible and varied than we had supposed.

It used to be customary to draw a sharp contrast between the
Judaism of Palestine and the Judaism of the Diaspora, that is of the
Jews scattered abroad in the Gentile world. Palestine spoke Aramaic,
the Diaspora spoke Greek. The Judaism of Palestine lived in the
authentic tradition of the Old Testament and of its authorized
interpreters, the Scribes; the Diaspora had been corrupted by the
infiltration of Greek and pagan ideas. We now see that this sharp
contrast cannot be maintained; the barriers were much less rigid,
the walls much less impervious, than we had supposed. Even the
Jjudaism of Palestine had been unable completely to insulate itself;
it, too, was affected by ideas, phrases, fragmentary concepts which
were patt of the climate of men’s thinking in that cosmopolitap age.

Even apart from the evidence of Qumran, looking at the hlSt.OI"Y
we can see quite clearly that it could not have been otherwise.
Palestine was never in any manner an insulated country; shut



330 THE INTERPRETATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

ourselves up as we will, it is almost impossible to escape the
pervasive effects of contemporary opinion. Scholars detect ip the
Jater books of the Old Testament the influence of ideas derived from
franian dualism. From the time of Antiochus Epiphanes the Jews
had been subject to Greek influences; the elders hag violently
repudiated them, but the efforts of the Hellenizers had not been
entirely in vain, and the angry young men of the day scandalized
the older generation by taking part in gymnastic exercises ang
wearing Greek hats. The party of the Herods, unorthodox and
disliked as they were, stood for the reconciliation of the Jewish worlg
with the dominant civilization of Greece and Rome. Superficial ang
unstable, the members of this intelligent and sometimes brilliant
family, with their surprisingly close contacts with the emperor
himself, could not but exercise widespread influence. Qumran has
shown us in a new way just how deep this influence went. The
Essenes were devoted to the study of the Old Testament; they had
no unorthodox or syncretistic purposes; the whole background of
their thinking is Semitic. Yet their writings are studded with phrases
which, if found in any other context, would have been unhesitatingly
classed as ‘Hellenistic’ a generation ago. It is clear that the antithesis
of ‘Hebrew' and 'Greek’ cannot be so rigidly maintained as was at
one time supposed.!

The most interesting point about these ‘Hellenistic’ phrases which
occur in the Qumran texts is that in so many cases they are closely
parallel to the vocabulary of the Fourth Gospel. Here we meet such
expressions as ‘the sons of light’, ‘the light of life’, ‘walking in
darkness’, ‘doing the truth’, ‘the works of God’, which in the New
Testament are found exclusively, or almost exclusively, in the
Fourth Gospel. Does this mean that we must consider afresh the
whole question of the origin and the interpretation of the Fourth
Gospel, and must take seriously the possibility that many things
in that Gospel which have been confidently written off 25
‘Hellenistic' may really be Palestinian in origin? '

it will be convenient to make clear the bearing of this question
by a consideration of one limited aspect of the problem, the so-

j This argument has been considerably sirengthened in the scholarshiP,Of the last
thirty years. See particularly M. Hengel, Judaism and Hellepism {English trans.
1974), and the subsequent reflections of W. D. Davies in the dth ed. of Paul 27
Rabbinic judaism |1980), pp. xxili-xxv.
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called dualism of the Fourth Gospel, and here the clue is provided
by an admirably clear comparison of the Fourth Gospel and the
Qumran texts by the Heidelberg scholar K. G. Kubn.' It is plain
even to the casual reader of the Gospel that its message is couched
largely in pairs of opposites—light and darkness, belief and
unbelief {or disobedience}, life and death, and so forth. What is the
origin of this dualism? Such a dualism is not clearly marked in
the Old Testament, and there are few, if any, traces of it in the
Rabbinic literature as it has come down to us. It has become almost
an unquestioned principle in several schools of New Testament
interpretation that the origin of this dualism is to be found in
Gnosticism; this forms the basis of the notable commentary of
Rudolf Bultmann on the Fourth Gospel.2

Here it is necessary to repeat briefly what has already been said
on this subject in an earlier chapter. The Gnostic myth, as it has
been put together by these scholars, runs roughly as follows: Long
before this universe came into being, the conflict between the
divine world of light and the daemonic world of darkness was a
great reality. The coming into being of this world was not due to
a creative act of God—this material universe of its very nature
belongs to the world of darkness and is hostile to God. Some
fragments of the world of light have become imprisoned in this
lower world. We, as far as we are physical, belong to the world of
darkness; but there may be in us some fragment of the world of
light. It is, then, all important that we should become aware of our
true origin and nature, and should strive towards it. This
awareness, to which the name Gnosis, knowledge, is given, is in
itself deliverance and salvation. The communication of this
knowledge does not necessarily demand the presence of a
Redeemer; but in many forms of the Gnostic myth, it is held that
the ‘sons of light' in the midst of this dark world are so deeply sunk
in sleep or in intoxication that they can be awakened only if a
Redeemer descends from the world of light into these lower realms

! K. G. Kuhn, 'fohannesevangelium und Qumiran texte' in Nectestamentica et
Patristica, a set of essays presented to Oscar Cullmann in honour of his sixtieth birthday
{1962}, pp. 111-22. This was originally given as a broadcast talk. German theology can
be very heavy and turgid; Dr. Kuhn's paper, though truly scientific, is delightful in
its lucidity. This is the clearest short statement 1 have ever read of the basic position
of Professor Bultmann in relation to the interprecation of the Fourth Gospel.

2 The first edition of this appeared during the war in 1941, it has been more than
once revised and reprinted, and an English translation was published in 1971,
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to overcome the adversaries who would imprison the sons of light
for ever in the realms of darkness, and to open the way on which
all who have been enlightened can follow him back to the realmg
of light. In Christian forms of Gnosticism, naturally, Jesys is
identified with the Redeemer.

It is against this background of Gnostic dualism that Rudolf
Bultmann tries to interpret the Fourth Gospel. But, as a carefu] apg
honest expositor, he strikes again and again against the difficulty
that this Gnostic dualism is wholly different from the dualism of
the Fourth Gospel. The Gnostic dualism is one of substance,
matter in itself is evil, and the material world is necessarily
identical with the realm of darkness. Light and darkness are ip
eternal antithesis. The sons of light are so by nature; this nature
is unchangeable, what happens to them is imprisonment in the
realm of darkness, but in no sense an identification with it. They
may forget their origin, but as soon as their true nature is revealed
to them, they are saved by knowledge. But the darkness-light
dualism in the Fourth Gospel is of an entirely different character,
it is exactly paralle] to the dualism of truth and falsehood, of
righteousness and lawlessness. Man's situation is determined not
by nature but by moral choice: “This is the judgment, that the light
has come into the world, and men loved darkness rather than light
because their deeds were evil’ {3. 19). What determines a man’'s
standing is not an immutable nature but his relationship to God in
Christ—whether of obedience unto life, or of disobedience unto
death. '

Moreover, the Fourth Gospel knows nothing of an eternal, self-
existent world of darkness, separate from the world of light. It
takes its stand firmly on the side of the Old Testament, with its
doctrine of God as the Creator of all things, of the sons of darkness
- 00 less than of the sons of light—it was as a defence against
Gnosticism that the Church inserted into the Nicene Creed the
words 'by whom all things were made’.

Bultmann, therefore, is in the very curious position that, having
laboriously built up the supposed ‘Gpostic myth' as the
background of the Gospel, he has then continually to knock It
down again by showing that at every crucial point the Gospel is m
tension with the Gnostic point of view, indeed repudiates 1t
Bultmann’s own theology is one of Entscheidung ('decision’, IiS
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great word); he sees very clearly that the Fourth Gospel, although
there is in it an element of predestination, is not a Gospel of
immutable destiny, but of choice and decision; faith and unbelief
develop in men according to their response to the light that is
manifest in Jesus Christ.

The Gnostic myth does not give us the clue that we need to the
interpretation of the Fourth Gospel. Can we look for it elsewhere?

It is here that the Qumran texts offer certain passages which are
at least impressive in their approximation to the teaching of the
Fourth Gospel. In the Book of the Rule of the Community {1 QS 3,
15 ff.), there is a long passage which deals with the spirits of truth
and falsehood, which are also the spirits of light and darkness:

From the God of knowledge comes all that is and shall be. Before ever
they existed, he established their whole design, and when, as ordained for
them, they come into being, it is in accord with his glorious design that
they fulfil their work. The laws of all things are unchanging in his hand and
he provides them with all their needs.

He has created man to govern the world, and has appointed for him two
spirits in which to walk until the time of his visitation: the spirits of truth
and falsehood. Those born of truth spring from a fountain of light, but those
born of falsehood spring from a source of darkness. All the children of
righteousness are ruled by the Prince of Light and walk in the ways of light;
but all the children of falsehood are ruled by the Angel of Darkness and
walk in the ways of darkness.

The Angel of Darkness leads all the children of righteousness astray, and
until his end, all their sin, iniquities, wickednesses and all their unlawful
deeds are caused by his dominion in accordance with the mysteries of God.
Every one of their chastisements, and every one of the seasons of their
distress, shall be brought about by the rule of his persecution; for all his
allotted spirits seek the overthrow of the sons of light.

But the God of Israel and his Angel of Truth will succour all the sons of
light. For it is he who created the spirits of Light and Darkness and founded
every action upon them and established every deed upon their ways. And
he loves the one everlastingly and delights in its works for ever; but the
counsel of the other he loathes and for ever hates its ways.!

Here, certainly, is a very remarkable dualism—of light and
darkness, of truth and falsehood, terms so familiar to us from the
Fourth Gospel. What is the source of this dualism? We may be

1 Here quoted from G. Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls in English, pp. 75-6.
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inclined at once to speak of ‘Gnosticism’. But ‘in this Quimpag
dualism there is no trace of that thinking in terms of substance and
matter—-none of that physical dualism which is so characteristjc of
Gnosticism. This dualism is rather ethical in character. The
dualistic conflict between the two powers is accomplished by
means of the righteous or sinful actions of men'.! Clearly we
must look for its origins elsewhere than in Gnosticism. Professor
Kuhn mentions briefly the view, which he has worked out in detai)
in a number of learned articles, that the source of this dualisy is
to be looked for in Iranian religion, in that tradition which £oes
back to the mysterious teaching of Zarathustra.? If we recall that
Palestine was for two centuries a province of the Persian empie,
we shall see that there is nothing unlikely in such Persian
influence on Jewish thought. Here, too, we find a dualism which
is ethical rather than physical; light and darkness are to be
identified with ‘good’ and ‘evil’ rather than with 'spirit’ and
‘matter’. On which side man stands is determined by a choice
made by the man himself in his existence before birth into this
world.

This may, indeed, be the source of the Qumran idea. But once
again the differences between the Iranian and the Jewish viewpoint
are to be noted. For all its acceptance of an ethical dualism, the
Qumran sect is profoundly convinced of the unity of all things,
since it holds fast to the tradition of an uncompromising
monotheism—it is God who has created both spirits, the spirit of
truth and the spirit of error. Man’s situation in the world is
determined not by an ante-natal choice, but by the will of God,
who holds all souls in life and rules them all according to his
purpose. Furthermore, it is to be observed that in the Qumuran
Texts the victory of the good is not attained by the deliverance of
the fragments of the light-world out of the world of darkness, but
by God's intervention at the appointed time, when 'at the time of
the visitation he will destroy falsehood for ever . . . God will then
purify every deed of man with his truth; he will refine for himset
the human frame by rooting out all spirit of falsehood from the
bonds of his flesh. He will cleanse him of all wicked deeds with the

1K, G !_{uhn, loc. cit., p. 119, d
% This difhicult subject has received recemt treatment in English at the ban
Professor R. C. Zachner, The Dawn and Twilight of Zoroastrianism {1961]-

s of
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spirit of holiness; like purifying waters he will shed upon him the
spirit of truth. . . . There shall be no more lies and all the works
of falsehood shall be put to shame.’!

The parallels, then, between Qumran and the Fourth Gospel are
remarkably close. This does not, of course, prove that the Fourth
Gospel borrowed directly from Qumran, or that the author of the
Gospel or the authorities on whom he depended were members of
the Qumran sect or stood in any close relationship to it. It does
show that many of the ideas and phrases which we meet again in
the Fourth Gospel were current in Palestine and in purely Jewish
circles before, during, and after the time of Jesus Christ. For two
generations it has been taken as axiomatic that the origins of the
thought and language of the Fourth Gospel are to be sought almost
exchisively in the Greek-speaking world. The new evidence
suggests that this conviction needs to be carefully reconsidered; it
is as yet too soon to assess the extent to which it may come to be
finally abandoned or modified.

v

The history of the interpretation of the Fourth Gospel is an
extremely interesting study. As we have seen, traditionally it was
regarded as the most faithful and reliable of all the Gospels—how
could it be otherwise, if it was indeed the work of the beloved
disciple John, who stood nearer to the Lord in understanding and
affection than any of the other disciples? Westcott still took the
conservative view that the Gospel is substantially the work of
the Apostle John, and that the great differences between it and the
other Gospels are due to a different theological purpose more than
to anything else. Even those who could not go so far as this in the
conservative direction were inclined to admit a2 measure of
apostolic authority, though not perhaps of apostolic authorship, in
the Gospel. When did the critical turning-point in the approach to
it take place?

In 1904 Dr. William Sanday of Oxford delivered a course of
lectures at Union Theological Seminary, New York, which he later
published under the title The Criticism of the Fourth Gospel. In
the first lecture he expounded, with his accustomed sobriety and

| The Dead Sea Scrolls in English, pp. 77-8.
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judgement, the recent literature on the subject. The tadica]
criticism of the middle of the nineteenth century had denijeq all
historical value to the Fourth Gospel—it was dismissed as 4 late
theological construction with no claim to historical veracity. Iy
the last quarter of the century there was a rather remarkable return
to a more conservative position; better methods and a more
judicious weighing of the evidence led a considerable numbey of
scholars, especially in Germany, to a reconsideration of earlier
verdicts on this Gospel. Sanday quotes a summary of the position
as seen by Professor von Dobschiitz:

That the Gospel not only shows a good knowledge of Palestinjap
localities but also a thoroughly Jewish stamp in thought and €Xpression, i
one of the truths rightly emphasised by conservative theology, which
critical theology is already, though reluctantly, making up its mind to
admit: the Hellenism of the Fourth Gospel, together with its unity, belongs
to those only too frequent preconceived opinions, on the critical side 100,
which are all the more obstinately maintained the more unfounded they
are.!

The conservative view was expressed in a great variety of forms.
Much attention was drawn to the existence of another John, called
by the early Christian writer Papias (¢. 130) John the Presbyter, and
referred to by him as a disciple of the Lord. If it is found impossible
to regard John the Apostle as the actual author of the Gospel, may
not the gap be filled by this other John, of whom we know so little,
but who seems to have lived in Ephesus, the place at which it is
more than likely that the Fourth Gospel was actually written?
Just at the end of the century another and rather sudden reaction
takes place. Sanday? lists six scholars who in the few years before
1904 had written on the Fourth Gospel—TJilicher, Schmiedel,
Wrede, Wernle, Jean Réville, and A. Loisy. There are, of course,
differences between these writers; but in the main they take up the
same position—and this Dr. Sanday, as the heading of this section
of his studies, qualifies as Uncompromising Rejection. The Fourth
Gospel is not to be taken as history; any connexion with an Apostle
is a mere myth; in one form or another the Gospel is t0 b¢
understood as an attempt to translate the message of the Gospel
1'W. Sanday, op. cit., pp. 15-16, quoting E. ven Dobschiz, Probleme ¢S

dpostolischen. Zeitalters 11904), pp. 92 ff.
2 Op. cit., p. 25.
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into the termns of Greek philosophy, in that attenuated form in
which it survived in the decaying world of Greece and Rome

Sanday has some rather hard things to say about the metﬁods
pursued by the scholars of that generation:

When I read an argument by Professor Schiirer, and try to reply to it, [
am conscious that we are arguning [so to speak| in the same plane. . . . B;n
when I pass over to the younger theologians, I no longer feel that this is so
we seem to be arguing not in the same, but in different planes. There i;
" a far-reaching proposition not merely far back but near the front of
their minds. . . . I take it that on this point their minds are made up before
they put pen to paper. They all start with the ‘reduced’ conception of
Christianity current in s0 many quarters, that is akin to the ancient
Ebionism or Arianism. But so far as they do this their verdict as to the
Fourth Gospel is determined for them beforehand. . . . If a writer starts with
a conception of Christianity that is ‘semi-Ebionite’ or ‘semi-Arian’, he is
bound at all costs to rule out the Fourth Gospel, not only as a dogmatic
authority, but as a record of historical fact.!

- We cannot but ask what set in motion this violent reaction
against a reaction. No doubt Dr, Sanday is right in recognizing an
element of dogmatic prejudice in the work of these six writers.
Another factor must, I think, be taken into account. The last
decade of the nineteenth century saw the rise of that religio-
historical method of interpretation of which as we saw Professor
Pfleiderer was the first great apostle,2 and which saw the origins
of Christianity and the rise of the New Testament as phenomena
in the religious history of an age, to be interpreted exactly like any
other phenomenon. It was taken as proved that Paul had been
deeply influenced by the syncretistic Hellenistic religion of his
times; the writer of the Fourth Gospel camried further the
theological thought of Paul, and liberated it yet more completely
from any connexion with the historical events of the life and death
of Jesus of Nazareth. In him, consequently, the Hellenistic tinge is

1 Qp. cit., p. 29. .
2 Pf]ljeigterérpin Das Urchristentum (2nd ed., 1902} described the Fourth Gospel as

) religious and dogmatic ideas’; he placed the original Gospel
3?)3?:1 tsl?ea r;;tr allégg,i?eoafppengdix {c. 21] and the First Epistle about 150. The discovery
of the precious papyrus fragment referred to above and dated by the experts not later
than A.D. 130, shows that the dates suggested by Pfleiderer are much too late. Dr.
Sanday says rather unkindly of Pfleiderer: ‘1 have long thought that thls:’attra_(;?we

. ng and instructive as a historian of thought, is a *‘negligible

writer, though interesti d )
%anti,ty” in the field of criticism proper’ jop- cit., p. 26}.
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deeper even than in Paul. We have here one stage in that acute
Hellenization of the Gospel, of which the Gnosticism of the
second century is another manifestation,’ and the dogmatic
definitions of the early Councils a third.

Forty years ago the religio-historical school had great influence.
Its findings were very widely accepted. It was taken for granteq
that its solution of the problem of the Fourth Gospel was the Tight
one, and that only a purblind conservatism could hold on to any
idea of apostolic influence on its composition, or look in its pages
for anything like historical evidence.

One reaction leads to another, In the year 1923 or 1924, Dr,
Israel Abrahams, Reader in Rabbinics in the University of
Cambridge and an orthodox Jew, startled the learned world by
remarking in a paper read to the Theological Society that "o us
Jews the Fourth Gospel is the most Jewish of the four'2 1f 4
learned Jew makes a remark of this kind, it is impossible for a
Christian to say that he does not know what he is talking about.
It is probable that not every Jew would agree with Israel Abrahams,
but he was a man of great Rabbinic learning, who had at the same
time a close acquaintance with the Christian Scriptures. To say
that there were certain Jewish elements in the Fourth Gospel
which had been overlooked would not have been particularly
startling; to maintain that this, even more than the Gospel of
Matthew, was the Jewish Gospel seemed to run counter to
everything that the scholars had been saying for a generation.
Clearly it was necessary to reconsider a great deal that had been for
a long time taken for granted.

Naturally, the Jewish element in the Fourth Gospel had never
been entirely forgotten;3 and all the time scholars were at work
who were vigorously opposed to the idea that this Gospel
represents the Hellenization of the Gospel message. In our studies
we have had to devote the greater part of our attention to the more
radical schools of New Testament interpretation, and this may

! This estimate of Gnosticism would not be generally accepied today; it had wide
currency at the beginning of the century.

1 lbcannot find the quotation in the published works of Dr. Abzahams;  am not
certain whether the paper in which it occurred was ever published.

3 It 1s one of the weaknesses of Professor Bultmann's outstanding com

the Fourth Gospel that so little attention is paid to the Old Testament an
background,

mentary ‘fﬂ
d Semitic
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have given a false impression. There has always been a con-
servative tradition in Germany; but the word ‘conservative’ has
come to have a slightly contemptuous flavour, for reasons that
were earlier indicated; and the value of the contribution made by
these men has not always been fully recognized.

One great scholar who stood in this conservative tradition was
Adolf Schlatter (1852~1938), who, unlike many New Testament
scholars, had a deep knowledge of the Semitic background of the
New Testament and of both classical and Rabbinic Hebrew. Just at
the time at which the Hellenizing interpretation of the Fourth
Gospel was gaining in strength, Schlatter produced, in 1904, a
book called Die Sprache und Heimat des vierten Evangelisten,
‘The Language and Home of the Fourth Evangelist’, in which he
showed, point by point, that a great many phrases and expressions
in the Gospel which were commonly regarded as ‘Hellenistic’
could be paralleled from the Rabbinic writings, and argued strongly
that the Palestinian strain in the Gospel could not be accounted
for, unless the writer was a Jew who had lived in Palestine and was
familiar in detail with its life.!

Twenty years after the appearance of Schlatter's work, but in
ignorance of it until he had almost completed his own writing,
Professor C. F. Burney of Oxford, an Old Testament scholar, took
up the same theme and carried it further in a work entitled The
Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel (1922).2 Dr. Burney 'had
been impressed (as every Hebrew scholar must be impressed) with
the Semitic character of its diction, and . . . had realized that this
was a subject of research fundamental to the problem of authorship
which called for closer and more expert attention than it had
hitherto received; and he had been amazed at the lightness with
which it was dismissed or altogether ignored by New Testament
scholars who confidently asserted the Hellenistic character of the
Gospel’ .3

Where Burney went further than even Schlatter was in his belief,

1 Schlatter wrote two further works on the Gospel—Das Evangelium rach
Johannes {4th ed., 1928} and Der Evangelist Johannes {1930]. Hoskyns always
mentioned Schlatter as one of the scholars from whom he himself had learned most

about the Gospel; in the Index to his great commentary, after the list of Schlatter’s

works appears the word passint.

2 See a valuable note by Burney (op. cit., pp. 2-3) on the previous history of this
view, and a warm appreciation of the work of Schiatter.

3 Op. cit., pp. I-2.
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not merely that there was a Semitic element in the thought gy, q
style of the Fourth Gospel, but that the book itself was originally
written in Aramaic:

Thus it was that the writer turned seriously to tackle the question of the
original language of the Fourth Gospel; and quickly convincing himself
that the theory of an original Aramaic document was no chimera, byt a fact
which was capable of the fullest verification, set himself to coliect apg
classify the evidence in a form which he trusts may justify the
reasonableness of his opinion not merely to other Aramaic scholars but 14
all New Testament scholars who will take the pains to follow out hig

arguments. !

Burney’s thesis is worked out in great detail, and with such 4
wealth of illustration from Rabbinic, Aramaic, and Syriac sources
that it is impossible for one who is not an accomplished Semitic
scholar fully to appreciate or criticize it. It can be stated with
confidence that very few scholars competent to form a judgement
have accepted Dr. Burney's view in its entirety; nevertheless, his
book did good service in that it made it difficult for any subsequent
commentator to evade a problem which is a real problem and must
be faced. :

With the careful study of the language of the Gospel has come
also a renewed interest in the question of the acquaintance of the
writer with Palestine and with Palestinian custom. Here
archaeological discovery has added some points of interest to what
‘was already known. In chapter 5, the healing of 2 paralysed man
is described as having taken place at the pool of Bethesda, 'which
has five porticoes’. Excavation in Jerusalem has brought to light 2
pool which has five porticoes, and an accumulation of detailed and
interesting evidence has led highly competent archaeologists to
conclude that this probably was the Bethesda to which the Fourth
Gospel alludes.? In earlier years we were told with confidence‘by
one group of expositors that the five porticoes stood for the five
books of the law, and that the thirty-eight years of the iliness of the
paralysed man represented the thirty-eight years of the wandering

1 Op. cit, p. 3.

2 Professor ]. Jeremias has been kind enough to give me a copy of his valu
detailed survey of the evidence for the identification of this pool with the Be
of the Gospel, Die Wiederentdeckung von Bethesda {1949).

able and
thesda
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of the children of Israel in the wilderness, although the Old
Testament almost invariably speaks of the forty years of
wandering. The writer of the Fourth Gospel is so subtle in his use
of language, and numbers play so large a part in the strucrure of his
Gospel,! that we cannot regard it as impossible that he saw in
these numbers exactly the significance that has been found in them
by the commentators. It is, however, at least interesting that at the
basis of his story there appears to lie the actual physical fact that
there were five porticoes, no more and no less, at this particular
pool.

It is only a short step from such geographical and archaeological
details to the question whether the Fourth Gospel represents
a separate and independent historical tradition, of which account
has to be taken, as we try to understand the life and times of
Jesus. For those who take the view that the writer of the Fourth
Gospel is simply a theological allegorizer this question can
hardly arise; and, in fact, for a considerable period'the question was
hardly raised. It had come to be generally taken for granted that the
writer of the Fourth Gospel was acquainted with the Synoptic
Gospels, more or less as we have them today; and that, where they
differ, the Synoptic tradition is always to be preferred. As we have
seen, up till the time of Strauss and Baur, John had been regarded
~as the authoritative Gospel, into the framework of which the
others must somehow be fitted; now the wheel had come full
circle, and it was generally taken for granted that, though the
Fourth Gospel is of supreme importance as showing us what a
number of Christians believed about Jesus in the second century,
it has no value at all, if judged by the standards of strictly historical
evidence.

A little breach was made in this almost solid wall of opinion by
a small and unobtrusive work, the importance of which is in
inverse proportion to its size. In 1938 Mr. P. Gardner-Smith
published a book, under the title Saint John and the Synoptic
Gospels, in which he carefully reviewed the evidence and came to
the conclusion that the use of the Synoptic Gospels by St. John
must in every case be regarded as doubtful. Naturally there are

1 Almost cveryone is familiar with the sevenfold ‘I am’ of the Gospel, but there are
in fact a great many other sevens lying not far below the surface, and these can bhe
detected by any careful student.
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certain traditions which are commeon to all the Gospels, and
certain episodes, such as the feeding of the five thousand, which
occur in them all. But it is much more probable that in each case
john is working on an independent and unwritten tradition than
that he is modifying for his own purpose a narrative which is
already before him in written form. It cannot be said that ¢h
question is closed. In a book which appeared just before the fyg
writing of the present work, the revised edition of Peake’s
Commentary on the Bible {1962), the learned commentator on the
Fourth Gospel, Professor C. K. Barrett, can write: 'A strong case
can be made for his having known Mk., a fairly strong case for hjs
knowledge of Lk.’! This is a good deal further than I would be
prepared to go myself; I am not convinced that the arguments
adduced by Mr. Gardner-Smith have ever been effectively
.answered.

One of the first scholars, as far as I am aware, to raise in modery
times the question of the independent historical value of the
Fourth Gospel was Dr. Barrett's predecessor as commentator on St.
John in the first edition of Peake's Commentary on the Bible, the
quiet Cambridge scholar Alan England Brooke, who gave much of
his life to work on the great Cambridge edition of the Septuagint,
and whose published works are far less than a due memorial to a
singularly acute, patient, and devout mind. At two points the
chronology of the Fourth Gospel differs markedly from that of the
other three. First, the cleansing of the temple is placed at the
beginning of the ministry and not at the end. Harmonizers are
driven to the unlikely expedient of supposing that there were two
occasions on which Jesus cleansed the temple. But unless we are
firmly convinced on other grounds that Jesus visited Jerusalem
only once—in the last week of his life—is it not possible to think
that at this point the Johannine chronology is right? If this was so,
we find a ready explanation for the early development of hostility
to Jesus, which comes in rather perplexingly in the Marcan
scheme. In the second place, according to the Fourth Gospel the
death of Jesus took place on the day of the Preparation, the d‘*_Y
before the Passover, and not on the Feast Day itself. One view 18
that the writer of this Gospel has changed the chronolosy

“;780113. cit, p. 844; see now the 2nd ed. of Barrett's massive Commentary o0 John
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deliberately, so that we are presented with the Lamb of God dying
on the Cross just at the moment at which the lambs for the
Passover were being killed in the Temple. But Brooke raised the
question, and in this he is in the company of many other scholars
whether it is not possible to think that here the Fourth Gospel ‘1;
following an independent, and actually better, tradition than that
which is represented by the Synoptic chronology.!

It may be taken as certain that this question of the historical
value of the Fourth Gospel will be the subject of extensive research
in the future.? Already there is visible a tendency to think that, in
view of its Palestinian connexions, the Fourth Gospel may be a
good deal earlier than we had been led to suppose. But, after all,
this Gospel is a theological Gospel; the really important questions
regarding it relate to the nature of that theology and to its sources.
Why does the author of this mysterious book think in the way that
he does think? And where did he learn to think in this way?

As part of the reaction against the purely Hellenistic explanation
of his sources, there has been a tendency in recent years to look
again at the use of the Old Testament by the writer of this
Gospel.? T have myself long been convinced that the central clue
to the understanding of the Fourth Gospel is to be found in the Old
Testament and nowhere else, and that much careful work on the
use of the Old Testament in the Fourth Gospel still remains to be
done.

In the very first verse and in his opening words, ‘In the
beginning’, which are the same as the opening words of the Book
of Genesis, the author seems to tell us that his prologue is going
to be an inspired commentary on the first verses of the Bible. He
introduces the Logos, ‘the Word’. The term has already had a leng
history in the Greek-speaking world; it speaks not merely of
utterance, but of reason and the proportion by which all things are
held together. But at once the writer jumps to something that was
entirely unknown in the world of Greek thought, the idea of

1 On this vexed question reference may now be made to R. T. Beckwith, ‘The
Significance of the Calendar for Interpreting Essene Chronology and Eschatology',
Révue de Qumran, 38 {1980}, pp. 167-202. _

2 In this connection one cannot but refer to the work of Gardner-Smith's famous
pupil john A. T. Robinson, which will be discussed in the concluding chapter.

2 See, for instance, a highly significant article by Dr. C. K. Barrett in the j’_oumal
of Theological Studies {1947-8|, pp. 155-69, entitled *The Old Testament in the

Fourth Gospel'.
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creation: 'All things were made through him, and without him wag
not anything made that was made’ {1. 3). The reader familiar with
the Old Testament can hardly fail to recall the words of Psaim, 33
6: 'By the word of the LORD were the heavens made, and )] theiL
host by the breath of his mouth.” A little later the writer introdycesg
us to one of the main themes of his Gospel—the contrast between
the light and the darkness: '‘The light shines in the darkness, ang
the darkness has not overcome it’ {1. 5). It is true that this contragt
was emphasized in many forms of Hellenistic religion; but once
again we are moving in the world of Genesis: ‘And darkness was
upon the face of the deep . . . and God said, “‘Let there be light”,
and there was light’ (Gen. 1. 2, 3. 'The deep’ is the old Tiamat of
the Babylonians, the principle of chaos and opposition to the world
of the gods, here demythologized, but shown as the sphere of
darkness, exactly as that word is used in the Fourth Gospel.!

As we have seen, one of the main activities of the early Church
was hunting down prophecies, types, and analogies in the Old
Testament for the illumination of the mystery of the Christ. In the
Fourth Gospel we find some of the familiar references. But the
remarkable thing is that so few of the quotations or allusions in the
Fourth Gospel belong to what appears to have been the common
stock of early Christian Testimonia. An excellent starting-point for
study of the use of the Old Testament in the Fourth Gospel is the
extraordinary midrash in chapter 10. 34 on the phrase of Psalm 82.
6: ‘I said, You are gods.’ The meaning of the phrase in Psalm 82 is
far from certain; the application made of it in this passage of the
Gospel is what we should be inclined to call at least far-fetched.
Most of the commentators pay little attention to it.> Hoskyns
discusses it at some length and ends with a comment perhaps not
very much more lucid than the original midrash:

The Evangelist has so phrased the contrast that the readers of the gospel
recognise the distinction between those unto whom the word of God cameé
and the Son of God, sanctified and sent into the world, a delicate reference
to the Prologue, according to which Jesus is Himself the Word becomé
Flesh (1. 1, 14}. The author is satisfied with this delicate suggestom

! Naturally the writer, using Greek, is aware of the subtle changes that will t‘_'lfz
place in the meaning of the words he employs, as they move out from the S::m;:l[
world inta the Hellenistic world with its very different use of terms. The poiat is (03

it is from a Semitic world that these words move out to start their new fie. 29 if
2 There is a useful article by ]. A. Emerton in J.T.$., N.S., vol. xi (1960}, pP- wE
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because, whereas Jesus as the Son of God is completely justified in the
earlier tradition, Jesus as the incarnate Word, though rightly included in
the preface to a narrative of His Ministry, cannot, without hopeless
anachronism, be included in the record itself.!

We are left asking the question, what kind of a mind it was that
so reflected on an apparently insignificant phrase in the ancient
Scriptures, and found it full of theological significance.? Is it not
clear that the nearest parallel to this is in the Epistle to the
Hebrews, where we find the same sensitive and imaginative
attitude to the earlier writings?

Again, it has long been recognized that one of the many elements
which have come together in the Prologue to the Gospel is late
Jewish speculation on the Wisdom of God, which has its origin
ultimately in certain passages of the Book of Proverbs. But we have
to ask ourselves what kind of 4 mind it was in which this transition
from Wisdom to Word has taken place, in which this quiet
substitution of Word for Wisdom has been made. Hoskyns has
stated the problem for us, this time with perfect lucidity: 'How is
it that the wealth of imagery descriptive of the glory of Wisdom has
been transferred to honour the Word? And, what has brought about
the reference to the Word as a clearly defined person, rather than
as a circumlocution for God, or as a poetic personification of an
abstract idea??

In one case we have had direct quotation; in the other, indirect
but fairly obvious allusion. But I believe that at a great many other
points—and this is characteristic of the extraordinary subtlety of
thought that the writer veils under the simplicity of his
language—there are allusions and hints of allusions to the Old
Testament, and that until these are fully worked out and classified,
much will be lacking to our understanding of the Gospel. The
writer is writing in Greek, and for readers whose natural language
is Greek; but presumably his readers are familiar with the Old
Testament in Greek—otherwise his more obvious allusions would

1 The Fourth Gospel {1nd ed., 1947}, p. 392.

2 It is, of course, possible that the mind in question was that of Jesus himself: it
is more likely, however, that this passage belongs to the interpretative elements
introduced by the writer of the Gospel.

3 Qp. cit., p. 156, See further R. E. Brown, The Gospel According to John, vol. i
{1966), pp. cxxii~cxxv, and R. Schnackenburg, The Gospel According to St. John,
vol. i {English trans., 1968}, pp. 22932,
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have been quite unintelligible to them. T am convinced that
the more carefully the Gospel is studied, the clearer it become
that the Hellenistic elements belong to a secondary phase of
interpretation, and that the deepest elements in the thought
the bony structure on which the whole Gospel is constructed’
are derived from the Old Testament, reinterpreted under thé
influence of an overwhelming sense of the presence of God in Jesus
Christ.

This is a matter on which there is as yet no agreement among
scholars.

The veteran American scholar Dr. F. C. Grantrejected the Qumran
hypothesis to which we have devoted some pages, and declared
himself as firmly convinced as ever that this is the Gospel of the
Hellenists, that the writer himself is a Hellenist who has rethought
and reinterpreted the Gospel in order to make it intelligible to the
Greek-speaking world.!

Dr. C. H. Dodd, in his great book The Interpretation of the Pourth
Gospel, does recognize frankly both the influence of the Old
Testament and the apparent acquaintance of the author with the
Judaism of Palestine in the first century A.D. But he does also
attribute great weight to the Hellenistic environment, and
particularly to that peculiar collection of documents known as the
Hermetic writings.

Richard Reitzenstein had drawn attention to the importance of
these writings, and especially among them to that section which
bears the name Poimandres.? Dodd himself carried the study a great
deal further in the second section of his book The Bible and the
Greeks (1935), in which he made a most careful examination of this
work, and of its relations to the New Testament and to the
Hellenistic world by which it was surrounded. He reached the
conclusion that Poimandres probably dates from the first quarter of
the second century AD., and thinks that a date in the first century
is not impossible. He summarizes the parallels between the thought
of Poimandres and that of the Fourth Gospel in the following terms:

! The Gospels: their Origin and their Growth (1959); Roman Hellenism and the New
Testament {1962). Dr. Grant assigns the Gospel to a surprisingly late date, perhaps
AD. 120. I regard any date after the end of the first century as quite untenable:

2 In a book bearing the name Poimandres, published in 1904,
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In particular, it has several points of contact with the Fourch Gospel, the
date of which may be taken to be not very far from a.p. 100. Such points
of contact are the conception of the divine as life and light, of the creative
Logos, of the heavenly Man who descends and ascends again, of imnmortal
life as a return to the Father, and of knowledge of God as the condition of
attaining immortality. These points of contact, however, are not such as
to suggest a literary dependence of John upon Poimandres, or vice versa.

This is extremely interesting. It indicates the existence, in the
non-Christian world of the first century, of groups of thoughtful
people who were familiar with some of the ideas which meet us in
the Fourth Gospel and also in second-century Gnosticism. QOur
difficulty is that we have no means of identifying these circles, or
of estimating how extensive and influential they may have been.
It is largely chance that bas determined which of the writings of
the ancient world have come down to us, and which have
irrevocably perished in the destructions of the Dark Ages. The
group for which ‘Hermes' or ‘Poimandres’ wrote may have been
very small; in any case these writings can do no more than serve
as an illustration of the kind of thing that was current in that
largely unknown world; no one, I think, would suggest that they
were in any sense directly or indirectly a source of the thought or
teaching of the Fourth Gospel.

At one point, however, the judgement of Dr. Dodd on these
writings is of the most immediate relevance to the direction in
which our chapter is moving. Poimandres is a writing of the
Hellenistic world. Yet it is quite clear that the influence of the Old
Testament upon it has been considerable:

It has been customary of late to emphasize the influence of Gentile
thought upon Judaism, and that influence was unquestionably enormous.
But it would not be safe to assume that where Hellenistic Judaism shows
parallels with non-Jewish thought, the debt lies always and wholly upon
one side. The Poimandres shows that it was possible for a thinker who
remained quite outside Judaism to become steeped in ideas which go back
by direct lineage to the Pentateuch and the Hebrew prophets. It was not
wholly by its own native impulse that paganism moved towards ethical
monoctheism, and the spiritwal worship of God.!

V' The Bible and the Greeks, p. 247.
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We speak of Jews and Greeks as though they stood at the very
antipodes of human thought and experience; of Judaism gapg
Hellenism as though they were mutually exclusive entities
Prejudice inclines us to think that what is Judaic is genuinely
Christian, and that what is Hellenistic is in some way a perversiop
or distortion of it. But can this distinction be so rigidly maintaineq
if we look realistically at the state of thought and religion in thé
period of the rise of the New Testament!

That there is a radical difference between classical Greek
thought and the world of Old Testament religion no one is likely
to wish to deny. One of the best delineations of the difference
comes to us from one of the greatest intellects of this century,
William Ralph Inge (1860-1954}:

The difference is indeed striking between the narrow and fierce absorption
of the Jew in the fortunes of his nation, his indifference to all but concrete,
tangible, marks of divine favour, his intense will-power and defective
aesthetic sensibility, and (on the other side| the genial open-minded
mentality of the Greek, full of curiosity and enjoyment of nature, an artist
to his finger-tips . . . whose religion was a practical and symbolical
mythology; who lived in a present which he loved to enjoy, and ardently
desired to understand; who, like a child, craved only to see all that is to be
seen of this wonderful world and the spiritual mysteries which may lie
behind it; whose intellect was so much more developed than his will, that
he sincerely believed that to see the truth was to possess it, vice being only
ignorance, and virtue knowledge; and whose sense of the finer values of life
was 50 keen that he frankly despised unnecessary apparatus, and lived
a hardier and healthijer life than any civilised race has lived before or
sice. . ., .

So, ‘Thy sons, O Zion’ stood confronted with ‘thy sons, O Greece'. Two
racial types utterly unlike each other; two histories equally dissimilar; two
philosophies of life, and two religions, were now to unite in begetting that
strangest product of time, Catholic Christianity. How was it possible that
fire and water could thus coalesce?!

To this sharp and clear differentiation berween the two races Dr.
Inge admits two important qualifications.

| F.J. Foakes-Jackson (ed.), The Parting of the Roads {1912]. Introductory Essay b7
;Vlll;,'z Inge, pp. 8, 10. Did the reader immediately recognize the allusion to Zechaniad:



SALVATION IS OF THE JEWS 349

In the first place ‘there were (speaking broadly| no Greeks left in
the time of Christ. The race was all but extinct, or swamped in the
mongrel hordes with which the Roman Empire was hlling its
Eastern provinces.’ Hellenistic thought is a wonderful and exciting
thing; but from the beginning it was cosmopolitan, subject to all
kinds of Oriental influences, The hard, clear lines of Athenian
thought no longer anywhere existed. As we have seen, much the
same can be said of Judaism; barriers were down, and influences of
many kinds had flowed into it.

Dr. Inge's second qualification is even more important. We err
if we try to explain the Gospel in terms either of Judaism or
Hellenism:

The deepest and truest explanation is surely this, that the Divine
Founder of Christianity was above the antithesis. His character and view
of life were unlike those of the tvpical Jew; but we can hardly call them
Hellenic. . . . It is idle to pretend that this Teacher, and this teaching, can
be explained within the lines of Jewish pietism. Christ burst these
cramping fetters at every movement. [t was a new faith which he brought,
a new view of time and eternity. Judaism could no more imprison the soul
of this revelation than the tomb at Jerusalem could retain the body of its
Founder. The universality of Christianity is based upon, and explained by,
the universality of Christ.!

This warning of Dr. Inge is one to which we do well to pay
attention. New Testament research in recent years has developed
in so many directions that it has become increasingly difficult to
see the wood for the trees. The material of the New Testament has
been analysed into so many streams, tendencies, influences that it
has become almost impossible to see the unity which holds it all
together. Yet the principle of unity is there, in the towering
originality and spiritual force of Jesus of Nazareth, in whom all
these things had their origin. Perhaps in our detailed study we
come too near his feet and are not able to look up and see his face;
when we do look up, we find that we have to do with one who
refuses to be imprisoned in any of our categories—of language, of
race, or of time; and, when we have done our best with all our
scientific approaches, we fall far short of the reality which it has
been our aim to understand.

1 Op. cit., pp. 10-11.
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Dr. Inge’s first reservation, though his essay was written eight
years ago, is also of peculiar relevance to the present time, Sincz
the contrast between Greek and Hebrew thought is one of the
favourite fields in which the contemporary theologian roves. One
of the foundations of what is today commonly called “Biblicy
theology’ is a return, as it is supposed, from the analytic method
of Greek thought, which takes things to pieces, to the syntherjc
Hebrew method, in which things are seen as wholes. Greek tends
to be abstract, Hebrew to be concrete. Greek is interested iy
eternal relationships; the Hebrew mind sees the expression of
reality in history, and so on. It is widely believed that these
differences are reflected in the linguistic structures; and that by a
careful study of this structure we can reach certain theological
conclusions. Grammar and etymology are called in as aids to the
understanding of theological structure.,

One of the most influential writings in this field was the work
of the Norwegian scholar Thorleif Boman, Hebrew Thought
compared with Greek.! This is a careful and, at certain points,
enlightening piece of work. The title, however, does not indicate
exactly the nature of the contents of the book. Dr. Boman is
convinced that essential qualities of thought reflect themselves in
the structures of language, and his book is really a study of the
Semitic? and the Greek languages, as a clue to the basic structures
of thought that lie behind words and constructions. It is well
known that in Indo-European languages, especially in their ancient
forms, the verb is very highly developed, and that an extraordinary
intricacy of tense and mood (and aspect, if we include Russian)
makes possible a minute precision of expression. This is seen in its
most extensive development in Sanskrit; Attic Greek has retained
much of it, Latin much less; in English hardly anything of the old
structure is left, though we have arrived at a new flexibility by
developments of a very different order. The Semitic verb, by
contrast, is comparatively undeveloped, especially in the matter pf
tenses; the Indo-European method by which the exact relationship

1 English trans., 1960, from the German Das hebriiische Denken im Vergleich mit
dem griechischen {1954).

2 Or rather "Hebrew’. One of the criticisms made of Dr. Boman’s book by the
Semitic experts is that he bases his conclusions on too narrow a linguistic survey. 2%
that many of his conclusions would be modified by closer attention to the wide variety
of Semitic forms of speech which are now available for comparison.
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of events to one another in time can be shown is almost unknown.
In consequence, the period, with its accumulation of subordinate
clauses, so characteristic of Greek, is hardly known in Hebrew, in
which the almost monotonous sequence of principal clauses 'and

..and . . . and’ makes up the narrative. From undeniable facts
like these Dr. Boman draws rather extensive conclusions as to
the differing Greek and Hebrew concepts of space and time; and
then, further, to the dynamic character of the Hebrew tongue as
contrasted with the static character of the Greek.

Up to a certain point, these arguments are well worked out, and
the conclusions follow from the evidence presented. Obviously the
structure of a language corresponds to, and is in some way the
expression of, a certain structure of thought; this in its turn
represents a certain psychology, or outlook upon the world.
Anyone who has had anything to do with African languages knows
well that these languages are 'non-generalizing’; the Zulu language
has, I believe, forty-seven different words for 'to break’, but no
general word, since each particular word calls up a clear picture,
and the picture of breaking off a twig from a tree is quite different
from that of letting a pitcher drop and breaking it. In consequence
of this linguistic structure, the African finds it difficult to think in
general terms, and the African Christian tends to be more at home
with the particularized law of Moses than with the generalized law
of Christ. Or is it the other way about—that the African's vividly
pictorial and dramatic sense has imposed itself on his language,
and kept it vivid, concrete, and dramatic, but poor in general or
abstract terms? The student of languages who has had to deal with
several families of languages, and not only with the two that we
study in our schools and colleges—the Indo-European and the
Semitic—becomes very cautious indeed in the affirmations he
makes about general problems of linguistics.

At once such a student wishes to raise certain questions relating
to the thesis supported by Dr. Boman and widely accepted in
certain theological circles.

In what sense is it true that there is such a thing as Greek
thought? One who is accustomed to range through the whole of
Greek literature, from Homer to the Greek anthology, neatly two
thousand years of it, is perpetually amazed at the extraordinary
creative vitality of the Greek mind. To give a single example,
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although Aristotle was the pupil of Plato, the differences in Manne;
of thought and expression as between the two men are more
immediately evident than the similarities. This creative Vitality
reflects itself in the language. At school we are driven to write the
Attic dialect, and perhaps rightly, since Athens produced s great
a number and variety of incomparable writers. But no sooner have
we done so than we are set to read Homer and Herodotus and
Theocritus, and find ourselves wrestling in each case wih a
markedly different form of the language, to which corresponds ip
each case a notably different point of view. When we come dowp
to the koing, we encounter again another type of lanngag.gi
simplified for international purposes, and, in the New Testament
koiné, already deeply influenced by Semitic traditions ang
linguistic forms. What do we mean when we say 'Greek thought'?

Secondly, it cannot be assumed that accurate and exact
translation from one language-structure to another is impossible.
Very often the exact representation of a single word is difficult,
Who will find for us the exact English equivalent of the French
esprit or the German Weltanschauung? A large philosophical
treatise could be written on the fact that the German word for
‘fair’, in the sense of ‘fair-play’, is 'fair'! But differences of
grammatical construction are not in themselves hindrances to
communication. In Tamil there is no objective genitive. 'The love
of God' can mean only the love which God has or manifests
{though alas! under the influence of English the purity of the Tamil
language is being gravely endangered). If we wish to speak of the
love which we have for God, we have to spell it out—'the love
which loves God’. But when the Tamil Christian speaks in the
General Thanksgiving of ‘the hope which says ‘'we shall attain to
glory” *, 1 believe him to mean exactly and precisely what the
English Christian means when he speaks of ‘the hope of glory"
Over wide areas, perfect communication is possible, and difference
of linguistic structure does not necessarily imply any difference of
outlook or understanding of the world.

Some scholars, who are also philologists, had been for
considerable time anxious as to the tendencies of the so-calle
Biblical theology, and unconvinced by many of its verbal
pyrotechnics. In the year 1961 a large stone was thrown with gre#!
violence into the calm pool of Biblical studies; Professor James
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Barr, then of Edinburgh and now of Oxford, published a book
entitled The Semantics of Biblical Language. The book shows signs
of hasty composition, and it is certain that not all its contentions
will find general acceptance in the world of scholarship. But it is
an important book, since it challenges a great many commonly
accepted assumptions and raises the whole issue of the relation of
language to thought in the field of theological interpretation,!

Out of Professor Barr’s many contentions we may cite four as
having relevance to our immediate theme:

- 1. The philosophy of speech put forth by W. von Humboldt in
the middle of the nineteenth century can serve only as a delusive
guide. Von Humboldt wrote:

Their differences [i.e. of languages) can be regarded as that process of
striving through which the power of speech which is the common
possession of all men, favoured or hindered by the intellectual power that
resides in the peoples, comes to expression with greater or less success.
. . . In languages . . . nations as such are peculiarly and immediately
creative.?

Nations, languages as the striving of Spirit on the way to self-
expression, and so forth—these are imaginative and idealistic
- expressions, and have no connexion with the hard facts of
linguistic science. Only a small part of linguistic change can, in
fact, be traced to the peculiar point of view of any people.

2. Though the creative effect of the Christian experience on the
language of the New Testament was immense, it is vitally
important not to mix up grammar, lexicography, and theology. We
must not first arrive at a general concept of Biblical theology and
then use this as a criterion to determine the meaning of Biblical
words and structures of language.

I In the Scottish Journal of Theology for September 1962 Dr. T. Boman published
2 long and important and somewhat ill-ternpered review of Professor Barr’s book—not
unnaturally, since IDr. Boman is one of the chief obiects of Professor Barr's wrath!_To
indicate the radical difference between Greeks and Jews, Boman cites in his review
1 Corinthians 1. 22: 'For Jews demand signs and Greeks seek wisdom.” No one would
deny a diffcrence. But the papyri show us the intense passion with _whlch ‘the Greeks’
sought after signs, and z large part of the Old Testament, including the Apocrypha,
is made up of the Wisdom literature! The trained philolagist is always very hesitant
about making generalizations of this kind. ) .

? W, von Humboldt, Sprachphilosophische Werke {ed. Steinthal, Berlin, 1884},
pp. 193, 245, quoted by J. Bair, op. cit., p. 48.
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Barr quotes with great effect some sentences from a generally
excellent article by Professor B. M. Metzger on "The Language of
the New Testament':

With the advent of Christianity there was let loose in the worlg a
transforming energy which made itself felt in all domains, including that o
language. Old, worn-out expressions were rejuvenated and given new lustre.
In afew cases, when nothing adequate seemed to be available, new words ang
phrases were coined. Words expressing servility, ignominy and sin were
washed clean, elevated, and baptized with new meaning. Others, standing in
the bright light of the gospel, were revealed to be even more sombre and
wicked in their significance than had been previously realized.!

On this Professor Barr comments, not in my opinion unfairly;

I cannot regard this paragraph as other than a romanticization which
comes from a simple transfer to the sphere of linguistic change of the
soteriological effects which Christianity claims to have made in life in
general, . . . Its character as a linguistic allegory is clear from the
impossibility of clarity within linguistic method of such terms as the
‘cleansing’ or ‘rejuvenation’ of words. Especially striking is the picture of
words the full wickedness of whose meaning had not been known to
anyone before the Gospel came to reveal it.2

3. The etymology of a word, its origin, is not a safe guide to its
meaning, unless it is constantly checked by reference to its actual
usage. Etymology is a starting-point; it is not a controlling power.
As an example of the false use of etymology, Barr quotes a passage
from T. F. Torrance on the significance of the Hebrew word dabar,
‘word’, one of the commonest words in the Hebrew Bible:

This appears to derive from a Semitic root dbr meaning ‘backside’ or
‘hinterground’, which is apparent in the expression for the Holy of Holies
just mentioned, the debir, which was lodged at the very back of the
Tabernacle or Temple. This term dabar has a dual significance. On the on¢
hand it refers to the hinterground of meaning, the inner reality of the word,
but on the other hand, it refers to the dynamic event in which that inner
reality becomes manifest. Thus every event has its dabar or word, $0 that
he who understands the dabar of an event understands its real meaning.
-+ - All through Israel's history the Word enshrined in the form of d®barint
was hidden in the d?bir, but was again and again made manifest when God
made bare his mighty arm and showed his glory.?

} The Interpreter's Bible, vol. vii, p. 56.
2 Op. cit., p. 247.
3 T. F. Tomance, Royal Priesthood {19551, pp. 1 ff.
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As imaginative interpretation this will do; as accurate philology
it is less acceptable; not one single passage can be quoted from the
Old Testament to show that the Hebrews ever thought of the Holy

of Holies in the way suggested by Torrance. Barr comments again
quite frankly:

It should be said that the ‘hinterground of meaning' is a semantic
indication which is quite unreconcilable with any vse of the Hebrew dabar.
No lexicon recognizes a sense even remotely approaching this. . . . Not only
however is the 'hinterground’ suggestion impossible, but that of 'the
dynamic event in which that inner reality becomes manifest’ is also
exaggerated and far-fetched.!

4. Theological thinking is done primarily in the phrase and the
sentence, not in the word. The gravest dangers will result, if we
insist on attaching theological signihcance to words taken in
isolation. Words, as the linguistic analysts so potently remind us,
are not solid unchanging realities like marbles; woe betide us, if we
imagine that they are! -

Once again, Professor Barr illustrates his point by a gquotation
from Professor T. F. Torrance. Israel, we are told, ‘became lgos,
God's people’, but had a will or aspiration ‘to be ethnos, a nation
like other nations’; this aspiration meant ‘a refusal of Israel to be
laos' 2 Now in point of fact the Greek words ethnos, nation or
people, and laos, people in general, in their origins differ very little
in meaning. A striking illustration from the frst century a.D. is
the fact that Josephus in his History of the Jewish War regularly
uses ethnos of the people of the Jews, whereas in his Antiguities
he uses laos with almost equal regularity. Had Josephus undergone
some mysterious conversion between a.D. 77, when he completed
the Jewish War, and AD. 93, when he completed the Antiguities?
There is, unquestionably, a tendency in the New Testament to
distinguish between laos and ethné (the plural but not the
singular]. But this is due not to some intrinsic mystery in the
words themselves, but to the fact that laos is often found in
the phrase laos theou, the people of God, used both of Isracl and
of the Church; whereas ethnZ has come to be used as the Greek
equivalent of the Hebrew word goiim, which is often used in the

b Op. cit, p. 131. )
2 Conflict and Agreement in the Church, (195960}, vol. i, pp. 290 f£.
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Old Testament of the nations that know not God. But, just ¢,
make it quite clear that this meaning does not reside in the word
itself, in Psalm 106. 5 Israel is the gof of the Lord; in Isajah 24 2.
it is the righteous goi; and in Zephaniah 2. 9 God speaks of Igre]
as 'my goi’. Torrance's theology is quite correct; but the
philological basis which he believes himself to have found for it i
non-existent.

It follows from what has been said that Barr is highly critical of
certain aspects of the work that has been put into Kittel's immenge
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament,! and devotes 4
long section of his work to the criticism of it {pp. 206-72). Here is
his conclusion:

Far from it being the case, therefore, that TWNT is 'in many ways the
most valuable achievement in biblical studies of this century’, it is rather
true that progress can only begin to be made, even with the material
assembled by TWNT, through an awareness of the great and sweeping
linguistic misconceptions which have become more widespread through its
influence.?

These are hard words. I can only register my opinion that they
are in very large measure justified. Of the value of a great deal of
the material here for the first time assembled there can be no doubt
at all. Under each heading we are given a history of the word from
the earliest beginnings of the Greek language, comparison with
Jewish usage, notes on the evidence of the Old Testament, studies
in such nearly contemporary writers as Philo of Alexandria and
Josephus. Most of this is accurately and conveniently set forth.
Some of the articles are masterly in their grasp of what a
theological article ought to be. But, when all is said and done, the
anxiety remains. How far is the work really reliable, and how far
is it tendentious, written to support a general theological position
that has already been arrived at on other grounds?

Barr formulates the difficulty as follows:

Thus the articles in TWNT, while apparently organized under a Greek word
(like agapaB, or hamartia} have a tendency to be an essay on the biblical
conception of Love or Sin; and in difficult cases to leave it somewhat uncertainl
whether that whole conception can be taken to be indicated in a particuldr
passage by the word which is the subject of the article.?

1 See above, p. 91§, 2 Op. cit., p. 262. 3 Op. cit., p. 217-
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Barr quotes as an example the article on agathos, good, by Professor
Walter Grundmann. It is first laid down that Matthew 19 17, ‘one
thereis whoisgood’, and Hebrews 9. 11, 10. 1, ‘'the future good things’,
determine the meaning. The word 'good’ applies only to God himself
or to eschatological realities lying in the future. ‘There is nothing in
this world that strictly speaking deserves the predicate agathon and
noone who has the predicate agathos. . . . The natural existence of man
is excluded from the good, and cannot realize it for all its longing .’

No one reading this article would guess that, in point of fact, two
individuals are referred to in the New Testament as ‘good'—Joseph
of Arimathaea, 'a good and righteous man’ {Luke 23. 50}, and
Barnabas, who was ‘a good man, full of the Holy Spirit and of faith’
(Acts 11.24]). Only the first of these vitally important passages is even
alluded to [TDNT 1.15, n. 16}, and that in the section on Judaism.
It is true that they both occur in the writings of Luke, who is regarded
by some as dangerously 'Hellenizing’; but even so it does not do to
treat them simply as though they did not exist. And in the article on
agathGsuné, goodness, which according to Paul is one aspect of the
fruit of the Spirit (Galatians 5. 22|, no attempt whatever is made
to show exactly what the word means, and what its relation is to
the other excellent qualities of which Paul speaks.

So in the article on eirZng, peace, the general standpoint is that
‘peace is that eschatological salvation (or well-being} of the whole
man which has been introduced by Christ’. This being so, the most
important utterance of Jesus on the subject of peace, ‘Do not think
that I have come to bring peace on earth; [ have not come to bring
peace but a sword’ (Matthew 10. 34}, is misinterpreted in the
following terms: 'Yet this salvation is not identical with the
outward situation of man—it can in fact lead him into the
experience of bitter hostility." This takes seriously neither what
Jesus says nor the tremendous significance of what he means.!

As we have said, Professor Barr's work shows signs of having

I In another context Barr quotes a saying of Professor G. Kittel on the ‘New’ that
has come in with the Gospel: ‘This “new”’, however, is real, incarnate, personal. And
at this point we reach the ultimate stage of all lexicography and of all history of
religions. The history of the word ¢igivy comes to an end in Ephesians 2. 14: "HE
is out peace’” . . . He does not bring a new conception of the term "'peace’”; he isit.’
On this Barr comments very properly: “The ultimate Kittel is talking of here is purely
theological, and not lexicographical or historical’ [op. cit., p- 214 2. 1.
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been hastily written;! it is unlikely that all his contentiong will
be accepted by all New Testament scholars. What is already cleyy
is that he has set up a ferment which no serious New Testamen
scholar can disregard. A considerable number of what had come g
be regarded as established principles have been challenged. Recent
linguistic work has been shown to have been at many points
unscientific, and too much influenced by other than purely
linguistic considerations. It is likely that much that has been done
in recent years will be found to be in need of revision; and scholars
may in the future find it prudent to test more carefully the
foundations for any statements they may make as to the relations
between language and theological thought.

It may seem that this chapter has come down with a sudden
bump from the hills to the plains. We were considering the highest
flights of New Testament understanding and now we have come
back to words—to the details of linguistic theory, of grammar, and
of syntax—subjects that many readers will feel glad to have left
behind in their schooldays. But is this really a come-down? Is it not
simply a frank recognition of the nature of the revelation which is
there in the Bible? ‘We have this treasure in earthen vessels’, says
St. Paul of his own ministry; by analogy the same phrase can be
used of the Scriptures. If revelation comes to us as the Word of
God, it can come only through words; every word has its history,
it is related to other words, it stands somewhere in a complex
linguistic structure. Words, as we said, are not solid objects like
matbles; they are flexible, always changing their meanings and
their connotations, difiicult to seize in their integrity, always 2
little recalcitrant in the hands of the one who uses them. Try 2
we will we cannot get away from the wozrds, in themselves, and in
those subtle grammatical structures that build up sentences and
paragraphs and books. In theology no one renders us more valuable
service than the scholar who helps us to understand the words

L A later work on Biblical Words for Tine (1962) is more carefully written ar_iﬂ
more guarded in expression. Yet even here he writes (p. 161): ‘In so far as certal?
tl?eological positions . . . claim to stand upon, and to do best justice to, M e
biblical and linguistic scholarship, the discovery that these positions depend upor, o
tepd to produce, repeatedly and systematically faulty assessments of linguisti
evidence is finally and incontrovertibly fatal to these positions . . . Good SchOIQISh];E
and good theology alike require that when an interpretative method is [':.’und o
systematically faulty, no pains should be spared to make the necessary adjustment



SALVATION IS OF THE JEWS 359

better, who guides us Fhrough the subtleties of idiom, who heads
us off from the blind alleys of false etymology or false
interpretation of usage. For him the work may be tedious—ior
those who profit by his labours the results may be illuminating in
the extreme.

Up to the middle of the eighteenth century, an arid theory of
verbal inspiration made any scientific progress in Bibical studies
almost impossible. The text was treated as though it was divinely
inspired, and equally inspired in every particular; ordinary canons
of interpretation were forbidden, and it was held that Biblical
speech was a special kind of speech, which followed its own laws,
and could be interpreted only in accordance with those laws.
Today we move in a freer atmosphere; Biblical language is
recognized to be simply a part of that great movement of the
development of speech in which thought finds expression. We
draw in to our help all that can be derived from sources Greek,
Hebrew, and oriental, from the general study of language
everywhere, from the clearer understanding of the processes of
human thought which contemporary psychology has made
available to us. But all these things will not avail unless there
is present with them a certain quality of reverence—not the
reverence which tends towards idolatry of the text, towards a
pedantry which becomes lost in a jungle of grammatical formulae;
but that constructive reverence of Browning's Grammarian, or of
Bishop Westcott, convinced that no labour is superfluous or in vain
that is directed to the elucidation of so precious a thing as the New
Testament; and that out of the patient gathering together of little
fragments of the truth the glorious mosaic will at length emerge in
the centre of which, as in the great Byzantine mosaics, Christ will
sit as the Pantocrator, the Lord into whose hands all things have
been committed by the Father.



Chapter IX
HISTORY AND THEOLOGY

I

THE first edition of this book was scarcely off the press whep
there appeared a solid work, by an already distinguished American
scholar, in which one of the most ‘assured results’ of a century of
research was painstakingly dismantled, leaving [so it appeared)
scarcely one stone upon another. In his book, The Synoptic
Problem {1964), W. R. Farmer, of the Southern Methodist Uni-
versity in Texas, argued that Mark was the last of the three
synoptic Gospels to be written; that Matthew was the first, and
that the consensus of opinion in favour of Marcan priority had been
established as much by sophisticated theological power politics as
by the actual weight of the arguments adduced. This is the kind of
moment that makes scholarship exciting for some and frustrating
for others. We shall return to it presently.

It is also the kind of moment that indicates the grave danger of
treating anything as an ‘assured result’, and plays havoc with the
attempt to chart the present state of a discipline with anything
other than great caution.

Suitable caution was, of course, expressed in the first edition of
this book, in the listing of twelve ‘positive achievements’ of New
Testament studies since 1861. We must look at them again briefly.

1. It remains true that the liberty of the so-called scientihc and
critical approach has established itself almost beyond the
possibility of cavil. The learned societies that organize themselves
to study the New Testament include people from widely differing
religious and confessional backgrounds, all with very different
views of the Bible, its inspiration and authority. But there 18
widespread recognition of the propriety of that method of study of
the Bible which uses the very best historical and textual tools
available, from whatever source they come.

2. We have also been well served in the provision of texts of the
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Greek New Testament. There is still much debate about the
correct methods of textual criticism, and there may be palace
revolutions to come in this field; but at the moment nobody doubts
that the student who possesses either the United Bible Societies’
edition of 1975, or the 1979 edition of the Nestle-Aland Novum
Testamemntum Graece, has in his or her hands substantially what
the authors or editors wrote.!

3. The solid gains in the study of New Testament Greek have
been further consolidated. We are more aware than ever that this
language is part of the market-place Greek of the period and also
that it remains distinct largely because of its peculiar subject-
matter and intent. In their efforts to express Christian ideas, and
to do so in the light of the Greek Old Testament in particular, the
writers reformed the common language of their day in a manner
not unlike Luther's or Tyndale's reforming of the German or
English of the sixteenth century; that is to say, they gave the
vernacular language a new flexibility, life, and direction.?

4. The dating of the New Testament writings has been
approached with considerably more caution as scholarship has
come to terms with more serious historical study. Most of the
standard introductions would now date the great majority of the
books well within the first century. A startling thesis in this area
was put forward by John A. T. Robinson in his Redating the New
Testament {1976}, where he argued that all the books of the New
Testament, and the Didache for good measure, were written before
the destruction of the temple in a.D. 70. The reaction to this book
has been polite but largely unsympathetic [though relatively few
arguments have been put up to contest it in the ten years since it
appeared); but the fact that it could be written at all by a senior and
widely read scholar shows how much times have changed.?

| These two editions are identical in their text, with the former giving fewer
variant readings but more of the detailed evidence for those it does list, and the latter
somewhat less detailed evidence but considerably more variants, See above, p. 74 n. 2.

2 An exciting new venture in this held is the work in progress at Macquarie
University in Australia, aiming to produce a new ‘Moulton and Milligan’ {I. H.
Moulton and G. Milligan {eds.], The Vocabulury of the Greek Testament, Hlustrated
from the Papyri and other Non-Literary Sources [1930})). See furtherp. 148 n. 2, abqv?,

3 In a letter dated 11 April 1983, Stephen Neiil wrote of this book: ‘A great deal ofitis
just wrong; but he does have the knack of asking the right kind of question; he shows how

fatally inclined {some scholars] are toacceps dubious hypotheses as esta’blished factsjust
because one or two prominent theologians have loudly asserted them.
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5. It is still universally agreed that our picture of the earljest
Church must begin with the study of Paul, and in particular of
the letters generally agreed to be authentic: 1} Thessalonians,
Galatians, Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Philippians, and Phile-
mon. These writings, which almost certainly antedate the earliest
written Gospel, remain central for both the theology and the
history of the period.

6 and 7. Bishop Neill’s listing of established results contained at
this point the following two statements: that 'Mark is almost
certainly the earliest written Gospel’ and that 'it is almost certain
that Matthew and Luke both used Mark's Gospel . . . [and],
probably in written form, a collection of the ‘'Sayings of Jesus'’.’
This was commendably cautious: many scholars of 1962 would not
have inserted the repeated ‘almost’. We have just seen that this
consensus has, quite suddenly, looked decidedly shaky. Marcan
priority, and the very existence of 'Q’, have been challenged in the
last twenty-five years from a wide variety of standpoints. Although
it looks as if the traditional view may well have enough staying
power to hold out, it cannot be denied that the challenge of Farmer
and others has caused considerable fluttering in the dovecotes of
New Testament studies, and has forced many to stop in theix
tracks and think things through afresh—no bad thing in any
discipline. I recall Dr. Dennis Nineham saying, in a lecture in
Oxford in the early seventies, that he still held to Marcan priority
‘not because there are any really good arguments for it, but because
there do wot seem to be any better arguments for any other
position'.

Since then, a few supporters have rallied to the flag of the
received position, notably C. M. Tuckett and G. M. Styler. The
latter, after a careful discussion of several crucial passages,
concludes ‘that the possibility of a plurality of sources behind
the synoptic Gospels remains open; but that the dependence
of Matthew and Luke on Mark, or on a source which is often
indistinguishable from Mark, is proved beyond reasonable
doubt’.! The qualifying remarks are not unimportant: as J. A. T.
Robinson argued in the relevant chapter of Redating the New

1 C. M. Tuckett, The Revival of the Griesbach Hypothesis [1983); G. M. Styler,
“The Priority of Mark' in C. . D. Moule, The Birth of the New Testament (3rd ed.,
19821, pp. 285-316.



HISTORY AND THEOLOGY 363

Testament, it is not unlikely that the Gospels drew on several
overlapping sources as they grew side by side, with traditions
perhaps moving in both directions, over a period of years.! One
of the shrewdest comments on Source-criticism of the Gospels
is that of Professor Morna Hooker, now the Lady Margaret's
Professor at Cambridge. She pointed out that Streeter and the other
great Source-critics tended to imagine the evangelists in their own
image: 'the evangelists appeared, through their eyes, in the guise
of Oxford scholars, poring over their sources, meticulously piecing
together the evidence of various documents, and taking care to
record all the available material and to lose no scrap of evidence.*
Once question this picture, it may be suggested, and some of the
certainty disappears from the enterprise.?

8. No serious scholar now doubts that the materials in the
Gospels have been shaped by the needs of the early Church. To
that extent, Form-criticism has been vindicated. It has also been
extended by the newer discipline of Redaction-criticism, which
has, quite reasonably, argued that the Evangelists themselves had
theological purposes in editing and arranging the material as they
did. But many of the axioms of both disciplines have been severely
challenged, and some serious rethinking seems now to be required
at one or two points.3

9. Again, no one is likely to challenge the consensus that at the
heart of Jesus’ message there stood his proclamation of the
kingdom of God, which is to be understood against the background
of the Jewish apocalyptic writings and thought-forms. But what
this means in practice is still heavily debated, and forms a crucial
element in the ‘Third Quest’ which we will examine presently.

10 and 11. The variety within first-century Judaism, and its
importance for New Testament studies, on the one hand, and the
significance, on the other hand, of the pagan environment of early
Christianity {Bishop Neill's next two points), are of course
unchaliengeable. Work on the background to the New Testament
within these two spheres has continued apace. While attempts are

I Op. cit., pp. 86-117. . o

2 Mrt))ma Hggker, ‘In his own Image?" in Morna Hooket and Colin Hickling {eds.|,
What About the New Testament! Essays in Honour of Christopher Evans |1??_Sl_,

3 See, c.g., E. Giitigemans, Candid Questions Concerning Gospel For:m-Cnu.::.;m
{19791, G. N. Stanton, 'Form-Criticism Revisited’ in Hooker and Hickling, op. <it.,

pp. 13-27.
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still made to demonstrate the derivation of central Christian
concepts from this or that source {usually with the aim of either
buttressing them or discrediting them), it is increasingly being
realized that what we are faced with in the New Testament not
only reflects the Jewish-Hellenistic world of its origin but also
contains essential novelty, referred to by one of the most
distinguished current historians of ancient religion as ‘unparalleled
innovation’.! To this, again, we shall return.

12. Although the great majority of New Testament scholars still
hold the view that, as Bishop Neill said, the Fourth Gospel can
neither be treated in the same manner as the Synoptics, nor
artificially harmonized with them, an attempt to set this great
wheel turning in the opposite direction has recently been made by
John A. T. Robinson in his magnum opus, published after his
death, The Priority of John. This is the other large issue to which
we must turn our attention presently.

Despite the caveats and the sudden turns of fortune, this list still
represents considerable gain in the work of New Testament
research. It should also be borne in mind that on either side of such
work there stands an enormous multitude of other no less
important achievements. On the one hand, there are the
innumerable studies, many of them models of patient and honest
scholarship, which, though apparently buried in learned journals,
perform the very necessary task of clearing the ground for the
planting of new ideas. On the other hand, there are an equally
large number of more popular studies, which, whether as
commentaries, devotional literature, works of contemporary
application, or whatever, make the fruits of scholarship available
to the wider public. Many scholars fiind a healthy balance in
working now at one, now at another of these levels.

But there always remains the excitement and challenge of the
new idea. A quarter of a century ago, this book set out twelve fields
in which such new ideas, or at least further painstaking work, was
called for. Here the record is extremely uneven. Some areas have
remained apparently stagnant, others have burst into life, and new
stirrings have been felt in unexpected places as well. Here it is
harder to follow the numbered list, and preferable to deal first,

1 M. Hengel, The Son of God {English trans., 1976}, pp. 58 f.
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briefly, with those areas where little of great significance has
occurred, and then to give more concentrated attention to five
areas where signifhcant developments have been taking place.

It was suggested in the first edition that more work might be
undertaken in the application of thoroughly scientific speech-
theory to the study of the New Testament. It has to be said that,
despite some noble efforts in the areas of linguistics and semantics,
this area remains in comparative infancy, not least, no doubt,
because of its intrinsic difficulty.) The work done by the
structuralists, which relates to this at various points, has yet to
make a serious impact on mainline New Testament scholarship.

The same is true of the recent advances in the study of
Gnosticism {although some fine tuning has taken place in how
scholars talk about it, distinguishing between ‘Gnosis’ as a general
movement and ‘Gnosticism’ as a fully developed system}. Many
theories continue to be put forward as to the origins and contours
of Gnosticism, but we are no nearer to definite solutions. At the
same time, the idea of a full blown pre-Christian Gnostic redeemer
myth is not often put forward as an explanation for the origin of
central early Christian ideas or passages of the New Testament.
That there was some sort of 'Gnosis’ in the air in the first century
seems pretty certain (compare, for instance, 1 Cor. 8. 1 and 1 Tim.
6. 20 f.]. However, passages like Phil. 2. 5-11, which used to be
central pillars of the old theory, are not normally seen in this way
today. .

Likewise, the large areas of theological interpretation called for
in the first edition of this work have not shown noticeable signs of
coming of life. The connection between the Old and New
Testaments remains a matter of interest, but strictly on the
sidelines as far as the mainstream of New Testament scholarship
is concerned. When questions of this kind are raised, the tendency
is for them at once to be reinterpreted as questions about possi!nle
knowledge, on the part of the New Testament writers, of fewish
exegetical traditions such as those contained in the Targums, the

1 An exception to this rule is A. C. Thisetton, currently Principal of St. ]loﬂn's;
College, Durham. His book The Two Horizons {1980), backed up by a wealth o
supporting articles, is a hrst-rate study of philosophical hermeneutics in rel:laéion ;D
New Testament exegesis, focusing on four writers at least three of whom wd(;u man g
most ordinary New Testament scholars quail—Heidegger, Bultmann, Gadamer, a
Wittgenstein.
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Scrolls, and the general Rabbinic literature. This is, perhaps, a
function of the way in which most New Testament scholars, even
those with strong theological interests, see their primary task ag 5
historical one rather than as the creation of large syntheses.
Although there has been a spate of 'Theologies of the New
Testament’, they have, for the most part, adhered quite closely to
the exegesis and the theologies of the different writers, and the
exposition of central Christian themes as they appear in the
New Testament, rather than attempting large new theological
constructs.! If there is an exception to this rule in the area of the
interplay of Old and New Testaments, it will be found in the study
of the Old Testament Law as it appears in the New Testament—
and to that we must return shortly.

Similarly, there has, alas, been little progress in the areas of a
theology of history, or of New Testament ecclesiology. It is an
exciting idea, as was mooted in the first edition of this work, that
‘An understanding of history which is incompatible with a
Christian doctrine of revelation is bound to land the New
Testament scholar in grave perplexities; a true theological
understanding of history would not of itself solve any New
Testament problems, but it would, so to speak, hold the ring
within which a solution can be found.' But where are the scholars
sufficiently familiar with actual history-writing, sufficiently at
home in philosophy and the history of ideas, and sufficiently
committed to the study of the New Testament, to undertake the
task?? As for ecclesiology, New Testament scholars have tended
to accept the position outlined by E. Kisemann at the World
Conference for Faith and Order, in Montreal in 1963, that the New

1 See, e.g, the works of Conzelmann [English trans., 1969), Kimmel {English
trans., 1974), G. E. Ladd (1974, D. Guthrie {1981}, Goppelt {English trans., 2 vp}s‘,
1981-2|, and Stephen Neill, Jesus Through Many Eyes [1976). One of the few writers
to wrestle recently with the problems of 'New Testament Theology’ taken as a whole
is Robert Morgan: see his edition of Wrede and Schlatter, with a difficult but
significant Introduction, The Nature of New Testament Theology [1973).

2 One possible answer might be provided in Wolfhart Pannenberg, Professor of
Systematic Theology in Munich; see his Jesus—God and Man {English trans., 1968),
and his Basic Questions in Theology (English trans., 2 vols., 1970, 1971). Pannenberg
has had particular influence on the German New Testament scholar {and now Bishop|
Ulrich Wilckens, whose major commentary on Romans (3 vols., 1978 ff.) still awalts
transiation into English.
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Testament offers a variety of incompatible models of the Church !
But there may be signs of a way forward, if anyone cares to take
them up.?

Finally, we must note with regret that no major advances have
been made in respect of Ephesians, Colossians, and 1 Peter. The
storm that settled over the latter book in the 1950s, following the
commentaries of Selwyn and Beare, changed its character
somewhat with the suggestion that the book contained a paschal
liturgy, and it has recently been examined from a sociological
standpoint; but we are still a long way from anything like scholarly
consensus on these or any of the basic, if apparently undramatic,
issues such as authorship, date, and place of composition.? I
we were to speculate on the future in store for Ephesians and
Colossians in scholarship, we might suggest that they will only be
dealt with satisfactorily when Pauline theology as a whole gains a
new lease of life—which 1t just might do, as we shall see.*

So far, these are all areas where we continue to hope for some
advance, but where comparatively little seems to have happened in
the last twenty-five years. There are, however, five areas in which
real progress seems to have been made.

iI

The first is the feld of background history, particularly the
history of religions, in so far as it relates to the New Testament.
It is always tempting for the New Testament scholar or student,
faced with so many problems and questions within his or her own
immediate subject-matter, to shelve any attempt to discover more

1 E. Kasemann, ‘Unity and Multiplicity in the New Testament Doctrine of the
Church’, in New Testament Questions of Today [English trans., 1969), pp. 252-9;
compare also his essay ‘Paul and Early Catholicism’, ibid., pp. 236-51. .

2 See, for instance, a stirmulating litzle book by the German Roman Catholic
scholar, Gerhard Lohfink, Jesus and Community (English trans., 1982). Lohﬁnl;
begins with the remark that Jesus could not have founded a Church since there ha
long been ane—God's people, Israel [p. xi). Part of the pro!:le_m fam_ng a rgstat_elrjnell:t
of New Testament ecclesiology today is how to follow up insights like this with the

roper exegetical and theological sensitivity. )
’ 3pSee. E‘gGA Selwyn, The first Epistle of Saint Peter {1958); F. W. Beare, gffw’ ft”;f
Epistle of Peter {1947); F. L. Cross, I Petera Paschal Lnurgy‘|197l},-l_Il. H. f}llo\l 'D
Home for the Homeless {1981). Two useful recent commentaries are those of }. 3. &
Kelly {1969} and E. Best |1971).

4 In the meantime, see the shrewd an
Paul's Letters from Prison |1976).

d compact little commentary of G. B. Caird,
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about the world in which the early Christians lived. But recently
scholars have rediscovered the fact that not only the ideas
{philosophical, religious, or whatever) of the period, but also the
social, cultural, and political life as a whole, are of interest if we
are to study the New Testament 'in the round’. This new interest
seems to be part of that reaction against philosophical Idealism—
that preference for some sort of Realism—which is making its
presence felt in several areas of scholarly enterprise in the last
quarter of the twentieth century. Although this movement, just
like any other, is not without its risks—there is always, for
example, the danger that the discovery of a social or cultural
dimension to early Christianity will lead to a reductionist attempt
to ‘explain’ Christian life and theology in terms of that alone, just
as psychological ‘explanations’ come readily to hand in some
quarters—there is no doubt that the recognition that the early
Christians lived in the ordinary world of the Roman empire, and
can usefully be studied in that environment, is welcome and
timely.! One particular and potentially fruitful application of this
interest in the Graeco-Roman world is the study of ancient rhetoric
in relation to the New Testament. Astonishingly little attention
had been given to this subject since Rudolf Bultmann's dissertation
in 1910 {Der Stil der paulinischen Predigt und die kynisch-stoische
Diatribe|; we now have several new detailed studies, not least
those published in the Society of Biblical Literature’s Dissertation
Series, and at least one commentary which attempts to apply
classical rhetorical analysis to a Pauline letter.?

Within the wider field of history, the specific tasks of the historian
of religion have been taken up with renewed vigour. As recently as
the mid-1970s, a student wishing to become familiar with, say, the
Pseudepigrapha would have to search in all kinds of odd places,
relying on old editions and without much secondary literature to
keep a check on different ways of understanding the material

)} Amaong the plethora of recent publications in this area, mention must specigll)’
be made of a solid work by Professor Wayne A. Meeks of Yale University, The First
Urban Christians; The Social World of the Apostle Paul (1983). See also the work of
Professor Gerd Theissen of Heidelberg University, e.g., his The Social Sefting of
Pauling Christianity: Essays on Corinth (English trans., 1982).

t H.-D. Betz, Galations (1979). Examples of recent dissertations in this area af€ G.
Lyons, Pauline Autobiography (1985) and the brilliant work of Professor Ri_cha“d B.
Hays of Yale Divinity School, The Faith of Jesus Christ {1983|. Hays's ook is 3 8
example of structural analysis in the role, not of master, but of useful servant.
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Now, quite suddenly, al} that has changed. The republication of
texts, and of two massive series of volumes on the Jewish
background, is good news indeed.!

It is worth looking back at the conditions that created this happy
state of affairs before looking ahead to see what effect it is already
having, and may continue to have.

What we are witnessing, I think, is the other side of the coin that
has meant that serious study of Gnosticism has slowed down
appreciably, despite the new texts available. Within the study of
the history of religions there always tends to be a bias. However
much scholars declare their neutrality, there is always a sense that
proving some element of Christianity to be derived from, say,
Gnosticism or Qumran might have a hidden value-judgement
attached to it. Students who fail to realize this tend to get tired of
the endless arguments about ‘background’: but once the agenda is
revealed, the battle can be smelt, and its implications for wider
issues all too easily imagined. In scholarship, as in international
affairs, tighting often takes place on secondary battlefields, with
the superpowers taking an active interest in gpparently small-scale
tocal skirmishes. Here is Ferdinand Christian Baur, applauding the
new authenticity of that Pauline Christianity which 'had broken
free from the swaddling-bonds of the old Jewish faith'. Here,
however, is Bousset, chronicling, sadly, the fatal influx of
Hellenistic thought-forms into the pure early religion. Here, on the
other hand, is Bultmann, glorying in the fact that Paul turned
Christianity into a Hellenistic cult and so, good proto-Lutheran
that he was, weaned it away from the Law and all other things
Jewish. Here, however, is W. D. Davies, arguing {after the Second
World War, significantly) that all those elements of Paul which had
been seen as Hellenistic jand therefore, for many, a welcome
escape from judaism} could be equally well understood against a
Rabbinic background (and therefore, for many others, could be

V E. Schirer, revised and cdited by G. Vermes, F. Millar, and M. Black, Thg History
of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ |3 vols., 1973-87); Compemlira Rerum
fudaicarum ad Novum Testarnentum, a large project under the general e}iltorshi[? of
M. de Jonge and S. Safrai, which has already published its two-volume first se;twn,
S. Safrai and M. Stern {eds.), The Jewish People in the First Cemyry {19741 and two
volumes of its second section, M. E. Stone (ed.i, Jewish Writings of the Seco;:d
Temple Period [1988}, and S. Safrai {ed.) The Literature of the Sages (st patt, 19871,
Good up-to-date editipns and translations of the relevant non-canonical literature are

readily available: sec above, p. 211 n.
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thought of as ‘Hebrew’ and hence pure, rather than ‘Greek’ ang
therefore corrupt}.' It is this last movement of thought, associategq
in its earlier days with the so-called ‘Biblical Theology’ movemen
and with the powerful name of Karl Barth, that has held the feld,
not without difficulty at times, over the last thirty years.? Th]q
climate of thought—which surely has a good claim to reflect
historical reality, since whatever one thinks about the development
of Christianity there is no denying that it at least began as a Jewish
sect—has in turn created the conditions for that intensive study of
first-century Judaism which has characterized a good deal of New
Testament scholarship in recent decades. We now have as a resuli not
only readily available texts and tools for study, but also the beginnings
of some very serious, detailed, and critical history of the life, 1deas
struggles, and hopes of Jews in the time of Jesus.

The better such historical research is camed out, the more four
conclusions begin to emerge.

First, as we have already seen, the distinction between 'Judaism’
and ‘Hellenism’ has already become, to all intents and purposes,
anachronistic by the time we reach the first century of the
Christian era. Judaism, whether Palestinian or otherwise, is
already very much Hellenistic Judaism. This is not to deny that
many Jews objected to what they saw as the inroads of Hellenism
on their ancestral customs, just as they objected to the more literal
inroads of Hellenism [whether in Greek, Syrian, or Roman
battledress! on their native soil. But the tell-tale factor is that their
very resistance to the enemy was itself expressed in ‘Hellenistic’
language. The '‘War of the Sons of Light against the Sons of
Darkness’, the very title of the scroll which announces the final
Holy War of faithful Israel {represented by the Essenes) against the
pagan hordes, is itself evidence of comprehensive borrowing from
what used to be thought of as Hellenistic dualism.

Second, it has now become not only possible but necessary 1o
revise quite drastically the estimate of Judaism that has been
common throughout the modern period of study of the New
Testament. This revision is rightly taking two forms.

! For these, see above, pp. 24 [f., 175 ff., 265 ff., and W. D. Davies, Poul and
Rabbimic ludaism {4th ed., 1980); and see abnvc PP 348 fi.

! As witness the spicnd:d book Christian Origins (1985) by Christopher Rewland,

Dean of Jesus College, Cambridge, which gives about one-third of its space t0 2
delincation of Judaism in the period.
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To begin with, scholars have increasingly realized that the one
thing that can truly be said about first-century Judaism is that there
is no such thing as first-century Judaism. There is, rather, a great
variety of first-century Judaisms: not only Pharisees, Sadducees,
Essenes, and Zealots {although the latter, we now realize, only
really became organized as such in the period immediately before
the Jewish War of AD. 66-70}, but also the ‘am ha-aretz, the
people of the land, and the general body of the population who
were none of the above, but who were more or less rich or poor,
religious or only semi-observant, struggling to keep alive and to
hold on to some vestige at least of their ancestral religion and hope.
It is far harder to tie down most of the writings of the period to this
or that group than used to be thought (mention of resurrection does
not prove that a book was written by Pharisees, and its absence
must not be regarded as automatic evidence of Sadduceean
authorship}, and harder still to link up this or that group with part
or all of early Christianity.! Among the many questions raised by
this new awareness is the problem of what held the Jews together
at all. This may lead to a new awareness of the unifying factor of
Jewish faith: monotheism was not an abstract article of belief only,
but a national treasure to be guarded with one's life, and the
election of Israel to be the people of this one Creator God was the
basis, not just of ‘religious’ speculation, but of the hope that kept
people alive in the dark days of oppression, and of the devotion to
Torah that, in one form or another, characterized Israel as the
grateful people of a living God.

This leads us to the other area where the common estimate of
Judaism needs, and is receiving, radical revision. Even in the early
1970s, it was normal to hear in scholarly circles the claim that
first-century Judaism was a religion of legalism, of the attempt to
earn one's salvation or justification by good deeds. This, it was
believed, resulted in Judaism making people either proud or
fearful, according to whether such deeds were being properly
performed. Christianity thus shone like a jewel against a dark
cloth, as the new religion of grace, of the love of God, of_ f.ree
justification and unearned salvation. Proof for such a position

ho tells us clearly that he had been a

I The exception, of course, being Paul, w : _
; how much of his background, cven in

Pharisee. But the question remains open as to
a drasticatly altered form, he had retained.
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could be found in those great monuments of patient history-of-
religions scholarship, the Commentary of Strack and Billerbeck
and the Dictionary of Gerhard Kittel.

It is not easy to see, from this vantage-point, when this
particular tide began to turn—although the slow and awfyl
realization of the nature of anti-semitism, dawning on a shocked
world in the aftermath of the Second World War, may well have
had something to do with it. The first waves on the scholarly
beach, however, are quite easily recognizable.

In 1963 the Harvard Theological Review carried an article by
Professor Krister Stendahl, then at Harvard and now returned, as
a Bishop, to his native Sweden.! In his article Stendahl argues that
Paul is not to be seen through the lens of the soul-searchings of a
Luther or an Augustine. Philippians 3. 2. ff. indicates that he
was, in fact, quite a successful Jew: there is no hint that before
his Damascus Road experience he was labouring under a bad
conscience. The problems of late-medieval piety cannot be read
back into the first century, and by doing just that the Westemn
Church has made the apostle in its own-—distorting—image.?
This article, like a cloud no bigger than a man's hand, gave promise
of the coming storm.

The storm broke with the publication in 1977 of Paul and
Palestinian Judaism, a 600-page book by the American scholar Ed
P. Sanders, then teaching at McMaster University in Ontario,
Canada, and more recently Dean Ireland Professor in Oxford.
Among the six stated aims of the book, the second, third, and
fourth are of particular importance here: ‘to destroy the view of
Rabbinic Judaism which is still prevalent in much, perhaps most,
New Testament scholarship; to establish a different view of
Rabbinic Judaism; to argue a case concerning Palestinian Judaism
. . . as a whole’.® This is a bold agenda indeed.

Professor Sanders accomplished his task with admirable
thoroughness. It is true that not all Jewish reviewers were

! 'The Apostle Paul and the Introspective Conscience of the West’, pp. 199-213:
now reprinted in his Paul Among Jews and Gentiles {1976}, pp. 78-96. This article
sparked off a controversy with E. Kisemann, which 1 have chronicled elsewhere
i(Tyndale Bulletin, 29 (1978, pp. 61-88).

2 See Stendahl, op. cit. [1976), pp. 94 1.

¥ Op. cit., p. xil. Professor Sanders's quizzical approach to his task can be seen by
anyone looking up the references to *Truth, ultimnate’ in the Index 1o this book.
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unbounded in their enthusiasm for his exposition of Palestinian
Judaism, which occupies over two-thirds of the book. But his
exposition of Judaism in its different representative forms—Rabbis,
Scrolls, Apocrypha, Pseudepigrapha—is clearly set out, and we
never lose sight of the main forest in studying the trees. For our
present purposes, the chief thrust of the book comes in the frst
part of the first main chapter (pp. 33-59). Following the line of
G. F. Moore {see below}, Sanders ruthlessly exposes the way in
which German scholars—particularly Weber, Schiirer, Bousset,
Billerbeck, and Bultmann—not only expounded Judaism in terms
borrowed, totally anachronistically, from Reformation polemic,
but also created, through their massive scholarly output, an aura
of apparent objectivity around this position, so that subsequent
generations, even when face to face with evidence to the contrary,
and so compelled to revise the theory in certain respects, would
continue to believe that it was the fundamental truth about
fudaism, The Rabbis are accused of holding more or less exactly
those doctrines of which Luther had suspected Rome; Paul, of
course, is held to expound more or less exactly those doctrines
which Luther and others had put forward instead. Sanders shows,
very convincingtly, that this is simply wrong. He advances in its
place the theory of ‘covenantal nomism’, The mainline Jewish
view of the period, embracing all major segments except (he
argues} the writer of 4 Ezra, believed in the covenant as God’s
gracious gift and call, and attempted to keep the Torah not in order
to earn their membership in the people of God, but to express it.
Nor did this lead them to despair if it became too difficult:
repentance and the sacrificial system were in place precisely to deal
with sins committed under the law.

We cannot here consider further, let alone discuss in detail, this
exceptionally important contribution to modern New Testament
scholarship. The impact of the book is still being felt in a multitude
of ways ten years later. Criticisms have been made and will continue
to be made;* but no one can deny that, in this bright post-Sanders
epoch, we are all Rabbinic sympathizers, though at second hand.

‘jegalism’ is precisely thac sort of
he logical place of such detailed
11 dectrine of salvation of the

1 It is still true that what many people mean by
thing we find in the Mishnah and Talmud, whatevert
regulations and casuistry may be within the overa
religion concerned.
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One of the most immediate consequences of Sanders’s work is
to cast doubt on the theological implications hidden within two of
the great multi-volume German works of the century, Strack-
Billerbeck’s Commentary and Kittel’s Dictionary.! In the same
way, the revisers of Schiirer’s classic History drew attention to the
fact that, although they continued to have enormous admiration
for their author in almost every other way, they felt constrained 1o
alter entirely the tone and content of his ‘notorious chapter 28’
originally entitled ‘Life under the Law’, and the section on the
Pharisees.? The revisers do not pretend that Palestinian Judaism
was devoid of ‘pettiness, formalism and an emphasis on outward
observance rather than true integrity’, but they seek to set straight
the wider context: ‘the very same sages who, as legal experts, were
responsible for many hair-splitting judgements and decisions on
subjects which to an outside observer of today may seem trivial,
were also capable of profound spiritual counsel’.?

It is a matter of some interest to note that this radical revision
of the estimate of Judaism by New Testament scholars was not
something totally new. Sanders refers to the work of George Foot
Moore, whose monumental work Judaism in the First Centuries
of the Christian Era (3 vols., 1927-30), and a long article on
‘Christian Writers on Judaism’ in the Harvard Theological
Review,* set out substantially the same position which has now
at last taken centre stage. Why did Moore’s work not have any
visible effect in stemming the tide? Some ideas, it secems, can only
gain a real foothold when other conditions are in place. Facts, good
historical arguments, clear organization of ideas—all may count
for little or nothing, unless there are people who want, perhaps for
quite different reasons, to listen and take notice. Since the Second
World War, these conditions have obtained {in this case} in a way
they simply did not in the 1920s. This reflection should give us
cause for caution in other fields as well. It should also put us on

I See above, pp. 313ff., 91f I recall mentioning the demoting of Strack-
Billerbeck to an Old Testament cotleague in Oxford, whose instant and chazactenistic
response was ‘But 1 thought Strack-Billerbeck was one of the three things on which
the world rests!” As for Kittel, his solid and impenitent Nazi sympathies are better
known now than when the Dictionary was making its appearance.

1 See Schurer, revised G. Vermes et al., vol. ii (1979}, pp. v, 381 ff, 464-87,
especially 464 n. 1.

3 Op. cit., pp. 486 1.

4 Vol 14 {1921}, pp. 197-254.
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our guard, lest the sudden readiness for a particular idea lure us
into its overstatement.

It is, therefore, no longer possible to speak as though Judaism
were simply Pelagianism in ancient dress. If we are to discuss the
differences between Christianity, in any of its early forms, and its
parent society and religion, we must do so with more historical
awareness and sensitivity. If this forces us to rethink major
theological formulations in the light of what the New Testament
actually says and means in its historical context, that should—
particularly for those who claim to live by it'—be a cause not for
gloom but for excitement,

The third conclusion that emerges from the modern study of the
religious history of the first century is closely linked to this revised
estimate of Judaism. The idea that by labelling a word, a concept,
an idea, or a book ‘Jewish’ or 'Greek’, one has thereby expressed
either approval or disapproval of it should now be regarded as
frankly out of date. Since when did either culture—even supposing
them to have been so distinct at this period—have a mounopoly
on either good or bad ideas?! Just as Jews and Christians alike
held, and articulated, a very sharp and well-defined critique of
contemporary pagan society, so the early Church, as represented
by such diverse spokesmen as Stephen, Matthew, Paul, and John
held sharp and well-defined critiques of contemporary Judaism.
(Such critiques should not be regarded, as they are in some quarters
today, as anti-Semitic. Judaism has always had a strong tradition,
going back to Jeremiah, Deuteronomy, Amos, and many others, of
criticism from within, even to the point of incurring the charge of
disloyalty.} Again, just as Jewish ideas visible in the New
Testament have not been taken over unchanged, so pagan ideas are
very firmly ‘baptized’, ‘taken captive to obey Christ’. Nothing is
merely borrowed.? A particular application of this point is that the
old classification of books of the New Testament, or schools of
thought within early Christianity, into ‘Jewish Christian’ or

! The answer to this question may perhaps be ‘Since Hegel’, but 1 am not
competent to judge in the matter. ) .

2 Both sorts of adaptation may be observed in 1 Cor. 8. 1-6. Paul picks ';I’G‘h; ’gei‘
of Gnosis, only to say that the real ‘Gnosis’ is not human kpowled?e o Of }ai?h
God's knowledge of man: and he picks up the Shema, the Jewish contesston ?i ¢ it
which he needs in his argument that Christians are monotheists, only to adap

radically by placing fesus within it.



376 THE INTERPRETATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

‘Gentile Christian’, or their various sub-classifications, may be
extremely misleading, if we imply for a moment that the back-
ground of an idea gives us the vital clue to its religious orientation.
Matthew is commonly, and rightly, regarded as a very ‘Jewish’ book:
but Matthew also contains the most vitriolic attack on
contemporary Judaism to be found anywhere in the New Testament.
Luke is a very Hellenistic author, and clearly believes in the Gospel
being God's gift to the Gentile world: but the Gospel remains, for
Luke, the fulilment of all that Moses and the prophets had taught. If
this point is properly taken, we might hope for a new era of history-
of-religions work, in which research is carried on without regard to
proving that Christianity—or one part of early Christianity—fits
into this or that category in order to draw value-judgements, on
those grounds alone, about its worth.

Fourth, and again following from this, it appears that history-of-
religions work by itself is insufficient to explain that series of
events which actually took place, namely, the rise of the early
Church.! Any historian of the ancient world must, sconer or later,
come face to face with the question 'how and why did Christianity
begin?' And when that question is raised we cannot avoid at least
the possibility of ‘'unparalleled innovation’.? It will not do simply
to substitute a Jewish history-of-religions ‘explanation’ for a
Hellenistic one, to see a Rabbi instead of a Gnostic behind every
text. How, 2s historians, we are to plot such a thing as innovation
is very closely bound up with the question of what, as historians,
we are to do with Jesus: and to that question we are almost ready
to turn.

Before we do so, however, there is one further point about
history-of-religions work on contemporary judaism which has
particular relevance for such a study, namely, research on the
meaning of apocalyptic and its implications for the question of
eschatology. Here, I believe, some solid gains may be in sight, if
not yet quite established.

Since Schweitzer it has almost universally been held that the
apocalyptic language familiar to us from Daniel, Enoch, much of

1 See C. F. D. Moule, The Phenomenon of the New Testament (1967

1 Hengel, Son of God, pp. 58 £. For an earlier perception of the nrwness of
Christianity, see G. Dix, Jew and Greek {1953); and sce also the recent work

of B. F. Meyer, The Early Christians: therr World Mission and Self-Discoverv
{1986},



HISTORY AND THEQOLOGY 317

the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, Revelation, and indeed in the
Gospels themselves, has as its primary referent the imminently
expected end of the present space-time universe. The very word
‘apocalyptic’ has been held to mean ‘imminent expectation’. This
interpretation has become woven into the very fabric of twentieth-
century New Testament scholarship, producing a picture in which
Jesus probably [and the disciples certainly} expected the end
of the world, the early Church lived in that glad daily expecta-
tion, and Paul rushed around the Mediterranean world preaching
the Gospel in order to collect representative Gentiles before the
End {perhaps even, in some versions of this story, to hasten its
coming). Then, when the frst generation ended and the world
somehow, unaccountably, still rumbled on, a major crisis of con-
fidence took place {'the Delay of the Parousia’}, causing the
Church to transform its Jesus-stories from present- and future-
oriented expressions of faith into quasi-historical reminiscences
{‘the Historicizing of the Kerygma'}, flattening its future tenses
into present ones [as in John), and worrying about Church order
instead of living spontaneously by faith.

This view, or something like it, has a surprising number of
oddities for such a widely held position. For a start, it has been
muddled up at ditferent times with different, and incompatible,
history-of-religions reconstructions: was the lapse into Church
order a Hellenization of the pure Jewish Church, or a retrogression
into its Jewish mould of a Church that had just cast off those
shackles? Beyond all such problems, however, lies the disturbing
fact: there is about as much evidence for Jews of the period
expecting the imminent end of the world as there is for a pre-
Christian Gnostic redeemer myth—that is to say, virtually none.
At least, such is the argument of two distinguished students of
apocalyptic. T. F. Glasson has argued very cogently that the works
Schweitzer took as representative of ‘late-Jewish’ views such as
this—especially 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch—say nothing of the kind, but
are perfectly compatible with the expectation that, after a great
social and political crisis, Israel and the world will continue to
exist as before, only now in a new relation to ezfch other. G. B
Caird, in a sustained and brilliant study of biblical 13“5"‘33& n
general, argued that the language of apocalyptic was designed to
denote events within the space-time unijverse while investing
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those events with their full theological significance.! But if these
criticisms of the traditional view are correct, then not only will the
framework of orthodox New Testament scholarship need severe re-
examination, but a new way forward will emerge out of an old
impasse. It might be possible to say that, while Schweitzer was
right to insist that Jesus must be understood as a typical first-
century Jew, he might have been wrong about what a typical first-
century Jew looked like—and thought like.

Supposing, after all, that Jesus used the image of the Son of Man
not to refer to a supernatural veing who would suddenly appear,
coming from heaven to earth on a cloud, but to mean what it seems
to have meant [and was certainly taken in the first century to
mean} in its occurrence in Daniel 7, namely, that the true Israel
would be vindicated, exalted by God, after suffering at the hands
of the pagan nations? Supposing that the early Church, accepting
this viewpoint {no doubt with misunderstandings}, and believing
this expectation to have been fulfilled in Jesus as the vindicated
representative of this true Israel, lived within a framework of the
imminent expectation not of the end of the world, but of the
destruction of Jerusalem and the establishment of the rule {not
social or political, but the taking of the world captive with the
Gospel] of God’s people; not now an ethnic group, but Jesus and
those who believed in him, irrespective of social, moral, or racial
background? If such suggestions were anywhere near the mark, we
would have to rethink several other received traditions, which
might be no bad thing. Post-Schweitzer eschatology has not been
so notably successful as to suggest that radical revision is un-
necessary.

V T. F. Giasson, ‘Schweitzer’s Influence: Blessing or Bane!?, JTS N.5. 28 [1977), pp.
289-302, now printed in B. 1. Chilton {ed.}, The Kingdom of God. {1984}, pp. 107-26;
G. B. Caird, The Language and Imagery of the Bible (1980). I saw George Caird the
day the book was [very favourably) reviewed in The Times. I had just finished reading
it myself, and was pleased 1o discover that | had rightly guessed its sccret: that Caird
really wanted 10 argue the case presented in the last three chapters, which deal with
the relation of language to history, mvyth, and eschatology respectively, and found that
in order 1o do so he had 1o set vur a full-dress discussion of hiblical language in gcncr._ﬂ
as the prelude. Caird's premature death in 1984 —he was just about to retire from his
Chair in Oxford and devote himself to writing two or three big hooks on the New
Testament—raobbed many of us of a friend and guide, and removed from New
Testament scholarship 2 wise, widely read, and notably indcpcndcnr-nlindt‘l‘
contributor.
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All of this leads us inevitably to our second area of real advance:
the history of Jesus. Stephen Neill was correct to write in 1962 that
‘the historical reconstruction of the life and history of Jesus has as
yet hardly begun’,! but he could not have written those words
today. For, while the so-called ‘New Quest’ was still cautiously
arguing about presuppositions and methods, producing lengthy
histories of tradition out of which could be squeezed one or two
more drops of authentic Jesus-material,? a quite different
movement was beginning in a variety of places and with no unified
background or programme. Fortified by the Jewish materials now
more readily available, these scholars worked as historians, under
no doubt that it is possible to know guite a lot about Jesus of
Nazareth and that it is worth while to do so—the two things which
the orthodox Bultmann school had denied. This movement of
scholarship has become so pronounced that it is not fanciful to talk
in terms of a ‘Third Quest’.’ _

It is perhaps important to allay some fears from the outset. In a

-recent and highly stimulating monograph, the Dean of King's
College, Cambridge, John Drury, has dismissed any questing after
Jesus as out of date and impossible. ‘Though the historical Jesus
has not been rediscovered’, he writes, ‘exegesis which holds out
some hope of it happening at last, and works accordingly, is much
more welcome in church circles than that which does not.
However, the fact of the matter is that historical enquiry after the
actual Jesus has reached an impasse after more than a century of
diligent and exacting work.’* This, it seems to me, is in fact
almost exactly wrong, in three important respects. First, much of
the last century {from Schweitzer to Kisemann, if you like] has not
been spent trying to find Jesus—in fact, it has been spent by
theologians actually trying not to find him, lest they base their

! First ed. of the present work, p. 283.

2 Perhaps the best example of this is the monumental work Jesus by the Dutch
Dominican Edward Schillebeeckx. One can only admire his induscry, but the
conclusions, after nearly 800 pages, are disappointing.

3 The first being, of course, that which Schweitzer chronicled—and brought to a
halt: the second being the ‘New Quest’ of the post-war years.

4 John Drury, The Parables in the Gospels [1985), p. 3. Contrast the judgement of
E. P. Sanders, who speaks of the new movement as 'the tuming of the tide away from
theological fantasy and towards historical realism’ {letter to Theology, July 1985},
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faith on history and so corrupt it. Secondly, this non-quest of the
first half of the century was undertaken {if one may so speak] for
exactly those churchly motives of which Drury speaks—the desire
to preserve orthodoxy and to protect ordinary Christians from the
ravages of historical criticism. Conversely, where the Quest has
been and is being undertaken, the pious and orthodox are not
noticeably welcoming it with open arms. One does not see copies
of Vermes’s Jesus the Jew or Sanders’s Jesus and Judaism on too
many church bookstalls. Thirdly, actual historical enquiry after
Jesus has not reached an impasse: it could not have, since until a
few years ago it had hardly started, and in fact shows every sign of
healthy young growth, needing pruning sooner or later no doubt,
but at the moment to be encouraged.!

If it is to be suggested that we place Jesus in his first-century
context, the option that springs readily to many minds [and has
done so regularly for at least two centuries) is that he was really
a Jewish revolutionary. The best-known representative of this view
in recent times has been S. G. F. Brandon. In his book Jesus and
the Zealots [1967) he argued three points. First, Jesus was a
revolutionary sympathizer, who even condoned the use of violence
where necessary [witness the fact that he was crucified by the
occupying forces as a Messianic pretender, and that the disciples
were armed at the Last Supper}. Second, the Church whitewashed
Jesus' memory in order to save their own skins, inventing a very
different message to nreach to the world. Third, the writings of
Josephus have blacke 1 the character of the 'zealots’, the Jewish
freedom-hghters dur.ag the Jewish War of A b. 66-70, so that we
do not now recognize them as potential close associates of Jesus.
The two portraits have been pushed apart by the biases of the
Church and Josephus respectively.

Brandon was undoubtedly correct to see Jesus in the context of
the politics of his day. That is where he inescapably belongs. But
the thesis as a whole has been shot to ribbons. At point after point
the detailed evidence just does not stand up.? The wholesale
redrawing of the picture of Jesus demands too much. In fact, as

| We are not, of course, considering here those many books about Jesus which are,
in effect, pre-Schweitzer nineteenth-cencury works bom out of due time.

! See the massive refutation, piece by piece, in E. Bammel and C. F. D. Moule
jeds.), fesus and the Politics of his Day [1984).
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John Sweet says, one can find support from Jesus for violent
revolution only by discarding all those aspects of the traditional
picture of him which give one most reason for seeking his support
in the first place.!

A very different Jewish background was suggested by Geza
Vermes.? In his book Vermes stresses that he writes as an
historian [that is the major distinguishing mark of all the “Third
Quest’ authors}, and places Jesus against the background of other
Galilean ‘holy men’' of the period, such as Hanina ben Dosa or
Honi the Circle-Drawer. The Christological titles applied to Jesus
in the Gospels are shown to be either not so full of meaning as had
been thought {‘Son of God' is simply an honorific title that might
be applied to any wonder-worker) or later creations of the Church
(‘Son of Man’, where original, follows an Aramaic idiom which
just means 'I': where it echoes Daniel 7, it is not original}. Vermes
" stands in a growing line of scholars who try to reclaim Jesus for
mainline Judaism, while leaving the clear implication that-
Christianity as we know it arose because the Church, starting with
Paul, abandoned its Jewish roots and went entirely over to
Hellenistic thought-forms.? Stimulating though Vermes'’s writing
always is, his book has not commanded wide assent, perhaps
because it concentrates too narrowly on the Christological titles
and never really sketches the larger portrait necessary if Jesus is to
emerge from the historical shadows.

This brings us to the four major treatments of Jesus that have
formed the climax, thus far, of the Third Quest.

Ben F. Meyer is an American Roman Catholic layman who
teaches at McMaster University in Ontario. He brings to his book
The Aims of Jesus (1979} a wide range of learning and a shrewd
philosophical mind. His review of the Quest through its various
stages is no mere catalogue of opinions, but contains a wealth of
insights into the underlying philosophical issues that inform and

I Bammel and Moule, op. cit., p. 9.

1 Jesus the Jew [1973): Professor Henry Chadwick, speaking about this book ob the
B.B.C., entitled his review ‘A Rather Pale Galilacan’.

3 See also Vermes's collection of articles, fesus and the World of Judaism {1983);
on the present point, pp. 54-7. A blatantly apologetic Jewish work to appear more
recently is Ellis Rivkin, What Crucified Jesus? (1984), which exonerates Judaism from
implication in Jesus’ death—a major preoccupation, naturally, of Jewish scholars
faced with the ugly spectre of soi-disani Christian ‘vengeance’ on Jews for killing
Jesus.
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direct the choices made by different scholars. Although technically
demanding, Meyer engages the reader with a dry wit. Writing of
Strauss’'s magnum opus, he says:

Through hundreds of pages of analysis he showed himself stoutly
impervious to the leading themes and motifs of gospel literature. At the
same time the summary of Christian doctrine at the end of his Leben Jesy
has the cold, deadly accuracy of a handbook of dogma. 1t is all there—
Trinity, christology, soteriology~-pinned to the page like a butterfly.

Speaking of nineteenth-century liberalism and its ‘lives of Jesus’,
he writes ‘Markers in a half-forgotten graveyard, its scores of books
on Jesus testify to the unauthenticity of a whole tradition . . .
Theology like this is driven out only by prayer and fasting, neither
of which seems to have figured prominently among the resources
of liberalism.’!

Meyer takes as his own basis the philosophical programme of
Bernard Lonergan, and elucidates especially the nature of historical
knowledge and the importance of understanding what a historical
hypothesis is and how it works. This enables him, he claims, to
reject, for thoroughly good philosophical reasons, 'the many
reductionist philosophies which . . . have exercised a decisive
remote control over historical-Jesus work’. He is well aware that
what he is doing goes way beyond what the New Quest envisaged
or attempted.?2 Armed with this clear-headed method, he goes in
search of ‘the aims of Jesus’, 'the goal informing Jesus' career’.
"Was there’, he asks, ‘a radical unity in this career? If so, what set
of aims did it spring from?'3 Although Meyer was not the first in
modern times to ask these questions,* he is the first in the current
series to have posed them so sharply and with so clear a grasp of
the large issues involved.

His basic thesis highlights the restoration of Israel as the theme
underlying Jesus’ proclamation of the kingdom of God. He traces
the distinction in the Gospels between the public traditions (acts
and words spoken to, or in the presence of, the crowds) and esoteric

L Op. cit., pp. 98-9.

2 See his basic summary, ibid., pp. 16-20.

3 Ibid., p. 21. .

4 See especially the original and thought-provoking lecture by George B. Caird,
published as Jesus and the Jewish Nation (1965): Caird's work is a pointer to that of
M. |. Borg, who will be considered below.
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traditions {things done and said in the presence only of the
disciples], and argues that this distinction goes back to jesus
himself. ‘Jesus understood himself to be the unique revealer of the
full, final measure of God's will’ (p. 151]. He offered a real critique
and reform programme for temple worship and practice; and in his
table-felowship with sinners he anticipated the Messianic
banquet. In private he allowed the question of his identity to
emerge particularly through the ‘new temple’ imagery with its
Messianic overtones,! and indicated to the disciples that in his
mission the scriptures of Israel were reaching their fulhlment. But
this fulhlment would only be reached ‘as the outcome and reversal
of repudiation, suffering and death’ (p. 216}. Jesus thus envisaged
a new, reborn community, and the combination of interpretative
motifs which he used 'defined the Messianic community to be
born of the new covenant as a people whose sins were forgiven’ (p.
219}, The esoteric teaching thus transvalues the public ministry,
'revealing it as integral to the drama of the end of time’ (p. 222).
As a result, ‘it is above all in the tradition generated by Jesus that
we discover what made him operate in the way he did, what made
him epitomize his life in the single act of going to his death: He
""loved me and handed himself over for me' ' |p. 253).

This is a powerful book, rigorous in its articulation and
application of its critical method, incorporating a great range of
valuable exegetical and theological insights. If it has weaknesses
they are, I feel, in three areas. First, Meyer consistently plays down
the note of judgement in Jesus' proclamation. As Borg has shown,
. that note needs to be fully integrated into the picture if it is finally
to make sense. Secondly, although he is far more alive than most
of his predecessors to the question of Israel and of Jesus’
identification with it and mission to it, he never quite allows it to
occupy the centre of the stage in the way it might have done.
Thirdly, he allows the fact of Jesus’ approaching death to remain

1 One insight which has become increasingly important in the whole modem
discussion is the connection, going back to 2 Samuel 7, hetween the Davidic Messiah
and the temple. The Messiah is the one who has the right over the temple, who will
build the eschatological temple. See, for instance, [2. R. Runnalls, ‘The King as
Temple Builder: A Messianic Typology' in E. [. Furcha (ed.), Spirit Within Structure
{Festschrift for George Johnston) [1983), pp. 15-37. Among the many interesting
results of this connection we may note Herod’s motive for rebuilding the temple: to
Jegitimate himself as King of the Jews.
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unthematic for most of the account, only tying the threads
together, and then more evocatively than precisely, at the very end
of the book. But these are comparatively small criticisms of what
will remain an important milestone in the modern study of Jesus.

Anthony Harvey is an Anglican priest who, after a spell ag
Lecturer in New Testament Studies at Oxford University, has now
become a Canon of Westminster Abbey. His wide interests include
membership in two important Commissions of the Church of
England {the Doctrine Commission and that on Britain’s inper
cities). In several other works of New Testament scholarship he
has shown considerable classical learning and independence of
judgement. These qualities are brought together in his {already
justly farnous) Bampton Lectures for 1980, entitled Jesus and the
Constraints of History.!

Harvey explains in his introductory chapter what he means by
‘historical constraint'. After a cautious introduction, emphasizing
the grounds upon which any reconstruction of Jesus must begin, he
writes:

No individual, if he wishes to influence others, is totally free to choose his
own style of action and persuasion: he is subject to constraints imposed by
the culture in which he finds himself. If communication is to take place,
there must be constraints which are recognised by both the speaker and his
listeners. .. Now Jesus. .. succeeded in communicating with his hearers,
his followers, and indeed his enemies. To do se, he had to speak a language
they could understand, perform actions they would find intelligible, and
conduct his life and undergo his death in a manner of which they could
make some sense.

' He then adds an important caveat: “This is not to say, of course,
that he must have been totally subject to these constraints. Like
any truly creative person, he could doubtless bend them to his
purpose.’ This, as we shall see, will be important as the argument
develops. But, for the moment, Harvey concludes ‘But had he not
worked from within them, he would have seemed a mere freak, a
person too unrelated to the normal rhythm of society to have
anything meaningful to say.'? With this, the groundwork is laid

| {1982). T have discussed this work in more detail in Scottish Journal of Theology
39 [1986), pp. [89-210. .

T Op. cit., pp. 6 {. Harvey acknowledges his indebtedness, for the idea of *historical
constraint’, to John Bowker, The Sense of God {1973



HISTORY AND THEOLOGY 385

for a reconstruction of Fhe life and ministry of Jesus which is
remarkable as .mtju:h for its method as for its conclusions. Harvey
argues that it is in fact possible now, as never before, to plot to
quite a considerable extent just what were the constraints
operating on a hrst-century Jew such as Jesus, and thus to narrow
down the range of options open to him and home in on a series of
conclusions which ought to attain to the status of probability.

The book proceeds through a series of such 'constraints’. Working
backwards from the event of the Crucifixion itself, Harvey shows that,
whatever we say about Jesus, ‘his teaching and his conduct were such
that legal questions were raised by it, on which different views might
be taken’ (p. 35, and that thereis every reason to think that the Jewish
leaders did in fact, as the Gospel narratives say, hand him over to the
Romans for crucifixion. Only so can the apparent contradiction
be resclved, that Jesus died the death of a viclent anti-Roman
revolutionary while everything in our sources suggests that this was
just what he was not. Next comes the constraint of Law: within the
legal constraints of first-century Palestine, Harvey suggests, it can be
deduced that Jesus’ teaching must be regarded as that of somebody
claiming that the urgency of the moment overrides the particular
claims of some of the law’s provisions. Then there is the constraint of
Time: the current expectation of God's rule breaking into history sets
the stage for Jesus' eschatological message. Then there is Miracle: Jesus
refused certain well-known styles of operation, and at this point fits
into no known categories. Then there is Messiahship: in the light of
current expectations, it is probable that Jesus was known as ‘Messiah’
by some during his lifetime {[remembering that this wasinnosense a
‘divine’ title at the time). Finally there is monotheism: the Jewish
belief in One God was sobasic, Harvey argues, that noJew could have
thought of himself or anyone else as God incarnate.

There is a great deal to be said for all this. Harvey has managed,
in less than two hundred pages, to settle a number of old issues and
to raise many new ones in helpful ways. His use of Jewish
material—Josephus, for example—shows just how much Jesus does
fit into his Jewish background, despite generations of scholars who
have tried to prise him out of it.! And the method, though there

1 A pood example ol this nccurson p. 121, where Harvey shows that Jesus’ decision to
enter Jerusalem riding, instead of on foot as al} pilgrims should have done, is both
histarically very probable precisely because of its peculiarity —no one would ever have
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are times when it may need sharpening up and thinking out a i
further,! is basically sound, and offers a direct challenge to the
idea, characteristic of the New Quest, that we must start from
those aspects of Jesus' life and teaching which are unlike either
pre-Christian Judaism or the post-Easter Church. At two or three
points, however, there are questions to be raised.

First, Harvey seems to be caught between two equally
problematic views of the eschatological meaning of Jesus’ message.
On the one hand he seems committed to the view that, in some
sense, Jesus, his Jewish contemporaries, and the earliest disciples
expected the world to come to an end very soon. On the other hand
he seems to want to say {e.g. p. 95) that, for Jesus at least, this was
always a manner of speaking in which he was accommodating
himself to the speculative language current at the time. His
message, it appears, is really not about an imminent future but
about the fact that one can take the future into one’s own hands,
can 'discover possibilities in the present which were not there
before’ (p. 97). Jesus invites his hearers, ancient and modern, to go
to the limits of what seemed possible, and then beyond, in the light
of a new hope. But this, to put it bluntly, is too close to Bultmann
for comfort. The language which is ostensibly about the future is
in fact about the present. It is not surprising that Harvey turns for
illumination at this point to Marxists, the philosophical cousins of
the existentialists. The eschatological nettle, we may feel, has not
yet been fully grasped.

Secondly, Harvey never lands quite firmly enough on the fact
that Jesus’ ministry had to do, at the most fundamental level, with
Israel. It was not, at least to begin with, a message for mankind in
general. This emerges not least in what is arguably the best chapter
in the book, that on miracle, which presents a refreshing contrast
to the rationalistic scepticism that has dogged such discussions in
the past. Part of Harvey’s whole thesis is that, in all aspects of his
ministry, Jesus pushed the constraints to the limit, went beyond
what people had thought possible, and invited them to do the
same. But the significance of many of the healing miracles is surely

made it up—and immediately understandable as pregnant with implicit but deliberate
Christological meaning.

1 See my article, referred to above.
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that they are signs of the reconstitution of Israel. To heal blind and
lame ]euts is not just to repair physically damaged human beings,
but to bnr}g tl_lem.b.ack into t!‘;e full community membership from
which their disability {or, as it may be, impurity, as in the case of
the woman with the issue of blood| had excluded them.!

Thirdly, the use of monotheism as a ‘constraint’, implying that
no Jew could ever think of himself {or anyone else) as divine, can
be challenged from a number of angles. Basically, it is wrong to say
that the later Church, in declaring the divinity of Jesus, felt itself
‘released from the constraint of Jewish monotheism’ {p. 173} in
doing so: the reason they articulated a doctrine of the Trinity was
precisely because they did not feel free to move towards tritheism.
And there are other signs within the New Testament itself that the
Church, even in the very early period, wanted to say of Jesus things
that could only be said, within the Jewish framework, of God
himself.2 It is at least possible that Jesus himself wished to move
at this point, exactly as (according to Harvey| he had done at the
other points studied, to the limits of what was deemed 'possible’,
and beyond them. One of the ‘constraints’ that must operate on
any credible picture of Jesus is that we should be able to say of him:
'Someone who did and said things like that would invite the charge
of lunacy'; for the Gospels record such a charge, and the early
Church is highly unlikely to have invented it.® This shows,
incidentally, the total difference between Harvey's method and the
‘criterion of dissimilarity’, popular in New Quest circles, which
regarded words of Jesus as probably authentic if they were unlike
those of Judaism or the early Church. That method has rightly
been criticized for its propensity to highlight the bizarre rather
than the characteristic. Harvey's method, however, makes it
inherently difficult to spot radical innovation. But, even though we
are thus constrained to go beyond Harvey at various points, we
cannot but be grateful to him for enunciating a method that must
be taken seriously, and for working it out in such a stimulating
fashion.

Sometimes the best works of scholarship are those which, after
a first draft, are 'put down’ like a good wine, to be brought out

1 Sge, for example, the Qumran ‘Messianic Rule’ {1QSa), 2. 3-10 (Vermes, Dead
Sea Scrolls in English, pp. 120 £.).

2 Eg. 1 Cor. 8. 46, Phil. 2. 611, Col. 1. 15-20.
3 I owe this point to Professor Rowan Williams of Christ Church, Oxford.
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again when properly matured. This is certainly true of Marcus J.
Borg’'s book Conflict, Holiness and Politics in the Teachings of
Jesus [1984). This book represents the mature version of the
author's Oxford D.Phil. thesis, written thirteen years before under
the direction of George B. Caird and reflecting some of Caird’s own
interests, though going well beyond Caird’'s published works in
several ways. I came across the book almost by chance, and wel]
remember the sustained excitement with which I read its 390 or so
pages, much of it while commuting to and from work in SNowy
Montreal in January 1985. Now that the publishers have con-
sented to bring out 2 cheaper edition, it is to be hoped that the
work of this fine young American scholar will reach a wider
public!

Borg is Professor at Oregon State University and his reputation as
a teacher there seems fully justified in the light of the clarity of
his writing. The great achievement of his work so far may be
characterized as follows: to have shown that Jesus’ ministry and
teaching were thoroughly ‘political’, not because he was an anti-
Roman revolutionary, but because he was perceived as a traitor to
the nationalist Jewish cause. This enables him to account for a
good bit of the evidence sometimes seized on by Brandon and his
followers, and to place it within a far more credible framework.

In explaining why most scholars {except the Brandon school)
have ignored the political dimension of Jesus’ ministry, Borg sets
the scene of Palestine in the first century. It was a time of conflict:
conflict between rich and poor, between Rome and the Jews,
between different responses within Judaism to the crisis the nation
faced, different programmes for what it meant to be a loyal Jew at
that time. Borg is strong precisely where Harvey is weak. Jesus’
work is to be seen firmly in the context of the hope, and the self-
understanding, of Israel. All over Israel, not just in a few proto-
zealot strongholds, there was anti-Roman feeling and potential
resistance, fanned by Pilate's inept handling of the situation. fews
rallied to the banners of Torah and Temple and saw holiness as
their obligation in the face of the gentile pollution of the land. This
holiness had to be worked out in social and political terms.
Different ideas of what it really meant in practice to be a loyal Jew

I At the time of going to press, a second volume by Borg has been announced,
entitled fesus: The New Vision.
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led to v_arious groups offeril.mg.d.ifferent practical solutions, marking
the society with internal divisions that would be accentuated still
further in AD. 66-70, and leading inexorably to confrontation
with, and resistance towards, Rome.

Into this situation came Jesus. He proclaimed, and enacted, a
different message. True holiness is not exclusive, but inclusive:
the true imitatio Dei is not 'be holy, for I am holy’ but 'be
merciful, as your heavenly Father is merciful’ [Luke 6. 36). Baced
with Roman {or other} oppression, one must turn the other cheek,
go the second mile: Israel is to be the light of the world,
inaugurating a new way of being the people of God, a way which
will involve loving acceptance of the outsider {acted out in Jesus’
eating with notorious sinners and 'outsiders’). Jesus' conflict with
the Pharisees—which Borg, unlike some recent writers, accepts as
thoroughly historical—did not consist of his claiming to have the
true sort of piety as opposed to the wrong sort, but of a conflict
between alternative programmes: 'because of the central role
which religion still played in structuring the social world, it was
a hermeneutical battle with historical-political consequences of
which both Jesus and his opponents seemed to be aware’. Hence
the significance of Jesus' attack on the Sabbath, not as a symbol of
legalistic piety but as a symbol of the idolatry of Israel’s national
identity (the Sabbath being one of the three marks of Jewish
identity in the world).!

Central to the Jewish ideology of resistance was the temple. If
Yahweh had defended it in the past, he would do so again. The
evidence from the Jewish War is interesting here: once the temple
was destroyed, even those Jews in otherwise inpregnable positions
laid down their arms. The ideological centre of their resistance had
gone. Jesus’ warnings about the imminent future judgement are to -
be seen, for the most part, as attacks on this national idolatry,
centred as it was on Jerusalem and the temple: 'you have made it
a den of Aporaé, insurrectionists.’?

It is in his study of Jesus’ language about the future that Borg

1 The other two, of course, were the food laws and circumcision. It is interesting,
in the light of the common Form-critical assumption that the early Church read ics
concerns back into the stories about Jesus, that circumcision, which we know to have
been such a major issue in the early Church, is nowhere discussed in the Gospels.

2 This—rather than the usuai ‘robbers’—is indeed the sense in which Jasephus
uses the term.
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makes his most striking contribution. Developing Caird's insightsg
about the nature of apocalyptic language, he argues extrerﬁely
forcefully that the warnings are not about the end of the worlq
but about the end of the present world order, focusing on thé
ymminent and vet contingent destruction of Israel’ (p. 202). The
command for hasty evacuation {Matt. 24. 15-22} hardly envisages
the end of the whole world.! If this is correct—and Borg's is one
voice among a growing number urging similar points—then the
time is ripe for a major reappraisal of New Testament eschatology
as a whole.

Borg concludes the book with a study of Jesus as (in the language
of the history of religions) a 'sage’ or 'holy man’. He announced the
presence of the kingdom of God not as a temporally conceived
future, but as a symbol for the power and presence of the
numinous breaking in to ordinary reality [pp. 260 f.l. Jesus
experienced this himself and knew himself called to announce and
inaugurate it and so grasped and articulated his programme:
holiness, consisting not in separation from sin but in mercy.

Borg’s book has three great merits (quite apart from the clarity
of which we have already spoken]. He takes the social and political
context of Jesus' minisiry extremely seriously, and this enables
him to mount a historical hypothesis which fits the period and
brings far more of the material into coherent shape than is
normally done, even within the Third Quest. He mounts a major
and vital challenge to the usual consensus on eschatology,
understanding apocalyptic language as a set of highly charged
theological metaphors for talking about present realities. And his
central thesis, that Jesus challenged Israel to imitate God in mercy
rather than in separateness, enables him to stress the political
dimension of the ministry while taking the opposite line t0
Brandon. Jesus, it appears, was more like Jeremiah, Elijah, or John
the Baptist: a ‘political’ figure in that he challenged Israel’s current
political ambitions.

It is surprising, in view of these strengths, that Borg did not

1 Borg allows that some of the apparent ‘end-of-the-world® sayings, notably those
concerning the ‘coming of the Son of Man’, do mean just that, but argues that 'rhe)r
arc inaathentic, later additions to the tradition. It is at this point that he f_allS. [
belicve, to sec the point made above about this ‘Son of Man’ language, that it €30
casily be taken o denote God’s vindication of his true people after their suffering.
This would strengthen further what is already a very impressive casc.



HISTORY AND THEOLOQGY 391

take his case just a little further. The 'Son of Man' sayings can, in
fact, fit very well into his redefined apocalyptic meanings, and if it
is seen that one of the features of Jesus’ ministry was his
identihcation with Israel, several strands that Borg has observed
may be tied together even more tightly. This point would give
considerably more sense of direction to the last chapter, where
Borg comes up with what must be considered a rather lame
(though still very interesting} Christology. It might also help to
address the issue of whether the coming judgement on Israel was
in fact contingent {as Borg thinks| or inevitable {as at least Mark
seems to have thought), and the question, which Borg never really
examines, of why, in the end, Jesus was crucified. This, in fact, is
one of the major questions facing the Third Quest. I believe that
Borg has helped us to answer it, even though he does not himself
point explicitly in this direction. But that leads us to our final
"Third Quester’.

We have already had occasion to mention Professor Ed Sanders
in connection with the profound change in modern scholarly
attitudes to Judaism. His work in this field has now borne fruit in
a major treatment of our present topic, Jesus and Judaism (1985).
It is a work not only of clarity but of remarkable candour. ‘I am’,
Sanders writes,

a liberal, modern, secularized Protestant, brought up in a church
dominated by low christology and the social gospel. I am proud of the
things that that religious tradition stands for. I am not bold enough,
however, to suppose that Jesus came to establish it, or that he died for the
sake of its principles.

Eor some years, he tells us, ‘1 have been engaged . . . in the effort
to free history and exegesis from the control of theology; that is,
from being obligated to come to certain conclusions which are pre-
determined by theological commitment.'! Some will no doubt
read these sentences as a declaration of war, and they will not be
entirely wrong. But it would be quite misleading to see Sanders, in
this book or elsewhere, as a sworn enemy of Christian truth or
faith. What he is opposing is prejudice. Not that he has no
prejudices of his own: we all do, and the important thing is to be
aware of them, as he has shown himself to be. Just as cautions non-

1 Op. cit., pp. 333 £,
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Germrans need to be assured that Rudolf Bultmann, held in s0me
quarters to be the arch-enemy of truth because of i,
demythologization programme, is in fact someone from whom
a very great deal can be learnt, so it is important not only (if
one wishes) to disagree with Sanders, and to articulate that
disagreement, but to be prepared to learn from him at point after
point, even if that which is so learnt is then to be integrated into
a different overall hypothesis.

For hypotheses, as Sanders sees as well as anyone, are what we
are in need of. 'One is looking for a hypothesis which explaing
more (not everything], which gives a good account (not the only
one] of what happened, which fits Jesus realistically into his
environment, and which has in view cause and effect’ {p. 58
Or, to spell out this compact staternent somewhat, one must
ask questions: about Jesus’ intention, his relationship to his
contemporaries within Judaism, the reasons for his death, the
motivating force behind the rise of Christianity {pp. 1, 22). Like
the other Third Quest writers, Sanders is confident that there is a
new mood abroad in which one can go about studying such
questions with integrity and hope.! And, again like the others in
the new period, Sanders’s philosophical basis is uncompromisingly
realist: Jesus did not die because of an idea, but because of things
he did and said.

Where then is the centre of Jesus' ministry? One of the key
things about Sanders’s book is that he consciously refuses to begin
his investigation with the sayings of Jesus [as has been the practice
for most of this century). He focuses instead on the actions of
Jesus. On this basis, he claims, we can find solid ground under our
feet, especially if we begin with Jesus’ action in the temple: and the
context in which we are to understand this incident and its
implications is Jewish eschatology. For ‘the line from John the
Baptist to Paul and the other early apostles is the line of Jewish
eschatology, and it would be misleading to move the centre of our
investigation off that line’ (p. 8.2

1 See his pp. 1 and 2, citing many other names which might have been 1_11610‘133
here but for considerations of space—Hengel, Jeremias, Dodd, Bowker: we might ad
w00 ]. K. Riches, Jesus and the Transformation of Judaism [1980. {

2 In other words, whatever we may say about the actual working out ©
Schweitzer's scheme, he was methodologically right to imsist on the Jewrs
apocalyptie context of the ministry of Jesus.
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The Jewish eschatology in question is, according to Sanders
restoration eschatology. Jews of the time expected some sort oi
restoration of the nation, and of the temple which was its focal point.
Jesus, in his actions in the temple, indicated that it would be
destroyed: and destruction implies rebuilding. ‘T will destroy this
temple . . . and in three days build another’ {pp. 70 £.). This idea of
restoration is connected closely with the choice of twelve disciples:
they symbolize the restored community.! This restoration escha-
tology sets a context in which we can understand Tesus’ announce-
ment of the kingdom of God, welcoming sinners who listened to
him even if they did not repent in the way considered 'proper’ within
contemporary Judaism. The coming kingdem of which Jesus spoke
would not be the absolite end of the world, bur neither would it be
strictly continuous with the present order: it was 'an otherworldly
kingdom with analogies to the present order’ (p. 236).

In what way did Jesus come into conflict with his con-
temporaries, and ultmately with the authorities [which may
not be quite the same thing}? Sanders argues a carefully balanced
case at this point, though it is here that some of the strongest
disagreement is likely to take place. Jesus, he maintains, did not
come into conflict with the Pharisees over the matter of food-laws,
handwashing, or the Sabbath. Issues like these in the Gospels
merely reflect problems in the early Church: if Jesus had settled
them once and for all, why would the early Church have had to
debate them further? Rather, his offence lies initially in the
implicit claim that the present dispensation is not final. ‘Let the
dead bury their dead’, a saying most certainly authentic, implies,
most offensively to pious Jews, that a new age is dawning in which
the obligations of the present one are relativized (pp. 252 ff.]. His
claim at certain points to be the spokesman for God, and his claim
that sinners would be in the kingdom—these are truly offensive,
but not threatening to the power structures of Judaism. When he
attacks the temple, however, wheels start to turn. He must be
eliminated. The leaders of the priesthood, those with access to
Pilate, are the people most likely, historically, to have been
responsible for sending him to his death on a Roman cross.

! In view of the continuing debate as to whether there were actually tweive special
disciples, Sanders is careful to argue that at least Jesus spoke of there being twelve of
them.
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Sanders thus moves to a very important claim: that Jesus wag
steadfastly apolitical. This word has been misunderstood since the
book was written, and some have accused Sanders of 1gnoring
those factors to which, as we saw a moment ago, Borg has rightly
drawn attention. What he meant, however, was that Jesus and the
disciples were apolitical in the sense of ‘political’ intended by
Brandon. They were not intending, nor were they thought to be
intending, violent revolution against Rome. The evidence is clear.
The disciples were able to see themselves as continuing Jesus'
work, and the Romans did not persecute them for it. Nor were they
rounded up at the time of Jesus’ death, as they well might have
been if the Romans had perceived jesus as a real threat to their
authority. Sanders would, I believe, be quite happy with Borg's
argument, that they were political in another sense, namely that
they were offering, quite strikingly, a challenge to the power
structures of Judaism. That, in fact, is what Sanders explicitly
argues.! Jesus was tried and convicted by a Jewish court, although
the present narratives are unlikely to be close to the facts. He went
to his death not because he embraced a set of doctrines which were
found unacceptable—particularly, not because he believed in
love and mercy and grace while Jews did not believe any of
them!—but because he had, in some sense or other, claimed to
be the King of the Jews, or at least was believed to have made
that claim and to have acted offensively in demonstration of it
{pp. 321 £.).

This book has great strengths. It is ruthlessly honest. It goes in
search of a hypothesis, finds one which is simply in a different
league from anything offered by the New Quest, asks exactly the
right questions (why did Jesus die? how and why did Christianity
start?), begins not with the sayings but with facts about Jesus that
can actually be known as solidly as any facts in ancient history can
be known,? and drgues forcibly that, although Jesus did not in fact

! Sanders is not above the use of irony in argument. Claiming to find the narrative
of Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem extremely puzzling, he concludes: ‘Perhaps the event
took place but was a small occurrence which went unnoticed. Perhaps only 2 few
disciples unostentatiously dropped their garments in front of the ass . - . while onl_v
a few quietly murmured ""Hosanna’' ' (p. 306|. The reader must judge between this
account and those of Harvey and Borg [see above). :

2 See p. 131: '[The view] that a sufficiently careful exegesis of the sayings
material wilj lead to a *'correct decision'’ [about the historical Jesus] has led fnaﬂY
a New Testament scholar into a quagmire from which he has never emerged.
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offend the Pharisees in the way the Gospels suggest, it was stil]
Jews—specifically the Jewish leaders—who initially convicted him
and handed him over to the Romans for crucifixion. These points,
I believe, must be taken with the utmaost seriousness as the Third
Quest continues.

There are, however, some equally serious questions to be raised.
First, and most important, Sanders manages to avoid the entire
tradition of Jesus’ warnings to Israel, and the correlated call to
repentance, by transmuting them into veiled prophecies of
restoration.! It is ironic that the only passage (other than John
2.19) in which Jesus is said to mention the rebuilding of the temple
is Mark 14. 58 and parallels, which is explicitly said to be the
testimony of false witnesses.

Further, Sanders never seems quite to make up his mind whether
the kingdom 1is really other-worldly or this-worldly, or some
combination of the two.2 The root of this puzzle seems to be his
insistence on the one hand that neither Jesus nor his disciples were
intending armed revolt—and the perceived corollary that they
must have been looking for a kingdom not of this world—and the
historical observation on the other hand that eschatological hopes
such as were cherished by Jews of the day were in fact for a
kingdom which would come within the continuing space-time
continuum. Both the premisses are surely correct. Whether the
conclusions follow is another matter. Suppose that Jesus {and
eventually, after various muddles, the disciples} envisaged a
different sort of kingdom within the space—time continunm, one
that would be inaugurated {as Meyer indicates it would be] by the
self-giving to death of its chief architect and representative?

Sanders will undoubtedly be criticized for his sketch of Jesus'
relationship with the Pharisees, and more work needs doing at just
this point. It could be said that he caricatures the Gospels’ picture
of the Pharisees, and his view of the controversies concerning the
Sabbath and food-laws needs to be set beside Borg’s. But beyond
this there are some larger questions. Although he says at one point

1 Sece especially pp. 71-75. This leads him into some odd history-of-tradition
reconstructions: Jesus did not preach about mdgement, but the evangelists, puzzled
that the tradition did not contain such material, put it in anyway [p. 113; f.
pp. 20 £,

2 See especially pp. 142, 146, 150, 153, 231 ff.

i e.g. pp. 178, 191.
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that the rise of the early Church is incomprehensible without the
‘Resurrection {p. 240; compare p. 320), he never discusses whag sort
of event it was, and this weakens his own stated intent to account
for the rise of the early Church. Instead we simply read that
his disciples carried through the logic of Jesus’ position 'in 4
transformed situation’, thus creating a movement which would
grow and continue to alter in ways unforeseeable in Jesus’ lifetime
(p. 340). This is clear historical thinking. But the detailed
questions will not go away: what precisely happened on Easter
morning?

Finally, Sanders (like most of the Third Quest authors| leaves
questions of Christology wide open. ‘I must confess’, he writes,
‘that I have no answer to the question of precisely how Jesus saw
the relationship between himself, the Son of Man, and the Father'
{p. 308). It could be claimed that by simply avoiding the problem
of the Son of Man he has left one vital piece of the jigsaw in the
box, and that the puzzle will never be solved without it—though,
since most of those who try and make that piece the centre of their
scheme habitually miss out other bits which Sanders has got in, he
will have a ready ad hominem reply to most potential critics,
especially as he is so candid about his own position. But it is at the
level of Christology that most will feel uncomfortable with his
account, and to that problem we must return presently in
concluding this section.

At the time of going to press there appeared the English
translation of a quite astonishing little book which really belongs
within the Third Quest, though it will undoubtedly arouse sharp
debate of all sorts. Professor Gerd Theissen of Heidelberg
University has written a cross between a novel and a work of
scholarship, entitled The Shadow of the Galilean.) It is a powerful
and moving book, not without humour. It collects a great deal of
serious historical research (Theissen knows his Josephus in a way
evidenced by few other German writers on Jesus} and presents it 10
a manner which the most unscholarly will understand: the
scholars, meanwhile, will smile as they see their own position s0
candidly revealed, by one of their own guild, in the fictitious letters

(to a sceptical colleague) which Theissen interposes between the
chapters.

I German ed., 1986; English trans., 1987.
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T}?ere are VaI.iOI..lS criticisn}s one could make. For instance,
despite t‘he. brilliant descriptions of dreams teplete  with
apocalyptic imagery, Theissen never grasps the significance of the
Son of Man in terms of the vindication of Israel or her
representative; and [correlated with this) he seems to have a
somewhat nebulous view of the resurrection. I am not sure, either,
that his view of why Jesus died will ultimately convince. But these
objections should not prevent anyone with any interest in the
subject from reading a book which will surely go through as many
editions in English as it has, apparently, already gone through in
German. I know of no better way quickly to acquire something of
the feel and flavour of what it was like to be a Jew in the first
century, and what aspirations and expectations must have been
aroused and fanned into flames by the news of Jesus. The sense of
excitement as word is passed from person to person and village to
village of the strange revolutionary things said and done by the
prophet from Nazareth—all the more revolutionary because they
speak of peace, not war—this, one instinctively feels, is how it
must have been, even though one had not thought of it like that
before. If this particular part of the picture is right—and it seems
extremely likely, historically, that Jesus would have said similar
things in village after village, probably using the same parables and
short sayings—then the implications for the study of the synoptic
tradition are incalculable. We can only hope that Professor
Theissen will continue to explore the whole subject further along
the same lines.

What can be concluded, provisionally, about this Third Quest
which is still s0 very much in progress? We can first observe how
interestingly it may be contrasted with the now not-so-new New
Quest.

The New Quest joined the kerygma back to history, at least in
theory. It was avowedly anti-docetic in its aims. But it still relied
far too heavily on internal evidence from the Gospels themselves
for its judgements about historicity, and made no real effort to
locate Jesus, the early communitics, or the evangelists within
Judaism itself as we know it from the Scrolls, Josephus, and so on.
Indeed, it often scemed concerned to keep fesus at arm’s length
from anything too obviously Jewish. The Third Quest, on the
contrary, sees that the Jewish background is vital, and that,
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whatever discontinuities there undoubtedly are between Judaism
and Jesus on the one hand and Jesus and the early Church op the
other, it is just as important, if not more so, to plot the continuities,

For the New Quest, the crucified Jesus was the centre of a
theological programme. Crucifixion was the theological daryp
which had to be safeguarded by just enough history to prevent i
becoming docetic. For the Third Quest, however, one of the centry]
questions has become: why was Jesus crucified? This points tg 4
major theme in recent study: whatever we say about Jesus, we must
explain why there were powerful interests which wanted to kill him
and were in fact able to do so in just the way they did.

For the New Quest, politics and theology are still held apart. This
is partly out of reaction to the position of those like Brandon who
have put them together in such a way as to make Jesus an anii-
Roman revolutionary. For the Third Quest, however, politics and
theology are becoming more and more integrated, which makes far
better historical sense in terms of first-century Palestine, or indeed
anywhere in the world prior to the eighteenth century, and many
places to this day.

For the New Quest, there was a theological position to be
established, an g priori from which to work. For the Third Quest
there is no unanimity either of origin or of destination. Jew,
Christian, and agnostic rub shoulders in this new movement, and
there are no necessary ‘results’ determined in advance. This, while
very threatening to some, is clearly felt as liberating by others—
including those Christians who believe that God has revealed his
truth in history, and that ultimately historical research (as used tobe
said of scientific research| is a matter of thinking God’s thoughts
after him.!

What then are the problems and prospects before the Third Quest
in itself?

The new movement has a strength born of two factors. First, it
1s not a narrowly based initiative, but comes from a ground-
swell of historical research undertaken in several countries and for
several very different reasons. Secondly, it is more conscious of
what history actually is than any previous 'quest’ has been, and

“hristolog¥

I Indeed, as Professor C. F. D, Moule has said in conversation, a genuine C A
Festschri

invites and legitimates historical criticism; see his article forthcoming in the
for W_R. Farmer.
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asks the correct, and enormous, historical questions: What were
Jesus' aims? Why did he die? Why did the Church begin? These
guestions form, as it were, key points on the graph through which
any solution must pass. Most practitioners recognize this,
although each has tended to focus on one or two in particular.
Thus, although there are important disagreements on method
between the Third Quest practitioners, there are far more
important agreements. Central among these is the determination
to set Jesus in the context of Judaism on the one hand and of the
early Church on the other.!

The problems then facing the Third Quest may be reduced to
two: how to plot these two relationships.

The first—that between Jesus and Judaism—breaks down into
smaller units. What is the relationship between Jesus and the
Pharisees, Jesus and the Jewish hope of rescue from Rome, Jesus
and the politics of his day? Every writer so far in this group has had
a different way of lining up the alternatives, and much depends on
how the eschatological language of Jesus’ proclamation of the
kingdom of God is to be understood. One of the acid tests of any
theory here is whether it can plausibly explain why Jesus died in
the way he did, and particularly whether it can explain either his
own attitude to his approaching death or the ‘theological’
interpretations that were, within a very few years, given to it by
the early Church.

The second—that between Jesus and the early Church—is more
complex, and has as yet not been addressed in the same depth.
There seems to be a gulf at the moment between those who, like
Sanders, Meyer, and Borg, insist that a good historical hypothesis
must take into account the sequel to the events under
consideration, showing how it follows naturally from them,? and
those who, like Vermes, seem to cut off the historical sequence by
postulating a total discontinuity between Jesus and what came

1 Borg, fascinatingly, often argues that even if a passage relates primarily to the
early Church rather than to Jesus, we can infer continuity with the sort of thing fesus
said because we know that the early Palestinian communities were carrying on his
mission. This is in direct and refreshing conflict with a good deal of the Form-critical
schoot. Borg looks to Theissen's earlier work to ground this move: it remains to be
seen whether Theissen himself will follow explicitly, but his The Shadow of the
Galilean makes it seem likely that he will.

2 In this they are following in particular }. Xlausner. 1 owe this whole point to
Professor C. F. D). Moule: see also above, pp. 19 .
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after him, claiming that the early Church muddled things up and
that Paul totally corrupted the message. But, granted the g Ptiori
likelihood of the former supposition being correct, how cap the
continuity be plotted?

The major question here is, of course, that of the Resurrection
which as yet has hardly been addressed within the Third Quest]
although the tools for this next phase of study are now surely t(;
hand. We have in the intertestamental literature as good a picture a5
we are likely to get of what a Jew of the time would have meant by
‘resurrection’ {the one thing that would not have merited the word,
we may be sure, was an ‘event’, if such it could be called, which left
the physical body in the tomb]. We have some idea of the history
before {the ministry and death of Jesus) and after {the early years of
the Church); what is the most satisfactory bridge between the two,
given that the all-Jewish early disciples unanimously used the word
‘resurrection’ to describe it? The Bultmann school reckoned with
almost complete discontinuity between the Jesus of history and the
Christ of the kerygma, placing enormous weight on the disciples’
‘Easter faith'. Sanders and Theissen give the impression that thereis

somuch continuity between the message of Jesus and the message of
~ the early Church that there is less need [though still some] for a
major event or even for a sudden outbreak of or increase in faith.
Which, if either, is nearer to the truth? What elements.of both need
to be retained? Serious historical study such as we have scen in the
Third Quest cannot avoid these questions much longer.!

The more the Third Quest manages to address these issues of
continuity {and, of course, discontinuity} between Jesus and
Judaism on the one hand and the early Church on the other, the
less it will be able to escape the underlying question of
Christology. It may be right that so far this should have been for
the most part shelved. It would almost inevitably have led, at the
present time, to short-circuiting of historical questions in one
direction or another. But the very historical questions force us
back to Christology. The question of who Jesus was thought to
be—by himself no less than by others—cannot be bracketed off
since it forms an essential part of the total historical jigsaw that
faces us in Palestine in the first half of the first century.

1 See now the studies of Pheme Perkins, Resurrection {1984), and Peter Caraley,
Archbishop of Perth, Australia, The Structure of Resurrection Belief (19871
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Nor must it be.imagi‘ned that historical study such as that of
Borg or Sanders is of itself necessarily inimical to ‘orthodox’
Christology just because those writers do not happen to develop .
their thoughts in that direction. To think like that would be to
turn the clock back to Martin Kihler, who argued that the liberals’
‘historical Jesus’ is irrelevant for Christian faith, or to Bultmann,
who believed that to base one’s faith on history would be to turn
it into a 'work’. Without imagining that we will ever be able to
know all we would like to know about Jesus, or that historical
knowledge, however thorough, will of itself compel anyone to
genuine faith, we must press on and ask the greatest question of
all. If we can know—as I think we can—that John the Baptist
believed himself to be an eschatological prophet and that St. Paul
believed himself to be the divinely commissioned Apostle to the
Gentiles, why can we not ask: what did Jesus believe himself to be
called to do, and what must he accordingly have believed about
himself? And, last of all, was he right? Once again, we now have
fresh starting-points for such questions, and the historical
enterprise itself will demand that we ask them with all the clarity
we can muster.’

If the Third Quest has thus provided a new perspective and a new
sense of direction in the study of the Synoptic Gospels, what about
all those other methods of Gospel study (Source-, Form-, and
Redaction-criticism, and so forth) which have so preoccupied
scholars over the last century and a quarter?

It seems to me that the history of scholarship over the period we
have reviewed has seriously misled us at this point. It is absurd to
imagine, just because scholars happen (for a whole variety of odd
reasons) to have moved from Source-criticism to Form-criticism to
Redaction-criticism, that this is the natural, logical, and correct
way of proceeding. It would be ironic indeed if that very
scholarship which rejects all tradition as blinding the mind to the
real issues should allow itself to be trapped within a tradition—
almost a modern Heilsgeschichte!—of its own. In fact, although
these different sorts of questionings try to claim that they build on
their predecessors, this is only partly true. If, for instance, the

1 See the very suggestive article of George B. Caird, ‘Jesus and Israel: The Starting
Point for New Testament Christology’ in R. Berkey and S. Edwards {eds.},

Christological Perspectives (1982}, pp. 58-68.
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evangelists’ work of redaction was as heavy as some would claim
our chances of recovering early forms, let alone sources, are a;
the mercy of so much speculation and so many unverifiable
hypotheses that we are in a bad state indeed. How then can we
advance?

Just as the search for the historical Jesus is in principle a proper
task for the historian, so the study of the Gospels as whole units
is a proper task for the literary critic. We actually have Matthew,
Mark, and Luke: after a century we still do not have, in the same
sense, one pure example of a ‘form’ with unambiguous life-setting
attached and clearly labelled, or one single line of 'Q’. Not, in fact,
do we need to decide on a solution to the synoptic problem before
we can study what, let us say, Matthew was up to: we could do
that even if his were the only Gospel we possessed. We can look
at his arrangement of material, his opening and closing, the themes
which he clearly regards as central, the constant refrains. We can
then form intitial hypotheses about him, which can be further
tested; and, at a reasonably advanced stage in the process, we can
line him up with Mark and Luke (on whom the same procedures
will have been carried out} and see whether what we have
discovered about the emphasis, style, intent, and so forth of each
lends itself to hypotheses about their mutual interrelationships.!
At this stage, too, we might—if we were lucky—observe certain
‘forms’ appearing regularly, and try and deduce from them
something about the early Church which used them—working at
the same time, of course, from the actual historical knowledge,
such as it is, which we possess about the early Church.? And
'tradition-history’, which has lived in the shadowlands of specula-
tion between Source-, Form-, and Redaction-criticism, could
no doubt continue, but would never play more than an ancillary -

1 There has heen 2 good deal of such study in recent years: a notable, though
inevitably controversial, example is John Drury's book, The Parables in the Gospf?fs
11985), which is dedicated, somewhat cryptically, 1o ‘those who are not content with
the status quo in Gospel criticism’. We may also note the symposia of articles, €ac
_with a significant introduction by its editor secting out zecent Redaction-critical wo}*k.
in the series 'Issues in Religion and Theology': G. N. Stanton [ed. |, The Interpretation
of Matthew (1983), and W. R. Telford, The Interpretation of Mark {1985).

The best recent example of careful and patient work in this area is Klaus BeIgeT:
Formgeschichte des Neuen Testaments (1984). A ‘form’ which was almest ignored by
the early scholars but which is now making its presence felt is the 'chreia’, the short
pithy saying [often delivered in reply 10 a question]).
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role, and would certainly not have much to contribute to either of
the major tasks, those of historical and literary criticism.

I would therefore propose that work on the Gospels should be
undertaken in the reverse order to that which is usually imagined
to be normal or correct. Historical criticism, along the lines begun
by the Third Quest, and literary criticism, taking the Gospels in
the first instance as wholes and using all the tools currently
available, are the primary disciplines: Form-criticism and Source-
criticism are essentially secondary, as can be seen by their tacit,
and thoroughly warranted, neglect by modern students of the
history and literature. And theological study should rejoice.! It
has always been difficult to make theological mileage out of the
synoptic problem; and form criticism, though undertaken for
very definite theological motives, has always promised much and
produced little in this respect. But to study Jesus, and to study the
first books we possess which attempted to write about him both
historically and theologically—there is a challenge in view of
which the theologian may well wish to become both historian and
literary critic.

v

‘These theologians do not turn to him for aid, though he stands
like a giant among them.” The words are those of Albert
Schweitzer, speaking of the way in which Ignatius and fustin do
not look to Paul for help: ‘they know him, but they owe no
allegiance to him.'? They could equally well apply, however, to
Schweitzer's own work on Paul. True, we have learnt much since
his day, and a good deal of his work is now exceedingly dated. But
it is to the young medical missionary, writing in 1912, that we owe
one of the most clear-sighted statements of the modern problem of
Pauline theology:

The great and stilt undischarged task which confronts those engaged in the
historical study of primitive Christianity is to explain how the teaching of
Jesus developed into the early Greek theology, in the form in which it

1 It should not, for instance, ebiect a pdori to the history-of-religions agenda so
clearly visible, in, for example, the work of Sanders: history-of-religions work, with
theological agenda in tow, has been the staple dier of the discipline throughout the
period covered by this hook. .

2 A Schweitzer, Paul and His Interpreters (English trans., 1912}, p. 248.
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appears in the works of Ignatius, Justin, Tertullian and Irenaeus. Hoyw
could the doctrinal system of Paul arise on the basis of the life and work
of Jesus and the beliefs of the primitive community; and how did the early
Greek theology arise out of Paulinism?!

Schweitzer thus poses the problem which arises naturally out of
the study of Jesus—ours as much as his. If Jesus is to be understood
against the background of Jewish eschatology, is Paul to be seen ag
the one who set his face against such ideas and turned Christianity
into a Greek cult? Or is he a half-and-half thinker, mixing together
things Jewish and things Greek, creating the bridge to the later
Hellenized religion? Or is he, like Jesus, explicable in terms of the
Jewish context alone, seen now simply in the light of what was
believed about Jesus himself?

The last solution is the one for which Schweitzer decisively
opts. Paul was an eschatologically minded apocalyptic Jew, who
believed that Jesus was the Messiah, that he had died and risen
again, and that he would very soon return to end the age.
Everything in his system of thought can be explained from this
point of view. Paulinism is then to be understood as ‘an
eschatological mysticism, expressing itself by the aid of the Greek
religious terminology’.2 This is the thesis that Schweitzer worked
out nearly twenty years later in his large-scale treatment, The
Mysticism of Paul the Apostle (1930, English trans., 1931): 'Paul
was not the Hellenizer of Christianity. But in his eschatological
mysticism of the Being-in-Christ he gave it a form in which it
could be Hellenized.”* As a result ‘those who labour to explain
[Paul] on the basis of Hellenism, are like a man who should bring
water from a long distance in leaky watering-cans in order to water
a garden lying beside a stream’.* '

1 Schweitzer, op cit., p. v.

2 Op. cit., p. 241.

3 Mysticism, p. ix. One must, in reading this formidable and extraordinary work,
remember the circumstances in which it was brought to birth. Conceived as early as
1911, it was delayed because of nearly twenty years of missionary work and because
‘during my furst leave in Europe I was fully accupied with my two volumes on the
Philesophy of Civilization'—and, we might add, with delighting audiences in Europé
with superb organ-playing. The preface to Mysticism was hnally written ‘01 the
Ogowe steamer on the way to Lambaréné’ on St. Stephen’s Day 1929 (ibid., pp. vil, X)-

4 Ibid., p. 140. Schweitzer has in mind, for instance, the work of Reitzensteil:
‘before the poor apostle can get in a word he (Reitzenstein] has overwhelmed him
with a shower of parallel passages from the Hellenistic literature’ (ibid., p- 27)-



HISTORY AND THEOLOGY 405

It was perhaps unfortunate that Schweitzer should have used the
word ‘mysticism’. He did not mean by it precisely what the word
has come to mean within the Christian tradition as a whole. He
explains his meaning as follows: ‘We are always in the presence of
mysticism when we find a human being looking upon the division
between earthly and super-earthly, temporal and eternal, as
transcended, and feeling himself, while still externally amid the
earthly and temporal, to belong to the super-earthly and eternal.’
What does this mean for Paul?

The fundamental thought of Pauline mysticism runs thus: I am in Christ;
in Him I know myself as a being who is raised above this sensuous, sinful,
and transient world and already belongs to the transcendent; in Him I am
assured of resurrection; in Him I am a Child of God . . . Being in Christ is
conceived as a having died and risen again with Him, in consequence of
which the participant has been freed from sin and from the Law, possesses
the Spirit of Christ, and is assured of resurrection . . . this ‘being-in-Christ’
is the prime enigma of the Pauline teaching: once grasped it gives the clue
to the whole.!

We are therefore talking about an eschatological mysticism: not a
‘God-mysticism’, for that {Schweitzer claims) is impossible for
Tews, but a ‘Christ-mysticism’, in which the future is experienced
in the present, the eternal in the temporal. This does not, as in
other sorts of mysticism, come about by means of an act of
thought, but is a simple reality, which thought needs only to
apprehend.? This reality is appropriated in Baptism and celebrated
in the Lord's Supper.

One of the most important consequences of this work for all
subsequent Pauline scholarship lies in the sharp distinction which
Schweitzer thereupon draws between this Christ-mysticism,
which formed the heart of Paulinism, and the doctrine of
righteousness by faith, which he regards as bound up with that of
redemption. Most Pauline scholars, especially within the
Reformation Churches, have made ‘being in Christ’ a sub-class of
justification’, but in fact the converse is true: ‘the doctrine of the
redemption, which is mentally appropriated through faith, is only
a fragment from the more comprehensive mystical redemption-

1 Mysticism, pp. 1, 3. 2 Ibid., pp. 37, 99.
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doctrine, which Paul has broken off and polished’ for his owg
particular purposes. ‘The doctrine of righteousness by faith is
therefore a subsidiary crater, which has formed within the rim of
the main crater—the mystical doctrine of redemption through the
being-in-Christ’ {pp. 220, 225}. One important working out of this
relates to Paul's view of the law. Since the Messianic Kingdom has
begun, the Torah is now irrelevant, because the 'Messianic mode
of being’, the 'being-in-Christ’, has a supra-mundane character to
which the law, established for the natural world, is inappropriate
{p. 189}.

This, in turn, has direct consequences for exegesis. Romans 3-5
expounds one system of thought (rightecusness by faith], Romans
6-8 a different one (Christ-mysticism): ‘to the presence of these
two independent expositions of the same question is due the
confusing impression which the Epistle to the Roman always
makes upon the reader’ {p. 226}. While the simple-minded reader
of Paul may welcome the news that the giants, too, ind Romans
difficult, the history of scholarship since those words were written
does not suggest that Schweitzer’s analysis actually solved the
problem. Rather, we are faced today with precisely the same set of
questions, and after two generations we are fully justified in
looking again at the lines of thought which run from his work, to
see if we can pick up some threads and tie them together in new
ways.

Schweitzer's hermeneutical programme—his suggestions for
how Pauline theology might be used today—is comparatively
simple. It grows out of his account of the way in which Pauline
theology was used in the second and subsequent generations. Here
there is an interesting ambiguity. It is clear that Schweitzer regards
the Hellenization of Christianity, which began after Paul, as an
‘impoverishment’. But he nevertheless accepts that, since the
conditions under which Paul could develop his system no longer
obtained in the second century, his successors had little alternative
but to do what they did. Jobn, Ignatius, Justin, and the others were
recasting the material into forms appropriate for their own age.
They found a non-Hellenistic doctrine—Paul’s eschatological
Christ-mysticism—which was ripe for Hellenization, and they
Hellenized it. They thus simplified it and, though impoverishing
it somewhat, enabled it 'to take a form adapted to the most various
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periods’ {op. cit., p. 373]. The modern interpreter, it is implied, is
fully justified in doing the same sort of thing—though he willr if
he follows Schweitzer, make a somewhat different Selectién
Historically conditioned thought-forms must not be absolutized:
The essence of the matter must be distilled and reworked.

Just as he had done with Jesus, therefore, so Schweitzer does
with Paul. Setting him in a thoroughgoing fewish-eschatological
context, he leaves him there, claiming to have taken from him the
quintessence of his message, that which is ‘spiritually essential’
{op. cit., p. 333). Paul, he tells us, vindicated for all time the place
and freedom of thought in Christianity (pp. 376 {.). His grasp and
exposition of the experience of union with Christ gives us the only
sort of mysticism which is ultimately possible, being superior to
a monistic mysticism on the one hand and a dualism on the other
{pp. 378-9}. It thus holds together kingdom-of-God theology with
redemption-through-Christ theology: and this, Schweitzer argues
forcibly, later forms of Christianity, both Protestant and Catholic,
have signally failed to do, and have suffered in consequence
(pp. 379-85]. We can thus maintain the unity of the eternal and
the ethical {pp. 385-8}, taking our place within the world as those
who, indwelt by the kingdom of God, are able to work for that
kingdom in the proper, that is to say spiritual, way.! Thus it is
that the real Paul is the true interpreter of the real Jesus: 'Paul is
so great that his authority has no reed to be imposed upon anyone.
All honest, accurate and living thought about Jesus inevitably finds
in him its centre’ (p. 395). The ‘permanent elements’ in Paul's
thought thus take the same place, in Schweitzer’s hermeneutical
use of him, as the ‘personality’ of Jesus did in his Quest: they are
the means by which the temporally conditioned message can
retain its vitality in succeeding generations.

It is not, perhaps, surprising that few subsequent scholars have
been content with all of this bold and challenging account of Paul.

! pp. 387 #f. There is here what sounds like a note of ge}'sona}! testim(ony. 'If we
want to '"live a quiet life”’, [the conception of dying and rising IW’.lth _Chnst} attacks
us with the question whether the being possessed by Cbnsy is living itself out in us,
or whether it is merely a distant echo on the horizon of our hv:?s ... He who has fgllen
under the power of the conception of dying and rising again with Cl'}nst adva_nces into
an ever deeper consciousness of sin, and attains in the struggle to die from sin a quiet
certitude of the forgiveness of sin. That is what Paul promises to those who, like
himself, are determined to make the being-redeemed-through-Christ not a matter of

word only, but of deed.’'
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The demotion of justification and the realism of the sacramental
teaching ensured that Protestant thought would have grave
difficulty with it, and the apparently remote and stark eschatology
seemed, despite Schweitzer’s attempts to the contrary, to put an
insurmountable obstacle between Paul and his modern readers.
Nevertheless, the influence of Schweitzer upon subsequent
scholarship, in one way or another, has been (quite rightly)
enormous. The irony is, however, that he has been most
influential where he is most misleading. As in his own view of Paul
and Jesus, our task is now to extract from him the elements of
permanent value, putting to one side those things that were
conditioned by the state of scholarship in his day: and those are the
very points at which he was most closely followed.

Thus, for a start, it is vital to challenge his sharp antitheses in
the area of the history of religions. As we have already seen, it is
impossible to keep Judaism and Hellenism in watertight
compartments at this period: and, moreover, although we are more
conscious today of the varieties within Judaism, we are also more
conscious that the different sections of Judaism were not
themselves watertight. Apocalyptic and Pharisaism, mysticism
and rabbinism, are not so easily distinguished.! Further, the
challenge to Schweitzer’'s view of late-Jewish apocalyptic
expectation, which is so important in the study of Jesus, is of
course equally important in the study of Paul, and if applied
properly will also challenge the view of several subsequent
interpreters.

Schweitzer has thus introduced us to the various questions (not
addressed in detail in the first edition of this volume, making the
present extended treatment desirable] which have dominated
Pauline study in the present century. We can separate these
questions into four areas, whose mutual interaction gives the
subject its peculiar flavour.

First, there is the question of history, and particularly the history
of religions. What place does Paul have in the great jigsaw of
developing first-century Christianity? In what way does he reflect
the shift from Judaism to Hellenism in the early Church? This
question has been modified significantly since Schweitzer's day.

1 For these points see W. D). Davies, Panl and Rabbinic Judaism, (4th ed., 1980),
pp- vii-xii.
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It has been %ncreasingly recognized, as we have seen, that the
Jew~Greek dichotomy does not reflect historical actuality in our
period, and increasing doubts have been expressed about the
unilinear developmental schemes that are often proposed, as
could teil w i
Ffllf?rfllc]:pgg? it “l«'las 0:1: 31 pal:tif:lu?;r ;c},re;ot‘;zficirlolr':;lgateq by how
, Or vice versa.
In particular, the notion that the Jew—-Greek line carried automatic
evaluative judgements [in whichever direction) should now be
regarded as decidedly outdated. Nevertheless, most of the major
works on Paul in the last fifty years have been primarily concerned
to argue a case on this historical question.

The second question is that of theology. How are we to analyse
Paul’s thoughts in terms of their internal coherence? Which ideas
are central and which peripheral {the main candidates being
‘justification’ and ‘participation’ or ‘being-in-Christ')? How did his
scheme, such as it was, develop, and did it change between the
writing of different letters? How, to be specific, did he arrive at his
view of Jesus, of the law, of justification, and what relation do
these bear to each other? How did he conceive of the continuity
and discontinuity between the Church and Israel according to the
tlesh? Although it is often said that Paul was not a systematic
theologian, these questions arise inevitably from serious study of
his letters, and once again all major writers on Paul have grappled
with them in some way or other. There is an important correlation
between these questions and the historical one raised earlier.
Those who stress Paul’s Jewishness have tended to highlight
'participation’ and play down justification, and the opposite
position has been argued, classically, by those who stress Paul's
Hellenistic backgronnd. The effects of this we will see presently.

The third question is that of exegesis. The detailed study of the
letters, and the attempt to think again the thoughts which Paul was
actually expressing, is essentially a separate art and science, withits
own rules, insisting on liberty from the wider historical and
theological issues and indeed claiming a certain kind of veto over
their grand schemes. Sometimes, indeed, these claims are pressed
too far: exegesis, though strictly independent, must maintain
constant awareness of historical and theological problems, and no
exegesis of a particular passage looks convincing if it makes Paul
say the complete opposite of what he says elsewhere {although
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internal tensions and apparent contradictions cannot, of course, be
ruled out in advance, and may indeed be pointers to s:gmhcant
questions hitherto ignored}.! In particular, as Schweitzer found
the exegesis of Romans, and the attempt to make sense of it as 5
consistent line of argument in itself and in its relation to the other
letters, particularly Galatians, has dominated the exegetical scene,
Which section of Romans {chs. 1-4, 5-8, 9-11, or 12-1¢) is the
‘main’ one, and how do the others relate o it? The detailed verse-
by-verse study of the letters is therefore a vital third element in the
study of Paul.

The fourth and final element is that of modern appropriation of
Paul. This task involves interpretation and reapplication, often
loosely referred to as ‘hermeneutics’. How can we use our
historical study of Paul and his thought within our own theological
endeavours? It should not be imagined that this question can be
safely relegated to a Cinderella position in Pauline studies. Most
modern interpreters of Paul have wanted to say, at least in
principle, that Paul was substantially right, and it would be a bold
man who claimed that in such a case the interpreter’'s own
theological position never influenced that being suggested as the
apostle’s. Even where modern writers have wanted to distance
themselves from Paul, sometimes criticizing him heavily, there is
often the suspicion of an inverted projection: Paul, being felt
generally undesirable, is charged with all the faults most likely to
bring him into disrepute. Sometimes a middle position is taken,
and the claim is made to think Paul’s thoughts more clearly than
he did himself, so that less clear parts in his writings may be
amended in the light of the central emphases, which are to be
retained in the modemn reappropriation of his scheme.? At this
point, and indeed throughout, the hermeneutical task overlaps
with, and influences, the other three tasks in significant ways. To
this we shall return at the conclusion of this chapter.

If these four questions are borne in mind, the study of Paul in the
last fifty years will begin o fall into place.

The great reworking of Pauline theology by Rudolf Bultmann

1 The question, however, of what counts as a "contradiction’ is one too little
explored today.

1 See the account of this method, known as Sachkritik, in Robert Morgan, The
Nature of New Testament Theofogy {19734, pp. 3B-52, espccmlly pp. 49 1.
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owes a good deal to the presupposition that in the area of
eschatology at least Schweitzer was correct. Paul, expecting the
end of the world, was wrong, and we therefore have to translate his
thought into other categories, specifically existentialist ones.!
The centre is to be found in anthropology, Paul’s view of human
beings under sin and then under grace, prior to faith and under
faith. Paul’s roots in apocalyptic are thus marginalized in favour of
a very different scheme (which has, apparently at least, a2 much
easier time than Schweitzer's had in being translated into modern
idiom|: Bultmann leans heavily on the work of such scholars
(shunned by Schweitzer} as Bousset and Reitzenstein, who made
Paul the great Hellenizer of Christianity. Paul, it appeared, had
picked up non-Jewish ideas from the mystery religions and from
Gnosticism, in order to develop a scheme which was consciously
opposed to Judaism in form and flavour as well as in content.
Armed with his neo-Kantian philosophy, Bultmann insists that
genuine faith does not involve treating God as an object to be
studied, but involves rather the full encounter between the human
subject and God. Pauline theology can then be analysed in
anthropological categories: ‘man before faith’ and '‘man under
faith’. Faced with the dilemma of his own self-contradictory
existence, man must make the decision of faith, not relying on his
own 'boasting’ or ‘works’. The Jewish law is the quintessence of
all that is wrong in religion, since it summons man to aspire to
achieve his own salvation. Christ is the end of the law, the end of
history, the end of all that might imprison man in his past and
prevent him from being free in the present and open to the future.
Those bits of Jewish writing which cannot thus be demythologized
out of Paul—for instance Romans 9-11—are, as one perceptive
commentator has put it, treated by Bultmann simply as the
‘flotsam and jetsam . . . of an apocalyptic view which no longer
really governed the Apostie’s mind’.?2 Here is a good example of
that Sachkritik, thinking Paul’s thoughts better than he did
himself, which we mentioned a moment ago.

Bultmann's reading of Paul has been criticized from a number
of points of view, not least, as we shall see, from within his

! For Bultmann's exposition of Paul see his Theology of the New Testament,
{English trans., vol. i, 1952}, pp. 185-352.
2 W. D. Davies, The Gospel and the Land (1974], p. 204.
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own school. But it must be recognized that it is not only a very
powerful scheme as it stands, but also possesses a good claim
to be reasonably near to the traditional Protestant reading of
Paul. Although Bultmann leans heavily on neo-Kantian ang
existentialist philosophers for the particular ardculation he
requires, the shape of his thought is very like Luther's. Here is man
lost in sin, unable to attain salvation even though he struggles
valiantly to do so. Here is the Gospel, announcing the abolition of
the law and the free gift of God in Christ. Here is the life of faith,
the glad response to the Gospel, the release from the shackles
of a Judaism which corresponds so interestingly to medieval
Catholicism. Such a scheme is eminently preachable, and there are
still plenty of people preaching it, and believing it to be the heant
of what Paul was saying.

But is it historically correct? This question was raised just after
the war in what may justly be called one of the few epoch-making
books in modern Pauline studies: W. D. Davies's Paul and
Rabbinic Judaism.! Davies quite simply argues that Paul was a
Rabbi, not a Hellenist. Those elements of his thought which have
been seen as evidence of his non-Jewish background can in fact be
understood, and better understood, by reference to the voluminous
works of the Rabbis. Paul’s place in the scheme is not, after all,
that of the man who changed the character of early Christianity:
he was simply a Pharisee who believed that the Messiah had come,

The weight of learning displayed by Davies is not easily shouted
down. The plight of man in Paul, he argues, can be understood by
reference to the Jewish ideas of the Evil Inclination and the Fall of
Adam {pp. 17-35]). Speculation about Adam in frst-century
Judaism likewise provides a better explanation than the Hellenistic
ones [and Schweitzer's) for Paul's Adam-Christology and his
expressions of Christian solidarity with Christ (pp. 36-57}. Already
we see an important theme in Davies’s work: the Messiahship of
Jesus remained a vital element in Paul’s thought. This view,
despite its inherent plausibility, has often been overlooked on the

! First published in 1948, now in a fourth edition {1980), with a lengthy new
preface and other additions collected on the way. Davies, a Welshman who studied
under C. H. Dodd at Cambridge, has iong been 2 respected and honoured New
Testament teacher in the United States. He is currently one of the editors Of Fhe
Cambridge History of Judaism, and is completing the new International -Critical
Comritentary on the Gospel of Matthew.
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grounds that Paul, as Apostle to the Gentiles, would not have
retained so Jewish an idea at the centre of his thought. It may be
suggested that at this point at least the full weight of Davies's case
has yet to be felt.

Davies then turns to the vexed question of Paul and Israel
(pp. 58-85}. Paul became heir to the universalist promises of the
Old Testament, but he never abandoned the faith or the practices
of the Torah, remaining an observant Jew throughout his life and
continually hinding himself preoccupied with the fate and destiny
of his ‘kinsmen according to the flesh’. Since he believed himself
to be living in the Messianic Age, his obedience to Torah was part
of the overall Jewish opinion that in that Age the law would be
fulfilled, in the sense of being better obeyed. Paul lived in the
tension of knowing that his kinsmen had rejected the Gospel but
that God had not rejected them: this is of course worked out in
Romans 9-11, where, Davies argues, Paul has not allowed the logic
of his position to distract him from his natural loyalty to his own
people.! The Pauline language about dying and rising with Christ,
and the ethical teaching, may be understood respectively not in
relation to mystery-religions or to a Schweitzerian apocalyptic
scheme, but in terms of the Christian recapitulation of major and
formative events in Jewish history:

The Christian man for Paul . . . is one who has died and risen with Christ:
he has undergone a New Exodus. We now see that he has also stood at the
" foot of a New Sinai, which implies that he is confronted with the teaching
of Jesus. It is the latter that helps to give ethical content to the dying and
rising with Christ. In other words, ‘mysticism’ and morality, Gospel and
Law are inseparable in the Christian man’s experience.?

Whatever else may be said about this synthesis of Paul's
thought, it cannot be denied that it has both power and
attractiveness. Davies then analyses Paul's Christology in terms of
Jewish wisdom-ideas, and argues in the following chapter that
Paul's language about the Spirit is best understood in terms of the
communal experience and eschatological expectation of Israel: the

1 Sce also the essay, ‘Paul and the People of Istacl’, in NTS 24 (1977}, pp. 4-39%.
This and several other important essays are reprinted in his fewish and Pauline
Studies [1983).

? Paul and Rabbinic fudaism, p. 146,
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Spirit is the gift of the New Covenant. This, again, is an idea not
sufficiently taken up in subsequent scholarship.!

The last main chapter deals with Paul’s eschatology. Davies is
careful to point out that in fact the whole book has been, in a wider
sense, about eschatology, the belief that in Christ the end of the
age has come: this chapter is concerned more with the question of
Paul’s detailed expectations concerning future events. This is ap
area in which it is still thought that at certain points he shows
traces of Hellenism: Davies shows, once again, that the materia]
in question can just as well be explained with reference to the
Rabbis. He concludes by asserting that ‘it is wholly artificial to
make too sharp a dichotomy between the Hebraic and the
Hellenistic elements in Paul’s thought . . . any Hellenistic
elements which may be found . . . do not imply that he was
therefore outside the main current of first-century Judaism.’ This
is judicious and properly cautious, and can still stand in the light
of subsequent work which has emphasized the overlap between
Jewish and Greek thought in the period.

Two main criticisms may be advanced against Davies's work,
neither of which detracts from its great importance and value. The
first is that he has treated the Rabbis somewhat uniformly, without
making the necessary chronological and other distinctions. The
modern fine-tuning of Rabbinic studies (now associated, for
instance, with Professor J. Neusner of Brown University in the
U.S.A.} had scarcely begun when the first edition of Davies's book
appeared, and in the light of this subsequent work it does look
somewhat dated. This does not, however, detract from the central
thesis that, if the question being asked concerns Paul's essential
Jewishness, the available parallels create a good case in favour.

Secondly, Davies has been accused of underestimating the
discontinuity between Paul and Judaism. On the one hand, 3
history-of-religions point may be made. S. Sandmel has suggested
that Paul's Hellenism was in fact greater than Davies allows’
and E. P. Sanders has argued for simple discontinuity, for sheer

1 It is in this chapter that Davies declates his agreement with Schweitzer as t0 the
praper place of justification within Paul's thought: it is a subsidiary (though not
unimportant} element, introduced for polemical purposes only {pp. 221 ff.].

2 A further point that could be made here is that Davies never addresses
Schweitzet's larger question, of how Paulinism was adapted to become second-
century Gentile Christianity.
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innovat.ion rat.her than close‘ dependence.! On the other hand, a
theologlc‘a% point must be raised: that Davies has underestimated
Paul's critigue of Judaism, and that his demotion of justification to
a place at the margin of Paul's thought is a direct result of this.
There are only two references to justification in the index, and
there is little or no discussion of the key passages in which Paul
stands over against the law and Israel according to the flesh. This
may be felt to be an inherent problem with the history-of-religions
method. As we said earlier, it often appears difficult to argue at the
same time that a writer is dependent on Judaism and that he
criticizes Judaism, especially when the former argument is
designed to carry the implication that his thought is Jewish and
therefore commendable. What we miss in Davies’s analysis of Paul
is the note, not just of tension—that is certainly present—but of
prophetic critique of his own people. Until that {authentically
Jewish!) note is provided, and even more until it is convincingly
integrated with those other elements which Davies has discussed
s0 well, we may feel that justice has yet to be done to the Apostle
to the Gentiles.2

A decade or so after the first edition of Davies's work, there
appeared a book whose title might have indicated close similarity
to it, but whose content is in fact very different. Hans-Joachim
Schoeps, then Professor of the History of Religion in Erlangen,
argued that Paul was indeed a Jew, but from the Jewish Diaspora,
the community of Jews living on pagan soil, knowing only a
debased and Hellenized form of the true religion, which he then
criticized as though it were the genuine article.? Unlike Davies,
Schoeps sees very clearly that Paul’s critique of Isracl and the law
is central to his thought, and concentrates on analysing this
element and asking where it comes from. Paul, he argues, failed to
realize that the law, at least as embraced within Palestinian
Judaism, was a delight to its practitioners. It was felt not as a
burden, but as the bond of covenant between a gracious God and

1 $ee Paul and Rabbinic Judaism {4th ed.), pp. xxxvi ff., for these criticisms and
Davigs's reply to them.

2 Further refiections on this subject may be found in W. . Davies’s original and
stimulating book, The Gospel and the Land (1974}, especially ch. 7 and the st two
appendices.

3 H.-). Schoeps, Paul: The Theology of the Apostle in the Light of Jewish Religious
Higtory |1959; English trans., 1961).



416 THE INTERPRETATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

his willing people. In the Diaspora, however, the law wag
understood not as 'covenant’ but as nomos, the harsh and binding
obligation under which Paul and others chafed and from which
they longed to be free. It was against this system that Paul reacted
and so his criticisms, while perhaps valid against their real target:
do not damage Judaism itself. Although, therefore, his background
was in some way Jewish, it was more profoundly Hellenistic, so
that in his Christology Paul could make Jesus into a Hellenistic
saviour-figure, a divine being alongside the one true God. This,
again, would be unthinkable to one who knew what true Judaism,
with its strict monotheism, would require.}

What we see in Schoeps is the shuffling of the cards into a new
pattern. For Schweitzer, Paul was the Jewish thinker who prepared
the way for Hellenism but did not himself travel along the road.
For Bultmann, Paul was the hero who used Hellenistic thought-
forms to liberate Jewish Christianity from the chains of the law.
For Davies, Paul was the Rabbi who believed that the Messiah had
come. Now Schoeps shows us Paul as the Hellenistic villain. He
has, if you like, Bultmann’s Paul with Davies's value-judgements.
Jewish ideas are good, but Paul has abandoned them; pagan ideas
are bad, and Paul has embraced them.2 It is ironic that, just when
the Bultmann school was beginning to explore new ways of reading
and appropriating Paul, their historical position should have been
upheld by one who did not share their theological motivation.
There is a sense of a bridge collapsing just after one has crossed it
to safety: was it really a good idea to try and derive Pauline
theology from paganism?

* *

‘It is probably more difficult for theologians to be converted than
for other people. Perhaps one is on the way when one has decided
not to howl with the wolves or to bray with the asses.’
‘Controversy is the breath of life to a German theologian.’ 'All

1 1t is at this point that the question of the place of Paul's upbringing becomes
important. Did he, as Acts 22. 3 asserts, study under Gamaliel in Jerusalem—in which
case Schoeps’ case would be severely damaged? Or did he remain in pagan Tarsu_S? See
W. C. van Unnik, 'Tarsus or Jerusatem. The City of Paul’s Youth', reprinted in his
Sparsa Collecta, part 1 (1973], pp. 259-320.

2 This is the mirror-image of Nietzsche's positien, in which Paul is tke villain who
introduced rabbinic darkness into the message of Jesus.
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scholarship has a provocative character, in so far as it raises the
question of truth.' ‘Mission, the freedom of the Christian
community, faith under fire—these are the different aspects of the
reign of Christ." Offer these quotations to any follower of New
Testament scholarship in the last twenty-Ave years and he will
surely come up with the author’s name: Ernst Kisemann, formerly
Professor of New Testament Studies in the University of Tubingen,
and one of the greatest Pauline scholars of the century.!

Kisemann is a born fighter. He confesses that the problems he
addresses are the ones which engage him not as an armchair
scholar but as a member of the Church, passionately concerned to
see its witness unclouded by pious platitudes or compromise.
Anything which obscures the single-minded vision of the cross is
to be shunned; anything which dulls the emphasis on God's
justification of the ungodly, as opposed to the pious, is
immediately suspect. Mere ‘edification’, the quiet building up of
the godly within their peaceful existence, is scorned. As a former
active member of the Confessing Church, imprisoned by the Nazis
for his opposition to Hitler, Kisemann is more aware than most of
what happens when theology goes wrong and fails to point to God's
victory in Christ over the powers of the world.? But Kisemann's
battles have never been a mere succession of angry skirmishes.
They were designed strategically to prepare the way for the major
onslaught, his Commentary on Romans.® The real secret of
Kiasemann’s power is that, like few other Pauline interpreters of
the present day, he has addressed all four of the questions we saw
raised by Schweitzer. Building on a lifetime’s work of painstaking
exegesis, and never for a moment forgetting the context of the
modem Church and world to be addressed afresh by Paul's

| Kisemann was born on 12 fuly 1906: before going to Tiibingen he held Chairs in
Mainz and Gotiingen. The quotations come from three collections of his translated
essays: Perspectives on Paul (1971}, foreword and p. 60, Essays orn New Testament
Themes (1964), p. 8; New Testament Questions of Today {1969}, p. 137. He has also
written a notable work on Hebrews, recently translated, a short book on John, and
severa} other provocative and stimulating works. A major collection of essays in his
honour, edited by J. Eriedrich, W. Péhimann, and P. Stuhlmacher, was published in
1976 under the title Rechifertignng.

? See particularly his highly polemical work, Jesus Means Freedom {1969; a fifth,
enlarged, Gevman ed. was published in 1972). A note of tragedy ensued; Kisemann's
danghter Elisabeth enlisted as a freedom-fighter in the Argentine, and was kiiled there

in 1977 at the age of 30.
3 QOriginally published in 1973; English trans., 1980
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message, he has mounted a massive argument both in the arey of
history {specifically the history of religions} and in the area of
theology. One cannot but stand in awe of an achievement on this
grand scale.

Exegesis, it seems, came first:

When on the third day of my first semester in May, 1925, full of curiosity,
I attended Erik Peterson's lectures on the Epistle to the Romans, the coyrge

of my study and in some sense, as befits a theologian, my life was decided,

The basic problem was posed.!

Nor can it lightly be sacrificed to other concerns: ‘Until I have
proof to the contrary I proceed on the assumption that the text has
a central concern and a remarkable inner logic that may no longer
be entirely comprehensible to us.’? So he goes to work. His
commentary reads, at times, more like a theological monograph
than verse-by-verse exegesis, although it is replete with impressive
detailed notes and studies, and shows evidence on every page of the
seriousness and thoroughness with which Kasemann has read, and
wrestled with, Paul and his greatest epistle. Looking through my
copy of the book a decade after first grappling with it, I not only
fnd exclamation marks, question marks, excited underlinings, and
all the other signs of eager agreement and frustrated disagreement:
I find in myself a renewed excitement at the task, a fresh desire to
get to grips with the problem at every level. Someone who can do
this for us deserves our lasting thanks.

We have already spoken of Kisemann's agenda in terms of his
message for the Church and world of the twentieth century. We
have seen that he seeks to ground this concern in actual exegesis,
to let Paul himself speak afresh. We must now look at his
achievement in the two areas {history and theology] which loom
up behind both concerns and which make his achievement so
impressive.

‘I describe apocalyptic as the mother of Christian theology.”
Addressing the question of the place of Paul in the historical jigsaw
of the first century, Kisemann turns his back on Gnosticism and
Hellenism in general as the sources of Paul's insights, and looks

! Commentary on Romans, p. vii.
2 1bid., p. viii.
3 New Testament Questions of Today, p. 137.
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instead, with help'frorn the Dead Sea Scrolls and the other
intertestamental writers, to apocalyptic. Paul, he argues at point
after point, picked up and transformed the Jewish-style apocalyptic
belief of the earliest Church.

Clearly, this history-of-religions argument has important ante-
cedents, in terms of form, in the old position of Schweitzer. The
content, however, is quite different. Kdsemann operates, like Bult-
mann, with an all-important pre-Pauline stage of Christianity:
but whereas for Bultmann the vital phase was the pre-Pauline
Hellenistic Church, for Kasemann it is the pre-Pauline Jewish-
Christian communrity. They looked for the imminent coming of
the Lord, and interpreted that in terms of the covenant faithfulness
of God to Israel. Paul picked up the apocalyptic motif of God’s
imminent dramatic action in history, but abandoned the cove-
nantal framework, speaking instead of God's victory over the
whole world in the cross of Christ.!

This is Kisemann's way of addressing the problemm we have
observed throughout, that with the progress of history-of-religions
research it has become clearer that Paul must be seen against his
Tewish background, but must nevertheless be understood as
standing (in the other sense} against that background, opposing it
with the scandalous Gospel of the Crucified One. Although it may
be questioned whether his thesis at this point will stand up
to detailed examination—his use of intertestamental texts is
frequently shaky, and the meaning he gives to 'apocalyptic’ itself
must be challenged in the light of more recent research—the shape
of this argument, that Paul opposed Judaism from within a Jewish
framework rethought in the light of the Cross, represents a major
advance which should not be abandoned. Subsequent questions
should focus on the precise meaning of the words 'from within’
and ‘rethought’ in that sentence: in what sense did Paul remain
within the Jewish thought-world, and what exactly was involved
in the rethinking?

Allied at every point with this historical thesis goes the
theological one. The righteousness of God which is revealed in the
Gospel is not a status or character given, reckoned, or bestowed

1 See, e.g., Romans, p. 312, commenting on Rom. 11. 28-32: ‘What we have here
is 2 particularly instructive example of a violent reshaping of fewish and
jewish-Christian tradition, which is indeed changed into its opposite.’



420 THE INTERPRETATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

upon human beings, but the saving power (Heilsetzende Macht
the power which creates salvation) of God himself. In speciﬁé
opposition to his old teacher Bultmann, Kisemann argues that the
key phrase duxatooivy Bgod, ‘the righteousness of God’, containg »
subjective, not an objective, genitive: the 'righteousness’ is Gogrg
own righteousness, not man’s, and this 'righteousness’ is not [as
in earlier Jewish Christianity) the covenant faithfulness of God
but his powerful activity. God has defeated the forces of evi]:
including specifically those forces that the pious and ‘godly’ seek
to enlist, hoping to secure and possess their own salvation instead
of receiving it as a gift of grace to sinners, and has instead released
his power into the world in the form of the good news of the
crucified Jesus. Forswearing what he sees as the individualism, the
narrow concentration on ‘anthropology’, of his teacher Bultmann,
he throws Pauline theology on to a cosmic screen.!

One great advantage of this is that the question of Israel is
brought out of the backwater where Bultmann had left it and
allowed to float again in the mainstream of Paul's thought, even
though we may wonder whether it has yet found its way into the
strongest current. For Kdsemann, Paul treats Israel as a type of 'the
religious man’, homo religiosus, against whose boast and pride the
Gospel strikes with full force. Romans 9-11 is thus reintegrated as
a major section within the total argument of the letter. Here again
questions will need to be raised, not least as to whether full justice
has been done {either by Paul or by Kisemann) to the Jewish
theology of the period. The legacy of Luther, and his reading of
judaism in the light of medieval Catholicism, is still very apparent.
But Kdsemann’s whole integrated scheme is impressive, and issues
in a hermeneutical programme which is subtle and far-reaching:
critical exposition of the Old Testament scriptures, already begun
by Paul, is necessary precisely in order that the true message, the
justification of the ungodly, may emerge clearly.?

If there is to be further progress, it must come, one feels, through
going down this line further than Kisemann has gone (not by going
back to a picture of Paul as either the great Hellenist or the Rabbi

1 A good description of the German debate about ‘the righteousness of God’ may

be found in M. T. Brauch’s appendix (pp. 523-42) in E. P. Sanders, Pau/ and
Palestinian Judaism (1977).

? pp. 284-8 of Romans deal explicitly with this, and would make a good starFiDS‘
point for anyone wishing to get to grips with Kasemann's thought for the first timeé-
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who had no critique of I’sraell. That is to say, the starting-point,
from the history-of-religions side, must be the Judaism of Paul’s
bac‘kground, and one must hnd a theologically and exegetically
satisfactory way of speaking, from that perspective, of Paul’s
critique of Judaism. There are plenty of points at which one may
disagree with Kasemann's own solution to this problem, both with
details of exegesis and with large theological arguments. Indeed,
even in Tlbingen and among his own pupils Kasemann's synthesis
as a whole has not been taken up: it has occasioned much fruitful
debate, but has not itself found full acceptance. But this simply
means that his modest statement of expectations (‘Having arrived
at the limits set for me, I accept the provisional nature of my own
thought and deeds, and willingly leave the way clear for others')!
should be taken not as a warning sign of a cul-de-sac ahead but as
an indication of open country inviting further exploration.
Kisemann was not the only scholar to produce, in the 1970s, the
fruit of a lifetime’s labour on the Epistle to the Romans. Charles
E. B. Cranfield, until his recent retirement Professor of Theology
in Durham University, inaugurated the new series of the famous
International Critical Commentary, of which he himself is one of
the editors, with his own frst volume on Romans 1-8 (1975},
publishing the second, on Romans 9-16, in 1979.2 There can be
no doubt that this work is the fullest, most painstaking, and most
theologically acute commentary on Romans to be written in
English in this century, perhaps ever. In terms of the various
questions we have posed concerning Paul, Cranficld does not
concern himself with arguing a major thesis about the history of
religion, though in general he follows the line set out by Davies.
Nor does he constantly turn aside to preach to the modern Church
and world, though it is clear that he is very concerned for the
contemporary reapplication of Paul's message. His great strengths
are in the other two areas of study, exegesis and theology.
Cranfield’s exegetical method is masterly. At each point in the
text, which he follows through phrase by phrase, he sorts out all
the various possibilities of meaning, lists them and the scholars
who have supported them, and rehearses briefly the arguments for

1 Romans, p. viil. .
1 He followed this with "a shorter, less detailed, Greekless’ one-volume version, to
make the results more widely available: Romans: A Shorter Commentary [1985].
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and against each, before coming down in favour of one or anothery
often adding a nuance of his own as he does so. This sometime;
results in lengthy or even heavy sentences; never in unclarity,
Unusually for a modern commentator, Cranfield has read, and
made good use of, commentaries not only from the last hundred
years but also from the Patristic, medieval, and Reformatiop
periods. The reader has a sense of following a detailed, precise line
of thought, as though being led through a well-arranged treasure.
house by a wise and expert guide.

The theological position taken up throughout the commentary
can best be characterized as Reformed, leaning particularly towards
the views of Karl Barth. Cranfield rejects Kiasemann’s view of ‘the
righteousness of God’, preferring to keep to the older idea that this
righteousness is a status given by God to man. He understands the
referent of 2. 7, 10, 14 {. to be Christian Gentiles, against those
who have thought that the passage spoke of a 'natural law’ which
non-Christians were able to obey without the special help of grace.
He understands the notorious passage 7. 13-25 as referring to
Christians struggling with sin, rather than those prior to faith
engaged in a battle which will cease at conversion:

Itis. .. in the Christian believer that the corruption of fallen human nature
appears conspicuously. Here battle is joined in earnest in a way that is not
possible before a man is sanctified by the Holy Spirit. For in the Christian
there is a continual growth in understanding of the will of God and
therefore also an ever-deepening perception of the extent to which he falls
short of it; and this growing knowledge and the deepening hatred of sin
which accompanies it are not merely phenomena of the Christian’s human
psychology but the work of the Spirit of God.!

Cranfeld follows Barth particularly closely in his understanding of
Romans 9-11, which he reads as an account not of 'the ultimate
destiny of individuals’ but of ‘the election of the community’, the
one family of God in its Christian and Jewish forms, of which the
latter, even in its rejection of the Gospel, nevertheless bears
‘eloquent and effective’ witness to Christ.? It is noteworthy that
at each of these points—'the righteousness of God’ and the
interpretation of chs. 2, 7, and 9-11--Cranfield stands firmly
against mainstream opinion, backing up his position with weighty

1 International Critical Commentary, vol. i, p. 359.
2 Ibid., vel. i, p. 450.
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arguments which deserve to be taken extremely seriously by future
Pauline researchers.

But it is his view of the Jewish law within Paul's thought which
particularly stands out. In a lengthy essay on Pauline theology
appended to the second volume, Cranfield has included the
reworking of an earlier article on this subject, taking issue head-on
with the dominant Lutheran view. Christ, for Paul, did not abolish
the law: he came to fulfil it, to bring it to completion, to enable it
to be re-established. Cranfield concludes this part of the essay with
a typical and trenchant summary:

It is clear that {Paul's] authority cannot justly be claimed for that modern
version of Marcionism which regards the law as a disastrous misconception
on the part of religious men from which Jesus desired to set us free; nor for
the view that the law was an unsuccessful first attempt on God’s part at
dealing with man’s unhappy state, which had to be followed later by a
second (more successful] attempt (a view which is theologically grotesque,
for the God of the unsuccessful first attempt is hardly a God to be taken
seriously]; nor yet the view that in law and gospel two different modes of
God’s action are manifested, the ultimate unity of which, while it may
indeed be supposed to exist in God, has not yet been revealed to men. On
the contrary, it is clear that we are true to Paul’s teaching, when we say
that God’s word in Scripture is one; that there is but one way of God with
men, and that an altogether gracious way; that gospel and law are
essentially one, and their unity, so far from being a mystery still hidden
from us, has been once and for all revealed to us in that one gracious Wozrd
of God, whose name is Jesus Christ, in whom at the same time God gives
Himself wholly to man, and claims man wholly for Himself.!

Just as people remember vividly where they were and what they
were doing when they heard of the assassination of President John F.
Kennedy, so I remember clearly the circumstances in which I
first read that paragraph in its setting in the earlier article. The
cavalier dismissal of the law in some circles has too close a kinship
with certain aspects of the spirit of the age, and demands too many
exegetical sacrifices (Romans 3. 31, for a start], not to mention the
theological sacrifices referred to already, for serious Pauline
theology to tolerate it. Cranfield has put us all in his debt by this
solid and thorough reminder that, if there is a negative side to
Paul's view of the law [occasioned, Cranfield argues, not by the law

1 Op. cit., pp. 861 {. {italics originalj.
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itself but by its abuse, i.e. ‘legalism’), there is also a positive side
and that with a good claim to priority.) There is bound to b,
disagreement. Few, for instance, will be ready to go all the wa
with Cranfield in his insistence that Galatians, with its trenchant
critique of the law, must be read simply in the light of the “More
careful and balanced statement’ (p. 858) of Romans. But even thoge
who want to go beyond, to see if there is not a third way {other thap
those of Luther and Calvin) of addressing the problem, must surely
agree that the simplistic reading of Paul opposed by Cranfield just
will not do. Whatever solution is to be found to the question of
‘Paul and the law' (and, with that problem, dozens of ancillary
exegetical and theological issues) it will not come by treating Pay]
simply as a Lutheran—still less a Marcionite—bomn out of dye
time.?

A very different attack on the ‘Lutheran Paul' was published in
1977, and it is no exaggeration to say that the entire flavour of
Pauline studies has been changed, quite probably permanently, as
a result. We have already mentioned Professor Ed P. Sanders’s
massive book Paul and Palestinian Judaism in another context, and
observed its effect on the current perception of Judaism. We must
now look at the new view of Paul which he has proposed.

It is vital to see from the beginning where Sanders intends his
main contribution to lie. The subtitle of the book is ‘A Comparison
of Patterns of Religion'. Although in fact his reconstruction of Paul
is basically an analysis of his theological thought, and depends,
like all Pauline study, on a range of detailed exegesis, neither of
these, officially at least, occupies centre stage: the stated aim is the
study of religion. Nor does Sanders outline a programme for
reappropriating Paul for today, and indeed he suggests here and
there that Paul got himself into various muddles from which we

} On p. 867 Cranfield writes of 'vast and splendid reaches of the truth of Chnst
which lie beyond the ken of all Marcionites and semi-, crypto-, and unwitiag,
Marcionites’. I chanced 10 be in Durham the day vol. i was published, and read the
section containing those words. When, later the same day, 1 happened ro meet
Professor Cranfield in the street, I tried to tease out of him some names o it these
Intriguing categories, but he was far too wise to be drawn on the matter. .

2 Although Kisemann and Cranfield dominate the scene in terms of P _‘mlm
exegesis in the last twenty-five years, we must also note the magnificent
commentaries of Q. Kuss, Der Romerbrief (1963, 1978), and U. Wilckens, DeZ Brief

an die Romer (1978, 1980, 1982), and the much shorter, Jess technical, but stil) highly

?;;“;;}]atiﬂg work by the late Bishop John A, T. Robinson, Wrestling with Romans
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should not try to extricate him. The question set, then, is this: in
terms of the categories of religion, of community and salvation, of
‘getting in’ and ‘staying in’, how do Palestinian Judaism and Paul
compare?

Mainline Judaism in the period, Sanders argues, is characterized
by ‘covenantal nomism’. The covenant is presupposed even where
the word itself is not used. Those who are born Jews take on
themselves the yoke of the Torah not in order to ‘get in’ but in
order to ‘stay in’ this covenant:

We must say that the Judaism of before 70 kept grace and works in the right
perspective, did not trivialize the commandments of God and was not
especially marked by hypocrisy. The frequent Christian charge against
Judaism, it must be recalled, is not that some individual Jews
misunderstood, misapplied and abused their religion, but that fudaism
necessarily tends towards petty legalism, self-serving and self-deceiving
casuistry, and a mixture of arrogance and lack of confidence in God. But the
surviving Jewish literature is as free of these characteristics as any I have
ever read.!

With that starting-point, one would hardly expect the Lutheran
picture of Paul [unless Sanders were to produce the same sort of
book as Schoeps]. Nor are we disappointed. Just as Sanders’s
picture of Jesus made him much less the opponent of his Jewish
contemporaries than we had thought, so his Paul has a much less
sharp critique of Judaism than has been imagined within mainline
Protestant scholarship. Sanders’s Paul does not reject the law and
Judaism as the wrong sort of religion, as if he were a Lutheran, nor
does he charge his opponents with ‘legalism’ per se, as Cranfield
would suggest. This is not to say, as Davies had implied, that Paul
had little or no real critique of Judaism. But the critigue which is
there stems simply from this fact, that Paul thinks of an entire
change of systems: ‘since salvation is only by Christ, the following
of any other path is wrong’ {p. 550}. Sanders has objected to having
his concluding, italicized sentence taken out of its context {'this
is what Paul finds wrong in Judaism: it is not Christianity’,
p. 552),2 but even in context the point is substantially the same:

1 Op. cit.,, pp. 426 [. Sanders excepts 4 Ezra from this judgement, noting its
apparently legalistic tone, and recognizing that it has been regarded by many as the

most accurate representation of Paul’s pre-Christian past.
2 In a letter dated 3 November 1982, he wrote: ‘perhaps [ should bhave had the

entirety of p. 551 printed in bold type.’
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that Paul, having found salvation in Christ, deduced that it was not
to be found elsewhere. As a result the pattern of Paul's religion—
which turns out to be the pattern of his thought, and thus oy s
different after all from the old question of ‘Pauline Theology'—jg
of an essentially different type to anything found in Palestinign
judaism, or for that matter anywhere else in the religions of the
ancient world. Paul is neither a Hellenist nor a Rabbi; he is simply
himself. The last sentence of the book, which summarizes th;s
point, could actually imply a lot more than Sanders specifically
intends:

In his letters Paul appears as one who bases the explanations of his gospe,
his theology, on the meaning of the death and resurrection of Jesus, not
as one who has fitted the death and resurrection into a pre-existing
scheme, where they take the place of other motifs with similar functions,
(pp. 555 £.].

This, it seems to me, is a significantly different picture from
anything offered before in modern critical study of Paul: a
history-of-religions presentation which ends up denying a direct
history-of-religions derivation. How has Sanders arrived at this
point!? '

He sees very clearly, and correctly, that the vital questions in
analysing Paul’s theological thought concern the centre and the
starting-point. What is the key, the focal point around which
everything else organizes itself? And where did Paul begin his train
of thought? The answers Sanders offers to these questions are as
follows. First, Paul began with the solution, and worked back t0
the problem: that is to say, he did not {as Bultmann and a host of
other writers have assumed) begin with a problem in search of a
solution and then perceive Christ as that solution, but came to the
matter the other way around. His statements, and still more his
arguments, about the plight of man and the inadequacy of other
methods of salvation are not therefore the base of his scheme, but
the result of it, and their various inconsistences may thereby be
more easily understood. Sanders has explored this aspect in more
detail in a subsequent, shorter book, in which some of the
exegetical gaps in the long first volume have been filled.!

Secondly, the centre of Paul’s thought is not ‘justification by

1 Paul, the Law and the Jewish People {1983).
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faith’—nor, for that matter, 'covenantal nomism'’ or any variant on
it, as though Paul had simply picked up the Jewish scheme and
adjusted its details—but what Sanders calls ‘participationist
eschatology’. This is, as it were, a refined version of what
Schweitzer referred to as 'mysticism,’! and it is clearly
summarized as follows: '[ What Paul meant was) that Christ was
appointed Lord by God for the salvation of all who believe, that
those who believe belong to the Lord and become one with him,
and that in virtue of their incorporation in the Lord they will be
saved on the Day of the Lord’ [p. 523). Part of the strength of
Sanders’s presentation of this point lies in his recognition that the
cither—or proposed by Bultmann (either this participation depends
on ‘magical’ categories, or it must be reduced to existentialist
language) is false. Part of the commendable honesty of his
argument consists in his recognition that the description of the
middle ground is hard indeed:

We seem to lack a category of 'reality’—real participation in Christ, real
possession of the Spirit—which lies between naive cosmological
speculation and belief in magical transference on the one hand and a revised
self-understanding on the other. I must confess that I do not have a new
category of perception to propose here. This dees not mean, however, that
Paul did not have one.

The fact that the existentialist categories are more easily
appropriated today does not mean that they represent 'the real and
exhaustive interpretation of what Paul meant’. Paul’s actual
experience—what it was he experienced which he described as
‘being in Christ’—is ‘'much more opaque to research than is
thought'.2 But the key point is that 'participation’ is, as
Schweitzer had affirmed in other terms, the major category within
which ‘justification’ {and the whole host of other soteriological
terms) must be placed.

Sanders has not attempted a full-dress Pauline theology. There

1 See Sanders's shrewd discussion of Schweitzer in Paul and Palestinian fudaism
pp. 43442,

2 Op. cit., pp. 522 f., 549. An attempt to discuss the New Testament from the
standpoint of ‘experience’ has been made by J. D. G. Dunn, whe succeeded C. K.
Barrett as Professor in Durham, in his book Jesus and the Spirit (1975), published just
after Sanders bad completed his manuscript. The issue remains wide open, and is
currently being addressed, albeit obliguely, by the new wave of studies on the
sociological and psychological setting of the New Testament.
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are all sorts of issues and passages traditionally discussed under
this heading that he wisely does not attempt to include. But it ig
a measure of his achievement that he has already drawn fire from
" all sorts of angles. One does not defend one’s position at length
against someone who is not posing a definite threat. He hag put
his finger on some key issues in the subject, and though we
may disagree at several points we cannot simply dismiss hig
remarkable—indeed, novel—thesis out of hand. Where should gne
begin in offering criticisms?

~ It seems to me, despite Sanders’s disclaimers, that Jews of Paul’s
day did have a ‘problem’ for which they were seeking a 'solution’.
Sanders is right to assert that they did not have, so far as we cap
tell, the problem that Bultmann thought they had. But this was
not least because they were faced with immediate and pressing
problems which would leave them little time for existentialist self-
questionings. The problems in question wore Roman battle-dress,
planted their blasphemous standards in God’s holy land, and were
threatening to crush Israel once and for all. It was this desperate
situation that cried out for a heaven-sent ‘solution’: why are God's
people suffering, if he is indeed Lord of the world and in covenant
with Israel? And how should his people be living in the present if
they are to hasten the coming of the great day of redemption?
These questions do not exactly evoke a coolly conceived 'pattern
of religion’, but in one form or another they dominated the
religious landscape of Palestinian Judaism.

But if Paul in any way began with a problem of that shape, the
‘solution’ he perceived on the road to Damascus clearly forced him
to rethink the whole scheme. If Jesus, who had been crucified as
a Messianic pretender, had been vindicated by God as Messiah and
Lord, then he was the ‘solution’ to the problem. But in that ¢as¢
the problem must be a different (and deeper) plight than Tsrael in
general, and Paul in particular, had imagined. If this sequence of
thought is correct, there is a sense in which both Bultmann and
Sanders are right, though Sanders perhaps more so. We need to
think in terms of two problems, problem (a) and problem (b}, 0
that the sequence of thought runs from problem [a), t© th,e
solution, to problem (b). And problem {b} {sin and death] 1
conceived as the Christian radicalization or deepening of problem
(a] (the perceived plight of Israel). This can be seen (for instance]
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in 1 Corinthians 15. 20-28, where Paul writes a Christian version
of the traditional Jewish apocalypse: instead of a military victory
over the enemies of God's people, we find the victory of Christ over
the real enemies, sin and death.’ The question of Paul's starting-
point seems to me therefore more complex, subtle, and essentially
Jewish than is allowed for by Sanders.?

Turning to Sanders’s analysis of the centre of Paul’s thought and
its relation to the other parts, it seems to me that again Paul is
more Jewish than he has suggested. The categories of covenant and
Messiahship, played down in most modern Pauline scholarship,
are (I believe) overdue for reintroduction to the debate: and if that
were to happen I suspect that the things held apart since
Schweitzer would turn out to be different approaches to the same
. fundamental issue. We cannot pursue this further here. A case
could be made out, however, for seeing Paul’s thought {and hence,
in the terms of Sanders’s discussion, his pattern of religion) as the
replacement of the Jewish pattern with a new, but similar one.
Instead of covenantal nomism, that is, the belief that the one God
has entered into covenant with Israel and requires from her
observance of the law in return, and the religion which follows
from that belief, Paul has put forward the belief that the same God
has renewed the covenant in Jesus and has thrown open
membership to the world, recognizing as the mark of membership
not observance of the law {which would restrict it to Jews and
proselytes} but faith in Jesus. Membership in this new covenant
would then be that which is denoted by Paul’s ‘participationist’
language, and ‘justification’ would not belong to a different scheme
of thought but would itself be first and foremost covenantal
language, with its ‘lawcourt’ overtones at a secondary
metaphorical level.® And if this is so, then, however much we
remain grateful to Professor Sanders for one of the three or four

L This way of approaching the passage was first suggested to me by my former
pupil the Revd. Robert Warren, now Rector of Chibougamau in northern Quebec.

2 In addition, Sanders never really grapples with how Paul first perceived Christ as
the ‘solution’: what precisely was the content of the Damascus Road experience? Here
subsequent stimulating work has been done by S. Kim in his book The Origin of
Paul's Gospel [1981).

3 An argument pointing in this sort of direction has been offered by Professor
Moma Hooker in her article "Paul and ‘*Covenantal Nomism' * in M. D. Hooker
and S. G. Wilson |eds.), Paul and Paulinism: Essays ir honour of C. K. Barrett |1982],
pp. 47-56.
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most stimulating books on Paul to appear this centur
also believe that the last word both on Paul’s religious
and on the shape of his thought has yet to be said.

Space precludes, alas, proper discussion of three other Major
books on Paul which have appeared recently. The Dutch scholar
H. Ridderbos wrote his Paul: An Outline of his Theology in 194
and its English translation appeared in 1975: it is a massive systemi
atic presentation of the material which,' notwithstanding i
organization on old-style dogmatic lines, contains a wealth of
valuable insights. ]. Christiaan Beker, of Princeton, has argued in
his book Paul the Apostle {1980) that apocalyptic, in the sense of
God’'s triumph over his world, is indeed the heart of Paul's
thought, and that one may analyse that thought in terms of its
coherent centre, thus described, over against its contingent
expression in the various letters. H. Rédisidnen, Professor of New
Testament Studies in Helsinki, has gone further than Sanders in
his analysis of Paul and the Law {1983), arguing that Paul's view
of the law is full of quite irreconcilable internal contradictions and
attempting to explain them from a psychological standpoint. The
. fact that three such very different books on Paul {and a host of
others which cannot even be mentioned here} can appear within a
decade should be taken as a sign that the discipline is alive and
well. The days are past when one could imagine, as some used to
do, that all the major problems were solved and there was nothing
left to do except dot the ‘i's and cross the 't's. The four tasks—
exegesis, reapplication, and particularly history and theology—
have all been opened up in new ways. It is an exciting time to be
a Pauline scholar.

Y.' we may
backgroung

v

‘I'm not saying that John was the first Gospel, but that it wasd
first Gospel.’ Those who heard the late Bishop John A. T. Robinson
_ preach or lecture will be able to imagine well enough both the toné
of voice in which that sentence was delivered, at various times
during his last years, and also the sense of excitement his audience
would feel in anticipating a characteristically original and
provocative thesis. There has been a good deal going OP i
Johannine studies in the last quarter of a century, but nothing half
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so original as the Bampton Lectures, to which such preliminary
studies led, and which were in fact delivered and published
posthumously, and entitled The Priority of John.! The irony of
the situation—that, not only like several other major works on the
Gospel but in all probability like the Gospel itself, the book would
be left rough-hewn by its author and prepared for publication by
friends—was certainly not lost on Robinson as he so bravely faced
death from cancer in the second half of 1983.2

Before we look at this extraordinary book, however, we must
consider the course which the more mainline {and sometimes
perhaps more mundane) levels of Johannine scholarship have taken
during the last three decades. Here, fortunately, we are better off
for other surveys than in some of the areas we have examined up
to this point, and this treatment can be correspondingly brief.? As
throughout this chapter, we are faced with a familiar pair of
questions. Where does the Gospel belong historically, and how do
we describe it theologically?

Previous generations of scholars raised the question of the
Gospel's place in history in terms of authorship, sources, and
religions background. Who wrote the book? What connection {if
any) did it have with John the Apostle? Where was it composed,
and under the pressure of what (if any) problems in the Church?
Did the author know any or all of the Synoptic Gospels or their
sources, and if so what use has he made of them? Does the Gospel
contain good historical material, either through the Synoptics or
independently of them, or is it of little historical wvalue?
Particularly, is it basically Jewish or basically Greek!?

These questions remain on the table, with no agreed answers in
sight. They have been joined, and compounded, by others. In

1]. A. T. Robinson, The Priority of John (1985). The book was edited, after
Robinson‘s death in December 1983, by |. F. Coakley of Lancaster University, and the
lectures themselves were both distilled from the book—2 mammoth task in itself—
and delivered by Robinsen's old friend and colleague Professor C. F. D. Moule,

2 Op, cit., pp. vii f., xiii.

3 See especially J. Ashton [ed.), The Imterpretation of john {1986], with an
extremely useful Introduction on the present state of Johannine studies, for which
Robinson's magnuin opus appeared too late, apparently, to gain 2 mention. Amnong the
even fuller surveys of lohannine scholarship particular mention must be made of R.
Kysar, The Fourth Evangelist and His Gospel {1975) and 'The Fourth Gospel. A report
on Recent Research’ in H. Temporini and W. Hasse (eds.), Aufstieg und Niedergang
der rémischen Welt, vol. ii, 25. 3 {1985}, pp. 2391-480. Compare also the useful
survey in L. T. Johnson, The Writings of the New Testament |1986), pp. 466-519.
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particular, what sort of community or communities stand behing
the Fourth Gospel? What sort of social world can we glimpse
through its pages? Do the different sources or at least strands which
some have detected in it reflect different social or religious
groupings, and if so how? From the theory of Rudolf Bultmapy
that the Gospel was compiled from two sources (the *signs’ Source;
and the 'discourse’ source, drawn together by an ecclesiasticy]
redactor whose hand wids visible here and there] to the elaborate
ideas of Raymond Brown, who postulates several sources ang
several stages of composition reflecting a variety of religious ang
social milieus, there is no agreement on the matter, and severa)
scholars still register doubt as to whether the material can be
analysed in this way at all.! At the same time the different
religious possibilities have been explored and canvassed: Qumran,
Gnosticism, the Samaritans, as well as more mainline Hellenistic
and Jewish literature. What was said above in relation to
Jewish—-Hellenistic dichotomies applies here too, and we may well
hope that Johannine scholars will take seriously the inter-
penetration of Jewish and Greek ideas throughout the period.
There has been quite a variety of worthwhile work in this area
on a wider basis. C. H. Dodd followed his The Interpretation of the
Fourth Gospel {1953; see above, p. 296 {.) with Historical Tradition
in the Fourth Gospel {1963), arguing that there was a good deal
more solidly historical material in John than was usually thought.
J. L. Martyn's History and Theology in the Fourth Gospel {1968;
2nd ed. 1979) has become something of a landmark in its placing
of the Johannine polemic against the Jews in the period of the
Rabbinic Council of Jamnia, on account (among other things| of
the references to exclusion from the synagogue (9. 22, 12. 42,
16. 2). And Wayne Meeks of Yale University, in a justly famous
article, has argued that the social world of sectarianism visi})le
behind the Gospel creates a plausible context for the suggestion
that the Gnostic myths grew out of the Gospel rather than vice

1 Bultmann’s famous commentary on John appeared in English in 1971; the second
volume of his Theology of the New Testament [1955 deals mainly with 10hann;1(1]e
theology. R. E. Brown's two-volume commentary was published in 1966 and ]?I '
and his study of the Johannine Church, The Community of the Beloved Discip s%
in 1979, Other major commentaries now available in English include thos¢ 4

Téai‘fhn“ke“hurg (3 vols., 1968, 1980, 1982] and E. Haenchen (2 vols, 198%
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versa.! I there is no agreement in sight on these historical
matters, there is also no shortage of material to work on and new
ideas to discuss.

We have already seen in two other areas {study of the historical
Jesus and Paul’s view of the righteousness of God) that cats were
set among pigeons by Ernst Kdsemann's criticisms of his teacher
Rudolf Bultmann. There is a similar story to be told with respect
to Johannine theology. In the search for the true heart and meaning
of John, Kisemann focused on Christology, arguing that in John
Jesus is not really a human being identified with the messenger
from God, but is himself a demi-God, striding through the human
scene but not really part of it. Whereas John had become an
important part of Bultmann’'s overall theological synthesis,
Kasemann feels compelled to reject his position outright.?> Similar
discussions have occupied English exegesis more recently, centring
upon two writers, J. D. G. Dunn and J. A. T. Robinson.? And if
Christology has been the hub of the theological discussion, that is
not to say that other themes, such as the Holy Spirit or the Son of
Man, have not received a fair amount of attention.® But behind all
these issues there is a sense that what John is actually all about is
not exhausted by such questions, even those of Christology. There
is a mystery about John that eludes the grasp of those who try to
pin it down within neat categories. It has to do, clearly, with John's
telling of the story of Jesus and Israel as the focal point of the story
of God and the world; but how one properly articulates that [itself
highly evocative} idea, and works it out in all the details and by-
paths of Johannine theology, is an enormous task which
sometimes seems as far from completion as it was 125 years ago.

We must now return to John Robinson’s Bampton Lectures,

1 W. A, Meeks, 'The Man from Heaven in Johannine Sectarianism’, Journal of
Biblical Literature 91 [1972), pp. 44-72, reprinted in Ashten, op. cit., pp. 141-73. All
but one of the other articles in Ashton’s important collection are from the last twenty-
five years.

2 E Kasemann, The Testament of Jesus |English trans., 1968; 3rd German ed.,

71l
193 ]l. D. G. Dunn, Chtistology in the Making {1980}, pp. 212-68; ]. A. T. Robinson,
The Priority of John {1985}, ch. §, and Twelve More New Testament Studies (1984),
chs. 10 and 12. See too the debates, involving also Professor Maurice Wiles of Oxford
University, in Theclogy, vol. lxxxv {1982).

4 On the Spirit, see particularly The Spirit-Paraclete in the Gospel of john |1970)
by George Johnston of McGill University; on the Son of Man see, e.g., F. ]. Mclorey,
The Johannine Somn of Man {1978).
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which come at the whole Johannine question from a very differen;
angle. Robinson had been laying foundations for this work for
some time: indeed, it was apparently in rethinking Johannipe
chronology that he set in motion his previous book of iconoclastic
New Testament history.! His famous paper, ‘The *'‘New Look" on
the Fourth Gospel’, was originally delivered in 1957, arguing that
the then current scholarship was beginning to question the major
assumptions about Johannine dating and origin which had beey,
prevalent for many years.> Although Robinson gave himself tq
many other tasks, including his work as Bishop of Woolwich, ang
to many other equally controversial topics within theology and
ethics, it was to his major study of John, which he had reluctantly
left in the 1950s, that he returned in the last years and indeed last
months of his life.

By ‘priority’ Robinson did not mean {despite the claim of the book’s
dust-jacket!}, that John was the first Gospel to be written, but that
it should be treated as presenting just as much a ‘primary’, that is,
underived, picture of Jesus as the others, and that it can, if so
treated, shed more light on them than they can on it if it is regarded
as essentially a secondary witness. Put john first, Robinson is
saying, and the other details will fit; put the Synoptics frst, and
John will have to be left out. Thus his thesis is that

John is presenting us with a record, or what he calls a testimony, that is
fundamentally independent of the others, goes back, through whatever
stages of composition, to source and not simply to sources, and is at any
rate a first written statement of the gospel, of primal rather than secondary
significance.3

John, then, is just as much the ‘alpha’ of the New Testament
witness as he is its ‘ormega’: he has gone further than anyone clse
in exploring the theological significance of Jesus, but this does not
mean that he does not stand just as close to the original events as
anyone else.¢ In fact, John's proximity to the actual events can be
argued quite fully. He goes back to 'source’ and not to 'soxlrcgs’:
there is clear evidence that he knows the geography of Palestine

I ie. Redating the New Testament |1976); see particularly ch. 9. y

2 This paper is reprinted in his Twelve New Testament Studies (19621, pp- 94-10%
along with other seminal papers on lohn and other subjects.

3 The Prionity of Jokn, p. 8,

3 Bid., p 33
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very W"ell; there are good answers to those who seize on points of
detail in the Gospel to argue that it reflects a date towards the start
of the second century; and the author looks, after all, as though he
might well have been a member of the original circle of disciples.
Although this does not prove that John, son of Zebedee, really
wrote the book, it shows that such a suggestion is far less unlikely
than used to be thought, and certainly allows Robinson to proceed
with his testing of the hypothesis of the ‘priority’ (in his sense] of
John.

Robinson then offers a reconstruction of the chronology of Jesus’
ministry, demonstrating how much progress can be made when we
treat John first and try to fit the Synoptic data into his scheme
instead of vice versa. I remember this chapter (in an earlier form)
being given as a paper at Professor Morna Hooker's seminar in
Cambridge in the late 1970s: the excitement of even thinking of
dating, say, the Desert Feeding in the hrst fortnight of April,
AD. 29, remains with me still, however much one's professional
caution dictates that nothing too solid should be built too soon on
such a foundation.! This sets the scene for the three central
chapters of the book, in which Robinson traces the story of Jesus
in its three stages, arguing that if John is given priority of
consideration much that is otherwise obscure is brought into
clearer light, not least the developing self-understanding of Jesus
and the growing political and religious opposition to him. The
discussions of the trial, crucifixion and resurrection are particu-
larly impressive.?

This leaves the way clear for the two most difficult areas of
discussion. In his chapter 'The Teaching of Jesus' {pp. 296-342)
Robinson faces the problem that the sayings and sermons of Jesus
in the Synoptics simply do not have the same style or quality as
those in John. Having admitted a great difference in technique, he
argues that there is also a great deal more common ground than

1 Robinson's chronological table is on p. 157. He dates the baptism of lesus in
early 28, and the crucifixion on 7 April, A.D.'SO. in betwe'cn there are no fewer than
four separate visits to Jerusalem, corresponding to those in John but not, of course,
te anything in the Synoptics. o ' '

1 A measure of the evidence for John's proximity to 'source’ rather than sources
s Liis wealth of incidenta) detail, which strikes in particular the listener to[. S. Bach's
St. John Passion: there is_nothmg in the simitar sexting of St. Matthew, for instance,
t0 compare with the serting 1o music of such words as ‘and the servant’s name was

Malchus' (fohn 18. 100
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is usually thought. He then suggests that what has happened iy,
John is that the inner Christological significance of Syno

ptic-type
material has been 'transposed’ so as to be heard more ¢ 7P

learly:

In John the invitation is to the journey inwards rather than sideways |

to enter at depth into the significance of Jesus’ words and works and persc'n.
which are seen as ‘signs’, pointers to the interior. The';r meaning is to bé
grasped not so much by putting two situations side by side as by
challenging the reader to 2 different level of seeing and hearing ang
understanding, which the Spirit alone can disclose . . . The reader i
intended to be conscious throughout of a ‘second language’, of what he is
really saying at depth. Hence there is a deliberate process of transposition,
of arrangement in the musical sense, going on, to permit new things to be
heard in the old themes . . . Yet John is not simply devising new melodjes
of his own. In the Spirit he is taking the things of Jesus and showing them
to us, not speaking ‘of himself’. He is controlled by the historical Jesus, !

The resultant differences between John and the Synoptists,
Robinson insists, are therefore not antitheses but differences of
emphasis. If this is realized, John can be rescued from the charges
of excessive individualism and introspective exclusivism which
have been levelled at him in modern times (the latter applies
particularly to the First Letter of John, which Robinson treats as
closely related to the Gospel}. The former is more a matter of
'personalism’ (p. 329}, the latter a misunderstanding of the depth
of Jesus' command to love.? And John's eschatology, for so long
regarded as ‘realized’ in contrast to the Synoptists’ 'futurist’
viewpoint, contains in fact a mixture of the two very similar to
that which may be discerned in the Synoptics also. It is important
to realize that Robinson is not arguing that John, any more than the
Synoptics, gives us the straightforward ipsissima verba of Jesus. He
is questioning the points at which the theology of Jesus’ teaching
in John has been felt to be different from, and indeed irrecon-
cilable with, that of our other major sources.

This brings Robinson to the last and greatest question: the
Johannine presentation of Jesus himself [pp. 343-97). As with the
teaching, this consists to begin with in the making explicit iB John
of what is implicit in the Synoptics: of both it must be said that

1 Op,‘cit., PP- 322 1. in¢
1 Robinson here takes issue with the currently popular idea that the johanoif
comimunity was a ‘sect’: see pp. 338 {.



HISTORY AND THEQLQGY 437

Jesus ‘went roux?d not just talking about God . . . but standing in
God's place, acting and speaking for him’.! At the same time, the
Fourth Gospel constantly emphasizes that Jesus has this status as
a gift from the Father: he is at one and the same time 'wholly
dependent and wholly free’ {p. 350}. This leads Robinson to enter
the normally forbidden territory, the ‘last taboo’, of Jesus' self-
consciousness.? Jesus, he argues, really does seem to have had a
unique knowledge of the Father, and a unique function as mediator
of that knowledge, and to have been aware of the fact of this
uniqueness.®

This does not, however, make Jesus into an ‘invader from
another world’: he remains fully human. The category of ‘sonship’,
so central to John's expressions of who Jesus is, is itself richly
evocative, and does not allow us to say simply ‘Jesus was divine'.
We cannot divorce ontological categories {who Jesus was) from
the functional (what he did, i.e. totally obeyed the Father's will).
‘For John there is no division, however paper-thin, between
metaphysics and morals, knowing and loving.’* As a result John's
Christology must not be split off from that of the rest of the New
Testament. It is not docetic, even though it was later used by
Gnostic and docetic segments of the Church. Robinson’s main
concern, in this final section of the book, seems to be to guard john
against such a charge, and he believes it necessary, if we are to do
this, to deny that the Logos possessed personal pre-existence prior
to the Incarnation. What has happened is that statements of the
‘precedence’ of Jesus have been turped, within the Christian
tradition, into statements of personal pre-existence, in a way
which {so Robinson thinks} threatens the genuineness of his
humanity. Instead, we must find ways of asserting the total
humanity, and the full presence of God, at the same time and

without compromise:

There is nothing here that is not utterly and ‘superly’ human, as well as
being totally transparent of God. To have seen the one is to have seen the
other, without either being dissolved in the other. The ‘T that says '] and

1 Op. cit., p. 351 {italics original|. ) o
2 Iblijd,,lp, .?252: see ch. 11 of his Twelve More New Testament Srudfes.’ which is

here drawn on heavily. .
3 The Priority of John, p. 361, quoting T, E. Pollard.

4 Ibid., p- 376.



438 THE INTERPRETATION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

the Father are one’ is as unequivocally human as the T that says ‘I thirsy.
There can be no residue or trace of a christology that says that Jesus said
or did some things as God and some things as man . . . He did everything
as the integral human being who was totally one with his Father and with
all other men, so that in him the fullness of deity as well as the fullness
of humanity becomes visible. The distinctive thing about that 'I’ is not thap
it was not human but that it was wholly one with the self-expressive
activity of God, and thus uniquely buman. What he was the Logos was and
what the Logos was God was, so that in his 'I' God is speaking and acting.!

Thus, when Thomas addresses Jesus as ‘My God’,

in this human friend and companion . . . he recognizes the one in whom
the lordship of God meets him and claims him, though not as a heavenly
being but as a wounded yet transfigured man of flesh and blood, whose
glorification lay in making himself nothing so that in him God might be
everything . . . 50, to be true to John, we should say that the Word of God
subsisted in the man Jesus, utterly and completely, that he was totus deus,
God all through, his perfect reflection and image, but not that he was
totum dei, all there is of God.2

And this position, Robinson maintains in conclusion, is fully in
line with the real intention of classical Christology and catholic
Christianity as a whole, and worthy to be built into contemporary
restatements of Christian truth.

It is difficult, and perhaps even a little impertinent, to offer
criticisms of such a solid, well-written book, which carries the
reader along with it in a sustained sense of excitement not
disrupted by the frequent disagreements and questions that all
serious readers will have. But ultimately the issue must come
down to that which we have seen to characterize the modern
period at every point: the meeting-place between history and
theology. Johannine scholarship has for so long held them apart:
John was writing theology, not history. Robinson insists on
bringing them together: John was doing both, and at the same
time. And this itself is simply a wider way of saying what he so
much wants to say, that in Jesus we see both God and man, neither
a man aspiring to be God nor God merely dressed up as a man.

There remain, no doubt, numerous points of historical detail in
the body of the book that subsequent scholarship will modify of
reject outright. Many, for instance, will find the arguments for

1 Op. cit., p. 388. 2 Ihid., pp. 393, 396.



HISTORY AND THEOLOGY 439

apostolic authorship, particularly the suggestions about the son of
Zebedee getting to know Jerusalem, including the High Priest’s
house, through his fish-selling business, fanciful and uncon-
vincing. There remains also the formidable problem, which the
penultimate chapter has only gone a little way to overcome, that
the teaching of Jesus in John is stil], in flavour and style as well as
in content, so very visibly different to that in the Synoptics. And
many will remain unconvinced that in order to maintain a non-
docetic Christology today one must make the sort of moves which
Robinson makes, or that one should attribute those same moves to
John. The great debate about Johannine Christology and ultimately
theology will continue unabated, and, as in Robinson’s case, will
call for the resources of the theclogian as much as of the exegete.
But the breathtaking audacity of much of this book should not
blind subsequent scholarship to the very great achievement it
represents, an achievement of Robinson both as a man and as a
scholar:

I prefer to believe that the ancient testimony of the church is correct that
John wrote [the Gospel} 'while still in the body’, and that its roughness,
self-corrections and failures of connection, real or imagined, are the result
of its not having been smoothly or finally edited. If so I am in good
company. At any rate who could wish for a better last testimony from his
friends than that "his witness is true’ {John 21. 24)? In other words, he got
it right—historically and theologically.!

Vi

What is it that makes people go on studying the New Testament?
Behind all the details of exegesis—of textual criticism, of historical
and background studies, even of specific theological debates—the
trained ear can hear a counterpoint so fascinating that it compels
one to stay where one is and listen. Here, on the one hand, is the
busy, running little melody of histon_r: endless detail, constant
variety, unexpected surprises, unpredictable people and events.
Here, on the other hand, is the slower but richer th_cr.ne _of
theology: a powerful, sustained tune, ta‘king its time, rising in
majestic cadences to its own proper climax. To take another
example, and perhaps an appropriate one, from J. S. Bach {who

! Op. cit., p. xiii [italics original].
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after all deserves a place in a book on modem Wester
. n

interpretation of the New Testament, and not merely because of
his association in one’s mind with Albert Schweitzer}, we might
think of Jesu, Joy of Man’s Desiring. Either of the two themes
would by itself be worthy of attention. The combination~—the
tensions as well as the harmonies-—is, for those who StOD to listen
utterly compelling, '

Before exploring this metaphor—which is only one way of
addressing an exceedingly complicated issue—we must pause tg
clarify the relation between this question and those which have
occupied us up until now. We saw that in the study of Paul, for
instance, there were four elements inextricably bound up: history,
theology, exegesis, and modern reapplication. By ‘theology’ we were
there concerned specifically with Paul’s theology, and with the effort
to describe it appropriately. That, in the last analysis, is in fact part
of the overall historical task. When we now talk of ‘theology’ as
the counterpoint to ‘history’ we mean, rather, the Church’s
theology, the fresh expression of the truth and life of which Paul
and the others (it is believed) spoke. For our present purposes, then,
‘history’ includes the entire attempt to understand what the New
Testament writers said and meant in their context, incorporating
the three disciplines of history proper, exegesis, and historical stody
of theology: and ‘theology’ here indicates the mature rethinking and
reapplication to which the Church has felt compelled. Nor is this
a mere confusion of terminology. It is precisely in the attempt to
think through the theology expressed in the New Testament that
the Church has found, again and again, new light dawning on her
own task and self-understanding. If there is a bridge between 'history’
and 'theology’ in the wider senses we are now using, it often seems
to be ‘theology’ in the former sense, the historically understood
theology of the New Testament writers. :

What sort of harmonic theory are we to employ in bringing the
two elements together? How do we combine the historical
description of the New Testament writings, of early Christianity
in general, with the theological task of making normative
statements about Jesus, about the Church, and ultimately about
God? Three models in particular [not necessarily exclusive) h{“’e
been prominent, and we must look briefly at each before offering
some final reflections.
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First, there has been the classic method associated with E, C. Baur
and many of‘ hls_ successors up to the present day. One must analyse
early Christianity into its component parts, and then one may see,
on the basis of some evaluative principle, which bits are the 'main’
ones, which notes in the busy melody of history really harmonize
with the sustained theme of normative theology. Here are Jewish
Christianity, Gentile Christianity, Early Catholicism, and various
subdivisions within them: here are John the Baptist, Jesus, Paul,
John, and a host of lesser lights. From here there is, as we have seen,
almost an infinite variety of possible moves that can be made.

Most want to keep Jesus as a linchpin of their scheme, but Jesus
turns out {even in the Third Quest} to be harder to describe than
we would like. Many, particularly within Protestantism, want to
keep Paul, but Paul too has many faces within modern scholarship.
There are few who have a strong enough view of Paul’s authority
to enable them to say, at the end of a detached historical and
exegetical study, that Paul says x, so x must be true. Only where
x is already part of 2 wider theological scheme held by the writer
is that likely to happen. Otherwise what will be said is that,
although Paul does indeed say x, we know he did not really mean
it, since he also says y, its opposite, and makes that more central:
or perhaps x is a ‘gloss’, an addition to his text by a later scribe who
misunderstood him. Or we will take our courage in both hands and
say that Paul said z, and he was just plain wrong. This game is
harder to play with Jesus at one level {most people fight shy of
saying straight out that Jesus was wrong on some important point),
but easier at another, since there is now available a whole range of
tools and a whole variety of models to enable us to say, of any
particular word or action, that Jesus in all probability did not say
or do it. These tools and models are often borrowed uncritically,
passing from one school of thought to another without its being
noticed that they do not belong to the task in hand, as though one
were to borrow one’s neighbour’s lawnmower to prune the roses.

For some, anything with the label ‘Jewish’ is suspect; for others,
anything with the label ‘Gentile’. For some, ‘Barly Catholicism’ is
a definite sign of decay in the early Church: for others, the
developing community is the place where Jesus’ insights come to
stow but full {or at least fuller) maturity. The problem here is, of
course, that historical description is not merely pressed into
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service under the rule of an evaluative scheme, but may actually
have been dictated by that scheme in the first place.! Untj) the
issue is faced in these terms, many of the debates in Neyw
Testament studies will remain a matter of great issues fought oy
on tiny battlefields, with neither side acknowledging {or even
sometimes, recognizing) the strategic importance of the tusslé
within the larger campaign, and ignotant armies clashing by night
in the background. To separate out the different strands withip
early Christianity, and to make one or more of them in some way
normative on the basis of their religious background or of their
closeness to the thought of Jesus or Paul, is one way of making the
counterpoint work, but in cutting down the historical melody to
harmonize with a slower tune [perhaps after all it is a Lutheran
chorale, maybe even Ein’ feste Burg] we may well feel that
something indefinable has been lost.

The second way of making historical study yield theological
results is really a subdivision of the first. It is often assumed that
the really normative Christianity is the ecarliest form we can
discover. ‘Early Christian experience’: that is what we are trying
to get back to, in order to recapture the enthusiasm, the vitality,
the world-changing power and vision which were all too rapidly
fost as the Church moved into its second generation, settled down,
and became comfortable in its fixed forms of ministry, its liturgies,
and its dogma. We will then select as our ‘canon within the canon'
those writings which take us back as close as we can come to the
early events. {Here Form-criticism comes into its own. The
Gospels do not, apparently, give us the description of earliest
Christianity we require as our model, so we will read between their
lines and see there the primitive community preaching
worshipping, teaching, deciding difficult issues.} Historical study
leads to normative theology because the Church, like (in some
theories] the universe, started off with a bang. If it has been
slowing down ever since, we can get things going again by drawing
attention once more to the moments of primal vision.

1 One of the most recent attempts at traditional-style categorization is that pi
J. D. G. Dunn, Unity and Diversity in the New Testament {1977). For the way 39
which the categories are receiving much-needed overbaul, see, for exan‘leei
R. B Brown, 'Not Jewish Christianity and Gentile Christianity but Types 5
Jewish/Gentile Christianity’, Catholic Biblical Quarterly, xiv (1983}, pp- 74-9, an
R. E. Brown and |. P. Meier, Antioch and Rome {1983}.
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It is becapse this model has been so much in the minds of
scholars this century that the post-Schweitzer view of early
Christian eschatology has caused so many problems. If
Christianity was only designed to last for forty years, should it not
have been abandoned in the forty-first? It is strange to blame the
Christians of the second and subsequent generations for seeking to
perpetuate the faith in appropriate ways {in circumstances that
were in fact far from comfortable: the picture of ‘early
Catholicism’ has lured us into all sorts of anachronisms) when
most New Testament scholars are, in one way or another, hoping
themselves to perpetuate it nearly two thousand years later, and
using all sorts of modern tools as they do so. Here the new
understandings of ‘apocalyptic’ of which we spoke earlier may be
of help, not only in the historical description of early Christianity,
but also in the move to theological considerations.

The third way of making the counterpoint work is to abstract or,
as it were, boil off from the historical melody those overtones
which we can rearrange into a theological theme. We study
history, in other words, in order to be able to strip away the
irrelevant culture-conditioned rags in which the pure idea
happened to be clothed at the time, and we allow it to float free so
that it may be reappropriated at any time and place, within any
culture. It is one of the ironies of the Enlightenment’s emphasis on
history that, at least for those who followed Lessing, history was
precisely where eternal truths would not be found. One studies the
lesser melody in order to make sure one is not confusing it with
the greater, listening only for the echoes and overtones which will
enable one to move up to the timeless truths of reason, and perhaps
also of faith, We think of Rudol Bultmann as the great exponent
of this method, with his ‘demythologizing’ programme: but he
simply made explicit the hermeneutical ideas latent in the great
flow of modern criticism throughout our period. Albert Schweitzer
had already done essentially the same thing when he abstracted the
‘personality’ of Jesus and the ‘permanent elements’ in Paul from
the apocalyptic clothing in which, historically speaking, he found
them,

It is difficult, not least because of our own post-Enlightenment
cultural conditioning, to think of preaching from the New
Testament without making some such move, at however gentle a
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level. We would not exhort our hearers to forswear travelling from
Jerusalem to Rome by aeroplane on the grounds that Paul went by
boat. And this method has the obvious advantage that it allows the
details of the historical melody to be themselves. We are not trying
to harmonize it at every point with the theological tune, only to
hear occasional overtones which remind us of it. That is why even
those scholars who forswear ‘theological’ interests can st}
produce historical work whose importance carries over into other
areas. But, again, there is a sense of loss. We are left, effectively,
not with counterpoint but with two different tunes, which from
time to time remind us of each other but cannot really be hearq,
and heard with delight, at the same time and in proper mutual
complementarity. The split between the contingent truths of
history and the eternal truths of reason runs very deep in our
culture, and has infected theological study at every point, but it is
precisely in the New Testament that we get a sense that the real
music is not of that sort.

These three models—selection of strands within early
Christianity, highlighting of earliest Christian experience, and the
boiling off of 'timeless truth’ from culture-bound historical
circumstances—have all had a long and active life. They are
sometimes combined, and indeed one finds elements of each in
many writers who seem unaware of the rather different
presuppositions that each implies. But, inadequate though each
model clearly is, they bear mute testimony to an interesting fact.
The Enlightenment, which stands at the start of the story
chronicled in this book, has not in fact achieved what it sought. It
wanted to throw off the shackles of authoritarian Christianity, and
developed historical tools for the purpose: but the Church has
taken up those tools and used them, despite their not being exactly
designed for the task, in the service of its theology and
proclamation. A tribute is due to the resilience of the New
Testament, and of the Church’s belief in its authority, which not
only has been maintained in some form or other despite attacks,
but has actually made the constant and not always unsuccessful
attempt to turn the attackers’' weapons to its own use.

If, however, we are to understand more completely the reasons
for the present state of affairs in New Testament scholarship, W€
need to look further back than the Enlightenment. The reason the
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Western Chmcl? asks the questions it does about the New
Testament 1s‘ult1mately because of the place given to the Bible at
the Reformation. Scripture was suddenly made to bear the weight
of authority: everything was to be tested in its light. And it is
precisely the literal sense of scripture which will count, not the
allegorical and other methods which (the Reformers believed)
allowed the medieval Church to muzzle the Bible and make it
agree with anything that tradition and pious invention might
suggest. The search is then launched: what is the literal, historical
meaning of the text? Here, not merely in the eighteenth century,
lie the deepest roots of theologically inspired modern historical
criticism.

But the Reformers never really came to grips with the question
which must at once follow. How can the New Testament, over half
of which is historical narrative, actually function as authoritative
when taken precisely in its literal sense? How can ‘what happened
then’ be normative for the later Church? In philosophical terms,
how can you derive an 'ought’ from an 'is’? The sort of authority
demanded by the times pointed to the answer: we are looking for
doctrinal standards and ethical guidelines, and these can be
distilled from the Gospels, keeping as a model the letter to the
Romans, which is (in Luther’s phrase) ‘a light and way unto the
whole Scripture’. But here already, we may suggest, the churches
of the Reformation took a step away from their own insistence on
the literal sense and moved towards the third of the models we
outlined above, the distilling of abstract or timeless truth out of
the historical meaning. In due course their successors were to
arrive at methods, such as Form-criticism and Redaction-criticism,
which would read more between the lines than the older allegorists
ever dreamt of.

The irony, we may suggest, is that when we insist on the literal
sense of Scripture {as part of 4 total theory of revelation, of how
God spoke of old and will speak again], we find that this literal
sense points us beyond itself. As literary criticism has been
reminding us recently, stories are not merely tales from the past.
They involve us: they open up and invite us to share their world,
to see ourselves in their light. And if this is true to some extent of
virtually any story, it is certainly true of the Gospels, and we may
suggest that the evangelists intended to it be so.
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The ‘authority’ which the Gospels, in their literal and historica)
sense, may be intended to exercise is therefore not merely thyy of
being witnesses to the beginning of Christianity, or of bein
source-books from which doctrine or ethics may be distilled, or of
being repositories of Jewish, or Gentile, or any other sort of early
Christianity. It is an ‘authority’ which invites the reader {or
hearer: the Gospels are very much oral documents, meant to e
read out, and not just in little snippets either) to enter the world
of which they speak, the world where Jesus is inaugurating his
Kingdom, the world where the Father's will is done on earth as it
is in heaven. By saying 'the authority of Scripture’, and by insisting
on the literal and historical sense, we actually, if we follow the
argument through, change the meaning of the word ‘authority’
itself. Scripture ceases to be a handbook of dogma, a source-book
for models of religious life, a repository of timeless truth. It
becomes the new covenant document, the charter for the people
who belong to Jesus. It demands to be read in the context of the
continuing life of the Church by those seeking the help and
guidance of the Spirit. The ‘higher’ a view of biblical authority we
take, the more we will allow full and free historical investigation
of what the text says. The more, too, we will seek to hear the
historical tune in all its glorious and surprising detail alongside,
and ultimately as the perfect accompaniment for, the tune which
consists in the life, belief, and proclamation of the Church.

Maybe, after all, the idea that there are really two quite different
tunes, brought together only by a suspension of disbelief, is itself
a product of the Enlightenment. What we, with our cultural
conditioning, hear as two may be the distortion, through our own
hearing, of the single richly harmonized melody which is the true
story of God and his world. And, if that is so, we must listen with
all the alertness we can muster. There are many more notes in the
tune than we had realized, and some of them will not fit with our
present limited conceptions. The tasks bequeathed to us by Bawf

and Bultmann, by Schweitzer and Sanders, are far from being
completed.
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Evidently, New Testament scholars have enough on their hands
to keep them occupied for a great many years. The work must £0
forward in perfect freedom. Progress cannot be made, unless the
scholar is free to consider every aspect of the problem, to fashion
his hypotheses and to put them forward, in the expectation that
only those hypotheses will survive which take all the evidence
seriously and ‘save the phenomena’, that is, provide an explana-
tion of the phenomena which is reasonable and satisfying to the
critical intellect.

Yet, when this has been said, the theologian might consider to
his advantage the methods employed by scholars who are engaged
in other fields of knowledge, and particularly by the physical
scientists. He would observe that the physical scientists are strong
at two points at which theologians tend to be weak. The first is the
ruthless spirit of self-criticism in which the scientist tests his own
work; he asks himself again and again whether the hypothesis he
is putting forward is really related to the phenomena which it
purports to explain, or whether some other explanation is equally
possible. In all scientific progress there is an element of inspired
intuition, one may almost call it adventurous guess-work; but this
is followed up by a long process of experimental verification, before
results are put forward with any confdence that they are reliable.
The second strength of the scientist is in the rejection of
hypotheses that have failed to stand up to the tests to which they
have been subjected. The elimination of the impossible and the
highly improbable clears the way for the emergence of the highly
probable or the certainly established truth. In theology certain
proof or disproof is much less often possible than in the physical
or biological sciences. But what hinders progress is the persistence
in currency of hypotheses in favour of which solid and satisfactory
evidence has never been adduced. Because some view has an
eminent name attached to it, because it has been often repeated on
authority without adequate experimental testing, it comes to be
assumed by those who have not the opportunity to test the
evidence on which it was originally based that it has a far greater
measure of certainty than can legitimately be ascribed to it. In the
past there have been notable slayers of hypotheses—for instance,
Theodor Zahn in Germany and William Sanday in England.
Perhaps one of our great needs today is the clearing away of a vast
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amount of dead wood, of traditions which survive from the past
views which have never really been tenable, interpretations which,
have lost such validity as they had, in order that the possible lines
of advance may become clear, and that the student may go forwargd
unperplexed by the irrelevancies of the past to such discoveries a5
will genuinely illuminate the future. '

The temple in Jerusalem in the time of Jesus was approached by
a series of courts—that of the Gentiles, that of the women, that of
Israel—to which various classes of worshippers had access. Beyond
that only the priests could go, and only the high priest once a year
into the inmost sanctuary of all. The work of New Testament
criticistm may be similarly depicted as a gradual approach to the
central mystery of faith and unbelief. In the outer court stand those
who are concerned with the externals of the New Testament—the
manuscripts and their readings, grammar, and lexicography—
services by no means to be despised because they are at some
distance from the central issues. Then come the exegetes, whose
task it is to say when and how the New Testament books came to
be written, what the words and sentences meant to those who
wrote them and to those who first read them, in so far as this can
be determined today. Clearly, this is an indispensable service;
unless it is well done, we shall never be free from fanciful and
unreliable interpretations of the New Testament text, determined
by imagination and desire and not by knowledge. In the third place
come the New Testament theologians, who bring together the
scattered lights into a single flame. They are concerned with the
issue of revelation. Who is the God who speaks and shows himself
in the New Testament? How does he show himself? In the light of
this manifestation, how do we understand the world in which we
live, how do we understand ourselves, our society, our destiny’
What is the nature of this new ‘life in Christ’, ‘life in the Spirit’,
of which the New Testament so constantly speaks?

Al this is approach. But, if all this is no more than approach,
what is it that lies beyond?

The New Testament is concerned with proclamation. It is 3
Kerygma, the loud cry of a herald authorized by a king to proclaim
his will and purpose to his subjects. It is Euangelion, good news,
sent to those who are in distress with the promise of deliverance.
It is the Word of the Lord—and in the East a word is no mer¢
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vibration in the atmosphere, it is a living power sent forth to
accomplish that for which it is sent. When the New Testament
s'cholar has done his utmost in his sphere, his work remains
lifeless, gntil it is transformed into the living voice of
Proclamatmn‘. The §ch01ar may say, a3 many have done, that this
is none of his business; he will scientifically make known the
facts, and it will be the task of others to do with them as they will.
But throughout our study we have seen that many of the giants
reached out beyond the study to the pulpit, believing that the two
are most intimately linked, and that any truth gained by the
intense application of labour in the study will find its way out in
living proclamation as a Word of God to men. And so, in fact, from
generation to generation, the New Testament has taken on new
life, as the ancient words have asserted their relevance in every
changing scene of human existence, have clothed themselves
afresh in human understanding, and have come home to the heart
and conscience as challenge, enlightenment, and consolation.
But there is yet one further door through which the human spirit
must pass, if it would enter the inmost sanctuary, and through
which it can only pass alone. When scholar and prophet and
preacher and priest have done their utmost and their best, a
question remains on which the individual must make his own
decision, since no one can make it for him. The tremendous drama
of the Fourth Gospel sets before us the gradual development of
faith and unbelief, at first often intermingled in discussion and
debate, but gradually crystallizing out in the resolute
determination of the enemies of Jesus to destroy him, and the less
resolute but still notable determination of his friends to follow him
that they might die with him. Beyond question, part of the abiding
power of this Gospel to speak directly to the hearts of men lies in
those recorded conversations in which the Word of life is seen
alone with the individual to whom the challenge to faith is being
presented. ‘Marvel not that I said unto thee, Ye must be born
again.' 'I that speak unto thee am he.’ ‘Jesus saith unto her, Mary.
She saith unto him in Hebrew, Rabboni, which is to say, Master.’
‘Lord, thou knowest all things: thou knowest that I love thee
.. When he had spoken this, he saith unto him, Follow me . . .
1f 1 will that he tarry till 1 come, what is that to thee? Follow thou

me.’
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204, 232, 297 n. 1, 345; commentaries
on, see Westcott, B, F.

Hegel, G. W, F_, 3, 23, 301

Hegelianism, 245

Hegelians, 32 and n. 1

Heidegger, M., 189, 245, 302, see also
Existentialism

Heitmiller, Wilhelm, 171; Taufe und
Abendmahl bei Paulus, 171

Hellenism, 147, 148 and n. 2, 149§,
172,173, 179, 182, 185 and n. 1, 192,
198, 203, 232, 330, 337, 339, 346 F,
348 1., 370, 406 1., 408 and n. 1, 419

Hengel, M., The Son of God, 364 n. 1,
376 n. 2

Henson, H., 230 n. ]

Herder, |. G., 2, 117 n. 3, 256

‘Hermeneutics’, 410

Hermetic writings, 187, 346 and n. 2,
347

Hermetism, 187

Hirsch, E., 14

Historical criticism, 17, 27, 28 (f., 34,
307,398 0. I, 445
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399 and n. 1, 400, 402; see also Borg,
Schweitzer, Strauss; and the Old
Testament, 233; parables of, 116, 262,
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328, 441

Jonas, H., 188; Grosis und Spdtantiker
Gelst, 189 n. 1

Jones, W, 87

Josephus, 89, 320, 325, 356, 380, 385;
History of the Jewish War, 355

Jowett, B., 32

Fudaism, 147, 203, 212, 316§, 3281,
348 ., 363, 370 £f., 381 n. 3, 394, 399,
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Kyrios, 176 1., 198, 2588, 289

Jesus  von

Lachish letters, 318

Lachmann, K., 73, 119, 177 and nn. 1, 2

Lake, K., 178, 184; The Eadlier Epistles
of 8t. Paul, 178, 179, The Historical
Evidences for the Resurrection of Jesus
Christ, 301; Philosophical Theology,
178

Language of apocalyptic and prophecy,
210 ff.

Language of New Testament, 84f.,
86 ff., 90, 92, 98 ff., 158 ., 163, 1649,
239, 241, 277 and n. 4, 314, 354,
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